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This in response to your letter of August 23, 2011, regarding certain exhibits in the above
referenced file. You asked that we review the exhibits in the file for possible sensitive 
personally identifiable information (PH) and that we return a fully redacted report to OSC 
for re-posting on OSC's public file. 

Together with our privacy attorney, we have reviewed the file for PH and determined that 
Appendix B, Exhibit 2 and the chart listing the Airmen dated August 28, 2008, contain PH 
that should not be posted on OSC's public file. This is in addition to Appendix B, Exhibit 
3, which OSC has previously agreed should not be posted publically since it also contains 
sensitive PH. Accordingly, I am returning to you a fully redacted report, without these 
three exhibits, for inclusion in OSC's public file. To the extent these documents have 
already been posted, our privacy experts have concluded that notification is not warranted 
since the risk of harm to the individuals is relatively low. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me or Debra Rosen if you have any questions. 
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sistant General Counsel 
for General Law 
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

Mr. Scott 1. Bloch 
Special Counsel 
U.S. Office of Special Counsel 
1730 M. Street, NW., Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20036-4505 

Re: OSC File No. DI-07-2350 

Dear Mr. Bloch: 

September 15. 2008 

Thank you for your letter of October 23,2007, in which you requested my office to investigate 
"whistleblower disclosures that officials and employees of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT), Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and Flight Standards Service 
(AFS), Washington, D.C., are engaging in conduct which constitutes gross mismanagement, an 
abuse of authority, and a substantial and specific danger to public safety." 

Mr. Gabriel D. Bruno, a former FAA employee, made these serious accusations to the Office of 
Special Counsel with regard to FAA's handling of the St. George Aviation re-examination cases. 
Mr. Bruno, who was the manager of the FAA Flight Standards District Office (FSDO) with 
oversight of the first phase of the re-examination program, made similar allegations to the 
Special Counsel's Office in 2003 about FAA's decision then to stop the re-examination program. 
After the 2003 Special Counsel inquiry, the FAA resumed the re-examination program in what is 
known as phase two. It is this second phase of the re-examination program that is at issue in 
OSC File No. DI-07-2350. 

Pursuant to your request, I asked the FAA to conduct a comprehensive investigation of this 
matter and to coordinate its investigation and report with the Department's Office of the 
Inspector General, which had previously investigated this matter. To that end, the FAA prepared 
a final report addressing each of Mr. Bruno's allegations after FAA's Flight Standards Service 
Quality Assurance Staff conducted an independent investigation of the matter. A copy of that 
investigation and other supporting documentation are enclosed, along with FAA's final report. 
The report summarizes the evidence revealed by the investigation and provides additional 
background information that is responsive to the allegations. 

More specifically, FAA's final report addresses Mr. Bruno's allegations that the second phase of 
FAA's re-examination program is not adequate to ensure safety. The report explains that the 
standards for the FAA to conduct a re-examination are discretionary and allow FAA personnel 
the flexibility to determine the best means to ascertain the qualifications of the certificate holder. 
There is no requirement that a re-examination must, in effect, repeat the original certification 
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testing process for the original certification under part 65, which includes written, oral, and 
practical testing. 

With regard to the re-examination of the 1,445 St. George Aviation mechanics subject to the 
current re-examination program, the FAA chose to use a written test for the first part of the re
examination because it provides an effective means to ascertain whether a mechanic has the 
proper foundation of knowledge to hold the certificate. Mechanics who could not pass the 
written portion of the re-examination were deemed to have failed the re-examination, thereby 
eliminating the necessity for progressing to the oral portion of the re-examination. Both the 
written and oral test formats were crafted expressly for the re-examination and targeted key areas 
that allowed the examiners to assess general knowledge as well as specific areas, if any, in which 
the mechanic was actually using the certificates. The written and oral re-examination format 
could be administered to the mechanics at FSDOs nationwide and International Field Offices to 
provide the means for FAA to ascertain efficiently and effectively if each of this large group of 
mechanics met the fundamental knowledge requirements for holding a mechanic certificate. 

If the mechanic could demonstrate basic proficiency on the written knowledge portion of the re
examination, then he or she was also SUbjected to an oral test to reexamine proficiency on 
selected technical areas deemed appropriate by the examining aviation safety inspector. By 
using a written test as an initial screening tool for knowledge competency, the FAA was able to 
identify unqualified certificate holders in an efficient manner and to recover their certificates and 
ratings as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Bruno expressed concern that by modifying the testing format to exclude the practical 
portion, FAA instituted a re-examination process that is inadequate to ensure that the St. George 
Aviation mechanics are qualified to hold their certificates. Consistent with FAA's position that 
it has discretion to fashion re-examinations, only oral and practical tests were used during the 
first phase of the re-examination program. FAA's investi gation revealed that both the oral and 
practical format used in the first phase of the re-examination program and the written and oral re
examination format used during the present phase of the re-examination program were equally 
effective as tools to "weed out" unqualified certificate holders. The pass rate on the re
examination using the oral and practical format was 79 percent, whereas the pass rate using the 
written and oral format for the re-examination was 80 percent. Based on our review of FAA's 
report, it does not appear that there was any impropriety with regard to FAA's selection of the 
testing methodology for the current re-examination program. 

FAA's report goes on to satisfactorily address each of Mr. Bruno's allegations in detailed 
responses. The substance of Mr. Bruno's complaint, however, is that, "FAA should evaluate and 
complete an adequate re-examination of all A&P [Airframe and Powerplant] mechanics who 
received certifications during the time of St. George's fraudulent testing scheme." As detailed in 
FAA's investigation and the July 21, 2008, report, 94 percent of the current re-examination 
program had been completed as of the date of the report. This means that the FAA had 
processed 1,362 of the 1,445 mechanics in the current re-examination program. Some of the 
obstacles that FAA has faced in dealing with the remaining mechanics who have not yet been 
reexamined include: 1) FAA's inability to locate the mechanics because they failed to maintain 
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accurate addresses of record as required under FAA's regulations and associated difficulties with 
providing adequate legal notice to these mechanics regarding the necessity for the re
examination; and 2) FAA's obligation to grant extensions oftime to mechanics serving in the 
United States military or civilians serving in support of the United States military on official duty 
outside the United States. Acting Administrator Sturgell has assured me that FAA remains 
dedicated to diligently processing the remaining mechanics through the re-examination program 
to bring closure on this matter. In fact, I am enclosing an updated FAA report dated August 28, 
2008, that shows that since FAA completed its July 21, 2008, report, FAA has reduced the 
number of mechanics not processed through the re-examination program from 83 to 50. This 
means that as of August 28, 2008, FAA has processed over 96 percent of the mechanics and has 
only 4 percent of the mechanics left to process. 

As FAA's report additionally explains, the agency recently has made significant enhancements 
to its oversight of designated examiners with the expectation that it can prevent in the future a 
situation like that which occurred with the designated mechanic examiners at S1. George 
Aviation. 

I appreciate the opportunity to share this information with you. 

Sincerely yours, 

~.t/uf tf 4ra, 
Mary E. Peters 

Enclosures 



Report in Response to Disclosures Referred for 
Investigation in OSC File No. DI-07-2350 

Prepared By: The Flight Standards Service 
Dated: July 21, 2008 



I. Introduction 

This report was prepared at the request of Secretary Peters to respond to the Report of 
Disclosures Referred for Investigation in OSC File No. DI-07-2350. This report was 
coordinated with Secretary Peters' office as well as the Department of Transportation 
Inspector General's office before it was sent to the U.S. Office of Special Counsel. 

II. Background 

In a letter sent with the Report of Disclosures Referred for Investigation, the Special 
Counsel requested the Secretary to investigate "whistleblower disclosures that officials and 
employees of the Department of Transportation (DOT), Federal Aviation Administration 
(F AA), and Flight Standards Service (AFS), Washington, D.C., are engaging in conduct 
which constitutes gross mismanagement, an abuse of authority, and a substantial and 
specific danger to public safety." Gabriel D. Bruno, a former FAA employee, made these 
accusations to the Office of Special Counsel with regard to FAA's handling of the St. 
George Aviation re-examination cases. Mr. Bruno made similar allegations about FAA 
wrongdoing in 2003, which resulted in an earlier Special Counsel inquiry on this matter. 

This report was prepared after the Flight Standards Service Quality Assurance staff 
conducted an independent investigation ofMr. Bruno's most recent allegations. A copy of 
that investigation and other supporting documentation is included with this report. This 
report summarizes the evidence revealed by the investigation and provides additional 
background information that is responsive to the allegations. The allegations, as detailed in 
the Report of Disclosures Referred for Investigation in OSC File No. DI-07-2350, are 
addressed by topic headings below. 

III. Discussion 

A. The Adequacy of the Re-examination 

1. Whistle blower Allegations: Mr. Bruno asserts that, "to date, the mechanics who 
received certificates from St. George's have not been adequately re-examined and 
re-certified." He bases this claim on his belief that "mechanics were tested using an 
abbreviated examination, excluding the practical, hands-on portion of the test. .. " OSC File 
No. DI-0702350, page 3. Mr. Bruno also asserts that, "By modifying the examination, and 
excluding the essential practical portion of the exam ... the FAA has decriminalized the 
St. George practices that were found to have been fraudulent, and adopted unsatisfactory, 
inconsistent certification criteria that do not prioritize safety, and conflict with FAA's own 
certification requirements." OSC File No. DI -0702350, page 4. 
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2. FAA Response: Congress gave the FAA broad authority in 49 United States Code 
(U.S.c.) sections 44702 and 44703 to set the standards for issuing airman mechanic 
certificates and ratings. The FAA promulgated the regulations in Title 14 Code of Federal 
Regulations (14 CFR) part 65 that set the standards for issuance of mechanic certificates and 
ratings. In addition to other requirements, part 65 provides that applicants for mechanic 
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certificates and ratings must pass a written, oral, and practical examination before the FAA 
will issue them a certificate or rating. The three parts of the examination are administered to 
an applicant in that order and the applicant must pass each successive part of the 
examination before being permitted to move on to the next part of the examination. 

In 49 U.S.c. § 44709 Congress gave the FAA a variety of tools to use to address situations 
in which a certificate holder's conduct violates safety regulations, raises questions about the 
certificate holder's competency, or demonstrates that the certificate holder is no longer 
qualified to hold a certificate or rating. It is FAA's long-established practice to use punitive 
suspensions to address regulatory violations that do not raise a question of qualification and 
the remedial sanctions of indefinite suspension and revocation to address conduct that 
respectively raises a question about the certificate holder's qualifications or demonstrates 
that the certificate holder lacks qualification. 

As noted above, 14 CFR part 65 contains the standards for issuance of mechanic certificates 
and ratings. Once an applicant for a mechanic certificate or rating meets all of the 
requirements in part 65, FAA will issue the applicant a certificate or rating. If FAA later 
finds that a certificate holder is no longer qualified to hold a certificate or rating, then the 
FAA has authority under 49 U.S.C. § 44709 to revoke that certificate or rating. The effect 
of the revocation on the individual is that in order for that individual to obtain a new 
certificate, that individual must apply for the certificate and meet all of the requirements in 
part 65, including passing complete written, oral, and practical examinations. 

With regard to the mechanics who received their certificates and ratings from St. George 
Aviation, the U.S. Department of Transportation's Inspector General's criminal 
investigation ofSt. George Aviation did not reveal that the mechanics who were examined 
at St. George Aviation were complicit in the fraudulent certification scheme. None of the 
mechanics were criminally prosecuted for any wrongdoing in connection with the 
prosecution of the principals of St. George Aviation. As a result, FAA did not and does not 
have evidence sufficient to support the revocation of the certificates and ratings of the 
mechanics; however, the evidence that the Inspector General gathered during the criminal 
investigation, supplemented by FAA's own investigation ofthe mechanics, does provide a 
reasonable basis for FAA to question whether the mechanics currently possess the 
qualifications necessary to hold their certificates and ratings. 

In circumstances such as the present case in which FAA has evidence that raises a question 
about the qualifications of the mechanics who were examined for their certificates and 
ratings at St. George Aviation, the FAA has authority in 49 U.S.C. section 44709 to 
reexamine the qualifications of those mechanics. I 

I The United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit acknowledged FAA's authority to reexamine 
airman certificates in the context of the St. George re-examination program. Doe v. Fed Aviation Admin, 432 
F.3d 1259, 1262 (11 th Cir. 2005). 



The standards for conducting a re-examination are discretionary and allow FAA personnel 
the flexibility to determine the best means possible to ascertain the present qualifications of 
the certificate holder.2 There is no requirement that a re-examination must, in effect, repeat 
the original certification testing process for the original certification under part 65. 

4 

The FAA found under both phase one of the St George Aviation re-examination program, 
which occurred between June 1999 and June 2001, and phase two of the re-examination 
program, which has been in progress since October 2004, that some of these mechanics were 
not qualified to hold their certificates and ratings after they failed to pass the re-examination. 
These mechanics either surrendered their certificates for cancellation or had their certificates 
revoked. In either event, these mechanics must apply for new certificates and ratings and 
demonstrate their qualifications by passing the full battery of tests required for any applicant 
for a mechanic certificate under part 65, including passing written, oral, and practical 
examinations before FAA will issue them new certificates or ratings. 

Contrary to what is implied in the Whistleblower Complaint, during phase one of the re
examination program, FAA did not require the mechanics to submit to the complete battery 
of tests required under part 65 before a mechanic certificate was issued. In phase one of the 
re-examination program, oral and practical tests were administered, but no written tests. 
The FAA generally does not have facilities equipped to conduct practical tests. Practical 
tests ordinarily are administered by designated examiners at schools or private facilities 
equipped for that purpose. However, because of the criminal conduct of the designated 
examiners at St. George Aviation, FAA did not want to use any designated examiners to 
conduct the re-examination. To administer the practical tests during phase one of the re
examination program, the FAA was limited to one testing center in Orlando, Florida, that 
was specially equipped for the practical test and a small number of FAA inspectors at the 
Orlando Flight Standards District Office who were trained to conduct the practical re
examination. Thus, the FAA was limited during first phase of the re-examination program 
both geographically and resource wise in the number of re-examinations it could conduct at 
any given time. Moreover, the mechanics who were subject to the re-examination had to 
travel to Orlando at their own expense for the re-examination, thereby precluding some of 
them from being reexamined based on their own economic status. 

Turning to the structure of phase two of the re-examination program, the FAA determined 
that it could best reexamine the 1,445 mechanics subject to the re-examination by screening 
them for the fundamental knowledge that all certificated mechanics should possess. The 
FAA chose to use a written test for the first part of the re-examination because it provides an 
effective means to ascertain whether a mechanic has the proper foundation of knowledge to 
hold the certificate. Mechanics who could not pass the written portion of the re-examination 

2 The National Transportation Safety Board in dicta, in the context of a similar re-examination case, 
recognized FAA's broad discretion to craft a re-examination program to address the unique circumstances of a 
case. Administrator v. Santos and Rodriguez, NTSB Order No. EA-4266 at n.7 (I 994)("Although it has no 
bearing on our decision, we note that the Administrator has made good faith efforts to minimize the burden and 
inconvenience a retest might present. Specifically, the retest applies only to 9 of the 43 subject areas the 
original tests should have covered, refresher courses and study materials for those 9 subjects have been made 
available, and it is being offered without charge to any of the individuals originally tested by Mr. Harris."). 
Mr. Harris was a designated mechanic examiner who the FAA found gave incomplete mechanic examinations. 



5 

were deemed to have failed the re-examination, thereby eliminating the necessity for 
progressing to the oral portion of the re-examination. Both the written and oral test formats 
were crafted expressly for the re-examination and targeted key areas that allowed the 
examiners to assess general knowledge as well as specific areas, if any, in which the 
mechanic was actually using the certificate. The written and oral re-examination format 
could be administered to the mechanics at flight standards district offices nationwide and 
internationally providing FAA with a means to efficiently and effectively ascertain if each of 
this large group of mechanics met the fundamental knowledge requirements for holding a 
mechanic certificate. 

If the mechanic could demonstrate basic proficiency on the written knowledge portion of the 
re-examination, then he or she was also subjected to an oral test to reexamine proficiency on 
selected technical areas deemed appropriate by the examining aviation safety inspector. The 
standards for the complete re-examination program are set out in Flight Standards 
Information Bulletins for Airworthiness (FSA W) 04-1 OA and 04-1 OB, which are included at 
Tabs 9 and lOin Appendix A of the Quality Assurance Staff investigation. The re
examination format during phase two of the re-examination program permitted FAA to 
reach as many of the mechanics as possible in a relatively short period of time by using 
dedicated nationwide and international testing sites. By using a written test as an initial 
screening tool for knowledge competency, FAA was able to identify unqualified certificate 
holders in an efficient manner and to recover their certificates and ratings as quickly as 
possible. After the FAA began the re-examination program described in FSA W 04-1 OA, the 
Flight Standards Service reviewed the efficacy of the re-examination methodology to ensure 
the re-examination tools were effective measures of the mechanics' current qualifications. 
This was accomplished by statistically monitoring the progress of the re-examination 
program with regard to the pass/fail rates of the re-examination as a whole and with regard 
to the actual structure of the questions on the written and oral re-examinations. 

The decision to switch the re-examination format to written and oral tests for phase two of 
the re-examination program was based in part on the desire to better utilize FAA resources 
nationwide and internationally to accomplish the re-examination and to increase the number 
of venues available to the mechanics for the re-examination. The written and oral format of 
the re-examination allowed FAA to do this while still providing an effective means to 
determine whether the mechanics possessed the fundamental knowledge necessary to hold 
their certificates and ratings. In fact, the evidence shows that both re-examination programs 
have been equally effective as tools to "weed out" unqualified certificate holders. The pass 
rate on phase one of the re-examination program was 79 percent, whereas the pass rate on 
phase two of the re-examination program is 80 percent. 

B. Ongoing Concerns About the Qualifications of the Mechanics Examined at 
St. George Aviation 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno alleges "that these re-certified aircraft 
mechanics are now employed with major airlines; their re-examination status is questionable 
and FAA has not taken sufficient steps to ensure they are actually qualified for the positions 
they hold." OSC File No. DI-0702350, Page 3. He also asserts a "[c]ontinuing concern 



about the qualifications of those mechanics who were administered a less-than-complete 
examination." OSC File No. DI-0702350, Page 4. 
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2. FAA Response: Airmen who have successfully completed the re-examination have 
demonstrated to FAA that they are qualified to continue to hold their current mechanic 
certificates and ratings. As a result, the certificate holder may exercise the privileges ofthe 
certificates and ratings that he or she holds and he or she is free to seek employment that 
requires the use of those certificates and ratings. The certificate holder's position with an 
employer is at the discretion of the employer and not the FAA. FAA-certificated mechanics 
who are employed by certificate holders (e.g., air carriers, repair stations) receive the 
additional oversight that FAA provides to all of those certificate holders. 

Certificate holders who could not demonstrate their qualifications to hold their certificates 
and ratings on re-examination, no longer hold those certificates and ratings as the certificates 
and ratings were surrendered for cancellation or revoked. Certificate holders who refused to 
submit to the re-examination either surrendered their certificates and ratings for cancellation 
or had those certificates and ratings suspended until they successfully complete the re
examination; Accordingly, the general contention that St. George Aviation-examined 
mechanics may be working for air carriers when they are not qualified to hold their 
certificates or ratings is unsupported. 

C. Status of the Re-examination Program 

1. Whistleblower Allegation: Mr. Bruno asserts that FAA has been less than forthcoming 
in its reporting on the progress of re-examination program. OSC File No. DI-0702350, page 
4. 

2. FAA Response: To the extent that Mr. Bruno contends that the FAA "has been less than 
forthcoming" in providing information about the re-examination program, the FAA does not 
believe this allegation to be true, although the FAA concedes that some of the data it 
released may have been confusing and may have been misconstrued by the recipients. The 
FOIA requests posed to the FAA with regard to the re-examination program asked for 
specific information and the FAA attempted to be responsive to those specific requests; 
however, the nature of the requests was limited and the FAA provided only materials 
responsive to those requests. As a result, the responses did not necessarily provide a 
complete picture of the status of the re-examination and the advice to the OSC that the re
examination program was 90-95 percent complete was based on all the information 
available to the FAA, not just information gleaned from reading the response to the FOIA 
request. 

In the interest of clarifying the current status of the re-examination program that began in 
2004, FAA is providing a complete listing of all of the airmen subject to the re-examination 
program and the status of each of these airmen (see Appendix B to Quality Assurance Staff 
investigation). 



This information includes: 

whether the airman has been reexamined; 
b. whether the airman has passed or failed the re-examination; 
c. whether the airman has surrendered the certificate; 
d. whether the airman's certificate has been suspended; or 
e. whether the airman's certificate has been revoked. 

For airmen who do not fall into one of these categories, information is provided to show: 

a. whether the FAA has been unable to locate and serve the airman with legal 
documents; 
b. whether the airman has received a temporary exemption from the re-examination due 
to military service overseas; 
c. whether the airman is deceased; 
d. whether the airman was exempted from the re-examination because an Inspection 

Authorization was received before the re-examination program began; 
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e. whether the airman was wrongly included on the re-examination list because he or she 
was examined at a different testing center than S1. George Aviation or took the 
examination at a date earlier than the scope of the re-examination program; or 

f. whether duplicates of the same airman's name were removed from the re-examination 
list. 

As detailed in the investigation conducted by the Quality Assurance Staff, the FAA has 
completed 94 percent of phase two of the re-examination program with 6 percent of the 
certificate holders still needing to be processed. This means that FAA has processed 1,362 
of the 1,445 mechanics in phase two of the re-examination program. The FAA remains 
dedicated to diligently processing the. remaining 6 percent of the mechanics. Delays in 
processing these mechanics has been a problem for the FAA since the beginning of phase 
two because some of the mechanics have not maintained accurate addresses of record and 
others have been given an extension of time due to U.S. military service outside the United 
States. The FAA has flagged the airman files of these mechanics and is regularly 
monitoring the certificates of the last 6 percent of the mechanics. A complete accounting of 
phase two of the re-examination program is contained in the Quality Assurance Staff report. 

D. Alleged Inconsistency in FAA's Record Keeping 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno contends that "[a]t the time the re-examinations 
began, FAA advised OSC, there were approximately 1,600 mechanics identified for re
testing. Mr. Bruno alleges that, "the statistics quoted by FAA are inconsistent and do not 
reflect the actual progress ofthe re-examination program." OSC File No. DI-0702350 at 
Page 4. He also complains about "the inconsistency of available information on the 
mechanics who have been identified for re-examination, and for whom testing is complete, 
and the high number of failures." He suggests that these factors evidence a lack of 



accountability by FAA officials administering and reporting on the re-examination 
program ... " OSC File No. 01-0702350 at Page 4. 

2. FAA Response: The total number of airmen subject to re-examination has been 
1,455 since July 2005. A "master list" was developed from a list prepared by the Airman 
Certification Branch, AFS-760, consisting of all airmen who were examined by Anthony 
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S1. George from May 3, 1995 to January 14, 1999 and by George Allen after his hiring date 
at S1. George Aviation in 1997. The original pool of airmen examined during this period 
was 2,041. From that list, 86 names were removed because they were listed more than once; 
54 names were removed because the airmen were examined prior to October 10, 1995, 
which was the date the Department's Inspector General found was the earliest indication of 
wrongdoing at St. George Aviation; 49 names were removed because the airmen were 
examined and obtained an FAA Inspection Authorization prior to July 5, 2005, as explained 
in FSA W 04-1 OA and B; and 397 names were removed because these airmen were part of 
the phase one re-examination program and were either successfully re-examined or their 
certificates were returned to FAA. 

The remainder on the master list after these exclusions is 1,455, a number that has been a 
constant factor since the current re-examination program started in 2005. Recently, an 
additional 10 airmen name were removed because they were identified as duplicate listings 
or they were found to have been examined outside the dates specified in the FSAW. This 
correction brings the list to 1,445. 

The sources of the information compiled on the master list includes: Written examination 
results compiled in a database maintained by the Flight Standards Airmen Testing Standards 
Branch, AFS-630, in Oklahoma City; individual airman records available on SPAS (Safety 
Performance Analysis System), a database containing MSAT-A (Multi System Access Tool 
for Air Personnel) that tracks information on the status of certificate(s) and addresses; EIS 
(Enforcement Information System), a system that tracks all FAA enforcement actions; PTRS 
(Program Tracking & Reporting Subsystem), a system that tracks information gathered from 
aviation safety inspectors during the course of investigations; and information supplied by 
Embry Riddle Aeronautical University for students examined by George Allen while he was 
employed at that University and not at S1. George Aviation. 

The FAA does not agree with Mr. Bruno's assessment that the 20 percent failure rate 
demonstrates a lack of accountability on the part of FAA officials. To the contrary, bringing 
closure to 94 percent of the names on FAA's master list in the relatively short period of time 
demonstrates the commitment the FAA made to complete the examination since the 2004 
Special Counsel's report. Indeed, despite numerous legal challenges that the current re
examination program faced, the program is nearing completion. The 20 percent failure rate 
supports not only that the conclusion of the earlier Special Counsel's report regarding the 
necessity for the re-examination as true, but it demonstrates that FAA has remained 
committed throughout the current re-examination program to fairly and aggressively 
administer the program to ensure that only S1. George Aviation examinees who can 
demonstrate their qualifications remain certificate holders. 



E. The FAA has Remained Committed to the Re-examination Program 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno also alleges that "FAA has not honored the 
commitments it made in response to the prior OIG investigation, which included the pledge 
to properly re-examine all the nearly 2000 mechanics who received certificates from St. 
George. OSC File No. DI-0702350, Page 3. 

2. FAA Response: As discussed above more fully and in the Quality Assurance Staff 
Investigation, as of May 2008, FAA has closure on 1,362 of the 1,445 airmen listed on the 
master St. George Aviation list. The remaining 83 airmen are accounted for, and FAA is 
aggressively seeking closure on those cases as well. 

F. FAA's Oversight of Maintenance and Designated Examiners 
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1. Whistle blower Allegation: Mr. Bruno claims FAA's oversight of the Designated 
Mechanic Examiner program and airline mechanics overall, has fallen short of the minimum 
level of oversight expected to ensure safety of the flying public." OSC File No. DI -0702350, 
pages 3-4. 

2. FAA Response: The Flight Standards Service takes a proactive approach to the 
oversight of all persons and entities that it is responsible for. With regard to the issue of 
oversight of designated mechanic examiners (DME), and designees in general, there have 
been continuous improvements made since the St. George Aviation incident. 

a. Based on the events associated with St. George Aviation, the Flight Standards Service 
modified its policy to add risk controls to the selection and management of DMEs. This 
occurred through revisions to the Designated Mechanic Examiner Handbook, Order 8610.4, 
and the Airworthiness Inspector's Handbook, Order 8300.10. In addition, the minimum 
amount of surveillance for each DME was raised using the National Program Guidelines, 
which delineate surveillance requirements for all certificates and designees managed by the 
Flight Standards Service. 

b. The Flight Standards Service has established the Designee Quality Assurance Branch, 
AFS-650, to analyze the designee processes and develop recommendations to improve both 
the designee oversight processes and to perform quality assurance functions to assure that 
incidents such as St. George Aviation do not take place again. This organization recently 
completed an audit of the DME system and is working to establish recommendations to 
improve the system based on the findings of that audit. In addition, AFS-650 has 
established an airman survey process that allows newly certificated airmen to provide data to 
the FAA about certification examinations that were administered by designees. The first 
survey that was deployed to newly certified private pilots led the FAA to develop 11 
significant recommendations that would change the system to improve the quality of tests 
being given by designated pilot examiners. Currently, a similar survey for DMEs is being 
coordinated through OMB and should be deployed later this year. Data from this survey 
will help FAA develop additional strategies to improve the mechanic certification process. 
The AFS-650 has also established a cadre of professionals in each policy division, each 
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regional office, and each district office that has oversight responsibility for designees. These 
designee focal points serve as subject matter experts both at their respective offices and on 
national teams to develop designee oversight training and policies for managing designees. 
The focal point system allows open communication nationally, regionally, and locally on 
important designee issues. 

c. The Flight Standards Service is currently certified under ISO-900 1. Under this system, 
the organization is working toward continuous improvement of all processes. A draft 
Quality Management System (QMS) process on oversight of individual designees has been 
developed and is ready for coordination with all stakeholders. This new process would 
include metrics to determine how well the DME system is performing. These metrics are 
reported three times per year at the highest levels of the Flight Standards Service, assuring 
open communication of issues with upper management. 

d. Specific training has been developed and deployed by AFS-500 and the FAA Academy 
that deals with oversight of designees. This course, Designee Management for Personal 
Certification (Course Number 21400001), is designed to provide the FAA inspector and 
manager workforce with a thorough understanding of FAA policy regarding designee 
functions, management of designees, and use of management tools currently used to assure 
that designee activities are appropriate. Development of a follow-on recurrent course is 
scheduled to begin this year. 

e. The Office of Aviation Safety (A VS), of which the Flight Standards Service is a part, has 
begun an initiative to improve all designee processes to include not just the Flight Standards 
Service but also the Aircraft Certification Service and the Office of Aviation Medicine 
designees as well. Three major initiatives have been or are targeted to be completed by the 
end of FY -08. FAA Order VS 1100.2 was created to establish minimum controls and 
processes that must be in place for all designations. This order is being used by each service 
as a guide to improve designee processes to include the oversight component. The A VS 
Delegation Steering Group has been formed to discuss designee issues between the offices 
and services. This group is currently working to develop a more common set of guidelines 
for all designee types within A VS. The final initiative for the steering group has been the 
establishment of a single ISO (QMS) procedure to monitor designee activity throughout 
AVS. 

G. Concerns about Air Carrier Accidents 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: As support for his concerns that the re-examination process 
was Hawed and continues to compromise public safety, Mr. Bruno cites the conclusions of 
the NTSB in two recent fatal crashes. "January 2003, a US Air Express, Charlotte, North 
Carolina" ... and "a December 2005, a Chalk's Ocean Airways Hight." OSC File No. 
DI-0702350, Page 4. Mr. Bruno also asserts that, FAA should review certification records 
to determine whether or not the mechanics involved in recent airline crashes were originally 
St. George certificate-holders, and to ascertain the status of their certification." DI-0702350, 
Page 5. 



11 

2. FAA Response: The cause of the US Air Express accident was determined to be faulty 
maintenance. An examination of the airman records associated with that accident indicates 
that no mechanics who worked on the aircraft received their mechanic certificates from 
St. George Aviation. 

The cause of the Chalk's Ocean Airways accident was attributed to fatigue cracks that had 
gone undetected by mechanics. Records indicate one mechanic who performed work on the 
subject aircraft received his mechanic certificate from St. George Aviation. This mechanic 
failed his re-examination on December 22, 2005, with a score of 60 percent. After placing 
his certificate on deposit with the FAA after the first failure, he took the re-examination 
again on January 30, 2006, and failed with a score of 67 percent. Enforcement action was 
initiated to revoke his mechanic certificate and ratings. The mechanic appealed to the 
NTSB, and the NTSB affirmed the revocation. The FAA followed up with an investigation 
of Chalk's air personnel and a review of Chalk's air maintenance records. That review 
revealed that there is no documentation that the St. George Aviation mechanic was involved 
in maintenance on areas of this aircraft related to the cause of the accident. 



12 

H. Concerns About FAA Air Carrier Oversight 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno alleges that comments by two NTSB board 
members, in statements accompanying the Chalk's report, strongly suggest that better FAA 
oversight could have prevented the accident. OI-0702350,page 5. 

2. FAA Response: A review of the Chalk's accident report, which includes the two Board 
member statements, shows that the accident resulted from the structural failure of the right 
wing of a very old airplane due to undetected fatigue cracking in the wing structure. The 
Board broached FAA's oversight of the maintenance of the aircraft only in the broadest 
terms and there is absolutely no suggestion that links the cause of the crash to FAA's 
oversight of OMEs or to S1. George Aviation-examined mechanics. 

Historically, FAA's oversight methodologies have focused on end-product inspections and 
design features during certification. The primary responsibility for the safety of operations 
in air transportation rests with the air carrier certificate holder. FAA's responsibility is to 
issue the certificate and set forth the safety regulations and system requirements for air 
carrier certificate holders to follow. The FAA maintains oversight of the air carrier's 
compliance with those safety regulations through its compliance and enforcement program; 
however, the carrier, and not FAA, remains responsible for that compliance. 

I. Coordination with the NTSB 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno is concerned that the FAA "established no 
formal coordination or cross-referencing program with regard to NTSB accident 
investigations." 01-0702350, Page 5. Mr. Bruno also complains that tea has failed to 
establish any formal coordination with air carriers, NTSB, or OOT, to examine the issue of 
mechanic certification when airline crashes occur due to mechanical failure. 01-0702350, 
page 5. 

2. FAA Response: The FAA routinely works with NTSB in aviation accidents. If the 
cause of the accident indicates maintenance issues, FAA and NTSB work closely together to 
obtain and evaluate the aircraft maintenance records, as well as the individual mechanic's 
airman records, to ascertain the root cause of the accident or incident as part of the analysis 
of the accident or incident. There has not been a specific "formal cross reference" of the 
S1. George Aviation-issued certificate holders to aviation maintenance accidents. The FAA 
does have a formal process for accident and incident investigation that is contained within 
FAA Order 8020.11, which it follows with regard to accident investigations. 

IV. Conclusion 

The substance of the whistleblower complaint is that, "FAA should evaluate and complete 
an adequate re-examination of all A&P mechanics who received certifications during the 
time period ofS1. George's fraudulent testing scheme." 01-0702350, page 5. The FAA 
believes that it has done that. This report documents that FAA has evaluated and 
substantially completed the re-examination program it undertook as a result of the 2004 
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Special Counsel's report. While the FAA regrets that it, to date, has not been able to process 
the remaining 83 mechanics covered in phase two of the re-examination program, FAA is 
making a diligent effort to get this last part of the re-examination program done. 



SGA Re-examination Program 
Disposition of Selected Airman 

Effective 8128/08 

Testing: 
~--~----------------------------------------~I 1 Ainnen Arranging for Reexamination - October, 2008 EA 17 

1 SFAR 100 I 

Enfor cement I nvestlgatlve R eports: 
11 EIR - Domestic 
38 EIR - Foreign 
49 Total EIRs in process 

Completed: 
615 Successfully passed the reexamination 
364 Certificates suspended 
267 Certificates surrendered 

48 Certificates revoked 
61 Tested and received an FAA Inspection Authorization 
19 Embry Riddle Aeronautical University 
20 Deceased 

1394 Total Completed 

Changes 8/27/08 
• 8 Domestic EIR - Suspended 

Changes 8/20/08 
• 5 domestic EIR- Suspended 

Changes 8114/08 
• No significant changes this week. Mr. Sunderland has moved his testing date to 

8/29/08 to allow time to receive all his belongings. He tried for 8/21/08, FSDO 
moved to 8/29/08. 

Changes 7/30/08 
• 3 Foreign moved to Suspended 
• 1 foreign passed 7/29/08 

, ' 
\ , 



Report in Response to Disclosures Referred for 
Investigation in OSC File No. DI-07-2350 

Prepared By: The Flight Standards Service 
Dated: July 21, 2008 



I. Introduction 

This report was prepared at the request of Secretary Peters to respond to the Report of 
Disclosures Referred for Investigation in OSC File No. 01-07-2350. This report was 
coordinated with Secretary Peters' office as well as the Department of Transportation 
Inspector General's office before it was sent to the U.S. Office of Special Counsel. 
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II. Background 

In a letter sent with the Report of Disclosures Referred for Investigation, the Special 
Counsel requested the Secretary to investigate "whistleblower disclosures that officials and 
employees of the Department of Transportation (DOT), Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), and Flight Standards Service (AFS), Washington, D.C., are engaging in conduct 
which constitutes gross mismanagement, an abuse of authority, and a substantial and 
specific danger to public safety." Gabriel D. Bruno, a former employee of the FAA, made 
these accusations to the Office of Special Counsel with regard to the FAA's handling of the 
St. George Aviation reexamination cases. Mr. Bruno made similar allegations about FAA 
wrongdoing in 2003, which resulted in an earlier Special Counsel inquiry on this matter. 

This report was prepared after the Flight Standards Service Quality Assurance Staff 
conducted an independent investigation of Mr. Bruno's most recent allegations. A copy of 
that investigation and other supporting documentation is included with this report. This 
report summarizes the evidence revealed by the investigation and provides additional 
background information that is responsive to the allegations. The allegations, as detailed in 
the Report of Disclosures Referred for Investigation in OSC File No. 01-07-2350, are 
addressed by topic headings below. 

III. Discussion 

A. The Adequacy of the Reexamination 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno asserts that, "to date, the mechanics who 
received certificates from St. George's have not been adequately re-examined and 
re-certified." He bases this claim on his belief that "mechanics were tested using an 
abbreviated examination, excluding the practical, hands-on portion of the test ... " OSC File 
No. 01-0702350, Page 3. Mr. Bruno also asserts that, "By modifying the examination, and 
excluding the essential practical portion of the exam ... the FAA has decriminalized the 
St. George practices that were found to have been fraudulent, and adopted unsatisfactory, 
inconsistent certification criteria that do not prioritize safety, and conflict with FAA's own 
certification requirements." OSC File No. 01-0702350, Page 4. 

2. FAA Response: Congress gave the FAA broad authority in 49 United States Code 
(U.S.C.) sections 44702 and 44703 to set the standards for issuing airman mechanic 
certificates and ratings. The FAA promulgated the regulations in Title 14 Code of Federal 
Regulations (14 CFR) part 65 that set the standards for issuance of mechanic certificates and 
ratings. In addition to other requirements, part 65 provides that applicants for mechanic 
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certificates and ratings must pass a written, oral, and practical examination before the FAA 
will issue them a certificate or rating. The three parts of the examination are administered to 
an applicant in that order and the applicant must pass each successive part of the 
examination before being permitted to move on to the next part of the examination. 

In 49 U.S.C. § 44709 Congress gave the FAA a variety of tools to use to address situations 
in which a certificate holder's conduct violates safety regulations, raises questions about the 
certificate holder's competency, or demonstrates that the certificate holder is no longer 
qualified to hold a certificate or rating. It is the FAA's long-established practice to use 
punitive suspensions to address regulatory violations that do not raise a question of 
qualification and the remedial sanctions of indefinite suspension and revocation to address 
conduct that respectively raises a question about the certificate holder's qualifications or 
demonstrates that the certificate holder lacks qualification. 

As noted above, 14 CFR part 65 contains the standards for issuance of mechanic certificates 
and ratings. Once an applicant for a mechanic certificate or rating meets all of the 
requirements in part 65, the FAA will issue the applicant a certificate or rating. If the FAA 
later finds that a certificate holder is no longer qualified to hold a certificate or rating, then 
the FAA has authority under 49 U.S.C. § 44709 to revoke that certificate or rating. The 
effect of the revocation on the individual is that in order for that individual to obtain a new 
certificate, that individual must apply for the certificate and meet all of the requirements in 
part 65, including passing complete written, oral, and practical examinations. 

With regard to the mechanics who received their certificates and ratings from St. George 
Aviation, the Department of Transportation Inspector General's criminal investigation of 
St. George Aviation did not reveal that the mechanics who were examined at St. George 
Aviation were complicit in the fraudulent certification scheme. None of the mechanics were 
criminally prosecuted for any wrongdoing in connection with the prosecution of the 
principals of St. George Aviation. As a result, the FAA did not and does not have evidence 
sufficient to support the revocation of the certificates and ratings of the mechanics; however, 
the evidence that the Inspector General gathered during the criminal investigation, 
supplemented by the FAA's own investigation of the mechanics, does provide a reasonable 
basis for the FAA to question whether the mechanics currently possess the qualifications 
necessary to hold their certificates and ratings. 

In circumstances such as the present case in which the FAA has evidence that raises a 
question about the qualifications of the mechanics who were examined for their certificates 
and ratings at St. George Aviation, the FAA has authority in 49 U.s.C. section 44709 to 
reexamine the qualifications of those mechanics. I 

I The United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit acknowledged the FAA's authority to reexamine 
airman certificates in the context of the St. George reexamination program. Doe v. Fed. Aviation Admin, 432 
F.3d 1259, 1262 (11 th Cir. 2005). 



The standards for conducting a reexamination are discretionary and allow FAA personnel 
the flexibility to detennine the best means possible to ascertain the present qualifications of 
the certificate holder? There is no requirement that a reexamination must, in effect, repeat 
the original certification testing process for the original certification under part 65. 
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The FAA found under both phase one of the St George Aviation reexamination program, 
which occurred between June 1999 and June 2001, and phase two of the reexamination 
program, which has been in progress since October 2004, that some of these mechanics were 
not qualified to hold their certificates and ratings after they failed to pass the reexamination. 
These mechanics either surrendered their certificates for cancellation or had their certificates 
revoked. In either event, these mechanics must apply for new certificates and ratings and 
demonstrate their qualifications by passing the full battery of tests required for any applicant 
for a mechanic certificate under part 65, including passing written, oral, and practical 
examinations before the FAA will issue them new certificates or ratings. 

Contrary to what is implied in the Whistleblower Complaint, during phase one of the 
reexamination program, the FAA did not require the mechanics to submit to the complete 
battery of tests required under part 65 before a mechanic certificate was issued. In phase 
one of the reexamination program, oral and practical tests were administered, but no written 
tests. The FAA generally does not have facilities equipped to conduct practical tests. 
Practical tests ordinarily are administered by designated examiners at schools or private 
facilities equipped for that purpose. However, because of the criminal conduct of the 
designated examiners at S1. George Aviation, the FAA did not want to use any designated 
examiners to conduct the reexamination. To administer the practical tests during phase one 
of the reexamination program, the FAA was. limited to one testing center in Orlando, 
Florida, that was specially equipped for the practical test and a small number of FAA 
inspectors at the Orlando Flight Standards District Office who were trained to conduct the 
practical reexamination. Thus, the FAA was limited during first phase of the reexamination 
program both geographically and resource wise in the number of reexaminations it could 
conduct at any given time. Moreover, the mechanics who were subject to the reexamination 
had to travel to Orlando at their own expense for the reexamination, thereby precluding 
some of them from being reexamined based on their own economic status. 

Turning to the structure of phase two of the reexamination program, the FAA detennined 
that it could best reexamine the 1,445 mechanics subject to the reexamination by screening 
them for the fundamental knowledge that all certificated mechanics should possess. The 
FAA chose to use a written test for the first part of the reexamination because it provides an 
effective means to ascertain whether a mechanic has the proper foundation of knowledge to 
hold the certificate. Mechanics who could not pass the written portion of the reexamination 

2 The National Transportation Safety Board in dicta, in the context ofa similar reexamination case, recognized 
the FAA's broad discretion to craft a reexamination program to address the unique circumstances of a case. 
Administrator v. Santos and Rodriguez, NTSB Order No. EA-4266 at n.7 (1994X"Although it has no bearing 
on our decision, we note that the Administrator has made good faith efforts to minimize the burden and 
inconvenience a retest might present. Specifically, the retest applies only to 9 of the 43 subject areas the 
original tests should have covered, refresher courses and study materials for those 9 subjects have been made 
available, and it is being offered without charge to any of the individuals originally tested by Mr. Harris."). 
Mr. Harris was a designated mechanic examiner who the FAA found gave incomplete mechanic examinations. 



were deemed to have failed the reexamination, thereby eliminating the necessity for 
progressing to the oral portion of the reexamination. Both the written and oral test formats 
were crafted expressly for the reexamination and targeted key areas that allowed the 
examiners to assess general knowledge as well as specific areas, if any, in which the 
mechanic was actually using the certificate. The written and oral reexamination format 
could be administered to the mechanics at flight standards district offices nationwide and 
internationally providing the FAA with a means to efficiently and effectively ascertain if 
each of this large group of mechanics met the fundamental knowledge requirements for 
holding a mechanic certificate. 
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If the mechanic could demonstrate basic proficiency on the written knowledge portion of the 
reexamination, then he or she was also subjected to an oral test to reexamine proficiency on 
selected technical areas deemed appropriate by the examining aviation safety inspector. The 
standards for the complete reexamination program are set out in Flight Standards 
Information Bulletins for Airworthiness (FSA W) 04-1 OA and 04-1 OB, which are included at 
Tabs 9 and 10 in Appendix A of the Quality Assurance Staff investigation. The 
reexamination format during phase two of the reexamination program permitted the FAA to 
reach as many of the mechanics as possible in a relatively short period of time by using 
dedicated nationwide and international testing sites. By using a written test as an initial 
screening tool for knowledge competency, the FAA was able to identify unqualified 
certificate holders in an efficient manner and to recover their certificates and ratings as 
quickly as possible. After the FAA began the reexamination program described in FSA W 
04-10A, the Flight Standards Service reviewed the efficacy of the reexamination 
methodology to ensure the reexamination tools were effective measures ofthe mechanics' 
current qualifications. This was accomplished by statistically monitoring the progress of the 
reexamination program with regard to the pass/fail rates of the reexamination as a whole and 
with regard to the actual structure of the questions on the written and oral reexaminations. 

The decision to switch the reexamination format to written and oral tests for phase two of 
the reexamination program was based in part on the desire to better utilize FAA resources 
nationwide and internationally to accomplish the reexamination and to increase the number 
of venues available to the mechanics for the reexamination. The written and oral format of 
the reexamination allowed the FAA to do this while still providing an effective means to 
determine whether the mechanics possessed the fundamental knowledge necessary to hold 
their certificates and ratings. In fact, the evidence shows that both reexamination programs 
have been equally effective as tools to "weed out" unqualified certificate holders. The pass 
rate on phase one of the reexamination program was 79 percent, whereas the pass rate on 
phase two of the reexamination program is 80 percent. 

B. Ongoing Concerns About the Qualifications of the Mechanics Examined at 
St. George Aviation 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno alleges "that these re-certified aircraft 
mechanics are now employed with major airlines; their re-examination status is questionable 
and FAA has not taken sufficient steps to ensure they are actually qualified for the positions 
they hold." OSC File No. DI-0702350, Page 3. He also asserts a "[c]ontinuing concern 



about the qualifications of those mechanics who were administered a less-than-complete 
examination." OSC File No. DI-0702350, Page 4. 
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2. FAA Response: Airmen who have successfully completed the reexamination have 
demonstrated to the FAA that they are qualified to continue to hold their current mechanic 
certificates and ratings. As a result, the certificate holder may exercise the privileges of the 
certificates and ratings that he or she holds and he or she is free to seek employment that 
requires the use of those certificates and ratings. The certificate holder's position with an 
employer is at the discretion of the employer and not the FAA. FAA-certificated mechanics 
who are employed by certificate holders (e.g., air carriers, repair stations) receive the 
additional oversight that the FAA provides to all of those certificate holders. 

Certificate holders who could not demonstrate their qualifications to hold their certificates 
and ratings on reexamination, no longer hold those certificates and ratings as the certificates 
and ratings were surrendered for cancellation or revoked. Certificate holders who refused to 
submit to the reexamination either surrendered their certificates and ratings for cancellation 
or had those certificates and ratings suspended until they successfully complete the 
reexamination. Accordingly, the general contention that St. George Aviation-examined 
mechanics may be working for air carriers when they are not qualified to hold their 
certificates or ratings is unsupported. 

C. Status of the Reexamination Program 

1. Whistleblower Allegation: Mr. Bruno asserts that the FAA has been less than 
forthcoming in its reporting on the progress of reexamination program. OSC File No. DI-
0702350, Page 4. 

2. FAA Response: To the extent that Mr. Bruno contends that the FAA "has been less than 
forthcoming" in providing information about the reexamination program, the FAA does not 
believe this allegation to be true, although the FAA concedes that some of the data it 
released may have been confusing and may have been misconstrued by the recipients. The 
FOIA requests posed to the FAA with regard to the reexamination program asked for 
specific information and the FAA attempted to be responsive to those specific requests; 
however, the nature of the requests was limited and the FAA provided only materials 
responsive to those requests. As a result, the responses did not necessarily provide a 
complete picture of the status of the reexamination and the advice to the OSC that the 
reexamination program was 90-95% complete was based on all the information available to 
the FAA, not just information gleaned from reading the response to the FOIA request. 

In the interest of clarifying the current status of the reexamination program that began in 
2004, the FAA is providing a complete listing of all of the airmen subj ect to the 
reexamination program and the status of each of these airmen (see Appendix B to Quality 
Assurance Staff investigation). 
This information includes: 

a. whether the airman has been reexamined; 



b. whether the airman has passed or failed the reexamination; 
c. whether the airman has surrendered the certificate; 
d. whether the airman's certificate has been suspended; or 
e. whether the airman's certificate has been revoked. 

For airmen who do not fall into one of these categories, information is provided to show: 

a. whether the FAA has been unable to locate and serve the airman with legal documents; 
b. whether the airman has received a temporary exemption from the reexamination due to 
military service overseas; 
c. whether the airman is deceased; 
d. whether the airman was exempted from the reexamination because an Inspection 
Authorization was received before the reexamination program began; 
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e. whether the airman was wrongly included on the reexamination list because he or she 
was examined at a different testing center than St. George Aviation or took the examination 
at a date earlier than the scope of the reexamination program; or 
f. whether duplicates of the same airman's name were removed from the reexamination list. 

As detailed in the investigation conducted by the Quality Assurance Staff, the FAA has 
completed 94 percent of phase two of the reexamination program with 6 percent of the 
certificate holders still needing to be processed. This means that the FAA has processed 
1,362 of the 1,445 mechanics in phase two of the reexamination program. The FAA 
remains dedicated to diligently processing the remaining 6 percent of the mechanics. Delays 
in processing these mechanics has been a problem for the FAA since the beginning of phase 
two because some of the mechanics have not maintained accurate addresses of record and 
others have been given an extension of time due to U.S. military service outside the United 
States. The FAA has flagged the airman files of these mechanics and is regularly 
monitoring the certificates of the last 6 percent of the mechanics. A complete accounting of 
phase two of the reexamination program is contained in the Quality Assurance Staff report. 

D. Alleged Inconsistency in the FAA's Record Keeping 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno contends that "[alt the time the re-examinations 
began, FAA advised OSC, there were approximately 1,600 mechanics identified for re
testing. Mr. Bruno alleges that, "the statistics quoted by FAA are inconsistent and do not 
reflect the actual progress of the re-examination program." OSC File No. 01-0702350 at 
Page 4. He also complains about "the inconsistency of available information on the 
mechanics who have been identified for re-examination, and for whom testing is complete, 
and the high number of failures." He suggests that these factors evidence a lack of 
accountability by FAA officials administering and reporting on the re-examination 
program ... " OSC File No. 01-0702350 at Page 4. 

2. FAA Response: The total number of airmen subject to reexamination has been 
1,455 since July 2005. A "master list" was developed from a list prepared by the Airman 
Certification Branch, AFS-760, consisting of all airmen who were examined by Anthony 
St. George from May 3, 1995 to January 14, 1999 and by George Allen after his hiring date 
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at St. George Aviation in 1997. The original pool of airmen examined during this period 
was 2,041. From that list, 86 names were removed because they were listed more than once; 
54 names were removed because the airmen were examined prior to October 10, 1995, 
which was the date the Department of Transportation Inspector General found was the 
earliest indication of wrongdoing at St. George Aviation; 49 names were removed because 
the airmen were examined and obtained an FAA Inspection Authorization prior to July 5, 
2005 as explained in FSAW 04-10A and B; and 397 names were removed because these 
airmen were part of the phase one reexamination program and were either successfully 
reexamined or their certificates were returned to the FAA. 

The remainder on the master list after these exclusions is 1,455, a number that has been a 
constant factor since the current reexamination program started in 2005. Recently, an 
additional 10 airmen name were removed because they were identified as duplicate listings 
or they were found to have been examined outside the dates specified in the FSAW. This 
correction brings the list to 1,445. 

The sources of the information compiled on the master list includes: Written examination 
results compiled in a database maintained by the Flight Standards Airmen Testing Standards 
Branch, AFS-630, in Oklahoma City; individual airman records available on SPAS (Safety 
Performance Analysis System), a database containing MSAT-A (Multi System Access Tool 
for Air Personnel) that tracks information on the status of certificate(s) and addresses; EIS 
(Enforcement Information System), a system that tracks all FAA enforcement actions; PTRS 
(Program Tracking & Reporting Subsystem), a system that tracks information gathered from 
aviation safety inspectors during the course of investigations; and information supplied by 
Embry Riddle Aeronautical University for students examined by George Allen while he was 
employed at that University and not at St. George Aviation. 

The FAA does not agree with Mr. Bruno's assessment that the 20 percent failure rate 
demonstrates a lack of accountability on the part ofF AA officials. To the contrary, bringing 
closure to 94 percent of the names on the FAA's master list in the relatively short period of 
time demonstrates the commitment the FAA made to complete the examination since the 
2004 Special Counsel's report. Indeed, despite numerous legal challenges that the current 
reexamination program faced, the program is nearing completion. The 20 percent failure 
rate supports not only that the conclusion of the earlier Special Counsel's report regarding 
the necessity for the reexamination as true, but it demonstrates that the FAA has remained 
committed throughout the current reexamination program to fairly and aggressively 
administer the program to ensure that only St. George Aviation examinees who can 
demonstrate their qualifications remain certificate holders. 

E. The FAA has Remained Committed to the Reexamination Program 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno also alleges that "FAA has not honored the 
commitments it made in response to the prior OIG investigation, which included the pledge 
to properly re-examine all the nearly 2000 mechanics who received certificates from St. 
George. OSC File No. 01-0702350, Page 3. 



2. FAA Response: As discussed above more fully and in the Quality Assurance Staff 
Investigation, as of May 2008, the FAA has closure on 1,362 of the 1,445 airmen listed on 
the master St. George Aviation list. The remaining 83 airmen are accounted for, and the 
FAA is aggressively seeking closure on those cases as well. 

F. FAA's Oversight of Maintenance and Designated Examiners 
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1. Whistleblower Allegation: Mr. Bruno claims the FAA's oversight of the Designated 
Mechanic Examiner program and airline mechanics overall, has fallen short of the minimum 
level of oversight expected to ensure safety of the flying public." OSC File No. DI-0702350, 
Page 3-4. 

2. FAA Response: The Flight Standards Service takes a proactive approach to the 
oversight of all persons and entities that it is responsible for. With regard to the issue of 
oversight of designated mechanic examiners (DME), and designees in general, there have 
been continuous improvements made since the St. George Aviation incident. 

a. Based on the events associated with St. George Aviation, the Flight Standards Service 
modified its policy to add risk controls to the selection and management of DMEs. This 
occurred through revisions to the Designated Mechanic Examiner Handbook, Order 8610.4, 
and the Airworthiness Inspector's Handbook, Order 8300.10. In addition, the minimum 
amount of surveillance for each DME was raised using the National Program Guidelines, 
which delineate surveillance requirements for all certificates and designees managed by the 
Flight Standards Service. 

b. The Flight Standards Service has established the Designee Quality Assurance Branch, 
AFS-650, to analyze the designee processes and develop recommendations to improve both 
the designee oversight processes and to perform quality assurance functions to assure that 
incidents such as St. George Aviation do not take place again. This organization recently 
completed an audit of the DME system and is working to establish recommendations to 
improve the system based on the findings of that audit. In addition, AFS-650 has 
established an airman survey process that allows newly certificated airmen to provide data to 
the FAA about certification examinations that were administered by designees. The first 
survey that was deployed to newly certificated private pilots led the FAA to develop 11 
significant recommendations that would change the system to improve the quality of tests 
being given by designated pilot examiners. Currently, a similar survey for DMEs is being 
coordinated through OMB and should be deployed later this year. Data from this survey 
will help the FAA develop additional strategies to improve the mechanic certification 
process. AFS-650 has also established a cadre of professionals in each policy division, each 
regional office, and each district office that has oversight responsibility for designees. These 
designee focal points serve as subject matter experts both at their respective offices and on 
national teams to develop designee oversight training and policies for managing designees. 
The focal point system allows open communication nationally, regionally, and locally on 
important designee issues. 
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c. The Flight Standards Service is currently certified under ISO-9001. Under this system, 
the organization is working toward continuous improvement of all processes. A draft 
Quality Management System (QMS) process on oversight of individual designees has been 
developed and is ready for coordination with all stakeholders. This new process would 
include metrics to determine how well the DME system is performing. These metrics are 
reported three times per year at the highest levels of the Flight Standards Service, assuring 
open communication of issues with upper management. 

d. Specific training has been developed and deployed by AFS-500 and the FAA Academy 
that deals with oversight of designees. This course, Designee Management for Personal 
Certification (Course Number 21400001), is designed to provide the FAA inspector and 
manager workforce with a thorough understanding of FAA policy regarding designee 
functions, management of designees, and use of management tools currently used to assure 
that designee activities are appropriate. Development of a follow-on recurrent course is 
scheduled to begin this year. 

e. The Office of Aviation Safety (AVS), of which the Flight Standards Service is a part, has 
begun an initiative to improve all designee processes to include not just the Flight Standards 
Service but also the Aircraft Certification Service and the Office of Aviation Medicine 
designees as well. Three major initiatives have been or are targeted to be completed by the 
end of FY-OS. FAA Order VS 1100.2 was created to establish minimum controls and 
processes that must be in place for all designations. This order is being used by each service 
as a guide to improve designee processes to include the oversight component. The A VS 
Delegation Steering Group has been formed to discuss designee issues between the offices 
and services. This group is currently working to develop a more common set of guidelines 
for all designee types within A VS. The final initiative for the steering group has been the 
establishment of a single ISO (QMS) procedure to monitor designee activity throughout 
AVS. 

G. Concerns about Air Carrier Accidents 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: As support for his concerns that the reexamination process 
was flawed and continues to compromise public safety, Mr. Bruno cites the conclusions of 
the NTSB in two recent fatal crashes. - "January 2003, a US Air Express, Charlotte, North 
Carolina" ... and "a December 2005, a Chalk's Ocean Airways flight." OSC File No. 
DI-0702350, Page 4. Mr. Bruno also asserts that, FAA should review certification records 
to determine whether or not the mechanics involved in recent airline crashes were originally 
St. George certificate-holders, and to ascertain the status of their certification." DI-0702350, 
Page 5. 

2. FAA Response: The cause of the US Air Express accident was determined to be faulty 
maintenance. An examination of the airman records associated with that accident indicates 
that no mechanics who worked on the aircraft received their mechanic certificates from 
St. George Aviation. 
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The cause of the Chalk's Ocean Airways accident was attributed to fatigue cracks that had 
gone undetected by mechanics. Records indicate one mechanic who performed work on the 
subject aircraft received his mechanic certificate from St. George Aviation. This mechanic 
failed his reexamination on December 22, 2005 with a score of 60 percent. After placing his 
certificate on deposit with the FAA after the first failure, he took the reexamination again on 
January 30, 2006 and failed with a score of 67 percent. Enforcement action was initiated to 
revoke his mechanic certificate and ratings. The mechanic appealed to the NTSB, and the 
NTSB affirmed the revocation. The FAA followed up with an investigation of Chalk's air 
personnel and a review of Chalk's air maintenance records. That review revealed that there 
is no documentation that the St. George Aviation mechanic was involved in maintenance on 
areas of this aircraft related to the cause of the accident. 
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H. Concerns About FAA Air Carrier Oversight 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno alleges that comments by two NTSB board 
members, in statements accompanying the Chalk's report, strongly suggest that better FAA 
oversight could have prevented the accident. 01-0702350, Page 5. 

2. FAA Response: A review of the Chalk's accident report, which includes the two Board 
member statements, shows that the accident resulted from the structural failure of the right 
wing of a very old airplane due to undetected fatigue cracking in the wing structure. The 
Board broached the FAA's oversight of the maintenance of the aircraft only in the broadest 
terms and there is absolutely no suggestion that links the cause of the crash to the FAA's 
oversight of OMEs or to St. George Aviation-examined mechanics. 

Historically, the FAA's oversight methodologies have focused on end-product inspections 
and design features during certification. The primary responsibility for the safety of 
operations in air transportation rests with the air carrier certificate holder. The FAA's 
responsibility is to issue the certificate and set forth the safety regulations and system 
requirements for air carrier certificate holders to follow. The FAA maintains oversight of 
the air carrier's compliance with those safety regulations through its compliance and 
enforcement program; however, the carrier, and not the FAA, remains responsible for that 
compliance. 

I. Coordination with the NTSB 

1. Whistleblower Allegations: Mr. Bruno is concerned that the FAA "established no 
formal coordination or cross-referencing program with regard to NTSB accident 
investigations." 01-0702350, Page 5. Mr. Bruno also complains that the FAA has failed to 
establish any formal coordination with air carriers, NTSB, or OOT, to examine the issue of 
mechanic certification when airline crashes occur due to mechanical failure. 01-0702350, 
Page 5. 

2. FAA Response: The FAA routinely works with the NTSB in aviation accidents. If the 
cause of the accident indicates maintenance issues, the FAA and NTSB work closely 
together to obtain and evaluate the aircraft maintenance records, as well as the individual 
mechanic's airman records, to ascertain the root cause of the accident or incident as part of 
the analysis of the accident or incident. There has not been a specific "formal cross 
reference" of the St. George Aviation-issued certificate holders to aviation maintenance 
accidents. The FAA does have a formal process for accident and incident investigation that 
is contained within FAA Order 8020.11, which it follows with regard to accident 
investigations. 

IV. Conclusion 

The substance of the whistleblower complaint is that, "FAA should evaluate and complete 
an adequate re-examination of all A&P mechanics who received certifications during the 
time period of St. George's fraudulent testing scheme." 01-0702350, Page 5. The FAA 
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believes that it has done that. This report documents that the FAA has evaluated and 
substantially completed the reexamination program it undertook as a result of the 2004 
Special Counsel's report. While the FAA regrets that it, to date, has not been able to process 
the remaining 83 mechanics covered in phase two of the reexamination program, the FAA is 
making a diligent effort to get this last part of the reexamination program done. 
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To: 

U,S, Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 
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Associate Administrator for Regulation and 
Certification, A VR-I 

Date: AUG 3 t 1999 

Subject: Testing and Certification of Aviation Mechanics 

Action: Per Your Request 

For Your Information 

Per Our Conversation 

Note and Return 

Remarks: 

Discuss With Me 

For Your Approval 

~ For Yo~r Signature 

Comment 

Take Appropriate Action 

Please Answer 

Prepare Reply For: 

Attached is a memorandum describing the FAA's plan to reexamine the mechanics 
certificated at St. George Aviation, Inc., as a result of the conspiracy that occurred 
there. The FAA had committed to advising the Office ofInspector General (OIG) of 
our plan in your memorandum of July 26, 1999, subject as above. 

In the attached memorandum we also describe ongoing efforts to improve our:i,~ 
current procedures and strengthen managemen~ controls in the testing environment, 
as well as revising policy guidance as needed. in addition, we infonn the OIG of 
our intent to conduct a national review of the Designated Mechanic Examiner 
program to detennine its effectiveness and identify and correct any other pro~ , 
weaknesses that may exist. We plan to forward our plan to conduct this review ,( 
within 30 days. 

«?Ja1u{() 
L. Nicholas Lacey 
Director, Flight Standards Service, AFS-1 



Subject: INFORMATION: Testing and Certification of 
Aviation Mechanics 

From: Associate Administrator for Regulation and 
Certification, A VR-l 

To: Assistant Inspector General for Auditing, JA-l 

Date: 

Reply to 
Attn. of: 

SEP 3 ~ 

Mickey Hostetler: 
202-267-3089 
FAX:202-267-7636 

As a followup to my memorandum of July 26, 1999, subject as above, I would like to 
provide you with our plan to reexamine those aviation mechanics who were certificated 
by St.George Aviation (SGA), Inc., located in Sanford, Florida. 

Back~round 

Evidence shows that the certification practices at St. George Aviation, Inc., provide 
reason to believe that a group of airmen was not tested in accordance with Title 14, Code 
of Federal Regulations, Part 65.79. Therefore, the competence of approximately 2,000 
mechanics certificated at that site is in question. Reexamination of their qualifications to 
be holders of mechanic certificates with airframe and powerplant ratings is necessary in 
the interest of safety. Pursuant to the authority contained in Title 49, United States 
Code, Subtitle VII, Section 44709, as amended, the FAA will request that these 
mechanics be reexamined. 

Action Plan 

The reexamination will consist of the Oral and Practical tests to assure that the 
mechanics meet a satisfactory level of competence to retain their mechanic certificates. 
In accordance with regulations, an airman who satisfactorily completes the 
reexamination will be issued a Letter of Satisfactory Results. In the event of an 
unsatisfactory test, the FAA Inspector will issue a letter indicating those results and will 
inform the airman of each deficiency and pending enforcement action. Legal 
enforcement action must be taken to revoke the airman's certificate, or rating, ~d to 
have the airman surrender the certificate or rating. If the airman refuses to comply, the 
FAA Inspector will advise the airman that emergency legal action will be taken. Any 
certificate recovered as a result of the legal action will be handled in accordance with 
current FAA guidance. 
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To accomplish the reexamination, we are taking the following steps: 

• Making final arrangements to secure the site for reexamination. Currently, a 
facility vacated by the inactivation of an Army Reserve Aviation Unit and located 
on the Orlando International Airport property, is a primary selection. We are 
working with representatives of the Department of Defense (DoD) on this effort. 
A temporary agreement is in place that allows us to have current access to the 
building and the facilities. Funding will be required to secure the facility for the 
time that may be required to conduct reexaminations of all the mechanics affected. 

• Acquiring the necessary tools, equipment, and consumable supplies required for 
the reexamination process. 

• Finalizing the procedures manual that will be used to conduct an in-briefmg and 
other administrative actions required to ensure that each reexamination applicant 
has a complete standardized test. The estimated date for completing the manual is 
September 1999. The actual procedures for the oral and practical reexamination 
will be completed in accordance with current FAA policy and guidance. 

• Initiating the training of the FAA aviation safety inspectors from the Orlando 
Flight Standards District Office (FSDO) who will administer the reexaminat~ons. 
This training will meet or exceed all current FAA requirements for administering 
airframe and powerplant testing. 

• Ensuring that the reexamination procedure is carried out in accordance with FAA 
Order 861O.4G, Aviation Mechanic Examiner Handbook, July 13, 1999. 

• Notifying 25 individuals at a time through letters requesting that they contact the 
FAA to be reexamined. The letter states that a nonresponse by the mechanic will 
result in a suspension of the airman's certificate until such time as he or she 
demonstrates competence to exercise its privileges. Recipients of these letters also 
are informed that they may voluntarily surrender their certificates should they 
refuse to be reexamined. (The initial set of25 letters was mailed on June 30, 
1999.) There is a standard I5-day response time. 

• Conducting analyses on each group of25 airmen to determine when or if 
reexamination of subsequent groups may not be necessary. For example, if 
analysis of a given group reveals that 16 out of 25 individuals voluntarily 
surrendered their certificates or have had revocation action initiated, indicating 
inappropriate testing, there would be a high probability that the next group of 25 
airmen would have been subjected to the same inappropriate testing. 
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Policy and procedural Cban~es 

In view of the conspiracy that took place at St. George Aviation, we are taking steps to 
immediately improve our procedures and institute stricter management controls as 
follows: 

• We are enhancing the current Airman Tests and School database (ATS) automated 
surveillance capabilities. Specifically, the ATS will collect the start and end time 
of all tests and flag an applicant's record if the system is powered off, then 
powered back on, before the test is completed. Additional A TS data edits are 
being prepared to isolate and flag knowledge testing records that meet a set 
criteria. An applicant's test results will not load into the A TS data base when the 
results show significant time spent on any question or when there are either very 
few or no applicant answers recorded. 

• We are developing an aircraft mechanic Airman Performance Report (APR) which 
will replace the current examiner Airframe and Powerplant Oral and Practical 
Planning Sheet. This new report can be scanned and will be used to electronically 
compile the details of all Oral and Practical tests. The data also will be used to 
conduct statistical analyses of designated testing processes and results. 

• We have begun a national beta test involving the sampling of Oral and Practical 
test results. From this data, we are developing a national norm for the results of 
these tests. Applying statistical analysis techniques will enable FAA to identify . 
potential irregularities in individualized examiner testing processes and result9. 

• We have initiated several new requirements to facilitate the coordination between 
the FAA and Designated Mechanic Examiners (DMEs). Upon completion ofllie 
Oral and Practical test, the DME will forward the completed APR to the 
FSDOlInternational Field Office as part of the certification package. An 
Airworthiness Aviation Safety Inspector will perform a final review, initial, 3,Ild 
enter the four-digit FAA credential identification number on the back of the APR, 
indicating acceptance. The APR then will be forwarded to the Flight Standards 
Airmen Testing Standards Branch for data processing. These changes in our 
procedures will ensure applicants are eligible to be tested, establish FSDO 
coordination concerning the entry of skill test data, and enable the FAA to track 
the testing patterns of examiners and applicants. 

• We are revising FAA Order 861O.4G to (1) restrict applicants from being tested by 
a DME located outside that applicant's district, unless authorization to be tested 
outside the applicant's district has been given, and (2) prohibit the DME from 
taking part in the computer knowledge test process. In the past, a DME was 
authorized to serve as a knowledge test supervisor as well as administering the 
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Oral and Practical tests. Because of this lack of separation of duties, the 
knowledge test and the Oral and Practical tests were compromised by one person 
at St. George Aviation. This new limitation, which has been communicated to the 
computer testing organizations, will provide better management controls in this 
area. 

• We also are revising FAA Order 8300.10, Airworthiness Inspector's Handbook, to 
require that an applicant demonstrate adequate knowledge and background 
experience in 50 percent of the subject areas listed in Title 14, Code of Federal 
Regulations, part 147, prior to receiving authorization to take the test. This change 
will promote a more standardized approach to how we determine an applicant's 
eligibility. 

• In addition, we are in the process of working with our Training Division, AFS-500, 
to include designee standardization on the list of Operational Training Needs 
Assessment (OTNA) courses, thus providing a central funding source for this 
training. Currently, this training is provided to the designee community. 
However, in order for the inspector to attend the training, the local FSDO must 
provide funding. This change also will mean that an inspector will be required to 
complete this OTNA training before being considered eligible to attain 
journeyman status. 

In addition to the above actions, FAA is planning to conduct a review of the DME 
program to determine its effectiveness from a national perspective and to identify and 
correct any other program weaknesses that may exist. We will forward to you our plan 
to conduct this internal review within 30 days. 

Original Signed By 
Margaret Gilligan 

Thomas E. McSweeny 

cc: AFS-130IAFS-100/AFS-3/AFS-2 
File: st george 
WP: A:\geo 

afs-130:rnhostetler:meh:x73089:8/20/99 
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~ ACTION: Decision letter - Sl George 
Re-examination (709) Process 

Frcrn: Acting Manager, Flight Standards Division. AS0-200 

To: Manager, Orlando FSDO 
Regional Counsel. ASO-7 
Howard Swaney, AFS...J 

IJUN 1 4 2001 

Rep-rD D. Veatch 
~ ct 404-305-6000 

I would like to personally commend the Orlando FSDO and Keith May. AS0-7, for their exceptional effort 
to bring justice and creditability to the St George enrorcement case. thIs Involved approximately 403 
airmen re-examination actions due to \he conviction of two individualS charged with selling A&P 
ceriificates associated with St. ~eorge-Designated Mechanics Examiner (DME). While this is 
commendable, this office also felt it necessary to conduct an evaluation to determine what extant this 
process needs to continue. 

The evaluation concludes the re-examination process should consider aU airmen who were issued 
certificates after June 11. 1998. I have found no supporting evidence to indicate a need to dedicate 
limited resources past this date. This determination was based on the following facts: 

1. Our documentation for the US Attomey and FAA investigations began on June 11. 1998. 

2. No airmen were used as evidence In the criminal prosecution or FAA enforcement actions 
wilh certificates issued prior to June 11, 1998. 

3. Airmen Idantified in the original compfaintwere issued certlflcates in January 1998. 
T~is was never substantiated, but this allegation prompted the inVestigation that fOllowed. 

4. Verification with Keith May, ASO-7; Cliff Weiss. AS0-700; and the Orlando 1='SDO confirm 
that the ac:iivity prior 10 June 11, 1998, is speculative and not substantiated, though highly 
likely. 

This office also has determined that the majority of remaining re-examin~tions can be completed by 
September 30. 2001. At that time arrangements wltl have been made to terminate [he contract on the 
hanger facility leased from DOD. Any remaining re-examinations that need to be conducted after 
September 30, 2001, will utilize other available facilities. 

DiwV\!2H~ 
Dawn R.H. Veatch 

Cc: 
ASO-210 
AS 0-250 
AS 0-300 

:LJr~-: 5 - 232 :. 
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NOTE 

FAA-S-8081-26, Aviation Mechanic General Practical Test 
Standards (PTS) is to replace the oral and practical test guides 
currently used. Both testing procedures will be in effect until all 
examiners have been trained to administer the test in 
accordance with the PTS, or 2 years after the effective date of 
Order 8610.4J, Aviation Mechanic Examiner Handbook. After 
which time, all tests must be administered under the PTS 
guidelines. New examiners must use the PTS upon completion 
of initial training. Previously appointed examiners must transition 
to the PTS within 60 days after completion of recurrent training. 



Record of Changes 
Change 1: 8/8/2003 

Introduction 

Performance Levels 
LEVEL 1-Z3b. Nondestructive changed to specified. 
LEVEL 1-PERFORMANCE STANDARD deleted. 
LEVEL 2-bullet 2: added additional text. 
LEVEL 2-PERFORMANCE STANDARD deleted. 
LEVEL 3-bullet 4: added additional text. 
LEVEL 3-Z3e. Verify changed to check. 
LEVEL 3-PERFORMANCE STANDARD deleted. 

Change 2: 9/24/2003 

I ntrod uction 

Performance Levels 
LEVEL 1-PERFORMANCE STANDARD added. 
LEVEL 2-PERFORMANCE STANDARD added. 
LEVEL 3-PERFORMANCE STANDARD added. 

Section 1-Aviation Mechanic General 

A. Basic Electricity, Objective 1. Change "at least four" to "at 
least two." 

B. Aircraft Drawings, Objective '1. Change "at least four" to "at 
least two." 

C. Weight and Balance, Objective 1. Change "at least four" 
to "at least two: 

D. Fluid Lines and Fittings, Objective 1. Change "at least 
four" to "at least two." 

D. Fluid Lines and Fittings, Objective 2 a. Added the words 
"fabrication and tubefittings. 

E. Materials and Processes, Objective 1. Change "at least 
four" to "at least two." 

F. Ground Operation and Servicing, Objective 1. Change "at 
least four" to "at least two." 

G. Cleaning and Corrosion Control, Objective 1. Change 
"at least four" to "at least two." 

H. Mathematics, Objective 1. Change "at least four" to "at 
least two." 

I. Maintenance Forms and Records, Objective 1. Change 
"at least four" to "at least two." 

J. Basic Physics, Objective 1. Change "at least four" to "at 
least two." 

K. Maintenance Publications, Objective 1. Change "at least 
four" to "at least two." 

L Aviation Mechanic Privileges and Limitations, Objective 1. 
Change "at least four" to "at least two." 



FOREWORD 

This Aviation Mechanic General Practical Test Standards book 
has been published by the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) to establish the standards for the Aviation Mechanic 
General Practical Test. The passing of this practical test is a 
required step toward obtaining the Aviation Mechanic certificate 
with Airframe andlor Powerplant ratings. FAA inspectors and 
Designated Mechanic Examiners (DMEs) shall conduct 
practical tests in compliance with these standards. 
Applicants should find these standards helpful in practical test 
preparation. 

lsI 2-13-2003 

Joseph K. Tintera, Manager 
Regulatory Support Division 
Flight Standards Service 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Flight Standards Service of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
has developed this practical test book as a standard to be used by FAA 
inspectors and Designated Mechanic Examiners (DMEs) when conducting 
aviation mechanic practical tests. Applicants are expected to use this book 
when preparing for practical testing. 

Information considered directive in nature is described in this practical test 
document in terms, such as "shall" and "must" indicating the actions are 
mandatory. Guidance information is described in terms, such as "should" 
and "may" indicating the actions are desirable or permissive but not 
mandatory. 

The FAA gratefully acknowledges the valuable assistance provided by the 
many individuals and organizations that contributed their time and talent in 
assisting with the development of these practical test standards. 

This practical test standard may be downloaded from the Regulatory 
Support Division's, AFS-600, web site at http://afs600.faa.gov. 
Subsequent changes to this standard, in accordance with AC 60-27, 
Announcement of Availability: Changes to Practical Test Standards, will 
also be available on AFS-600's web site and then later incorporated into a 
printed revision. 

This publication can be purchased from the Superintendent of Documents, 
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC 20402. The official 
online bookstore web site for the U.S. Government Printing Office is 
www.access.gpogOv. 

Comments regarding this document should be sent to: 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Regulatory Support Division 
Airman Testing Standards Branch, AFS-630 
P.O. Box 25082 
Oklahoma City, OK 73125 

FAA-S-8081-26 



Practical Test Standard Concept 

Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR) specifies the subject 
areas in which knowledge and skill must be demonstrated by the applicant 
before the issuance of an Aviation Mechanic Certificate with an airframe 
and/or powerplant rating. The CFRs provide the flexibility that permits the 
FAA to publish practical test standards containing knowledge and skill 
specifics in which competency must be demonstrated. 

"Knowledge" (oral) elements are indicated by use of the words 
"Exhibits know/edge of... " 

"Skill" (practical) elements are indicated by the use of the words 
"Demonstrates the ability to .... " 

The FAA will revise this book whenever it is determined that changes are 
needed. Adherence to the applicable regulations, the policies set forth 
in the current revision of FAA Order 8610.4, Aviation Mechanic 
Examiner Handbook, and the practical test standards is mandatory 
for the evaluation of aviation mechanic applicants. 

Practical Test Book Description 

This test book contains the following Aviation Mechanic Practical Test 
Standards. 

Section I-Aviation Mechanic General 

Practical Test Standard Description 

The Aviation Mechanic Practical Test Standards include the subject areas 
of knowledge and skill for the issuance of an aviation mechanic certificate 
and/or the addition of a rating. The subject areas are the topics in which 
aviation mechanic applicants must have knowledge and/or demonstrate 
skill. 

The REFERENCE identifies the publication(s) that describe(s) the subject 
area. Descriptions of the subject area are not included in the practical test 
standards, because this information can be found in references listed 
and/or in manufacturer or FAA-approved or acceptable data related to 
each subject area. Publications other than those listed may be used as 
references if their content conveys substantially the same information as 
the referenced publications. Except where appropriate, (e.g., pertinent 
CFRs) references listed in this document are NOT meant to supersede or 
otherwise replace manufacturer or other FAA-approved or acceptable data, 
but to serve as general information and study material sources. 
Information contained in manufacturer and/ or FAA· 
approved/acceptable data always takes precedence over advisory or 
textbook referenced data. Written instructions given to applicants for the 
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An applicant is not permitted to know before testing begins which 
selections in each subject area are to be included in his/her test (except 
the core competency elements, which all applicants are required to 
perform). Therefore, an applicant should be well prepared in all oral and 
skill areas included in the practical test standard. 

Further infonmation about the requirements for conducting/taking the 
practical test is contained in FAA Order 8610.4 

Aviation Mechanic Practical Test Prerequisites 

All applicants must have met the prescribed experience requirements as 
stated in 14 CFR part 65, section 65.77. (See FAA Order 8610.4 for 
information about testing under the provisions of 14 CFR part 65, section 
65.80.) 

Examiner Responsibility 

The examiner who conducts the practical test is responsible for 
detenmining that the applicant meets acceptable standards of knowledge 
and skill in the assigned subject areas within the appropriate practical test 
standard. Since there is no formal division between the knowledge and skill 
portions of the practical test, this becomes an ongoing process throughout 
the test. 

The following terms may be reviewed with the applicant prior to, or during, 
element assignment. 

1. "Inspect" means to examine by sight and/or touch (with or 
without inspection ~nhancing tools/equipment). 

2. "Check" means to verify proper operation. 
3. "Troubleshoot" means to analyze and identify malfunctions. 
4. "Service" means to perform functions that assure continued 

operation. 
5. "Repair" means to correct a defective condition. 

Performance Levels 

The following is a detailed description of the meaning of each level. 

Level 1 

Know basic facts and principles. 
Be able to find information and follow directions and written 
instructions. 
Locate methods, procedures, instructions, and reference material. 
Interpretation of information not required. 
No skill demonstration is required. 

FAA-S-8081-26 4 



Example: Change 1 (8/8/2003) & 2 (9/24/03) 

Z3b. Locate specified nondestructive testing methods. (Level 1) 

Performance Standard: The applicant will locate information for 
nondestructive testing. 

Level 2 

Know and understand principles, theories, and concepts. 
Be able to find and interpret maintenance data and information, 
and perform basic operations using the appropriate data, tools, 
and equipment. 
A high level of skill is not required. 

Example: 

Z3c. Detect electrical leakage in electrical connections, terminal strips, 
and cable harness (at least ten will have leakage faults). (Level 2) 

I 
Performance Standard: Using appropriate maintenance data and a 
multimeter, the applicant will identify items with leakage faults. 

Level 3 

Know, understand, and apply facts, principles, theories, and 
concepts. 
Understand how they relate to the total operation and 
maintenance of aircraft. 
Be able to make independent and accurate airworthiness 
judgmehts. 
Perform all skill operations to a return-to-service standard using 
appropriate data, tools, and equipment. Inspections are performed 
in accordance with acceptable or approved data. 
A fairly high skill level is required. 

Example: 

I Z3e. Check control surface travel. (Level 3) 

Performance Standard: Using type certificate data sheets and the 
manufacturer's service manual, the applicant wiU measure the control 
surface travel, compare the travel to the maintenance data, and determine 
if the travel is within limits. 
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Satisfactory Performance 

The practical test is passed if the applicant demonstrates the prescribed 
proficiency in the assigned elements (core competency and other selected 
elements) in each subject area to the required standard. Applicants shall 
not be expected to memorize all mathematical formulas that may be 
required in the performance of various elements in this practical test 
standard. However, where relevant, applicants must be able to locate and 
apply necessary formulas to obtain correct solutions. 

Unsatisfactory Performance 

If the applicant does not meet the standards of any of the elements 
performed (knowledge, core competency, or other skill elements), the 
associated subject area is failed, and thus the practical test is failed. The 
examiner or the applicant may discontinue testing any time after the failure 
of a subject area. In any case, the applicant is entitled to credit for only 
those subject areas satisfactorily completed. See the current revision of 
FAA Order 8610.4 for further information about retesting and allowable 
credit for subject areas satisfactorily completed. 

Typical areas of unsatisfactory performance and grounds for 
disqualification include the following. 

1. Any action or lack of action by the applicant that requires 
corrective intervention by the examiner for reasons of safety. 

2. Failure to follow acceptable or approved maintenance I 
procedures while performing skill (practical) projects. I 

3. Exceeding tolerances stated in the maintenance instructions. 
4. Failure to recognize improper procedures. 
5. The inability to perform to a return to service standard, where 

applicable. 
6. Inadequate knowledge in any of the subject areas. 
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SECTION I-AVIATION MECHANIC GENERAL 

A. BASIC ELECTRICITY 

'Core competency element. 

REFERENCES: JSGT; AEE; AMT-G. 

Objective. To determine that the applicant: 

I 1. Exhibits knowledge of at least two of the following-

a. sources and/or effects of capacitance in a circuit. 
b. uses of capacitance in a circuit. 
c. sources and/or effects of inductance in a circuit. 
d. uses of inductance in a circuit. 
e. operation of basic AC and/or DC electrical circuits. 
f. Ohm's law. 
9. Kirchoff's law(s). 

I 
h. procedures used in the measurement of voltage, current, 

and/or resistance. 
i. determining power used in simple circuits. 
j. troubleshooting, and/or repair or alteration using electrical 

circuit diagrams. 
k. common types of defects that m?y occur in an installed 

battery system. 
I. aircraft battery theory/operation. 
m. servicing aircraft batteries. 

2. 'Demonstrates the ability to perform both of the following-

a. use measuring equipment to measure in a Circuit or circuit 
component(s), at least one of the following: voltage, current, 
reSistance, or continuity. (Level 3) 

b. determine the appropriateness of measurement(s) 
according to instructions/specifications. (Level 2) 

3. Demonstrates the ability to perform at least one of the 
following-

a. read and interpret one or more electrical circuit diagrams. 
(Level 2) 

b. troubleshoot an electrical circuit. (Level 3) 
c. calculate voltage, current, and resistance using Ohm's Law. 

(Level 2). 
d. inspect a battery and installed battery system. (Level 3) 
e. accomplish a battery state-of-charge (hydrometer) and/or 

electrical leak (cell imbalance) test. (Level 3) 
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f. accomplish removal and/or installation of a battery in an 
aircraft. (Level 3) 

g. set-up and connect a charger to one or more batteries for 
constant current and/or constant voltage charging. (Level 3) 

B. AIRCRAFT DRAWINGS 

REFERENCES: ASS; JSGT; AMT-G. 

Objective. To determine that the applicant: 

1. Exhibits knowledge of at least two of the following-

a. characteristics and/or uses of any of the various types of 
drawings/blueprints and/or system schematics. 

b. the meaning of any of the lines and symbols commonly 
used in aircraft sketches/drawings/blueprints. 

c. using charts or graphs. 
d. troubleshooting an aircraft system or component(s) using 

drawings/blueprints and/or system schematics. 
e. inspection of an aircraft system or component(s) using 

drawings/blueprints and/or system schematics. 
f. repair or alteration of an aircraft system or component(s) 

using drawings/blueprints and/or schematics. 
g. use of drawings/blueprints in component fabrication. 
h. terms used in conjunction with aircraft drawings/blueprints 

and/or system schematics. 

2. N/A 

3. Demonstrates the ability to perform at least one of the 
foliowing-

a. maintenance and/or inspection using drawings/blueprints 
and/or system schematics. (Level 3) 

b. preventive maintenance using drawings/blueprints and/or 
schematics. (Level 3) 

c. troubleshooting using drawings/blueprints and/or 
schematics. (Level 3) 

d. use a control cable tension chart. (Level 3) 
e. use a servicing, limitation, or calculation chart or graph. 

(Level 3) 
f. draw a sketch of an alteration or repair. (Level 2) 
g. draw a diagram of an electrical circuit or other system, or 

portion thereof, and explain the drawing. (Level 2) 
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C. WEIG-HT AND BALANCE 

'Core competency element. 

REFERENCES: ASS; AMT-G; FAA-H-8083-1. 

Objective. To determine that the applicant: 

I 1. Exhibits knowledge of at least two of the following-

a. the purpose(s) of weighing or reweighing. 
b. general preparations for weighing, with emphasis on aircraft 

preparation and/or weighing area considerations. 
c. the general location of airplane center of gravity (CG) in 

relation to the center of lift for most fixed main airfoils. 
d. definitions of any of the following: datum, arm, moment 

(positive or negative), or moment index. 
e. the meaning and/or application of any terms/nomenclature 

associated with weight and balance other than those 
mentioned in element "d" above, including but not limited to 
any of the following: tare, ballast, and residual fuel/oil. 

f. procedures for finding any of the following: datum, arm, 
moment (positive or negative), or moment index. 

g. purpose and/or application of mean aerodynamic chord 
(MAC). 

h. adverse loading considerations. 

2. *Demonstrates the ability to calculate weight and balance CG 
and complete aircraft weight and balance documentation. 
(Level 3) 

3. Demonstrates the ability to perform at least one of the 
following-

a. weighing equipment preparation and setup according to 
manufacturer's instructions. (Level 3) 

b. locate procedures for leveling and the leveling pOints for an 
aircraft. (Level 2) 

c. locate weigh pOints, procedures for determining CG, and 
determine the weigh point arms for an aircraft. (Level 2) 

d. identify tare items for a specific aircraft and weighing 
procedure. (Level 2) 

e. find the datum for at least two different aircraft. (Level 2) 
f. determine the weight and location of required ballast after 

an (actual or hypothetical) equipment change. (Level 2) 
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E. MATERIALS AND PROCESSES 

'Core competency element. 

REFERENCES: ASS; AMR; AMT-G; JSAT; JSGT. 

Objective. To determine that the applicant: 

I 1. Exhibits knowledge of at least two of the following-

a. any of the metals commonly used in aircraft and their 
general application. 

b. composites and other nonmetallic components and their 
general application. 

c. heat-treated parts precautions, using DO or "icebox" 
rivets. 

d. typical wood materials and fabric coverings. 
e. visible characteristics of acceptable and/or unacceptable 

welds. 
f. precision measurement and preciSion measurement tools. 
g. using inspection techniques/methods, including any of the 

following: visual, metallic ring test, dye/fluorescent 
penetrant, magnetic particle, and/or eddy current. 

h. identification, selection, installation, and/or use of aircraft 
hardware. 

i. safetying of components and/or hardware. 
j. finding information about material types for specific 

application( s). 

2. *Demonstrates the ability to torque to specification(s), and 
safety-wire aircraft component(s)/hardware. (Level 3) 

3. Demonstrates the ability to perform at least one of the 
following-

a. select and install standard aircraft hardware, to include 
one or more self-locking nuts. (Level 3) 

b. select, install, and secure a clevis bolt and associated 
hardware. (Level 3) 

c. select and install one or more appropriate screws/bolts, 
nuts, cotter pins, and washers. (Level 3) 

d. inspect hardware for defects, proper installation. (Level 3) 
e. safety a turnbuckle. (Level 3) 
f. perform a dye or fluorescent penetrant inspection. (Level 

3) 
g. find a (not visible) defect using eddy current or ultrasonic 

inspection equipment. (Level 2) 
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h. perform, read, and record a precision measurement using 
a dial indicator, or micrometer, or vernier caliper. (Level 
2) 

i. visually inspect welds and determine acceptability. (Level 
3) 

j. identify rivets by physical characteristics. (Level 2) 

F. GROUND OPERATION AND SERVICING 

REFERENCES: ASS; AMT-G; JSGT. 

Objective. To determine that the applicant: 

I 1. Exhibits knowledge of at least two of the following-

a. general procedures for towing aircraft. 
b. Air Traffic Control (ATC) considerations/requirements for 

towing aircraft on or across active runways. 
c. general procedures for starting, ground operating, and/or 

taxiing a reciprocating engine powered aircraft. 
d. general procedures for starting, ground operating, and/or 

taxiing a turbine engine powered aircraft. 
e. the hazards associated with starting, ground operating, 

and/or taxiing aircraft and procedures for preventing, 
minimizing or otherwise managing any of them. 

f. procedures for refueling and/or defueling aircraft. 
g. oxygen system safety practices/precautions. 
h. characteristics of aviation gasoline and/or turbine fuels, 

including basic types and means of identification. 
i. fuel contamination hazards. 
j. fuel additives commonly used in the field. 
k. use of automobile fuel in aircraft engines. 
I. types/classes of fires, using proper fire 

extinguishers/methods. 

2. N/A 

3. Demonstrates the ability to perform at least one of the 
following-

a. service an aircraft with compressed air or nitrogen. (Level 
3) 

b. set-up an aircraft and cockpit controls for engine start. 
(Level 2) 

c. start and ground operate an aircraft engine* (taxiing 
optional), and use or respond to standard hand or light 
wand signals. (Level 3) 

d. determine the engine oil for a specific engine. (Level 2) 
e. secure an aircraft for outside storage. (Level 3) 
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f. fuel and/or defuel an aircraft (may be simulated). (Level 3) 
g. sample fuel and inspect for proper fuel and contaminates. 

(Level 3) 
h. set-up and connect an aircraft to an external power source. 

(Level 2) 
i. connect a towbar to an aircraft and prepare for towing. 

(Level 3). 
j. direct the movement (may be Simulated) of aircraft. (Level 

3) 
k. locate and clear a liquid lock (actual or simulated) in an 

aircraft engine. (Level 3) 
I. identify the types/classes of fires that local shop and/or 

f1ightline fire extinguishers may be used on. (Level 2) 

*If an operable engine is available. 

G. CLEANING AND CORROSION CONTROL 

*Core competency element. 

REFERENCES: ASS; AC 43-4A; AMT-G. 

Objective. To determine that the applicant: 

1. Exhibits knowledge of at least two of the following-

b. 

aircraft preparation for washing, general aircraft cleaning 
(washing) procedures. 
postcleaning (washing) procedures. 

c. corrosion theory. 
d. types/effects of corrosion. 

conditions that cause corrosion. e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 

i. 
j. 

corrosion prone areas in aircraft. 
corrosion preventive maintenance procedures. 
inspection for and identification of corrosion in any of its 
various forms. 
corrosion removal and treatment procedures. 
use of Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS). 

2. *Demonstrates the ability to inspect for and identify two or more 
of the various forms of corrosion that affect aircraft. (Level 3) 

. 3. Demonstrates the ability to perform at least one of the following: 

a. identify and select materials used to clean interior and/or 
exterior surfaces according to aircraft manufacturer's 
instructions. (Level 2) 

b. corrosion removal from any of the metals commonly used in 
aircraft. (Level 3) 
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c. preventive corrosion treatment on any of the metals 
commonly used in aircraft. (Level 3) 

d. identify and select appropriate corrosion preventive 
methods and materials for a specific aircraft application. 
(Level 2) 

H. MATHEMATICS 

REFERENCES: AC 65-9A; ASS; AMT-G. 

Objective. To determine that the applicant: 

I 1. Exhibits knowledge of at least two of the following-

a. areas of various geometrical shapes. 
b. volumes of various geometrical shapes. 
c. definitions/descriptions of geometrical terms, including but 

not limited to any of the following: polygon, pi, diameter, 
radius, and hypotenuse. 

d. ratio problems, including one or more examples of where or 
how they may be used in relation to aircraft maintenance or 
system(s) operation. 

e. proportion problems, including one or more examples of 
where or how they may be used in relation to aircraft 
maintenance or system(s) operation. 

f. percentage problems, including one or more examples of 
where or how they may be used in relation to aircraft 
maintenance or system(s) operation. 

g. algebraic operations, including one or more examples of 
where or how they may be used in relation to aircraft 
maintenance. 

h. conditions or areas where metric conversion may be 
necessary. 

2. N/A 

3. Demonstrates the ability to perform at least one of the following, 
using appropriate formulas-

a. calculate the area of a polygon and/or circle. (Level 2) 
b. calculate the volume of a sphere, cube, or cylinder. (Level 

2) 
c. algebraic operations involving addition, subtraction, 

multiplication, and/or division of positive and negative 
numbers. (Level 2) 

d. locate mathematical formulas used to assist in the 
maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alteration of 
aircraft. (Level 1) 
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e. performance of a 1 OO-hour inspection with disapproval for 
return to service because of needed maintenance, or 
noncompliance with applicable specifications or 
airworthiness directive(s). (Level 3) 

f. FAA Form 337, Major Repair and Major Alteration, for 
additional equipment installation or an alteration in 
accordance with a supplemental type certificate (STC) and 
make appropriate maintenance record entry. (Level 3) 

g. FAA Form 8010-4, Malfunction or Defect Report. (Level 3) 

J. BASIC PHYSICS 

REFERENCES: ABS; AC 65-15A. 

Objective. To determine that the applicant: 

I 1. Exhibits knowledge of at least two of the following-

2. 

a. any of the simple machines, how they function, and/or how 
mechanical advantage is applied in one or more specific 
examples. 

b. sound resonance, how it can be a hazard to aircraft, and 
how sound may be used to aid in inspecting aircraft. 

c. the relationship between fluid density and specific gravity. 
d. the characteristic of specific gravity of fluids and how it may 

be applied to aircraft maintenance. 
e. the general effects of pressure and temperature on gases 

and liquids and how the qualities of compressibility and/or 
incompressibility of gases and liquids are generally applied 
to aircraft systems. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 
j. 

k. 
I. 
m. 

N/A 

density altitude and the effects of temperature, and/or 
pressure, and/or humidity on aircraft and/or engine 
performance. 
heat, how it is manifested in matter, and how heat transfer is 
accomplished through conduction, and/or convection, 
and/or radiation. 
coefficient of linear (thermal) expansion as related to aircraft 
materials. 
aircraft structures and theory of flight/physics of lift. 
the operation of aerodynamic factors in the flight of 
airplanes and/or helicopters. 
the relationship between force, area, and pressure. 
the five forces or stresses affecting aircraft structures. 
the two forms of energy and how they apply to aircraft 
and/or aircraft systems. 
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APPENDIX A 
Exhibit 4 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation 

Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 

January 16, 2004 

The Honorable Scott J. Bloch 
Special Counsel 
United States Office of Special Counsel 
1730 M Street, NW, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20036-4505 

Dear MLBloch: 

The Inspector General Office of Inspector General 

Washington. D.C. 20590 

This is in response to then-Special Counsel Elaine Kaplan's letter of March 28, 
2003, referring allegations made by Gabriel D. Bruno and Dorvin D. Hagan, 
employees of the Federal Aviation Administration's (FAA) Orlando Flight 
Standards District Office (FSDO), to the Secretary of Transportation for 
investigation. Secretary Norman Mineta delegated your request to our office for 
investigation and subsequent response to you. Presented herein are the results of 
our investigation of the predicate allegations. 

The Special Counsel referred the following allegations for investigation: 

1. Mr. Bruno, then-Orlando FSDO Manager, alleged that in the spring of 2001, 
Dawn Veatch, then-Acting Division Manager, Southern Region Flight 
Standards Division, Atlanta, cancelled a program he implemented to re
examine individuals who had received airframe and power plant (A&P) 
mechanic certificates under fraudulent conditions. Mr. Bruno asserted that the 
cancellation of this program, and FAA's failure to re-examine more than 1,000 
individuals holding questionable mechanic certificates, represents gross 
mismanagement, an abuse of authority, and a substantial and specific danger to 
public safety. 

2. Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagan, then-Supervisory Aviation Safety Inspector 
assigned to FAA's Certificate Management Unit (CMU) for AirTran Airways, 
Orlando FSDO, alleged that FAA Southern Region management, specifically, 
three consecutive Flight Standards Division managers, Marion Dittman, Dawn 
Veatch, and Nicholas Sabatini, failed to adequately staff the CMU from 1998 
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to 200 II . They asserted that such understaffing represents gross 
mismanagement, resulting in a substantial and specific danger to public safety. 

Background 

Beginning in early 1998, OIG conducted a criminal investigation of St. George 
Aviation (SGA), an Orlando, FL, based aircraft maintenance school, and FAA
approved Designated Mechanic Examiner (DME) facility, for alleged issuance of 
fraudulent A&P mechanic certificates. Specifically, Anthony St. George, owner 
of SGA, and George Allen, an SGA examiner, were allegedly falsely certifying 
that they had administered examinations and had directed SGA employees to take 
examinations on behalf of applicants, or to otherwise ensure examinees received 
passing scores. Our investigation substantiated the predicate allegations2

. 

Subsequently, we provided FAA with a list of 1,626 A&P mechanics who 
received their certificates from SGA between October la, 1995, and October 9, 
1998, the period during which OIG'sinvestigation disclosed that fraudulent 
certificates had been issued3

. 

In June 1999, based on a recommendation from OIG4
, FAA initiated a program to 

re-examine the mechanics certified by SG A. Specifically, Thomas McSweeny, 
FAA's then-Associate Administrator for Regulation and Certification, advised us 
in a September 3, 1999, memorandum that there was sufficient evidence to believe 
that SGA-certificated mechanics had not been tested in accordance with 
regulations, and he committed FAA to a re-examination program. 

I In April J 998, the Orlando FSDO became responsible for the regulatory oversight of aircraft formerly 
operated by ValuJet Airlines when that carrier merged with AirTran Airways. At that time, Mr. Bruno 
appointed Mr. Hagan as the Supervisor of the. Certificate Management Unit (CMU), with combined 
oversight of AirTran Airways and the former ValuJet aircraft. The CMU subsequently became a 
Certificate Management Office when AirTran Airways grew large enough to warrant such designation. 

2 OIG's criminal investigation disclosed that between October 10, 1995, and October 9, 1998, employees 
of SGA issued numerous fraudulent A&P mechanic certificates. As a result of OIG's investigation, 
Anthony St. George and George Allen were convicted in U.S. District Court on multiple felony charges 
stemming from the issuance of fraudulent certificates. 

3 Federal Aviation Regulations provide that once issued, mechanic certificates are effective until 
surrendered, suspended, or revoked. There is no requirement for periodic re-examination of an A&P 
mechanic certificate-holder (absent surrender, suspension, or revocation), and certificates do not expire. 

4 Following completion of our investigation, we recommended to FAA that 1,626 A&P mechanics 
certificated by SG A be re-examined by FAA to ensure their level 0 f competence, FAA concurred with our 
recommendation. 



Mr. McSweeny's memorandum stated, in part, the following: 

"Evidence shows that the certification practices at St. George 
Aviation, Inc., provide reason to believe that a group of [mechanics] 
was not tested in accordance with Title 14, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 65.79. Therefore the competence of 
approximately 2000 mechanics certificated at that site is in question. 
Re-examination of their qualifications to be holders of mechanic 
certificates with airframe and powerplant ratings is necessary in the 
interest of safety. " 

3 

Mr. Bruno subsequently created and implemented the re-examination program 
through an action plan he formulated. Mr. Bruno's plan was to identify, contact, 
and re-examine, through both oral and practical examinations, individuals who 
received their A&P mechanic certificates from SGA, beginning with the last 
person certified by SGA and working backwards, in groups of 25 until the FAA 
was confident, through analysis of the test results that "those remaining [to be 
tested] do not pose a threat to aviation safety and the flying public." The action 
plan did not specify the manner in which such analysis would be conducted in 
support of a decision to end the testing. However, in contrast to his written 
statements to your office that all SGA-certificated mechanics should have been 
retested, Mr. Bruno told us, when interviewed for this investigation, along with 
then-members of his staff, that a simple majority of individuals passing the re
examination would be sufficient justification for ending it. 

In June 2001, Dawn Veatch, then-Acting Manager, Southern Region Flight 
Standards Division, restricted the conduct of re-examinations to only those 
individuals who received their certifications from SGA after June 11, 1998, and 
directed that only oral examinations be conducted. The last re-examination was 
conducted on September 24, 200 1. 

Summary of Findings 

In brief, we concluded that FAA prematurely canceled its re-examination program 
by not following-thru on its commitment to re-examine, as recommended by OIG, 
all 1,626 SGA-certificated A&P mechanics. We disagree with FAA's rationale 
that a re-examination pass rate of 79 percent, at the time the program was 
terminated, is sufficient to conclude that A&P mechanics who received their 
certificates from SGA do not represent a measurable impact on aviation safety. 
Further, we did not substantiate Mr. Bruno's allegations that Southern Region 
Flight Standards Division management failed to adequately staff the eMU for 
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Accordingly, we are recommending to FAA that, consistent with our original 
recommendation and the original commitment of then-Associate Administrator 
McSweeny, it take appropriate action to assess the current competence of the 
1,228 SGA-certificated A&P mechanics not previously re-examined, or whose 
certificates were not suspended or revoked. 

2. We did not find that Southern Region Flight Standards Division managers 
failed to provide sufficient personnel to adequately staff the CMU for AirTran 
Ainvays from 1998 to 2001. We found that adequate staffing for the CMU 
was provided to the Orlando FSDO manager; however, individuals hired or 
transferred by Southern Region Flight Standards Division management to the 
Orlando FSDO for the staffing of the CMU were assigned to conduct re
examinations rather than performing CMU duties. 

We found that Mr. Bruno declined offers for geographical support to assist 
with the SGA re-testing5

. Such geographical support would have eased the 
need to divert Orlando FSDO personnel, including those that could have been 
assigned to the CMU, from performing normal certificate oversight functions 
to conducting re-examinations. 

Additionally, we found that offers by Southern Region Flight Standards 
Division Managers to hire Aviation Safety Inspectors, as directed by Nicholas 
Lacey, then-Director, Flight Standards Division, were declined by Mr. Bruno, 
who wanted to hire inspectors at higher grades. However, such higher grade 
positions were rejected by FAA Headquarters on the basis of being duplicate 
positions. 

We also did not substantiate Mr. Bruno's contentions that the CMU was 
SUbjected to seven different redundant inspections between November 2000, 
and March 2001. Mr. Bruno was able only to identify to us three specific 
inspections: (1) FAA Flight Standards' Certificate Audit Program, (2) FAA's 
Regional Aviation Safety Inspection, and (3) the DoD Air Carrier Survey and 
Analysis6

. We did not find documentation for inspections other than the three 
identified by Mr. Bruno. Further, FAA records show that each of these 
inspections addressed separate areas of concern. Accordingly, we concluded 
that these inspections were conducted in keeping with FAA's, and DoD's, air 
carrier safety oversight mission and responsibilities. 

5 Geographical support consists of inspectors pennanently assigned to other geographical areas who are 
placed on temporary assignment at another location to assist with a project of assignment that temporarily 
requires an increase in the number of personnel. 

6 The DoD inspection was based upon DoD's use of AirTran Airways as a contract carrier. 
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Details 

Cancellation olre-examination 

In 1998, OIG initiated a criminal investigation of SGA for alleged issuance of 
fraudulent A&P mechanic certificates. ~IG's investigation resulted in the 
indictment and subsequent conviction ofMr. St. George and Mr. Allen on multiple 
felony charges stemming from the issuance of fraudulent certificates. 
Subsequently, OIG provided a list to the Orlando FSDO of 1,626 individuals who 
received A&P mechanics certificates from SGA between October 10, 1995, and 
October 9, 1998. 

FAA, based on our recommendation, agreed to retest the mechanics certified by 
SGA. Mr. Bruno subsequently developed an action plan to conduct re
examination of the A&P mechanics certified by SGA beginning with the most 
recent mechanic certified and continuing backwards chronologically in groups of 
25 until FAA was confident, through analysis of the testing results, that "those 
remammg [to be tested] do not pose a threat to aviation safety and the flying 
public." 

There were 398 individuals contacted by FAA for re-examination. Of that 398, 
130 submitted to re-examination, with a 79 percent pass rate. In addition, there 
were 118 mechanics who voluntarily surrendered their certificates to FAA, 155 
whose certificates were suspended by FAA for failure to appear for re
examination, 12 who had their certificates revoked, 12 whose certificates were 
suspended for other reasons, and 2 mechanics for whom action on their certificates 
remains pending, i.e., medical examination. 

Subsequently, in June 2001, upon assuming duties as Acting Manager, Southern 
Region Flight Standards Division, Ms. Veatch directed the re-examinations be 
discontinued after the 398 individuals contacted by FAA had been re-examined, or 
other action had been taken (e.g., certificate surrender or revocation). Further, 
Ms. Veatch limited the remaining re-examinations solely to oral re-examinations. 
Ms. Veatch told us the re-examination project was a significant drain on limited 
personnel and financial resources. Therefore, after her appointment as Acting 
Manager in May 2001, she solicited information and recommendations concerning 
the re-examinations to determine the need to continue the program. 

Mr. May told us he provided information in a memorandum to Ms. Veatch 
recommending she terminate the re-examination project. He explained that based 
on the OIG investigation; there was sufficient evidence to establish that fraudulent 
certificates were issued between June 11, 1998, and January 20, 1999, the date on 
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which FAA terminated SGA as a DME. However, Mr. May maintained that there 
was no such substantiated information that fraudulent activity occurred prior to 
June 11, 1998. Specifically, Mr. May told us, "There was a little bit of distinction 
between the [mechanics] that were sort of actually caught in the sting operation. 
Factually, we knew they didn't get a good test, so those we revoked. The other 
airmen, we were speculating." 

Moreover, Mr. May did not believe that the re-examination process could 
determine the level of competency a mechanic possessed four to five years earlier. 
He said the testing results were "suggestive at best." Further, he did not agree 
with the most common interpretation of the testing results-that the mechanics 
who voluntarily surrendered their certificates were incapable of passing the re
examination. Mr. May believed a number of the mechanics were "fed-up" with 
FAA and their restrictions, namely traveling back to Orlando, FL for the re
examination. Accordingly, he believed a number of the mechanics simply 
surrendered their certificates in order to test at a local DME. 

Mr. Dunbar provided a memorandum to Ms. Veatch, in which he recommended 
that the re-examination program be terminated. Mr. Dunbar advised that, based on 
the results of the re-examinations already conducted, there was no evidence to 
show that those individuals who received their A&P certificates from SGA were 
having a measurable impact on aviation safety and the flying public. 

Mr. Dunbar's memorandum to Ms. Veatch stated: 

"Approximately 980 airmen were certified between June 1, 1997 
and the date SGA operations were terminated in 1998. As of 
January 10, 2001 there had been 312 letters ... sent to individuals, 
133 re-exams ... scheduled, 78 re-exams conducted, 59 re-exams 
passed and 19 re-exams failed. There are 85 individuals that 
voluntarily surrendered their certificates. Those voluntarily 
surrendering their certificates may reapply for a certificate with no 
record relating to SGA and are thus not in the equation for 
evaluating the SGA effect. There are 95 letters that received no 
response. 

Two years after closing the SGA facility, and considering the above 
information, we have no conclusive measurable impact on aviation 
safety and the flying public that can be attributed to individuals 
tested at SGA. " 

Ms. Veatch said she reviewed spreadsheets and briefing papers from the Orlando 
FSDO, reviewed costs associated with the re-examinations and based, in part, on 
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advice she received from Mr. Dunbar and Mr. May she restricted testing to 
mechanics who received their certificates between June 11, 1998, and January 20, 
1999, because it was inclusive of the dates between the first substantiated 
fraudulent issuance of an A&P certificate by SGA and the date SGA was 
terminated as a DME (on January 20, 1999). 

A June 14, 2001, memorandum from Ms. Veatch to Mr. Bruno contained the 
following explanation: 

"This office Jelt it necessary to conduct an evaluation to determine 
to what extent this process needs to continue. The evaluation 
concludes the reexamination process should consider all airmen 
issued certificates after June 11, 1998. I have Jound no supporting 
evidence to indicate a need to dedicate limited resources past this 
date. This determination was based on the JollowingJacts: 

1. Our documentation for the U S. Attorney and FAA 
Investigation began on June 11, 1998. 

2. No airmen were used as evidence in the criminal 
prosecution or FAA enforcement actions with certificates issued 
prior to June 11, 1998. 

3. Airmen identified in the original complaint were issued 
certificates in January 1998. This was never substantiated, but this 
allegation prompted the investigation that Jollowed. 

4. Verification with Keith May, ASO-7, Cliff Weiss ASO-700; 
and the Orlando FSDO confirm that the activity prior to June 11, 
1998, is speculative and not substantiated, though highly likely. " 

We do not agree with FAA's limitation of the re-examinations to only those 
individuals receiving their certificates from SGA between June 11, 1998, and 
January 20, 1999. We found that FAA had information as early as May 1995, 
through a direct complaint to them by two separate applicants, that SGA was not 
conducting proper examinations. 

Moreover, we do not agree with FAA' 5 contention that a pass rate of 79 percent is 
sufficient to conclude that those A&P mechanics who received their certificates 
from SGA do not have a measurable impact on aviation safety. With a pass rate of 
79 percent, 21 percent--or 27 mechanics-failed their re-examination. Arguably, 
when extrapolated, approximately 258 of the 1,228 mechanics to be re-examined 
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would fail. In our view, this does represent a measurable impact on aviation 
safety. 

Accordingly, we are specifically recommending to FAA that it determine (a) the 
number of the remaining 1,228 mechanics who still possess SGA-issued A&P 
certificates; and (b) the number of those 1,228 mechanics who have since received 
A&P certificates from other sources. Once these steps are complete, we 
recommend that FAA ensure the re-examina ti on of all remaining SG A -certificated 
A&P mechanics through either the program operated by Mr. Bruno, or through 
alternate means, such as the use of local DMEs. 

Alleged mismanagement in meeting staffing needs 

Mr. Bruno told our office that between August 31, 2000, and October 31, 2001, he 
continuously communicated with Southern Region Flight Standards Division 
Management attempting to acquire additional Inspectors for the Orlando FSDO 
that he could subsequently assign to the CMU for AirTran Airways. Mr. Bruno 
alleged that, despite his repeated requests he was not provided sufficient personnel 
to adequately staff the CMU for AirTran Airways. In addition to Mr. Bruno's 
assertions, Mr. Hagan alleged that he had also made numerous requests for 
additional staffing for the CMU. According to both Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagan, 
Southern Region Flight Standards Division Managers refused to offer any 
assistance in the acquisition of proper staffing. 

Our investigation did not find evidence to support the contentions of Mr. Bruno 
and Mr. Hagan. Specifically, we found that Southern Region Flight Standards 
Division Managers took significant measures, including multiple re-writes and 
submissions of special position requests, to assist Mr. Bruno in obtaining the staff 
necessary for the CMU. 

Prior to the merger of AirTran Airway Inc. and ValuJet Airlines Inc., Mr. Hagan 
prepared a Staffing Plan, reviewed by the Flight Standards National Position 
Classification Panel (FSNPCP) 7, calling for an increase from six to a total of 14 
Inspectors. On December 29, 1999, Mr. Michael Sacrey, then-Manager, Southern 
Region Flight Standards Division, Atlanta, GA, reported the FSNPCP review did 
not find that there was sufficient justification for the positions requested by 
Mr. Bron08

• More specifically, the FSNPCP found that the position descriptions 

7 The FSNPCP is a FAA National Panel made up of Flight Standards Personnel from FSDOs nationwide 
that are tasked with reviewing and determining staffing requirements for individual FSDOs. 

8 FAA told us that their staffing numbers are based on a dynamic computerized staffing model that updates 
annually, overwriting the previous year's projections. Accordingly, FAA was unable to provide our office 
with written documentation of staffing goals during this period. 
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for these positions described duties already being performed by other inspection 
personnel. 

However) the report recommended that Mr. Bruno submit a unique position 
request for temporary positions as the national resource Aircrew Program Manager 
(APM) for AirTran Operations and Maintenance in accordance with Section XII 
Paragraph A 5 and 6 of the ASI Position Classification Guide. Then, after two 
years AirTran Airways would either need to have a total of 1.00 aircraft to support 
a Partial Program Manager or the incumbents in these temporary positions would 
return to an approved position at their previous grade leve19

. 

In December 2000, Nicholas Lacey, Director, Flight Standards Division, FAA 
Headquarters, directed an Independent Staffing Study of the CMU for AirTran 
Airways. In January 2001, the study was completed and demonstrated that the 
CMU for AirTran Airways was staffed on a par with other CMUs with similar 
responsibilities located in FSDOs across the country (Exhibit 1). 

Certifica.te and No. No. No No. No. Total Additional Identified 
Region Air-crft Types Supv. Non- Supt Hiring Needs 

Ai rcrafts AS! Supv. Positi 
AS! Dns 

Mesa (Masa) - 68 4 1 10 1 12 2 AS1, 1 Support 
SW 
American Trans 60 4 1 8 1 10 1 AS! 
(AMTA}-GL 
Piedmont 57 2 1 7 1 9 1 AS! 
(HNAA)-EA ! 

Air Midwest 56 I I 1 6 I 8 2 AS] 
(AMWA)-CE 
Chautauqua 56 3 1 6 I 8 0 

. (CHQA)-GL 
Horizon 52 I 2 1 12 1 14 0 
(QXEA)-NM 
AirTran 51 

I 3 j 1 I 7 2 10 5 AS! 
(llDA)-SO 
Allegheny 51 1 1 u I •• 0 
(PCAA)-EA 
Air Wisconsin 46 3 I I 6 1 8 0 I 
(A6WA}-GL 
Great Lakes 40 1 

I 
1 .. j u 0 

Aviation 
(GBLA)-CE 

Exhibit 1: Chart deplctmg the results of the staffing study for the CMU for AlrTran AllWays. 

The study recommended increases for half of the CMUs, including a minimum 
increase of five aviation safety inspectors. for the CMU for AirTran Airways, four 
to be hired immediately, and a fifth to be added as resources became available. 

9 The ASI (Aviation Safety Inspector) Position Classification Guide requires an operator to be operating 
100 aircraft prior to the establishment of PPM organization in the office with certificate responsibilities. 
An NVIS-a FAA report listing the number of aircraft currently operating under an Air Carrier 
certificate-effective 10/2011999, shows AirTran Airways operates 40-DC9s, 8-7375, and 2-B-717s, for a 
totat of 50 aircraft. 



12 

howev.er, they denied allegations that they refused to provide adequate staffing. 
They both asserted that Mr. Bruno had sufficient personnel to manage his area of 
responsibility, but instead of assigning personnel to the AirTran Certificate, 
Mr. Bruno elected to staff the SGA Re-examination Project, which his superiors 
considered to be an overcommitment of his resources. 

According to Ms. Dittman and Ms. Veatch, of the 89 inspectors assigned to the 
Orlando FSDO in 2001, Mr. Bruno assigned a staff of seven inspectors to the 
CMU for AirTran Airways and diverted three FSDO personnel, slated for 
assignment to the CMU, to the SGA re-examination project. 

During August 2001, Jack Moyer became the CMU for AirTran Airways 
Manager. According to Mr. Moyer he had ample staff to properly manage the 
certificate. The CMU for AirTran Airways was designated as a Certificate 
Management Office in December 2001, separate from the Orlando FSDO. 
According to Mr. Moyer, following his assignment to the certificate, the number 
of inspectors assigned to the certificate grew annually, in proportion to the 
expansion of AirTran's fleet, to the current number of21 inspectors. 

Alleged excessive inspections 

Mr. Bruno also asserted that the CMU was subjected to seven different inspections 
between November 2000 and March 2001. However, when we interviewed 
Mr. Bruno, he was able to identify only three inspections: (1) the Certificate Audit 
Program, (2) the Regional Aviation Safety Inspection, and (3) the DoD Air Carrier 
Survey and Analysis. We did not find evidence to support Mr. Bruno's assertions 
that there were seven different inspections. 

FAA records show that each of these inspections addressed separate areas of 
concern. Specifically, the AFS Certificate Audit Program concentrated on 
AirTran Airways' Safety Program, Internal Evaluation Program, Continuing 
Analysis and Surveillance System (CASS) Program, and their Reliability Program. 
The audit team also reviewed Maintenance Control, Operational ControllDispatch 
and Crewmember Training and Qualification. 

The RASIP Inspection focused on reviewing AirTran's airworthiness manual 
system, 12 months of flight logs, Service Difficulty Reports, Maintenance 
Interruption Summary, Mechanical Reliability Reports, maintenance facilities to 
determine their currency and compliance with applicable FARs. 

The DOD Inspection was focused on AirTran's operations/maintenance manual 
revision program and their oversight of the monthly publication audit system 
required by AirTran' s General Maintenance Manual. 
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, we do not agree with FAA's termination of the re-examination 
program. As originally committed to by then-Associate Administrator 
McSweeny, each of the remaining subject 1,228 SGA-certificated mechanics 
needs to be re-examined (absent prior certificate suspension, revocation, or 
surrender). We believe that the possibility that 258 of those 1,228 mechanics 
would fail re-examination represents a measurable impact on aviation safety. 

Accordingly, by copy of this letter report, we are recommending to FAA that it 
determine (a) the number of the remaining 1,228 mechanics who still possess 
SGA-issued A&P certificates; and (b) the number of those 1,228 mechanics who 
have since received A&P certificates from other sources. Once these steps are 
complete, we recommend that FAA ensure the re-examination of a1l remaining 
SGA-certificated A&P mechanics through either the program operated by 
Mr. Bruno, or through alternate means, such as the use of local DMEs. We are 
requesting that FAA inform our office of the disposition of this recommended 
action. 

IfI can answer any questions or be of further assistance, please feel free to contact 
me at (202) 366-1959 or my Deputy, Todd 1. Zinser, at (202) 366-6767. 

Sinc~, 

'~#/}~f-
Kenneth M. Mead 
Inspector General 



Appendix A 

Exhibit 5 



~ " ,. , 
; \ 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation 

Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 

Office of Inspector General 

APPENDIX A 
Exhibit 5 

lVIeinorandum 

Subject ACTION: Investigation, Re: St. George Aviation 
Re-examination Program 

Date: 

Jarruary 22., 2004 

From: Reply to 

To: Nicholas A. Sabatini 
Associate Administrator for Regulation 

and Certification, A VR-l 
• __ •• ____ ...... _ •• _ .... _____ •• _ •• " _". +~_ ••• 0- •••••••• __ ••• 

Please find attached a copy of a letter we transmitted to the U.S. Office of Special 
Counsel (OSC) detailing the results of our investigation concerning allegations made 
by FAA employees Gabriel D. Bruno and Dorvin D. Hagan. OSC referred the 
following allegations to the Department for investigation: 

1. Mr. Bruno, then-Orlando FSDO Manager, alleged that in the spring of 200 1, Dawn 
Veatch, then-Acting Division Manager, Southern Region Flight Standards 
Division, Atlanta, cancelled a program he implemented to re-examine individuals 
who had . received airframe and power plant (A&P) mechanic certificates from 
St. George Aviation (SGA), under fraudulent conditions. Mr. Bruno asserted that 
the cancellation of this program, and FAA's failure to re-examine more than 1,000 
individuals holding questionable mechanic certificates, represents gross 
mismanagement, an abuse of authority, and a substantial and specific danger to 
public safety. 

2. Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagan, then-Supervisory Aviation Safety Inspector assigned to 
FAA's Certificate Management Unit (CMU) for AirTran Airways, Orlando FSDO, 
alleged that FAA Southern Region Flight Standards Division management failed to 
adequately staff the eMU from 1998 to 2001. They asserted that such 
understaffing represents gross mismanagement, resulting in a substantial and 
specific danger to public safety . 

. S Department of Tran sponati on Office of Inspector General 
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In brief, our investigation did not substantiate allegations that FAA Southern Region 
management failed to adequately staff the CMU for AirTran Airways from 1998 to 
2001. Further, we did not find evidence to support allegations that there were 
excessive and redundant inspections of the CMU. However, we did find that FAA /' 
prematurely canceled itS re-examination program by 'not foiloWlng.:thru on . its 
commitment to re-examine, as recommended by OIG, alII ,626 SGA-certificated A&P 
fl1echanic,s. We disagree with FAA's rationale that a re-examination pass rate of 79 
percent, at the time the program was terminated, is sufficient to conclude that A&P 
mechanics who received their certificates from SGA do not represent a measurable 
impact on aviation safety. 

Specifically,. Thomas McS,,·{eeny,FAA'~ then-Ass09ia..JeAqminis!r~1QL[Qr_R~JJ!tioJ?_ .. 
and Certification, advised us in a September 3, 1999, memorandum that there was 
sufficient evidence to believe that SGA-certificated mechanics had not been tested in 
accordance with regulations, and he committed FAA to a re-examination program. 

Mr. McSweeny's memorandum stated, in part, the following: 

"Evidence shows that the certification practices at St. George Aviation, / 
Inc., prOVide reason to believe that a group of [mechanics] was not 
tested in accordance with Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 
65.79. Therefore the competence of approximately 2000 mechanics 
certificated at that site is in question. Re-examination of their 
qualifications to be holders of mechanic certificates with airframe and 
powerplant ratings is necessary in the interest of safety. " 

In June 2001, Dawn Veatch, then-Acting Manager, Southern Region Flight Standards 
Division, restricted the conduct of re-examinations to only those individurus who 
receiVedtherr certifications from SGA after June 11, 1998, and directed that only oral 
examinations be conducted. Ms. Veatch directed cancellation of the program after 
only 130 mechanics had been re-examined, along with another 268 whose certificates 
were suspended, revoked, or surrendered. The last re-examination was conducted on 
September 24, 2001. 

I We disagree with FAA's limitation of the re-examination program to only those 
mechanics who were certified by SGA after June 11, 1998. FAA had information as 
early as May .1995, through a direct complaint to them from two separate applicants, 
that SGA was not conducting proper examinations . 

. ).S. Department Transportation - Office of Inspector General 
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~oreov~, we disagree with "FAA's contention that a pass rate of 79 percent is 
sufficient to conclude that those A&P mechanics who received their certificates from 
SGA do not represent a measurable impact on aviation safety. With a pass rate of 79 
percent, there were 21 percent--or 27 mechanics-who failed their re-examination. 
Arguably, when extrapolated, approximately 258 'of the potential 1,228 mechariics 
remaining to be re-examined would fail. In our view, this does represent a measurable 
impact on aviation safety. 

Accordingly, we are recommending that FAA determine (a) the number of the 
remaining 1,228 mechanics who still possess SGA-issued A&P certificates; and (b) 
the number of those 1,228 mechanics who have since received A&P certificates from 
other sources. Once these steps are complete, we recommend that FAA ensure the re
examination of all remaining SGA-certificated A&P mechanics through either the 
program operated by Mr. Bruno, or through alternate means, such as the use of local 
pMEs. Please inform our office of the disposition of this recommended action. / 

The OSC response letter and this memorandum are provided for your official use. 
Please be advised' that the OSC Response letter, this memorandum, and information 
contained therein, are subject to provisions of the Privacy Act and thus may not be 
disclosed outside official channels. 

Please advise our office of your intended actions. If I can answer any questions or be 
of further assistance, please feel free to call me at x61967, or our Special Agent-in
Charge of Integrity Investigations, llick Beit~l, at x61972 . 

. " 

-#-

C.S. Department of TransportatlOn - Office of Inspector General 
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Memorandum 

Subject: INFORMATION: Investigation, Re: St. George 
Aviation Re-examination Program; JI-l memo 
dated 1/22104 

Date: 
JUN 9 ?n04 

• 

From: Director, Flight Standards Service, AFS-1 

To: Charles H. Lee, Jr., Assistant Inspector General for 
Investigations, JI-I 

Reply to 
Attn. of: 

Thank you for your memorandum of January 22 to Nicholas A. Sabatini, Associate 
Administrator for Regulation and Certification, which transmitted a letter from the Office 
of Special Counsel (OSC) detailing the results of your investigation concerning 
St. George Aviation (SGA). Mr. Sabatini has asked me to respond . 

Since your memo, Flight Standards has been reviewing the results of the investigation 
and revalidating the testing records. Also, we have continued to retest individuals who 
had received their airframe and powerplant (A&P) mechanics licenses from SGA. Upon 
receiving your memo, AFS began revalidating SGA testing results back to May 1995. 

On June 15, we will have a strategy meeting to finalize our approach to complete the 
testing of those examined at SGA. We will use designated mechanic examiners to 
support the extended testing activity and initiate letters to all those candidates for A&P 
licenses who were tested during the affected period. 

Flight Standards has discussed this approach with OSC and assured it that we will 
continue our testing efforts. 

We will keep you informed about our progress. 

Original Signed By: 
John M. Allen 

James J. Ballough 

File: Working Folder 
WP: SGAl .. doc 

lNlTlALSIS1G 
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ROUTING SYMBOL 

NiTlALSISIG 
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• 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMlNISTRATION 

From: Southern Region, Flight Standards Division 

Prepared by: Dawn RH. Veatch 

June3, 2004 

1-356 POOl 

Current Status of the St. George Re-Examination Process 

Overview: 

H61 

The St. George FAA designated testing facility (SGA) was found to have falsely 
issued certificates beginning on June 11, 1998 through January 1999 . It was 
concluded that an undetermined number of airmen issued certificates by SGA 
would be re-examined under 49 USC §44709 (709) to determine if they met the 
qualifications to hold their mechanic's certificate. On September 3, 1999 A VR-I 
sent a Memorandum to JA-I(attachment#l) providing the IG with our action plan. 
In su.mma:ry the plan called for the following: 

o Notify 25 individuals at a time wough letters*, requesting the airmen 
contact the Orlando FSDO for reexamination. The letter also stated that 
failure to contact the FAA would result in a suspension of the airmen's 
certificate until which time he demonstrates competence to exercise its 
privileges. (*Beginning with groups of 25 going backwards 
chronologically, attachment # 2) 

o Conduct an analysis of each group of25 airmen to determine when or if 
reexamination of the subsequent gronps mayor may not be 
necessary. 

Because it was not known how long the falsifications were being made prior to the 
date of discovery, we needed to establish a cut-off point through analysis of the 
results of each group of airmen reexamined. 

After two years of re-examination effort, the Southern Regional Office, after 
consulting various parties, determined that continuing to re-examining airmen with 
date of issuance (DOL) pn.or to June 11, 1998, would not be supportable. During 
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the process of conducting re-examinations just before June 2001, we received 
numerous complaints from airmen and Congressmen that airmen were being 
subject to re-examination without just cause. As the period of time increased from 
the Date ofIssuance (DO!) of the mechanic certificates by SGA to the date ofre
examination, ASO-7 felt it was difficult to justify the rational that all of the airmen 
who had ever obtained a certificate from SGA had to be re-examined under 709. 
On June 14,2001, the Acting Division Manager of ASO-200, on recommendation 
by AFS-l, AFS-300, ASO-7 and AS0-250, issued a letter staring that the logical 
point to discontinue the re-examinations \VaS June 11, 1998, and extensive rational 
for the termination was provided. 

The basis for the decision to re-examine these applicants was contained in a letter 
from the Associate Administrator for Regulation and Certification, A VR-l, to the 
Assistant Inspector General for Auditing, JA-l. (see attachment #3) 
Recommendation #4 in the letter stated: Ensure all applicants tested by DMEs 
found to have abused their authority are qualified/or the certification received. 
The OIG investigation established falsification actions of airmen records beginning 
on June 11, 1998. ASO-7 advised ASO-200 that the "abuse of their authority" was 
thereby established on June iI, 1998. For the Agency to continue re-examinations 
to the period prior to June 11, 1998, would be speculative and without just cause. 
Another significant point regarding the June 11, 1998 date is that this date would 
now have established the 18-month experience requirement of FAR 65.77 
necessary for the applicant to qualify for the cenificate. The lack of experience 
requirements was one of the elements of the falsification. 

All of the airmen who were issued certificates between June 11, 1998, and the date 
St. George DME closed, have either been re-examined: had their certificates 
revoked, their certificates were voluntarily surrendered or are currently being 
scheduled for oral testing. It is noteworthy that the last 22 airmen re-ex.amined 
between October 1,2001 and May 26,2004, had a 1000/0 pass rate. 

On November 20,2001, ASO-200 developed a revised 709 procedure (re
examination, attachment #4), in the format of a Handbook Bulletin. At the request 
of AFS-l, a memorandum was issued instead. Follovving the issuance of this 
memorandum, in January 2002, a telecon was conducted with participates from 
AFS-3, ASO-250, ASO-7 and the Orlando FSDO. A determination was made to 
continue with oral testing only, and reconfirmation was made, that the cut-of date, 
which was established going back to June 12, 1998, was still appropriate. 

There have been many different references to the actual numbers of airmen issued 
certificates by SGA. There are several lists ofnames of individuals who were 

2 
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issued certificates by SGA from August 1995 to January 1999. The OrG 
provided Orlando FSDO with two listings. One set oftists represents a total 
number of 1507 ainnen. The second set of lists represents 1665. The Orlando 
FSDO has based their entire re-examination on two lists provided by OKC-Airmen 
Records (attachment #5,&6). These lists represent a total of 1282 airmen. None of 
these lists total the numbers referenced in the letter dated 1/16/2004 from Kenneth 
Mead, Inspector General. 

There were 412* airmen who were issued certificates by DME Allen and DME St 
George from June 11, 1998 to January 1999 as indicated on the OKC listing of 
airmen. There were 398 airmen contacted by Orlando FSDO for re-examination. 
Of the 398 airmen, 133 submitted to re-examination, with a 73% pass rate. In 
addition, there were 124 mechanics that voluntarily surrendered their certificates to 
FAA, 154 whose certificates were suspended by FAA for failure to appear for 
reexamination and 12 who had their certificates revoked. ** For the Agency to 
continue to re-examine airmen for competencies that were required more than 7 
years ago is not feasible or justifiable. We have upheld our commitments, which 
were made to J A-I in, attached # 1. 

>I' There are duplicate names on. the listings which make the total airmen differ from 398 airmen.. 
**These numbers do Dot equal 398, because there is over-lap between the groups) 

Optio nsllmp act: 
1. Continue 'With the ctIITent process, testing orally the remaining identified 398 
airmen that were sent letters. Continue to analyze rhe pass/failure rate. If a 
significant increase in failures occurs, then reassess. 

2. Send a reex.amination letter the to remaining 893 identified airmen. AGe will 
have to provide the legal basis for which these reexaminations will be conducted. 
There is no evidence, just speculatio~ to support legal action against the remaining 
893 arrmen. 

Key Attendees! Individuals of Interest 

Political Considerations! Other Dvnamics: 

Option 2 above, will be highly political and difficult to support. 

Attachments : 
1. Memo: Te$tins ~d. Certi.EiCc.tioIl of Avi.o.tion Mechanic, dat1xi 9/3/99 

3 
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2_ Memo: Recommend Termination, St. George, Reexamination Program, dated 2110/01 
3. Memo: Testing and Certification of Aviation Mechanics, dated 6/23199 
4. Memo:Revised 709(reexarnination)Procedures for A.innen associated wi SGA, dated 
11/20/01. 

Questions & Suggested Answers: 

• 

4 
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Ms. Catherine A McMullen 
Chief, Disclosure Unit 
U.S. Office of Special Counsel 
1730 M. Street, N.W. 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20036-4505 

Dear Ms. McMullen: 

APPENDIX A 
Exhibit 8 

OffICe of Inspector General 

Washington, D.C. 20590 

Per our discussion with you on May 20, 2004, by this letter we are responding to 
comments made by Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen in regard to the findings of our 
investigation of FAA's alleged intentional failure to properly staff the Orlando 
FSDO, and more specifically, the AirTran Certificate Management Unit (CMU). 
Specifically, Mr. Bruno, and Mr. Hagen continue to maintain that FAA 
management intentionally failed to properly staff the Orlando FSDO and AirTran 
CMU. You asked our office to assemble documents and detail the information 
used by us to reach the conclusion stated in our January 16, 2004, letter to the 
Special Counsel that we did not substantiate "allegations that the Southern Region 
Flight Standards Division management failed to adequately staff the CMU for 
AirTran Airways." 

More specifically, Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagan alleged that FAA Southern Region 
management, namely, three consecutive division managers, Marion Dittman, 
Dawn Veatch, and Nicholas Sabitini, failed to adequately staff FAA's AirTran 
CMU l from 1998 to 2001. They asserted that such understaffing represents gross 
mismanagement resulting in a substantial and specific danger to public safety. 

In addressing this allegation, our office reviewed documents provided by 
Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen, documents available at FAA's Southern Region, and 
the Orlando FSDO, FAA regulations, and interviewed relevant personnel. As 
discussed with you on May 20, 2004, we found, based on the enclosed documents 
that, 1) Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen were constantly asking for personnel 

1 FAA Order 8000.49B defines eMU as a Flight Standard office whose resources are dedicated to the 
administration and certificate management of one or more complex or large regional air carrier operating 
certificate(s). Exhibit 2. 
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assignments and positions that they did not rate based upon the size of the CMU; 
2) Southern Region Management and the Southern Region Personnel Office 
attempted to assist Mr. Bruno in obtaining sufficient staff to manage the CMU; 
and 3) staffmg levels within the Orlando FSDO and AirTran CMU were consistent 
with levels at like facilities within FAA. 

More specifically, we found the following: 

Requests for unrated positions: 

Beginning in 1998, ValuJet and AirTran Airways began a merger procedure which 
was not concluded until March 1999. 

Prior to initiation of the merger, in November 1997, Mr. Hagen prepared a staffing 
plan, which Mr. Bruno submitted to Ms. Dittman, requesting staffing support for 
the AirTran eMU based on the ATOS staffmg model, (Exhibit 1). FAA's ATOS 
program began with the 10 largest airlines which handle 95% of U.S. passengers 
and will ultimately include all U.S. airlines. The ATOS program is described as an 
innovative way of inspecting the nation's airlines, designed to identify trends in 
order to spot and correct problems at their root cause before an accident occurs. 
ATOS incorporates a holistic look at an airline to see how the many elements of 
its operation-from aircraft to pilots to maintenance facilities to flight dispatch to 
cabin safety-interact to meet federal standards. By collecting and analyzing data 
on the many airlines systems, FAA Inspectors are better able to target areas for 
improvement, (Exhibit 2). 

In a July 12, 2000, e-mail to Cathy Parrish, Administrative Officer, Orlando 
FSDO, :Mr. Hagen asserts that AirTran Airways was scheduled to become the 11th 
ATOS air carrier, (Exhibit 3). Mr. Hagen went on to assert that failure by the 
FAA to fill positions in a timely manner resulted in non-compliance with the 
staffing requirements of ATOS, and therefore, AirTran Airways was dropped from 
the program. However, despite an October 21, 1998, e-mail from Ms. Dittman to 
Mr. Bruno, authorizing the implementation of ATOS in Orlando (Exhibit 4), the 
AirTran Certificate was never officially authorized to become an A TOS program. 
Nancy Aadland, FAA's ATOS Program Office Manager told us that after the 
identification of the original 10 airlines the A TOS program was shelved with no 
additional airlines assigned or intended2

. Then around 2002, a plan to identify and 
assign ATOS air carriers was prepared. Aadland, told OIG that the process is very 
formal and decisions are made solely at the headquarters level. According to this 
Manager, AirTran Airways has never been identified or scheduled to become an 
ATOS air carrier. 

2 An 11 th air carrier. American Eagle, was subsequently added to the A TOS program. At present time there 
are only 11 air earners under the ATOS program. 



As noted in a March 1998 e-mail exchange between Mr. Hagen, and Dorothy 
Townsel, Program Analyst, Resource Management Section, Southern Region 
Flight Standards, via Mr. Bruno, Mr. Hagen noted that none of the V aluJ et aircraft 
had been transferred to Orlando, and would not be transferred until the completion 
of the merger (Exhibit 5). Mr. Hagen stated " ... we do not move a few aircraft at 
a time to the celtificate. In essence, after all preparations and procedures must be 
reviewed and accepted by this office before anything moves anywhere." 
"tvfr. Hagen's e-mail requests the assignment of additional personnel to assist with 
the complexity of merger issues. 

On March 9, 1998, Ms. Townsel-apparently m response to a request by 
Mr. Hagen for additional personnel to assist with merger issues-advised 
"tvfr. Hagen that Mr. Bruno had the ability to temporarily assigned Orlando FSDO 
personnel to the CMU to assist with those issues. Additionally, Ms. Townsel 
stated "From a classification standpoint, the proposed positions ... cannot be 
released to Orlando for selections until certificate management responsibility for 
the aircraft currently assigned to ValuJet has moved to Orlando." Regardless, 
Ms. Townsel notes that, based on projected increases, Southern Region has 
authorized the classification process for additional billets to be started (Exhibit 5). 

Around June 25, 1998, during a Regional Program Resource Committee (RPRC) 
teleconference pertaining to the assignment of 6 additional staffing positions 
within the Southern Region, Mr. Bruno becam,e involved in a heated discussion 
with Liesa Johnson, Manager, Administrative Service Branch3

, Southern Region 
Flight Standards. According to an e-mail by Joe Laird, then-FSDO Manager, 
Jackson, MS, reporting the minutes of that meeting, Mr. Bruno and Ms. Johnson 
were discussing 5 position vacancies resulting from personnel leaving the Orlando 
FSDO (or soon scheduled to depart) that Mr. Bruno had apparently agreed to not 
backfill. According to Ms. Johnson, the five positions being discussed were 
positions earmarked for the AirTran eMU that Mr. Bruno had failed to fill for 
over a year. Ms. Johnson told our office that Mr. Bruno was angry because the 
committee wanted to reassign those positions-based on his failure to fiU them
to other FSDOs within the region (Exhibit 6). 

According to Mr. Laird's e-mail message, the committee agreed to leave the 5 ASI 
positions in Orlando, earmarked for the AirTran CMU. This would increase the 
AirTran eMU staff to 8, (Exhibit 6). Laird notes that, following the discussion 
between Ms. Johnson and Mr. Bruno, Mr. Bruno subsequently refused to vote on 
other staffing proposals. 

3 The RPRC is a committee comprised of regional managers who are tasked with making recommendations 
to Mr. Sacrey concerning the distribution of staff vacancies within the various FAA Flight Standards 
Regions. 
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NOTE: In June 1999, the Orlando FSDO began effOlis to re-examine mechanics 
that may have been fraudulently certified by St. George Aviation. Statements of 
both Ms. Dittman and Ms. Veatch, former-Manager/Acting Manager, Southern 
Region Flight Standards, reflect that Mr. Bruno began diverting FSDO staff
including staff earmarked for the AirTran CMU-to support this effort (Exhibit 7 
and 8). There are no documents that support assertions that Mr. Bruno, nor 
Mr. Hagen continued to request personnel between June and September 1999; 
however, Mr. Bruno, Mr. Hagen, and both Managers assert that there were 
conversations-mostly telephonic--conceming staffing during this period. 

On September 27, 1999, in an e-mail response to an apparent request by 
Mr. Bruno for a contract maintenance position at the AirTran CMU, Dorothy 
Townsel advised that there would be questions from the National Classification 
Pane14 pertaining to his request and the difference in work requirements from the 
PMI and two assistant PMls already at the eMU. She asserts that there may be a 
concern by the National Classification Panel concerning the duplication of efforts 
(Exhibit 9). 

On December 29, 1999, Ms. Dittman forwards to Mr. Bruno, the [mdings of the 
FSNPCP. The Panel denied the special positions requested by Mr. Bruno based 
on the lack of justification for each. More specifically, based on the information 
provided in the response, Mr. Bruno had requested: (I) a Maintenance Partial 
Program Manager (PPM); (2) a Operations PPM; and (3) a Contract Maintenance 
Inspector. The FSNPCP found that, based upon the size and workload of the 
AirTran CMU, they did not rate the requested positions (Exhibit 10). 

This panel met again in May 2000, and addressed, among other things, a 
subsequent request from Mr. Bruno for the AirTran CMU. The Panel again finds 
that AirTran Airways does not have sufficient numbers of aircraft to warrant the 
formation of a PPM organization. The Panel goes on to recommend, based on the 
projections that AirTran Airways would be a launch point for the B-717, that the 
AirTran eMU consider submitting a request for a National Resource PPM 
(Maintenance) (Exhibit 11). (This position is subsequently requested and 
approved.) 

On January 5, 200 1, Diana Russell, Administrative Office, Southern Region 
completed a review of staffing for the AirTran Airways CMU, Orlando, FL 
(Exhibit 12). This staffing review reflected that the CMU, then staffed at a 
personnel level of 10, including 7 Aviation Safety Inspectors (ASI), should be 

4 The Flight Standards National Position Classification Panel (FSNPCP) is a National Panel made up of 
Flight Standards Personnel from FSDOs nationwide tasked with reviewing and determining staffing 
requirements for individual FSDOs based upon workload. 
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increased by 5 A~Is. The review did not find justification for the Contract 
Maintenance Inspector positions repeatedly asked for by Mr. Bruno. On January 
8, 2001, three days after completion of Russell's review, Leisa Johnson, advised 
Mr. Bruno that Marion (Dittman) had obtained hiring authority for 4 ASIs for 
Mr. Bruno's office (Exhibit 13). Instead of submitting a request for the 4 AS Is, 
Mr. Bruno subsequently submitted a request for 2 Assistant Principal Operations 
Inspector, 1 Assistant PMI, and 1 Contract Maintenance Inspector (Exhibit 14). 
As previously noted, Mr. Bruno had been repeatedly informed that, because of the 
number of aircraft operated by AirTran Airways, the AirTran CMU did not rate a 
Contract Maintenance Inspector. Then on February 5, 2001, after the Contract 
Maintenance Inspector position was again denied, Mr. Bruno, in a memorandum 
to Dawn Veatch, then-Acting Manager, Southern Region Flight Standards, wrote 
" ... you have effectively denied the fOUlth position authorized by Headquarters for 
the management of the AirTran certificate, " (Exhibit 15). 

Staffing Assistance by Southern Region Managers 

In order to provide assistance with the workload, between October 1999, and 
September 2000, Southern Region Managers provided geographical support to the 
AirTran Airways CMU (Exhibit 16). 

AirTran CMU received increases of 6 personnel during 1999, 1 in 2000, 5 in 2001, 
7 in 2002, and 2 in 2003 (Exhibit 17). 

December 22, 2000, based on the recommendation of the FSNPCP, Southern 
Region supported Mr. Bruno's request for a National Resource Specialist 
(Maintenance) for the Boeing 717 aircraft being introduced by AirTran Airways 
(Exhibit 18). 

On January 8, 2001, based on the results of the staffing study completed by 
Southern Region personnel office, as requested by Nick Lacey, then-Associate 
Administrator for Flight Standards, immediately sought and received hiring 
authority for the Orlando FSDO to fill the recommended positions (Exhibit 19). 

On February 13, 2001, Ms. Dittman, then-Acting Manager, Southern Region 
Flight Standards, in response to repeated denials by the FSNPCP to authorize a 
Contract Maintenance Inspector position, instructs Mr. Bruno to submit a 
justification for a Assistant Principle Maintenance Inspector. In her memorandum, 
Ms. Dittman states that she will review the submission to ensure the sufficiency of 
the justification and will also personally speak with Mr. Lacey to enlist support for 
the request (Exhi bit 20). 
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subsequently unable to hire a Contract Maintenance Inspector. In a February 5, 
2001, Memorandum to Ms. Dittman, Mr. Bruno accused her of denying him a 
fourth position " ... authorized by Headquarters for the management of the AirTran 
certificate." A thorough review of the staffing study and associated documents 
showed that FAA Headquarters authorized the hiring of 4 Aviation Safety 
Inspectors. Regardless of the inflammatory language contained in his 
Memorandum, Ms. Dittman wrote Mr. Bruno on February 13, 2001, offering her 
personal support to push through an alternative unique position. FAA documents 
show that this unique position was subsequently authorized and hired by the 
Orlando FSDO. 

Moreover, Ms. Dittman's February 13, 2001, correspondence to Mr. Bruno 
specifically states "As I have previously advised you the positions authorized by 
headquarters are to be on the AirTran certificate." Ms. Dittman told our office that 
Mr. Bruno was diverting personnel hired for the AirTran certificate to work on the 
st. George Aviation retesting project. 

If I can answer any questions or be of further assistance, please feel free to contact 
me at (202) 366-0677, or Investigator Gilbert Salazar at (202) 528-9058. 

Sincerely, 

/ ~J/~'f/ 1,j } Y/ ~<~7 . i--c...{h-----r'H"'-................ 

("--A~es L. .Muhle amp 
(/ ActIng Director 

Integrity Investigation Section 
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NOTE: THIS BULLETIN REQUIRES PTRS INPUT. SEE ITEM # 19. 

1. What is the purpose of this bulletin? This bulletin provides 
guidance to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) aviation 
safety inspectors (ASI) on program policies and procedures for 
reexamining individuals holding mechanic certificates with 
airframe and/or powerplant ratings, who tested at the St. George 
Aviation (SGA) testing facility in Sanford, Florida between 

I 
October 10, 1995, and December 31, 1998. The reexamination will 
ensure that these individuals meet the standards of Title 14 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR) part 65, subpart Dr to 
hold their certificates and/or ratings. 

2. Who does this bulletin apply to? This bulletin applies to 
all FAA personnel and other appropriately designated individuals 
who will be involved in the reexamination program. 

3. Under what authority may the FAA reexamine an airframe and 
powerplant (A&P) mechanic? Title 49 of the United States Code 
(49 U.S.C.) section 44709 is the authority for the reexamination 
of a mechanic. The law in part states, "The Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration may . . . reexamine an 



airman holding a certificate issued under section 44703 of this 
title." 

4. Why are the reexaminations necessary? A criminal 
investigation conducted by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
disclosed that between October 10, 1995, and December 31, 1998, 
employees of SGA issued numerous fraudulent Airframe and 
Powerplant (A&P) mechanic certificates. The FAA has a 
reasonable basis to question whether certificate holders tested 
by SGA, which was criminally prosecuted for conducting 
fraudulent examinations, possess the qualifications to hold 
their certificates. The FAA believes reexamination of airman 
competency of these persons is necessary to ensure safety. 

5. Which airmen will be reexamined? 

a. Airmen who tested at SGA during this period will be 
reexamined unless they have previously demonstrated they possess 
the required qualifications. Airmen who have been successfully 
reexamined, or have obtained a subsequent Inspection 
Authorization, have demonstrated the required qualifications and 
do not need further reexamination. An airman must possess an 
Inspection Authorization prior to the date of the notification 
letter (see paragraph 12) to be exempt of reexamination. 

b. Relief for u.s. military and civilian personnel who are 
assigned outside the United States in support of u.s. Armed 
Forces operations will be applied to airman requiring 
reexamination. The criteria for this relief will be the same as 
is offered in Special Federal Aviation Regulation (SFAR) 100 and 
includes the opportunity to complete reexamination within 
6 calendar-months after returning to the United States. 

6. What will the reexamination consist of? 

a. The reexamination will cover the rating(s) that the 

I 
airman received at SGA. Certificates received outside SGA are 
not subject to this reexamination. Airmen holding both airframe 
and powerplant ratings will be reexamined for competency of both 
ratings at the same time. The reexamination will consist of two 
tests; one written test, and one oral test. The written test 
will be computer-based and administered using the FAA Airman 
Knowledge Testing Program. The oral test will be given after 
successful completion of the written test. An airman may 
voluntarily surrender one rating for cancellation and show 
competence for another; however, an airman may not request 
reexamination of both ratings at different times. 



b. The written knowledge test will consist of questions 
randomly selected from a pool of questions taken from the 
question banks used for the evaluation of applicants for a 
mechanic certificate. The content of a written knowledge test 
will vary depending on the rating(s) being reexamined. The 
written test for a mechanic holding an A&P rating will contain 
60 written questions selected from the General, Airframe, and 
Powerplant banks and will be conducted within a time limit of 
2 hours. The written test for a mechanic holding only an 
airframe or powerplant rating will consist of 50 written 
questions selected from the General and the Airframe and/or 
Powerplant bank, as appropriate, and will be conducted within a 
time limit of 1 hour and 45 minutes. The test will be conducted 
in accordance with chapter 6 of FAA Order 8080.6D, Conduct of 
Airman Y~owledge Tests. 

c. The oral test will consist of 5 questions selected from 
the Oral and Practical Test Guides (General, Airframe, and 
Powerplant), as appropriate for the rating(s) being tested 
(i.e., 10 questions for a single airframe or powerplant rating, 
15 questions for both ratings). This guide also provides the 
examiner with criteria of acceptable responses and applicable 
references. The oral test is not limited to a specific area and 
does not have to address all areas of required knowledge. 
Typically, the oral test will take between 45 minutes to 1 hour. 
The results of the oral test will be recorded on a test planning 
sheet in accordance with appendix 5 of FAA Order 8610.4J, 
Aviation Mechanic Examiner Handbook. 

d. Each test is scored independently. A score of 70 percent 
correct answers or greater will be considered satisfactory. A 
score of less than 70 percent will be considered unsatisfactory. 
Unsatisfactory performance on either test will result in the 

I 

preliminary determination that the airman does not possess the 
standards required of 14 CFR part 65, subpart D for the 
certificate/rating held. Chapter 8 of FF~ Order 2150.3A, 
Compliance and Enforcement Program, contains guidance concerning 
procedures that must be followed if the airman fails to 
establish qualifications to hold his or her certificate. The 
airman has the right to schedule a retest within a reasonable 
timeframe. The FAA has determined that 45 days from the date 
that the first test was taken is a reasonable timeframe. Airmen 
should be provided a minimum of 30 days to prepare, if desired, 
and be given scheduling priority to ensure the retest is 
accomplished within 45 days. 



e. FAA Form 8610-2, Airman Certificate and/or Rating 
Application, will be used to document the reexamination. 
Order 8610.4 provides instructions on completion of the form. 
FAA Order 8300.10, Airworthiness Inspector's Handbook, Volume 3, 
Chapter 18, Condtlct a Reexamination Test of a Mechanic or an 
Inspection Authorization Under Title 49 of the united States 
Code, provides instructions to document a reexamination. 

7. What information is available to the public about the 
reexaminations? Interested parties may access the following Web 
site for information regarding the reexamination process: 
http://www.faa.gov/other_visit/mechanics/testing_training/retesting/. 

8. Where will the reexaminations be perfor.med? Reexaminations 
will be performed at the Flight Standards District Office 
(FSDO), International Field Office (IFO), or other acceptable 
location. 

9. Who will conduct the reexamination? The written knowledge 
test, as well as administrative processing, will be performed by 
an FAA employee or person designated by the Administrator. A 
single proctor may administer written knowledge tests to more 
than one airman at a time. The oral test proctor must hold a 
mechanic certificate with A&P ratings. An airworthiness ASI or 
aviation safety technician will administer the oral test on an 
individual basis. 

10. What is the composition of the SGA reexamination program 
team? 

a. The Program Management and Information Branch, AFS-310, 
is the headquarters focal point for this program. 

b. AFS-310 will notify airmen who are subject to the 
reexamination of the reexamination process. The FSDO/IFO will 
have an identified point of contact to oversee the reexamination 
program, perform reexaminations, and process records associated 
with the reexaminacions. A single reexamination focal point 
(typically the designated mechanic examiner focal point) for 
each office will coordinate with the office program manager and 
the AFS-310 headquarters focal point. Additionally, the 
FSDO/IFO will furnish qualified and assigned proctors to conduct 
testing and a technical contact to facilitate computer testing. 

11. What procedures must the FSDO/IFO follow to accommodate 
computer testing? 

4 



a. Each participating FSDO/IFO must contact the Airman 
Testing Standards Branch, AFS-630, via e-mail at 
9-AMC-AFS630-709@faa.gov. The sender will need to provide the 
following information: 

• Proctor point of contact*: Name, date of birth (DOB), 
last four digits of social security number (SSN), office 
and designator (i.e., ASO-15), phone, e-mail 

• Technical point of contact**: Name, DOB, last four 
digits of SSN, complete mailing address, phone, e-mail 

• Number of testing stations*** 

• Internet protocol (IP) addresses of computer(s) to be 
used for mechanic reexaminations**** 

NOTE: 
* Recommendation is one per FSDO/IFO, with the 

exception of the offices anticipating high test 
. volume.. In any case, : there should be no more 
than three designated proctors. 

** Recommendation is one .per office, preferably a 
computer specialist. 

*** Recommendation is one testing station per office, 
except for offices anticipating high test volume. 

**** To obtain this information, access the Web site 
http://www.whatismyip.com from each computer to 
be used for the mechanic reexaminations. 

I b. The written portion of the reexamination tests will be 
made available via a modified version of a currently used test 
delivery application. This customized system uses a bootable CD 
or floppy diskette, which prepares the computer for the testing 
process--no software is actually installed on the computer. 
Therefore, the technical point of contact will be express-mailed 
detailed instructions and a number of bootable CDs and floppy 
diskette(s) based on the number of testing stations available at 
his or her office. Upon receipt of the testing materials, the 
technical point of contact must e-mail AFS-630 at 
9-AMC-AFS630-709@faa.gov. The message should include a phone 
number where he or she may be contacted to arrange for a 
connectivity test. 

c. Three tests will be available for administration: Random 
Test General (RTG); Random Test Airframe (RTA); and Random Test 
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Powerplant (RTP). Test information and exam structure 
information may be accessed via the "709 support" link at 
http://afs600.faa.gov. 

d. A copy of FAA-CT-8080-4D, Computer Testing Supplement for 
Aviation Mechanic General, Powerplant, and Airframe; and 
Parachute Rigger, must be available at each testing station. 
The supplement is available (in PDF format) through the 
709 support link, and may be downloaded for printing. 

e. Detailed instructions, troubleshooting information, and 
frequently asked questions may also be found on AFS-600's 
709 support link. 

I 
12. How will airmen be notified? Airmen requiring reexamination 
will be notified via mail by the AFS-310 headquarters focal 
point. AFS-310 will print and mail two copies of the 
notification letter via U.S. Postal Service to each airman. One 
copy will be sent certified/return receipt requested (proof of 
service), and the other by regular mail to the airman's address 
of record obtained from the FAA's Civil Aviation Registry. The 

I FSDO/IFO will receive a copy of all letters applicable to the 
. FSDO/IFO~ The letter will advise the airman of the decision to 

reexamine and require the airman to contact the FSDO/IFO within 
15 days of receipt of the letter to schedule a reexamination. 

13. What actions must the FAA take for each airman notification? 

I Upon receipt of the notification letter from AFS-310, the 
FSDO/IFO must initiate an entry into the Program Tracking and 
Recording Subsystem (PTRS) (see paragraph 19) for each airman. 

14. What happens if an ai~n fails to contact the FSDO/IFO and 
schedule reex~ination? 

a. If the airman does not contact the FSDO/IFO within 
30 days of the date of the reexamination letter, the FSDO/IFO 
should contact the AFS-310 headquarters focal point to determine 
whether there is "proof of service" on the airmen. Once 
confirmation of "proof of service" has been established and that 
the airman has failed to schedule a reexamination as required In 
the letter, the FSDO/IFO will refer the airman's files to the 

I regional counsel office to initiate legal enforcement action, In 
accordance with Order 2150.3A, chapter 8, and Order 8300.10, 

I Volume 2, Chapter 213, Conduct Violation Investigation. Because 
letters of notification sent by regular mail are forwarded if an 
address change is on file with the U.S. Postal Service, lack of 



return of the general delivery letter provides a presumption 
that the letter was received. 

l b. For airmen that AFS-310 is unable to contact (i.e., both 
letters are returned undeliverable), the AFS-310 headquarters 
focal point will notify FAA Internal Security of incorrect 
information in the FAA Civil Aviation Registry and request 
assistance. 

15. How will reexaminations be scheduled? The FSDO/IFO, when 
contacted by the airman, will allow the airman to choose from 
available dates and times to schedule the ~eexamination. 
Reexaminations will begin on August 15, 2005 and must be 
completed by December 31, 2005. Reexaminations should be 
scheduled at least thirty (30) days from the date the alrmen 
contact the FSDO/IFO to provide adequate time for the airmen to 
prepare. Earlier testing is acceptable if the airman requests 
it. 

16. What action will be taken if an airman fails to complete the 
test by December 31, 2005? All testing, including retesting, if 
necessary due to failing the reexamination, must be completed 
prior to December 31, 2005. After January 1, 2006, any airman 
who has not successfully completed the reexamination will be 
notified by an FAA inspector that legal enforcement actions will 
be initiated to obtain the certificate(s). Airmen whose 
reexaminations are extended for approved circumstances must 
place their certificates on temporary deposit at the FSDO/IFO to 
avoid legal enforcement actions. 

17. What action will be taken when an airman successfully 

I completes reexamination? After successfully completing the 
reexamination, the airman's certificate will be returned, if in 
the possession of the FAA, and the airman will be provided with 
a statement of successful completion of the reexamination. 
Subsequently, an official letter of successful completion of 

I reexamination will be sent to the airman by the FSDO/IFO point 
of contact, to close this matter. The FAA Inspector's Report on 
the back of Form 8610-2 will be used to document the 
reexamination. 

18. What action will be taken if an airman fails the 
I reexamination? 

a. If the airman's performance was unsatisfactory, there are 
two alternatives. The airman may voluntarily surrender his or 

I her certificate for cancellation; alternatively, the airman may 
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surrender the certificate for deposit and request a retest as 
detailed in Order 2150.3A, chapter 8. If the airman declines 

I both alternatives, an FAA inspector will inform the airman that 
legal enforcement action will be initiated to revoke the 
certificate. 

b. An airman who offers to surrender his or her certificate 
for cancellation will be provided a statement to sign for 
recording voluntary surrender for cancellation. An airman who 

I does not surrender his or her certificate for cancellation or 
does not place the certificate on deposit will be provided with 
a statement of unsatisfactory performance and a statement that 
legal enforcement action will be initiated. See Order 21S0.3A 

I and Order 8300.10 volume 2, chapter 213 for details concerning 
legal enforcement action. Letters will be sent to the airman's 
address on record. 

I 19. What PTRS entries will be required of inspectors and the 
AFS-310 headquarters focal point? 

a. It is imperative that the PTRS be updated in a timely 
I manner. The AFS-310 headquarters focal point and other key 

program personnel will be using the information recorded in the 
PTRS to monitor and administer the reexamination program. All 
entries will include activity code 3532 and the National Use 
Code "SGA" (without the quotes) . 

NOTE: PTRS records should be returned to the server 
after entries are made and must not be retained in a 
"checked out status" since this would prevent access 
by program personnel. 

b. Entries to the PTRS record comment field must be made for 
certain actions and may also be made to record additional 
information. Entries are required for the following actions. 
The AFS-310 headquarters focal point will make the entries 
described in paragraph 19b(2) Inspectors will make the entries 
described in paragraph 19b(l) and 19b(3) through (7). 

(1) Date notification letter is mailed from AFS-310. 

• Comment = "Airman notification letter mailed 
xx/xx/xx" 

(2) Return of notification letter receipt or letter 
(undeliverable) . 

• Comment = "Certified letter receipt dated xx/xx/xx, 
signed xxxxx" 
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22. When does this bulletin expire? This bulletin will remain in 
effect until further notice. 

/s/ Edward L. Ortiz for 
David E. Cann, Manager 
Aircraft Maintenance Division 
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NOTE: THIS BULLETIN REQUIRES""PTRS INPUT. SEE ITEM # 19. 

1. What is the purpose of. this bulletin? This bulletin provides 
guidance to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) aviation 
safety inspectors CASI) on program policies and procedures for 
reexamining indiVidGals holding mechanic certificates with 
airframe and/or powerplant ratings, who tested at the St. George 
Aviation (SGA) testing facility in Sanford, Florida between 
October 10,.; 19,95,~:and December 31, 1998. The reexamination will 
ensure that. these individuals meet the standards of Title 14 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR) part 65, subpart 0, to 
hold their certificates and/or ratings. 

2. Who does this bulletin apply to? This bulletin applies to 
all FAA personnel and other appropriately designated individuals 
who will be involved in the reexamination program. 

3. Under what authority may the FAA reexamine an airframe and 
powerplant (A&P) mechanic? Title 49 of the United States Code 
(49 U.S.C.) section 44709 is the authority for the reexamination 
of a mechanic. The law in part states, "The Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration may. . reexamine an 



airman holding a certificate issued under section 44703 of this 
title." 

4. Why are the reexaminations necessary? A criminal 
investigation conducted by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
disclosed that between October 10, 1995, and December 31, 1998, 
employees of SGA issued numerous fraudulent Airframe and 
Powerplant (A&P) mechanic certificates. The FAA has a 
reasonable basis to question whether certificate holders tested 
by SGA, which was criminally prosecuted for conducting 
fraudulent examinations, possess the qualifications to, hold 
their certificates. The FAA believes reexamination of airman 
competency of these persons is necessary to ensure safety. 

5. Which airmen will be reexamined? 

a. Airmen who tested at SGA during this period will be 
reexamined unless they have previously demonstrated they possess 
the required qualifications. Airmen who have"been successfully 
reexamined, or have obtained a subsequent Inspection 
Authorization, have demonstrated the~equired qualifications and 
do not need further reexamination~ "An afrman must possess an 
Inspection Authorization prior 1:.0 'the'"Qate of the notification 
letter (see paragraph 12) to be exempt of reexamination. 

, , 

b. Relief for U.S. military~nd civilian personnel who are 
assigned outside the United~States in support of U.S. Armed 
Forces operations wilL,be'l.applied to airman requiring 
reexamination. Thecriteri,3,:'for this relief will be the same as 
is offered in Special'Fe~eral Aviation Regulation (SFAR) 100 and 
includes the opportunity to complete reexamination within 
6 calendar-months·~after returning to the United States. 

6. What will,.thereexamination consist of? 

a.:The'reexamination will cover the rating(s) that the 
ai;maQ'received at SGA. Certificates received outside SGA are 
not subjeci to this reexamination. Airmen holding both airframe 
and powerplant ratings will be reexamined for competency of both 
ratings· at the same time. The reexamination will consist of two 
tests; one written test, and one oral test. The written test 
will be computer-based and administered using the FAA Airman 
Knowledge Testing Program. The oral test will be given after 
successful completion of the written test. An airman may 
voluntarily surrender one rating for cancellation and show 
competence for another; however, an airman may not request 
reexamination of both ratings at different times. 
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b. The written knowledge test will consist of questions 
randomly selected from a pool of questions taken from the 
question banks used for the evaluation of applicants for a 
mechanic certificate. The content of a written knowledge test 
will vary depending on the rating(s) being reexamined. The 
written test for a mechanic holding an A&P rating will contain 
60 written questions selected from the General, Airframe, and 
Powerplant banks and will be conducted within a time limit of 
2 hours. The written test for a mechanic holding only an 
airframe or powerplant rating will consist of 50 written 
questions selected from the General and the Airframe and/or 
Powerplant bank, as appropriate, and will be conductedwit&in a 
time limit of 1 hour and 45 minutes. The test will Sec6nducted 
in accordance with chapter 6 of FAA Order 8080.6D, Conduct of 
Airman Knowledge Tests. 

c. The oral test will consist of 5 que~tions selected from 
the Oral and Practical Test Guides (Gener~~,Aiiframe, and 
Powerplant), as appropriate for the r~tingts) being tested 
(i.e., 10 questions for a single airframe or powerplant rating, 
15 questions for both ratings). This~guide also provides the 
examiner with criteria of acceptable responses and applicable 
references. The oral test ii nof:li~ii~d to a specific area and 
does not have to address all ~re~s~of required knowledge. 
Typically, the oral test will tik~ between 45 minutes to 1 hour. 
The results of the oral test will be recorded on a test planning 
sheet in accordance with.:appendix 5 of FAA Order 8610.4J, 
Aviation Mechanic Examiner Handbook. 

> .. '~ , 

d. Each test is scored independently. A score of 70 percent 
correct answer.s or greater will be considered satisfactory. A 
score of less-than 70 percent will be considered unsatisfactory. 
Unsatis factorj'.peiformance on either tes twill result in the 
preliminary determination that the airman does not possess the 
standards required of 14 CFR part 65, subpart D for the 
certificate/rating held. Chapter 8 of FAA Order 2150.3A, 
Complia~ce and Enforcement Program, contains guidance concerning 
procedures that must be followed if the airman fails to 
establish qualifications to hold his or her certificate. The 
airman has the right to schedule a retest within a reasonable 
timeframe. The FAA has determined that 45 days from the date 
that the first test was taken is a reasonable timeframe. Airmen 
should be provided a minimum of 30 days to prepare, if desired, 
and be given scheduling priority to ensure the retest is 
accomplished within 45 days. 



e. FAA Form 8610-2, Airman Certificate and/or Rating 
Application, will be used to document the reexamination. 
Order 8610.4 provides instructions on completion of the form. 
FAA Order 8300.10, Airworthiness Inspector's Handbook, Volume 3, 
Chapter 18, Conduct a Reexamination Test of a Mechanic or an 
Inspection Authorization Under Title 49 of the United States 
Code, provides instructions to document a reexamination. 

7. What information is available to the public about the 
reexaminations? Interested parties may access the following Web 
site for information regarding the reexamination process: 
http://www.faa.gov/mechanics/retesting/. 

8. Where will the reexaminations be performed? Reexaminations 
will be performed at the Flight Standards District Office 
(FSDO), International Field Office (IFO), or other acceptable 
location. 

9. Who will conduct the reexamination? The written knowledge 
test, as well as administrative processing,. will be performed by 
an FAA employee or person designat~,<:i by the Administrator. A 
single proctor may administer wri:t:;t'en knowledge tests to more 
than one airman at a time. :The oral test proctor must hold a 
mechanic certificate with A&P. rat:tn'~s'; An airworthiness ASI or 
aviation safety technician wil,i~ctffiinister the oral test on an 

I. ' .. ","," 

individual basis. 

10. What is the compositi~n of the SGA reexamination program 
team? 

a. The Program Management and Information Branch, AFS-3l0, 
is the headquarters focal point for this program. 

b. AFS~31b_WiI1 notify airmen who are subject to the 
reexamination.o' :the reexamination process. The FSDO/IFO will 
have an identified point of contact to oversee the reexamination 
prograw, perform reexaminations, and process records associated 
with, the reexaminations. A single reexamination focal point 
(typicaliy the designated mechanic examiner focal point) for 
each office will coordinate with the office program manager and 
the AFS-310 headquarters focal point. Additionally, the 
FSDO/IFO will furnish qualified and assigned proctors to conduct 
testing and a technical contact to facilitate computer testing. 

11. What procedures must the FSDO/IFO follow to accommodate 
computer testing? 
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a. Each participating FSDO/IFO must contact the Airman 
Testing Standards Branch, AFS-630, via e-mail at 
9-AMC-AFS630-709@faa.gov. The sender will need to provide the 
following information: 

• Proctor point of contact*: Name, date of birth (DOB), 
last four digits of social security number (SSN), office 
and designator (i.e., ASO-1S), phone, e-mail 

• Technical point of contact**: Name, DOB, last four 
digits of SSN, complete mailing address, phone, e-mail 

• Number of testing stations*** 

• Internet protocol (IP) addresses of computer(s) to be 
used for mechanic reexaminations**** 

NOTE: 

* 

** 

*** 

**** 

Recommendation is one per FSDO/IFO~with the 
exception of the offices anticipating high test 
volume. In any case, ~~rtashotild be no more 
than three designated proctors. 
Recommendation is\ioneF>eroffice, preferably a 
computer specialist;~ 
Recommendation is one testing station per office, 
except for office::; anticipating high test volume. 
To obtain thisin.formation, access the Web site 
http://,~.what£smYip. com from each computer to 
be used for the mechanic reexaminations. 

b. The written portion of the reexamination tests will be 
made available via'a'modified version of a currently used test 
delivery applicafion: This customized system uses a bootable CD 
or floppy.diskett'e, which prepares the computer for the testing 
process~nosoftware is actually installed on the computer. 
Therefore, the technical point of contact will be express-mailed 
detailed instructions and a number of bootable CDs and floppy 
diskette(s) based on the number of testing stations available at 
his or her office. Upon receipt of the testing materials, the 
technical point of contact must e-mail AFS-630 at 
9-AMC-AFS630-709@faa.gov. The message should include a phone 
number where he or she may be contacted to arrange for a 
connectivity test. 

c. Three tests will be available for administration: Random 
Test General (RTG); Random Test Airframe (RTA); and Random Test 
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Powerplant (RTP). .Test information and exam structure 
information may be accessed via the "709 supportN link at 
http://afs600.faa.gov. 

d. A copy of FAA-CT-8080-4D, Computer Testing Supplement for 
Aviation Mechanic General, Powerplant, and Airframe; and 
Parachute Rigger, must be available at each testing station. 
The supplement is available (in PDF format) through the 
709 support link, and may be downloaded for printing. 

e. Detailed instructions, troubleshooting information, and 
frequently asked questions may also be found on AFS-600's 
709 support link. 

12. How will airmen be notified? Airmen requiring reexamination 
will be notified via mail by the AFS-310 headquarters focal 
point. AFS-310 will print and mail two copie~ of,the 
notification letter via U. S. Postal Service .. to each airman. One 
copy will be sent certified/return receip~ r~quested (proof of 
service), and the other by regular mai~~tothe airman's address 
of record obtained from the FAA's Civil Aviation Registry. The 
FSDO/IFO will receive a copy of all"-letters applicable to the 
FSDO/IFO. The letter will advise the:airman of the decision to 
reexamine and require the airman to dbntact the FSDOjIFO within 
15 days of receipt of the letter to schedule a reexamination. 

13. What actions must the"'FAA take for each airman notification? 
Upon receipt of the notiftcation letter from AFS-310, the 
FSDO/IFO must initiate an €ntry into the Program Tracking and 
Recording Subsystem (PTRS) (see paragraph 19) for each airman. 

14. What happens' if an airman fails to contact the FSDO/IFO and 
schedule reexamination? 

a. Iff,' the airman does not contact the FSDO/ IFO within 
30 days of'th:e' date of the reexamination letter, the FSDO/IFO 
shou~d~con2~ct the AFS-310 headquarters focal point to determine 
whether.there is "proof of service" on the airmen. Once 
confirmation of "proof of service" has been established and that 
the airman has failed to schedule a reexamination as required in 
the letter, the FSDO/IFO will refer the airman's files to the 
regional counsel office to initiate legal enforcement action, in 
accordance with Order 2150.3A, chapter 8, and Order 8300.10, 
Volume 2, Chapter 213, Conduct Violation Investigation. Because 
letters of notification sent by regular mail are forwarded if an 
address change is on file with the U.S. Postal Service, lack of 
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return of the general delivery letter provides a presumption 
that the letter was received. 

b. For airmen that AFS-310 is unable to contact (i.e., both 
letters are returned undeliverable), the AF5-310 headquarters 
focal point will notify FAA Internal Security of incorrect 
information in the FAA Civil Aviation Registry and request 
assistance. 

15. How will reexaminations be scheduled? The F5DO/IFO, when 
contacted by the airman, will allow the airman to choose from 
available dates and times to schedule the reexamination. 
Reexaminations will begin on August 15, 2005 and must be 
completed by December 31, 2005. Reexaminations should be 
scheduled at least thirty (30) days from the date th,e airmen 
contact the FSDO/IFO to provide adequate time for the airmen to 
prepare. Earlier testing is acceptable if the airman requests 
it. 

16. What action w.ill be taken if an a.irmarifails to complete the 
test by December 31, 2005? 

a . Initial testing must'.,be:,complet;ed prior to December 31, 
2005. An airman that has requeseecfr.e'testing using the 
procedures described in paragr;C3,Eh 8 must complete retesting 
within 45 days of initiaL, failur:e';" An airman failing initial 
testing on December 31, 2005, could retest as late as 
February 15, 2006. 

b. The F5DO/IFO will refer the files of airmen who have not 
completed ini tiaF tes,ting by December 31, 2005 to the regional 
counsel office .to ,initiate emergency legal enforcement action, 
in accordance with the current editions of FAA Order 2150.3, 
Compliance and Eriforcement Action, chapter 8, and FAA Order 
8300.10, Airworth'lness Inspector's Handbook, volume 3, 
chapter 18. Airmen may be exempted from the December 31, 2005 
deadline as per paragraph 5b, or approved specific consideration 
of circumstance (sickness/hardship) by AFS-310. 

17. What action will be taken when an airman successfully 
completes reexamination? After successfully completing the 
reexamination, the airman's certificate will be returned, if in 
the possession of the FAA, and the airman will be provided with 
a statement of successful completion of the reexamination. 
Subsequently, an official letter of successful completion of 
reexamination will be sent to the airman by the FSDO/IFO point 
of contact, to close this matter. The FAA Inspector's Report on 
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the back of Form 8610-2 will be used to document the 
reexamination. 

18. What action will be taken if an airman fails the 
reexamination? 

a. If the airman's performance was unsatisfactory, there are 
two alternatives. The airman may voluntarily surrender his or 
her certificate for cancellation; alternatively, the airman may 
surrender the certificate for deposit and request a retest as 
detailed in Order 2150.3A, chapter 8. If the airman declines 
both alternatives, an FAA inspector will inform the airman that 
legal enforcement action will be initiated to revoke the 
certificate. 

b. An airman who offers to surrender hisoi h~r certificate 
for cancellation will be provided a statemen~to sign for 
recording voluntary surrender for cancellation; An airman who 
does not surrender his or her certificatefor.:eancellation or 
does not place the certificate on depb~it ~ill be provided with 
a statement of unsatisfactory performange:.and a statement that 
legal enforcement action will, be ~ni:ti~t,~'d. See Order 2150. 3A 
and Order 8300.10 volume 2, chapte':t.;, 213 for details concerning 
legal enforcement action. Letter's w'ill be sent to the airman's 
address on record. 

19. What PTRS entries wilT be required of inspectors and the 
AFS-310 headquarters f.ocaL Pc:.int? 

a. It is imperative that the PTRS be updated in a timely 
manner. The AFS,-;310 headquarters focal point and other key 
program personneL.wilb be using the information recorded in the 
PTRS to monitor and '·"administer the reexamination program. All 

. !"< ,-

entries wil,l,. 'T,ncl'u'de activity code 3532 and the National Use 
Code "SGAlf ''lwithotlt the quotes) . 

NOTE:.PTRS records should be returned to the server 
after entries are made and must not be retained in a 
"checked out status" since this would prevent access 
by program personnel. 

b. Entries to the PTRS record comment field must be made for 
certain actions and may also be made to record additional 
information. Entries are required for the following actions. 
The AFS-310 headquarters focal point will make the entries 
described in paragraph 19b(2) Inspectors will make the entries 
described in paragraph 19b(1) and 19b(3) through (7). 



21. Where may I find additional information? 
the AFS-310 headquarters focal point for this 
be reached at (202) 267-7434 or bye-mail at 
marci.d.lashells@faa.gov. 

Marci LaShells is 
program. She may 

22. When does this bulletin expire? This bulletin will remain in 
effect until further notice. 

lsi 
David E. Cann, Manager 
Aircraft Maintenance Division 

1Q 
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APPENDIX A 
Exhibit 11 

Subject: Introduction to Safety 
Management Systems for Air Operators 

1. PURPOSE. 

a. This advisory circular (AC): 

Advisory 
Circular 

Date: 6/22/06 AC No: 120-92 

Initiated by: AFS-800 

(1) Introduces the concept of a safety management system (SMS) to aviation service 
providers (for example, airlines, air taxi operators, corporate flight departments, and pilot 
schools). 

(2) Provides guidance for SMS development by aviation service providers. 

b. This AC is not mandatory and does not constitute a regulation. Development and 
implementation of an SMS is voluntary. While the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
encourages each aviation service provider to develop and implement an SMS, these systems in 
no way substitute for regulatory compliance of other certificate requirements, where applicable. 

2. APPLICABILITY. This AC applies to both certificated and non-certificated air operators 
that desire to develop and implement an SMS. An SMS is not currently required for U.S. 
certificate holders. However, the FAA views the requirements in Appendix 1 to this AC to be a 
minimum standard for an SMS developed by an aviation service provider. 

3. RECOMME]'.('DED READING MATERIAL. The following ACs may be of value to users 
of this AC if they desire to integrate any of the following programs with an SMS: 

a. AC 120-59A, Air Carrier Internal Evaluation Programs. 

b. AC 120-66, Aviation Safety Analysis Programs (ASAP). 

c. AC 120-79, Developing and Implementing a Continuing Analysis and Surveillance 
System. 

d. AC 120-82, Flight Operational Quality Assurance. 

4. BACKGROUND. The modern aviation system is characterized by increasingly diverse and 
complex networks of business and governmental organizations. The rapidly changing aviation 
operational environment requires these organizations to adapt continuously to maintain their 
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viability and relevance. The aviation system is also becoming increasingly global. Few business 
entities' markets, supplier networks, and operations are confined entirely within the boundaries 
of a single country. These characteristics of complexity, diversity, and change add to the 
importance of sound management of functions that are essential to safe operations. While safety 
efforts in the aviation system have been highly successful to date, the rapid increase in the 
volume and variety of aviation operations push the limitations of current safety strategies and 
practices. Along with this trend is the problem of decreasing resources to be applied by both 
business and government organizations. These processes have forced a fresh look at the safety 
strategies of the future. The best approach to problems of increased aviation activity and 
decreased resources is to bring safety efforts into the normal management framework of aviation 
operations. Just as businesses and government organizations must manage these factors 
effectively to accomplish their missions or to maintain business viability, they must likewise 
provide sound management of safety. This innovation in aviation system safety is best termed 
"Safety Management Systems" a term indicating that safety efforts are most effective when 
made part of business and government management of operations and oversight. 

a. Safety Benefits of an SMS. An SMS is essentially a quality management approach to 
controlling risk. It also provides the organizational framework to support a sound safety culture. 
For general aviation operators, an SMS can form the core ofthe company's safety efforts. For 
certificated operators such as airlines, air taxi operators, and aviation training organizations, the 
SMS can also serve as an efficient means of interfacing with FAA certificate oversight offices. 
The SMS provides the company's management with a detailed roadmap for monitoring safety
related processes. 

b. Business Benefits of an SMS. Development and implementation of an SMS can give the 
aviation service provider's management a structured set oftools to meet their legal 
responsibilities but they can also provide significant business benefits. The SMS incorporates 
internal evaluation and quality assurance concepts that can result in more structured management 
and continuous improvement of operational processes. The SMS outlined in this AC is designed 
to allow integration of safety efforts into the operator's business model and to integrate other 
systems such as quality, occupational safety, and environmental control systems that operators 
might already have in place or might be considering. Operators in other countries and in other 
industries who have integrated SMSs into their business models report that the added emphasis 
on process management and continuous improvement benefits them financially as well. 

5. SMS PRINCIPLES. 

a. Safety Management. Modern management and safety oversight practices are moving 
increasingly toward a systems approach that concentrates more on control of processes rather 
than efforts targeted toward extensive inspection and remedial actions on end products. One way 
of breaking down SMS concepts is to discuss briefly the three words that make it up: safety, 
management, and systems. Then we'll touch on another essential aspect of safety management; 
safety culture. 

(1) Safety: Requirements Based on Risk Management. The objective of an SMS is to 
provide a structured management system to control risk in operations. Effective safety 
management must be based on characteristics of an operator's processes that affect safety. 

Page 2 Par 4 
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Safety is defined in dictionaries in terms of absence of potential harm, an obviously impractical 
goal. However, risk, being described in terms of severity of consequences (how much harm) and 
likelihood (how likely we are of suffering harm) is a more tangible object of management. We 
can identify and analyze the factors that make us more or less likely to be involved in accidents 
of incidents as well as the relative severity of the outcomes. From here, we can use this 
knowledge to set system requirements and take steps to insure that they are met. Effective safety 
management is, therefore, risk management. 

(2) Management: Safety Assurance Using Quality Management Techniques. In a 
recent set of working papers and guidance documents, the International Civil Aviation 
Organization (ICAO) emphasized that safety is a managerial process, shared by both the state 
(government regulators such as the FAA) and those who conduct aviation operations or produce 
products or services that support those operations. I This is compatible with the goals set forth 
for the FAA and industry in the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. The safety management process 
described in this AC starts with design and implementation of organizational processes and 
procedures to control risk in aviation operations. Once these controls are in place, quality 
management techniques can be used to provide a structured process for ensuring that they 
achieve their intended objectives and, where they fall short, to improve them. Safety 
management can, therefore, be thought of as quality management of safety related operational 
and support processes to achieve safety goals. 

(3) Systems: Focusing on a Systems Approach. Systems can be described in terms of 
integrated networks of people and other resources performing activities that accomplish some 
mission or goal in a prescribed environment. Management of the system's activities involves 
planning, organizing, directing, and controlling these assets toward the organization's goals. 
Several important characteristics of systems and their underlying process are known as "process 
attributes" or "safety attributes.2

" when they are applied to safety related operational and support 
processes. As in the previous discussion of quality, these process attributes must have safety 
requirements built in to their design if they are to result in desired safety outcomes. The 
attributes include: 

(a) Responsibility and authority for accomplishment of required activities, 

(b) Procedures to provide clear instructions for the members ofthe organization to 
follow, 

(c) Controls which provide organizational and supervisory controls on the activities 
involved in processes to ensure they produce the correct outputs, and 

(d) Measures of both the processes and their products. 

I ICAO Document 9734, Draft Safety Oversight Manual; ICAO Document 9859, Safety Management Manual, 
March 2006; and ICAO Working Paper from the ICAO Air Navigation Commission, Approval of Draft Report to 
Counsel on Amendment 30 to Annex 6, part 1. 

2 The six system characteristics, responsibility, authority, procedures, controls, process measures, and interfaces, are 
called "safety attributes" in the FAA's Air Transportation Oversight System (ATOS). 
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(e) An important aspect of systems management also is recognizing the important 
interrelationships or interfaces between individuals and organizations within the company as 
well as with contractors, vendors, customers, and other organizations with which the company 
does business. 

b. Safety Culture: The Essential Human Component of Organizations. "An 
organization's culture consists of its values, beliefs, legends, rituals, mission goals, performance 
measures, and sense of responsibility to its employees, customers, and the community.3" The 
principles discussed above that make up the SMS functions will not achieve their goals unless 
the people that make up the organization function together in a manner that promotes safe 
operations. The organizational aspect that is related to safety is frequently called the "safety 
culture." The safety culture consists of psychological (how people think), behavioral (how 
people act), and organizational elements. The organizational elements are the things that are 
most under management control, the other two elements being outcomes of those efforts. For this 
reason, the SMS standard that is contained in Appendix 1 of this AC includes requirements for 
policies that will provide the framework for the SMS and requirements for organizational 
functions such as an effective employee safety reporting system and clear lines of 
communications both up and down the organizational chain regarding safety matters. 

6. SYSTEM FUNCTIONS AND RELATIONSHIPS. 

a. System Goals: Production and Protection. The global aviation system is really a 
"system of systems." Figure 1 depicts the relationship between the systems that are related to 
safety. The Figure depicts the relationships between the technical and management functions in 
the company that are related to providing customers with products or services and the functions 
that are related to controlling risk that is often a byproduct of the operations. The dichotomy 
between "production" and "protection" in the Figure, therefore, refers to the functions and 
requirements that are attendant to producing products or services (e.g. flight operations, flight 
training) and those that are involved in ensuring safety. As pointed out by Dr. James Reason, a 
prominent organizational safety researcher, these functions must be kept in harmony if the 
organization is to remain financially viable while controlling safety risk.4 

NOTE: The depiction in Figure 1 refers to functional roles and not 
organizational structures. It is not meant to suggest that safety management 
is the sole responsibility of a "safety department" or "safety manager." In 
fact, the SMS standard stresses the role of those who manage the productive 
"line operational' processes in safety management. 

J Manuele, Fred A. On the Practice of Safety. John Wiley & Sons, 2003, Hoboken, NJ. 

4 Reason, Dr. James. Managing the Risk of Organizational Accidents. Ashgate Publishing Limited, 1997, 
Aldershot, United Kingdom. 
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FIGURE 1. SYSTEM RELATIONSHIPS 
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(1) Production in Aviation Systems: Conducting Operations. The production system 
that produces the product or service that is the mission of the aviation service provider's 
organization. For operators, these services usually involve provision of transportation services 
but may also include providing additional services to other companies such as maintenance and 
flight crew training. One ofthe first tasks in effective risk management and safety assurance is 
for both the operator and an oversight organization to have a thorough understanding of the 
configuration and structure of this system and its processes. A significant number of hazards and 
risk factors exist from improper design of these processes or a poor fit between the system and 
its operational environment. In these cases, hazards to operational safety may be poorly 
understood and, therefore, inadequately controlled. 

(2) Protection in Aviation Systems: Controlling Risk. Safety risk is a byproduct of 
activities related to production. The aviation service provider's customers and employees are, 
therefore, the potential direct victims of the consequences of failures in the safety system. It is a 
primary responsibility of the aviation service provider to identify hazards and to control risk in 
the processes they manage and their operational environment. The aviation service provider is 
primarily responsible for safety management. The aviation service provider's SMS (denoted as 
the SMS-P to differentiate it from the FAA's safety oversight system, later referred to as the 
SMS-O) provides a formal management system for the operator's management to fulfill this 
obligation. 

b. Safety Management Systems for Certificated Organizations. As aviation service 
providers develop SMSs, a natural interaction between the safety management efforts of the 
FAA and those of aviation service providers also develops. This relationship can leverage the 
efforts of both parties to provide a more effective, efficient, and proactive approach to meeting 
safety requirements while at the same time increasing the flexibility of companies to tailor their 
safety management efforts to their individual business models. There are distinct roles, 
responsibilities, and relationships (the "three Rs") for both regulators (FAA) and aviation service 
providers in the "system of systems" that is involved in management of safety. 

(1) Responsibilities of Certificated Operators and Aviation Service Providers. 
Operators who hold out to provide services in common carriage to the pub,lic have a special 
responsibility to provide their customers with safe, reliable transportation. Title 49 of the United 
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States Code, subtitle VII, chapter 447, section 44702 states, in part, that "When issuing a 
certificate under this chapter, the Administrator shall consider the duty of an air carrier to 
provide service with the highest possible degree of safety in the public interest and differences 
between air transportation and other air commerce .... " This section of the public law makes 
management of safety a specific legal responsibility for air carrier management teams and, as 
such, is a fundamental principle ofthe FAA oversight doctrine. While this section applies 
specifically to air carriers, the FAA expects all certificated organizations to make safety a top 
priority and holds their managements accountable for doing so. 

(2) Oversight Responsibilities ofthe FAA. United States Code Title 49 Subtitle VII 
Chapter 447 also prescribes roles and responsibilities of the FAA. The FAA is tasked with 
developing and implementing regulations and standards of other safety oversight activities that 
ensure operators apply those regulations and standards to the design and continuing operational 
safety of their organizations. These regulations and standards and the processes that apply them 
to certificate holders should be thought of as important safety risk controls, rather than just 
bureaucratic requirements. 

(3) Oversight Systems. The other system on the "protection" side of the model in 
Figure 2 is the SMS-O, the system that is used by the regulator to provide oversight of the 
aviation service provider's operations. Traditional oversight of aviation service providers 
consists of activities such as certification, surveillance, investigation, and enforcement of 
regulations. The FAA is transitioning the traditional oversight process from a quality control 
approach with principal emphasis on surveillance of compliance with technical standards to a 
systems approach that stresses the systemic nature of aviation businesses and the larger system as 
a whole. While traditional oversight functions will continue to exist in future safety oversight 
systems, the primary means of safety oversight will shift more toward system safety methods and 
an emphasis on operator safety management. Moreover, the ability ofthe government to provide 
the resources that would be required to manage safety through intensive direct intervention in 
aviation service provider's activities is questionable at best. 

(4) Relationships between Aviation Service Provider'S SMS and Oversight. Figure 2 
depicts the functional relationships between the productive processes in aviation service provider 
organizations, their safety management functions, and the functions of FAA oversight activities. 
On the "protection" side of the model depicted in Figure 2, two management systems exist: the 
aviation service provider's SMS (noted as SMS-P) and that of the oversight organization or 
regulator (noted as SMS-O). 
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FIGURE 2. SYSTEM RELATIONSHIPS. CERTIFICATED OPERATORS 
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(5) Voluntary Programs and the SMS. The FAA is seeking to increase the use of 
voluntary programs in the process of safety management, particularly use of the Aviation Safety 
Action Program (ASAP) and internal evaluation programs (IEP). Both of these programs have 
strong relationships to the functions of safety assurance and safety promotion in an SMS. 
A viation service providers are encouraged to consider integrating these programs into a 
comprehensive approach to safety management. 

c. Future Developments in Safety Management. A well-developed SMS and a strong 
relationship with the oversight system provide an excellent place from which to develop an 
integrated program between regulatory programs, voluntary programs, and the operator's own 
systems. The FAA Flight Standards Service is developing procedures to provide more effective 
interfaces in this process and to make both voluntary and regulatory programs more standardized 
and interoperable. These processes include improved, joint-use auditing tools and processes, 
procedures for information sharing and protection, and voluntary disclosure procedures. In the 
interim, certificated organizations should work closely with their certificate-holding district 
office (CHDO) or certificate management office (CMO) to build an SMS that will interface 
smoothly with regulatory oversight programs. For example, an SMS that incorporates the 
operator's continuing analysis and surveillance system (CASS - for certificated operators), an 
rEP, and an ASAP would allow the operator to derive the mUltiple benefits of these programs 
with a minimum of duplication. For operators that desire to implement Flight Operations 
Quality Assurance (FOQA) programs, these programs can also contribute to the safety assurance 
function. 

7. THE SMS STANDARD: INTRODUCTION. 

a. The Need for Safety Management Standards. 
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(1) Standardization. The FAA Associate Administrator for Aviation Safety (A VS) is 
interested in developing an integrated SMS in which business and governmental roles and 
relationships are well defined, requirements are based upon sound systems engineering and 
system safety principles, and both regulators and regulated industries participate in a unified 
safety effort. The SMS standard in appendix 1 of this AC provides functional requirements for 
an aviation safety SMS. It is similar in scope to internationally recognized standards for quality 
management, environmental protection, and occupational safety and health management. 

(2) International Harmonization. rCAO, in a recent set of working papers, manuals, 
and proposals) for changes to key annexes to the ICAO Conventions, is revamping its standards 
and recommended practices to reflect a systems approach to safety management. This coincides 
with the FAA's move toward a systems approach for oversight over the past several years. 
Because of the many diverse relationships between organizations and the above stated global 
nature of the aviation system, it is critical that the functions ofan SMS be standardized to the 
point that there is a common recognition of the meaning of SMS among all concerned, both 
domestically and internationally. 

(3) Alignment with International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 
Standards. The SMS standard is written at the approximate scope and scale of the international 
standards for quality management (QMS) and management of environmental protection (EMS), 
ISO 9000-2000 and ISO 14001, respectively. The FAA also reviewed the British Standards 
Institute's standard for occupational health and safety management systems (OHSMS), which is 
based on ISO 14001. The clause structure of the aviation service provider SMS standard initially 
was developed to paralJel ISO 14001, with the clauses then being arranged around the four 
building blocks discussed below under "The Four Pillars of Safety Management." 

(4) Alignment with Other Industry Standards. The SMS standard was developed 
after an extensive review of documented SMS systems used by other countries around the 
world.6 This review included literature reviews of regulations, policy documents, and advisory 
material, as well as interviews with both government and industry personnel who promulgated 
and u'sed the systems. Existing management system standards from the International 
Standardization Organization (ISO) and the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) were 
reviewed cross-mapped.7 The review also included consideration of third-party systems 
developed by user organizations such as the International Air Transport Association (IA T A), the 
Medallion Foundation, and the International Business Aviation Council (IBACl 

(5) Auditability. The SMS standard is designed to provide definitive functional 
requirements in a manner that can be audited by the organization's own personnel, regulators, or 

S Ibid. See footnote 1. 

6 The review included review of documents and interviews of government and industry personnel from Australia, 
Canada, New Zealand, and the United Kingdarom. 

7 A matrix showing the functional correlation between the SMS standard in Appendix 1 of this AC and existing 
standards for quality management, environmental control, and occupational safety and health management is 
included as Appendix 2. 

8 This preliminary literature review was conducted to compare content of the various programs and documents and 
did not assess any of the reviewed programs for completeness or assurance of regulatory compliance. 
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other third-party consultants. The language in the standard is, therefore, written in a 
requirements-oriented tone. To the maximum extent possible, each indexed statement defines a 
single requirement so that it can easily be used in audits of the system. 

(6) Integration with Other Management Systems. While the SMS standard's stated 
scope is on product and service safety, the FAA recognizes that managers in real-world 
organizations may often, if not usually, be required to manage not only this aspect of safety, but 
also occupational safety and environmental protection, as well. Managers of these organizations 
typically are required to fit their activities into the framework of the organization's mission or 
commercial objectives and may operate under an integrated management system. The SMS 
standard therefore can be mapped to other existing standards covering these areas so that 
organizations may develop integrated management systems. Appendix 2 provides a cross
reference between the SMS standard presented in Appendix 1 and several other commonly used 
management standards. . 

b. Structure and Organization. 

(1) Functional Orientation. The SMS Standard is written as a functional requirements 
document. It stresses "what" the organization must do rather than "how" it will be 
accomplished. The FAA feels that each of the funttions detailed in the standard are essential for 
a comprehensive SMS. At the same time, the standard needs to be applicable to a wide variety 
of types and sizes of operators. Therefore, it is designed to allow operators to integrate safety 
management practices into their unique business models. Operators are not expected to 
configure their systems in the format of the standard or to duplicate existing programs that 
accomplish the same function. This was a further reason for using a similar scope, scale, and 
language to the ISO standards, which also are designed for broad application. The standard 
document contained in Appendix 1, therefore, attempts to strike a balance between flexibility of 
implementation and functional standardization of essential safety management processes. 

(2) Four Pillars of Safety Management. The standard is organized around four basic 
building blocks of safety management. These four areas are essential for a safety-oriented 
management system, and derive from the SMS principles discussed earlier. 

(a) Policy. All management systems must define policies, procedures, and 
organizational structures to accomplish their goals. Requirements for these elements are outlined 
in Appendix 1, par 4 which in turn provide the framework for SMS functional elements. 

(b) Safety risk management. A formal system of hazard identification and safety 
risk management in Appendix I, par. 5 is essential in controlling risk to acceptable levels. The 
safety risk management component of the SMS is based upon the system safety process model 
that is used in the system safety training course that is taught at the FAA Academy. 

(c) Safety assurance. Once these controls are identified, the operator must ensure 
they are continuously practiced and continue to be effective in a changing environment. The 
safety assurance function in Appendix 1, par 6 provides for this using quality management 
concepts and processes. 
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(d) Safety promotion. Finally, the operator must promote safety as a core value 
with practices that support a sound safety culture. Appendix 1 par. 7 provides guidance for 
setting up these functions. 

(3) Integration of Safety Risk Management and Safety Assurance. Figure 3 shows 
how the safety risk management and safety assurance processes are integrated in the SMS. The 
safety risk management process provides for initial identification of hazards and assessment of 
risk. Organizational risk controls are developed and, once they are determined to be capable of 
bringing the risk to an acceptable level, they are employed operationally. The safety assurance 
function takes over at this point to ensure that the risk controls are being practiced and they 
continue to achieve their intended objectives. This system also provides for assessment of the 
need for new controls because of changes in the operational environment. 

FIGURE 3. SAFETY RISK MANAGEMENT AND SAFETY ASSURANCE 
PROCESSES9 

c: 
Q) 

E 
Q) 

Ol 
(1) 

c:: 
(1) 

~ 
~ 
.:2 
a::: 

rll Describe I 
I . System (5.1) I 

~; 
Identify I Potential New Hazard 

HazardS (5.2) r-- Ineffecti~: Control 
I I '---__ ..,--__ -' i 

~ I Unacceptable 

~ I } 

I I ! Acc U Control Safety 1 

I
· Risk (55) ! 

. I 

'-p-re-ve-nt-ive-/~ ________________ -, ~ I 

Corrective ..... _ 

Action (6.S) e I 
~I 

Analysis of 
Data 
(SA) 

Aviation 
System 

Operation 

CI) 

<:( 

.0 
o.E:: 
(1) 

CI) 

9 The numbers in the process blocks shown in Figure 3 refer to clause numbers in the SMS standard in Appendix 1 
to this AC. 
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8. THE SMS STANDARD. 

a. General Organization of the SMS Standard. The first part of the SMS functional 
requirements (SMS Standard) included as Appendix 1 of this AC follows the general 
organization ofISO 9000-2000 and ISO 14001. The first three clauses describe scope and 
applicability, references, and definitions. The following four clauses address each of the four 
pillars of SMS, as described previously in paragraph 7b(2). 

b. Policy: Setting the Framework. 

(1) Safety and Quality: Striking a Balance. As discussed above, the SMS standard 
uses quality management principles, but the requirements to be managed by the system are based 
on an objective assessment of safety risk, rather than customer satisfaction with products or other 
conventional commercial goals. However, management of process quality, with emphasis on 
those characteristics of those processes that affect safety, is an important aspect of safety 
management. The standard specifies that the aviation service provider should prescribe both 
quality and safety policies. The coverage of quality policies is limited in scope to quality in 
support of safety, although operators are encouraged to integrate their management systems as 
much as feasible. However, safety objectives should receive primacy where conflicts are 
identified. 

(2) Roles, Responsibilities, and Relationships: The "Three Rs" of Safety 
Management. Figures 1 and 2 show the relationship between the productive processes of the 
aviation service provider as well as the joint protective processes of the regulator (FAA) in the 
form of an oversight system (SMS-O) and the aviation service provider's SMS (SMS-P). As 
before, it is important to recognize that the two aviation service provider systems shown 
(Protection and Production) are functional rather than departmental or organizational depictions. 
One of the principal roles of the oversight system (SMS-O) is to promulgate risk controls in the 
form of regulations, standards, and policies. It follows that regulatory compliance, in a manner 
that accomplishes the regulations' safety objectives, is also part ofthe aviation service provider's 
role in safety management. 

(3) Importance of Executive Management Involvement. The standard specifies that 
top management is primarily responsible for safety management. Managements must plan, 
organize, direct, and control employees' activities and allocate resources to make safety controls 
effective. A key factor in both quality and safety management is top management's personal, 

. material involvement in quality and safety activities. The standard also specifies that top 
management must further clearly delineate safety responsibilities throughout the organization. 
While it is true that top management must take overall responsibility for safe operations, it also is 
true that all members of the organization must know their responsibilities and be both 
empowered and involved with respect to safety. 

(4) Procedures and Controls. Two key attributes of systems are procedures and 
controls. Policies must be translated into procedures in order for them to be applied and 
organizational controls must be in place to ensure that critical steps are accomplished as 
designed. Organizations must develop, document, and maintain procedures to carry out their 
safety policies and objectives. The standard also requires organizations to ensure that employees 
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understand their roles. Moreover, supervisory controls must be used to monitor the 
accomplishment of the procedures. 

c. Safety Risk Management: Setting Requirements for Safety Management. The safety 
risk management process is used to examine the operational functions of the company and their 
operational environment to identify hazards and to analyze associated risk. The safety risk 
management process follows the same sequence of steps as the system safety process model that 
is used in the FAA's System Safety training course at the FAA Academy. These are also the 
same general steps that are used in operational risk management programs within several of the 
military services. 

(1) Systems and Task Analysis. Safety risk management begins with system design. 
This is true whether the system in question is a physical system, such as an aircraft, or an 
organizational system such as an operator, maintenance or training establishment. These systems 
consist of the organizational structures, processes, and procedures, as well as the people, 
equipment, and facilities used to accomplish the organization's mission. The system or task 
descriptions should completely explain the interactions among the hardware, software, people, 
and environment that make up the system in sufficient detail to identify hazards and perform risk 
analyses. While systems should be documented, no particular format or is required. System 
documentation would normally include the operator's manual system, [0 checklists, 
organizational charts, and personnel position descriptions. A suggested breakdown of operational 
and support processes for air operators includes: 

(a) Flight operations; 

(b) Dispatch/flight following; 

(c) Maintenance and inspection; 

(d) Cabin safety; 

(e) Ground handling and servicing; 

(f) Cargo handling; and 

(g) Training. 

NOTE: Long and excessively detailed system or task descriptions are not 
necessary as long as they are sufficiently detailed to perform hazard and risk 
analyses. While sophisticated process development tools and methods are 
available, simple brainstorming sessions with managers, supervisors, and other 
employees are often most effective. 

(2) Hazard Identification. Hazards in the system and its operating environment must 
be identified, documented, and controlled. It also requires that the analysis process used to 

10 While manuals are required only for certificated operators and agencies, all operators are encouraged to develop a 
manuals as a means of documenting their policies and procedures. 
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define hazards consider all components of the system, based on the system description described 
above. The key question to ask during analysis of the system and its operation is "what if?" As 
with system and task descriptions, judgment is required to determine the adequate level of detail. 
While identification of every conceivable hazard would be impractical, aviation service 
providers are expected to exercise due diligence in identifying significant and reasonably 
foreseeable hazards related to their operations. 

(3) Risk Analysis and Assessment. The standard's risk analysis and risk assessment 
clauses use a conventional breakdown of risk by its two components: likelihood of occurrence 
of an injurious mishap and severity of the mishap related to an identified hazard, should it occur. 
A common tool for risk decision-making and acceptance is a risk matrix similar to those in the 
U.S. Military Standard (MIL STD 882) and the ICAO Safety Management Manual!!. Figure 4 
shows an example of one such matrix. Operators should develop a matrix that best represents 
their operational environment. Separate matrices with different risk acceptance criteria may also 
be developed for long-term versus short-term operations. 

(4) Severity and Likelihood Criteria. The definitions and final construction of the 
matrix is left to the aviation service provider's organization to design. The definitions of each 
level of severity and likelihood will be defined in terms that are realistic for the operational 
environment. This ensures each organization's decision tools are relevant to their operations and 
operational environment, recognizing the extensive diversity in this area. An example of severity 
and likelihood definitions is shown in Table 1 below. Each operator's specific definitions for 
severity and likelihood may be qualitative but quantitative measures are preferable, where 
possible. 

TABLE 1. SAMPLE SEVERITY AATO LlKELmOOD CRITERIN2 

Severity of Consequences Likelihood of 

Severity Definition Value Likelihood Level I Definition I Value 
Level 

Catastrophic Equipment destroyed, I 5 Frequent Likely to 5 
multiple deaths occur many 

times 

Hazardous Large reduction in 
4 Occasional Likely to 4 

safety margins, I occur. physical distress or a 
workload such that 

' sometlmes 

operators cannot be 
relied upon to perform 
their tasks accurately or 
completely. Serious 
injury or death to a 
number of people. 

II Available at: http://www.icao.intJfsix 

12 Adapted from ICAO Safety Management Manual (SMM). ICAO Doc 9859. Available at: http://w\\'W.icao.intJfsix 
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Severity of Consequences Likelihood of Occurrence 

Major equipment 
I 

damage. I 
Severity Definition Value Likelihood Level Definition I Value 

Level 

Major Significant reduction in 3 Remote Unlikely, but 3 
safety margins, possible to 
reduction in the ability occur 
of operators to cope 
with adverse operating 
conditions as a result of 
an increase in 
workload, or as result 
of conditions impairing 
their efficiency. Serious 
incident. Injury to 
persons. 

Minor Nuisance. Operating 2 Improbable Very unlikely 2 
limitations. Use of to occur 
emergency procedures. 
Minor incident. 

I 
Negligible Little consequence I Extremely Almost 1 

Improbable inconceivab Ie 
that the event 
will occur 

(5) Risk Acceptance. In the development of its risk assessment criteria, aviation service 
providers are expected to develop risk acceptance procedures, including acceptance criteria and 
designation of authority and responsibility for risk management decision making. The 
acceptability of risk can be evaluated using a risk matrix such as the one illustrated in Figure 4. 
The example matrix shows three areas of acceptability. Risk matrices may be color coded; 
unacceptable (red), acceptable (green), and acceptable with mitigation (yellow). 

(a) Unacceptable (Red). Where combinations of severity and likelihood cause risk 
to fall into the red area, the risk would be assessed as unacceptable and further work would be 
required to design an intervention to eliminate that associated hazard or to control the factors that 
lead to higher risk likelihood or severity. 

(b) Acceptable (Green). Where the assessed risk falls into the green area, it may be 
accepted without further action. The objective in risk management should always be to reduce 
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risk to as low as practicable regardless of whether or not the assessment shows that it can be 
accepted as is. This is a fundamental principle of continuous improvement. 

(c) Acceptable with Mitigation (Yellow). Where the risk assessment falls into the 
yellow area, the risk may be accepted under defined conditions of mitigation. An example of this 
situation would be an assessment of the impact of a non-operational aircraft component for 
inclusion on a Minimum Equipment List. Defining an Operational ("0") or Maintenance ("M") 
procedure in the MEL would constitute a mitigating action that could make an otherwise 
unacceptable risk acceptable, as long as the defined procedure was implemented. These 
situations may also require continued special emphasis in the safety assurance function. 

FIGURE 4. SAFETY RISK MATRIX 
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(6) Other Risk Assessment Tools for Flight and Operational Risk Management. 
Other tools can also be used for flight or operational risk assessment such as the Controlled 
Flight into Terrain (CFIT), Approach and Landing Accident Reduction (ALAR), operational 
control, and ground operations risk assessment tools available from the Flight Safety Foundation 
(http://www.flightsafety.org/technical initiatives.html) or the Medallion Foundation 
(http://www .medallionfoundati on.org). 

(7) Causal Analysis. Risk analyses should concentrate not only on assigning levels of 
severity and likelihood but on determining why these particular levels were selected. This is 
often called "root cause analysis," and is the first step in developing effective controls to reduce 
risk to lower levels. Several structured software systems are available to perform root cause 
analysis. However, in many cases, siz:nple brainstorming sessions among the company's pilots, 
mechanics, or dispatchers other experienced subject matter experts is the most effective and 
affordable method of finding ways to reduce risk. This also has the advantage of involving 
employees who will ultimately be required to implement the controls developed. 

(8) Controlling Risk. After hazards and risk are fully understood though the preceding 
steps, risk controls must be designed and implemented. These may be additional or changed 
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procedures, new supervisory controls, addition of organizational, hardware, or software aids, 
changes to training, additional or modified equipment, changes to staffing arrangements, or any 
of a number of other system changes. 

(9) Hierarchy of Controls. The process of selecting or designing controls should be 
approached in a structured manner. System safety technology and practice has provided a 
hierarchy or preferred order of control actions that range from most to-least effective. Depending 
on the hazard under scrutiny and its complexity there may be more than one action or strategy 
that may be applied. Further, the controls may be applied at different times depending on the 
immediacy of the required action and the complexity of developing more effective controls. For 
example, it may be appropriate to post warnings while a more effective elimination ofthe hazard 
is developed. The hierarchy of controls is: 

(a) Design the hazard out modify the system (this includes hardware/software 
systems involving physical hazards as well as organizational systems). 

(b) Physical guards or barriers reduce exposure to the hazard or reduce the severity 
of consequences. 

(c) Warnings, advisories, or signals of the hazard. 

(d) Procedural changes to avoid the hazard or reduce likelihood or severity of 
associated risk 

(e) Training to avoid the hazard or reduce the likelihood of an associated risk. 

(10) Residual and Substitute Risk. It is seldom possible to entirely eliminate risk, even 
when highly effective controls are used. After these controls are designed but before the system 
is placed back on line, an assessment must be made of whether the controls are likely to be 
effective and/or if they introduce new hazards to the system. The latter condition is referred to as 
"substitute risk," a situation where "the cure is worse than the disease." The loop seen in 
Figure 3 back to the top of the diagram depicts the use of the preceding systems analysis, hazard 
identification, risk analysis, and risk assessment processes to determine if the modified system is 
acceptable. 

(11) System Operation. When the controls are acceptable, the system is placed into 
operation. The next process, safety assurance, uses auditing, analysis, and review systems that 
are familiar from similar quality management systems. These processes are used to monitor the 
risk controls to ensure they continue to be implemented as designed and continue to be effective 
in a changing operational environment. 
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d. Safety Assurance: Managing the Requirements. The safety assurance function applies 
the processes of quality assurance and internal evaluation to the process of making sure that risk 
controls, once designed, continue to conform to their requirements and that they continue to be 
effective in maintaining risk within acceptable levels. These assurance and evaluation functions 
also provide a basis for continuous improvement. 

(1) Relationship between Safety Risk Management, Safety Assurance, and Internal 
Evaluation. Quality assurance processes concentrate on proving, through collection and 
analysis of objective evidence, that process requirements have been met. In an SMS, the 
system's requirements are based on assessment of risk in the organization's operation or in the 
products that it produces, as discussed above. Quality assurance techniques, including internal 
auditing and evaluation, can be used to determine if risk controls that are designed into the 
operator's processes are being practiced and that they perform as designed. The process is, 
therefore, appropriately termed "safety assurance." Ifan operator already has an IEP, it should 
be reviewed to ensure that it conforms to the SMS safety assurance standards.]3 

NOTE: the safety assurance function does not need to be extensive or complex to 
be effective. Smaller organizations may find available tools such as the Internal 
Evaluation Program Audit tools produced by th~ Medallion Foundation 
(http://www.medallionfoundation.org) to be a good foundation for their 
organization's safety assurance processes. 

(2) Role of Other Management Systems. As discussed above, safety assurance uses 
many of the same practices as those used in quality management systems (QMS). In an SMS 
however the requirements being managed relate to ensuring risk controls, once designed and put 
into place, perform in a way that continues to meet their safety objectives. While operators may 
find it beneficial to integrate their management systems for these other areas, such as quality, 
employee health and safety, or environmental protection with the SMS, it is beyond the scope of 
the safety management standard to address these areas directly. Appendix 2 to this AC contains 
a table of cross-references between ISO standards and other recognized standards for quality 
(ISO 9000:2000), environmental protection (ISO 14001), and employee health and safety 
management (BSI OHSAS 1800 I). These are provided for convenience for organizations that 
desire to develop integrated management systems or that may already have existing systems in 
one or more of these areas. 

(3) Information for Decisionmaking. Information for safety assurance comes from a 
variety of sources, including formal program auditing and evaluation, investigations of safety
related events, and continuous process monitoring of day-to-day activities and inputs from 
employees through employee reporting systems. While each of these types of information 
sources exist to some degree in every organization, the standard formalizes requirements for 
each. Specifications for these and other related safety assurance processes are left at a functional 
level, allowing individual organizations to tailor them to the scope and scale appropriate for their 
size and type of organization. 

13 The safety assurance functions in the SMS standard contained in Appendix I were derived almost directly from 
ISO 9000-2000, the international quality management standard and the IEP development guidance in AC J20-59A. 
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(4) Internal Audits by Operating Departments. The primary responsibility for safety 
management rests with those who "own" the operator's technical processes. It is here where 
hazards are most directly encountered, where deficiencies in processes contribute to risk, and 
where direct supervisory control and resource allocation can mitigate the risk to acceptable 
levels. The standard specifies a responsibility for internal aUditing of the operator's productive 
processes (the Production/Operation side of Figures 1 and 2). As with other requirements, the 
standard's auditing requirements are left at a functional level, allowing for a broad range of 
complexity, commensurate with the complexity of the organization. 

(a) Line Management Responsibilities. Line managers of operational departments 
have the direct responsibility for quality control and for ensuring that the processes in their areas 
of responsibility function as designed. Moreover, line organizations are the domain technical 
experts in any organization and thus the most knowledgeable about the technical processes 
involved. Line managers of the operational departments should be given the responsibility for 
monitoring these processes and periodically assessing the status of risk controls though an 
internal auditing and evaluation program. 

(b) Audit Programs and Tools. In order to promote system integration and a 
minimum of duplication, operators may want to consider using available technical system audit 
tools such as those provided by the Air Transportation Oversight System (ATOS)14 or third party 
tools such as those in the IA TA Operational Safety Audit (IOSA). This can be particularly 
advantageous if the operator is already involved with using these programs. 

(5) Internal Evaluation. This function involves evaluation of the technical processes of 
the operator as well as the SMS-specific functions. Audits conducted for the purpose of this 
requirement must be conducted by persons or organizations that are functionally independent of 
the technical process being evaluated. A specialist safety or quality assurance department or 
another sub-organization as directed by top management may accomplish it. The internal 
evaluation function also requires aUditing and evaluation of the safety management functions, 
policymaking, safety risk management, safety assurance, and safety promotion. These audits 
provide the management officials designated responsibility for the SMS to inventory the 
processes of the SMS itself. 

NOTE: In very small organizations, the top management may elect to conduct 
the internal evaluation function themselves, in conjunction with the management 
review function. 

(6) Integration of Regulatory and Voluntary Programs. The provisions of the SMS 
standard are not intended to duplicate the functions of required CASS (required for operators 
under part 121 or part 135 of Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations) (14 CFR) or rEPs. In 
fact, the F.A.A encourages an integrated approach where these programs are all part of a 
comprehensive SMS. 

(7) External Audits. External audits of the SMS may be conducted by the regulator 
(F AA), code-share partners, customer organizations, or other third parties selected by the 

14 Available at: hrtp:llwww.faa.gov/safety/programs initiatives/oversightlatos/library/data collection 
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operator. These audits not only provide a strong interface with the oversight system (SMS-O) 
but also a secondary assurance system. Organizations may elect to have third-party audits of 
their SMS from organizations such as the lATA or other consultant organizations. 

(8) Analysis and Assessment. Audits and other information-gathering activities are 
useful to management only if the information is distilled into a meaningful form and conclusions 
are drawn to form a bottom line. Recall that the primary purpose of the safety assurance process 
is to assess the continued effectiveness of risk controls put into place by the safety risk 
management process. Where significant deviations to existing controls are discovered, the 
standard requires a structured, documented process for preventive and corrective action to place 
the controls back on track. 

(9) Corrective Action and Followup. The safety assurance process should include 
procedures that ensure that corrective actions are developed in response to findings of audits and 
evaluations and to verifY their timely and effective implementation. Organizational responsibility 
for the development and implementation of corrective actions should reside with the operational 
departments cited in audit and evaluation findings. If new hazards are discovered, the safety risk 
management process should be employed to determine if new risk controls should be developed. 

(10) Monitoring the Environment. As part of the safety assurance function, the 
analysis and assessment functions must alert the organization to significant changes in the 
operating environment, possibly indicating a need for system change to maintain effective risk 
control. When this occurs, the results of the assessment start the safety risk management 
process, as depicted in Figure 3. 

e. Safety Promotion: Supporting the Culture. An organizational safety effort cannot 
succeed by mandate or strictly though a mechanistic implementation of policy. As in the case of 
attitudes where individual people are concerned, organizational cultures set the tone that 
predisposes the organization's behavior. An organization's culture consists of the values, 
beliefs, mission, goals, and sense of responsibility held by the organization's members. The 
culture fills in the blank spaces in the organization's policies, procedures, and processes and 
provides a sense of purpose to safety efforts. 

(1) Safety Cultures. Cultures consist of psychological (how people think and feel), 
behavioral (how people and groups act and perform) and structural (the programs, procedures, 
and organization of the enterprise) elements. Many ofthe processes specified in the policy, risk 
management, and assurance components of the SMS provide the framework for the structural 
element. However, the organization must also set in place processes that allow for 
communication among employees and with the organization's management. The aviation 
service provider must make every effort to communicate its goals and objectives, as well as the 
current status of the organization's activities and significant events. Likewise, the aviation 
service provider must supply a means of upward communication in an environment of openness. 

(2) Communication: A Two Way Street. Dr. James Reason, among other current 
organizational system safety theorists, stresses the need for a "reporting culture" as an important 
aspect of safety culture. The organization must do what it can to cultivate the willingness of its 
members to contribute to theorganization's knowledge base. Dr. Reason further stresses the 
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need for a "just culture," where employees have the confidence that, while they will be held 
accountable for their actions, the organization will treat them fairly.I5 The standard specifies that 
the aviation service provider must provide for a means of employee communication that allows 
for timely submission of reports on safety deficiencies without fear of reprisal. Many 
certificated operators already have invested in ASAP. ASAP is a collaborative, reporting, 
analysis, and problem solving effort among the FAA, operators, and employee unions. This 
program is another example of a voluntary program that could be integrated into the SMS, 
having a strong p.otential to contribute to the safety assurance and safety promotion. 

(3) Organizational Learning. Another of Dr. Reason's principles of organizational 
safety culture is that of a "learning culture.,,16 The information in reports, audits, investigation, 
and other data sources does no good if the organization does not learn from it. The standard also 
requires a means of analysis of this information and a linkage to the safety assurance process. 
The standard requires an analysis process, a preventive/corrective action process, and a path to 
the safety risk management process for the development of new safety controls, as environments 
change and new hazards are identified. It further requires that the organization provide training 
and information about risk controls and lessons learned. 

9. CONTACT. For additional information or suggestions, please contact AFS-800 at 
(202) 267-8212, or AFS-900 at (703) 661-0526. 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY 
John M. Allen (for) 

James J. Ballough 
Director, Flight Standards Service 

15 Reason. Managing the Risks of Organizational Accidents. 

16 fbid. 
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External audit - an audit conducted by an entity outside of the organization being 
audited. 

A viation system - the functional operation/production system used by the service provider 
to produce the product/service (see Figure 1). 

Complete - nothing has been omitted and the attributes stated are essential and appropriate 
to the level of detail. . 

Continuous monitoring - uninterrupted watchfulness over the system. 

Corrective action - action to eliminate or mitigate the cause or reduce the effects of a 
detected nonconformity or other undesirable situation. 

Correct - accurately reflects the item with an absence of ambiguity or error in its attributes. 

Documentation - information or meaningful data and its supporting medium (e.g., paper, 
electronic, etc.). In this context it is distinct from records because it is the written description 
of policies, processes, procedures, objectives, requirements, authorities, responsibilities, or 
work instructions. 

Evaluation - [ref. AC 120-59A] a functionally independent review of company policies, 
procedures, and systems. If accomplished by the company itself: the evaluation should be 
done by an element of the company other than the one performing the function being 
evaluated. The evaluation process builds on the concepts of auditing and inspection. An 
evaluation is an anticipatory process, and is designed to identify and correct potential 
findings before they occur. An evaluation is synonymous with the term systems audit. 

Hazard - any existing or potential condition that can lead to injury, illness, or death to 
people; damage to or loss of a system, equipment, or property; or damage to the environment. 
A hazard is a condition that is a prerequisite to an accident or incident. 

Incident - a near miss episode with minor consequences that could have resulted in greater 
loss. An unplanned event that could have resulted in an accident, or did result in minor 
damage, and indicates the existence of, though may not define, a hazard or hazardous 
condition. 

Lessons learned - knowledge or understanding gained by experience, which may be 
positive, such as a successful test or mission, or negative, such as a mishap or failure. 
Lessons learned should be developed from infOrmation obtained from within, as well as 
outside of, the organization and/or industry. 

Likelihood - the estimated probability or frequency, in quantitative or qualitative terms, of 
an occurrence related to the hazard. 

Line management - management structure that operates the aviation system. 

Nonconformity - non fulfillment of a requirement (ref. ISO 9000). This includes but is not 
limited to noncompliance with Federal regulations. It also includes company requirements, 
requirements of operator developed risk controls or operator specified policies and 
procedures. 

Operational life cycle - period of time spanning from implementation of a product/service 
until it is no longer in use. 

Page 2 



DATE AC 120-92 
Appendix 1 

Oversight - a function that ensures the effective promulgation and implementation of the I 
safety-related standards, requirements, regulations, and associated procedures. Safety I 
oversight also ensures that the acceptable level of safety risk is not exceeded in the air I' 

transportation system. Safety oversight in the context of the safety management system will 
be conducted via oversight's safety management system (SMS-O). i 

I 
Preventive action action to eliminate or mitigate the cause or reduce the effects of a I' 

potential nonconformity or other undesirable situation. I 

Procedure specified way to carry out an activity or a process. i 
I 

Process - set of interrelated or interacting activities which transforms inputs into outputs. I 
Product/service - anything that might satisfy a want or need, which is offered in, or can be I 
purchased in, the air transportation system. In this context, administrative or licensing fees I 
paid to the government do not constitute a purchase. I 

Product/service provider any entity that offers or sells a product/service to satisfy a want 1 

or need in the air transportation system. In this context, administrative or licensing fees paid 1 

to the government do not constitute a purchase. Examples of product/service providers, 
include: aircraft and aircraft parts manufacturers; aircraft operators; maintainers of aircraft, I 
avionics, and air traffic control equipment; educator~ in the air transportation system; etc. I 
(Note: any entity that is a direct consumer of air navigation services and or operates in the 
U.S. airspace is included in this classification; examples include: general aviation, military 
aviation, and public use aircraft operators.) 

Records - evidence of results achieved or activities performed. In this context it is distinct 
from documentation because records are the documentation of SMS outputs. 

Residual safety risk - the remaining safety risk that exists after all control techniques have 
been implemented or exhausted, and all controls have been verified. Only verified controls 
can be used for the assessment of residual safety risk. 

Risk- The composite of predicted severity and likelihood of the potential effect ofa hazard 
in the worst credible system state. 

Risk Control- refers to steps taken to eliminate hazards of to mitigate their effects by 
reducing severity and/or likelihood of risk associated with those hazards. 

Safety assurance SMS process management functions that systematically provide 
confidence that organizational products/services meet or exceed safety requirements. 

Safety culture the product of individual and group values, attitudes, competencies, and 
patterns of behavior that determine the commitment to, and the style and proficiency of, the 
organization'S management of safety. Organizations with a positive safety culture are, 
characterized by communications founded on mutual trust, by shared perceptions of the I 
importance of safety, and by confidence in the efficacy of preventive measures. 

Safety Management System (SMS) - the formal, top-down business-like approach to 
managing safety risk. It includes systematic procedures, practices, and policies for the 
management of safety (as described in this document it includes safety risk management, 
safety policy, safety assurance, and safety promotion). 
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Product/Service Provider Safety Management System (SMS-P) - the SMS owned and 
operated by a product/service provider. I 

Oversight Safety Management System (SMS-O) - the SMS owned and operated by an 
oversight entity. 

Safety objectives. 17_ something sought or aimed for, related to safety. 

NOTE 1: Safety objectives are generally based on the organization's safety policy. 

NOTE 2: Safety objectives are generally specified for relevant functions and levels 
in the organization. 

Safety planning18 
- part of safety management focused on setting safety objectives and 

specifying necessary operational processes and related resources to fulfill the quality 
objectives. 

Safety risk - the composite of predicted severity and likelihood of the potential effect of a 
hazard. 

Safety risk control- anything that reduces or mitigates the safety risk of a hazard. Safety 
risk controls must be written in requirements language, measurable, and monitored to ensure 
effectiveness. 

Safety risk management (SRM) - a formal process within the SMS composed of describing 
the system, identifying the hazards, assessing the risk., analyzing the risk., and controlling the 
risk. The SRM process is embedded in the processes used to provide the product/service; it 
is not a separate/distinct process. 

Safety promotion - a combination of safety culture, training, and data sharing activities that 
support the implementation and operation of an SMS in an organization 

Severity - the consequence or impact of a hazard in terms of degree of loss or harm. 

Substitute risk - risk unintentionally created as a consequence of safety risk control(s). 

System - an integrated set of constituent elements that are combined in an operational or 
support environment to accomplish a defined objective. These elements include people, 
hardware, software, firmware, information, procedures, facilities, services, and other support 
facets. 

Top Management - (ref. ISO 9000-2000 definition 3.2.7) the person or group of people who 
directs and controls an organization. 

4. Policy 

4.1. General Requirements 
A) Safety management shall be included in the complete scope of the operator's systems 
including: 

17 Adapted from definition 3.2.5 in ISO 9000-2000 for "quality objectives." 

18 Adapted from definition 3.2.9 in ISO 9000-2000 for "quality planning." 
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B) 

C) 

1 ) flight operations; 

2) dispatchJflight following; 

3) maintenance and inspection; 

4) cabin safety; 

5) ground handling and servicing; 

6) cargo handling; and 

7) training. 

SMS processes shall be: 

1) documented; 

2) monitored; 

3) measured; and 

4) analyzed. 

SMS outputs shall be: 

1) recorded; 

2) monitored; 

3) measured; and 

4) analyzed. 

AC 120-92 
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D) The organization shall promote the growth of a positive safety culture (described in 
Sections 4.2 and 7.1). 

4.2. Safety Policy 
A) Top management shall define the organization's safety policy. 

B) The safety policy shall: 

1) include a commitment to implement an SMS; 

2) include a commitment to continual improvement in the level of safety; 

3) include a commitment to the management of safety risk; 

4) include a commitment to comply with applicable regulatory requirements; 

)) include a commitment to encourage employees to report safety issues without 
reprisal; 

6) establish clear standards for acceptable behavior; 

7) provide management guidance for setting safety objectives; 

8) provide management guidance for reviewing safety objectives; 

9) be documented; 

I 0) be communicated to all employees and responsible parties; 
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11) be reviewed periodically to ensure it remains relevant and appropriate to the i 
organization; and I 
12) identify responsibility of management and employees with respect to safety I 
performance. ! 

I 
4.3. Quality Policy 
Top management shall ensure that the organization's quality policy is consistent with the 
SMS. I 

4.4. Safety Planning 
The organization shall establish and maintain a safety management plan to meet the safety 
objectives described in its safety policy. 

4.5. Organizational Structure and Responsibilities 
A) Top management shall have the ultimate responsibility for the SMS. 

B) Top management shall provide resources essential to implement and maintain the 
SMS. 

C) Top management shall appoint a member of management who, irrespective of other 
responsibilities, shall have responsibilities and authority that includes: 

1) ensuring that process needed for the SMS are established, implemented and 
maintained 

2) reporting to top management on the performance of the SMS and the need for 
improvement, and 

3) ensuring the promotion of awareness of safety requirements throughout the 
organization. 

D) Aviation safety-related positions, responsibilities, and authorities shall be: 

1) defined; 

2) documented; and 

3) communicated throughout the organization. 

4.6. Compliance with Legal and Other Requirements 

Page 6 

A) The SMS shall incorporate a means of compliance with safety-related legal and 
regulatory requirements. 

B) The organization shall establish and maintain a procedure to identify to current 
safety-related legal and regulatory requirements applicable to the SMS. 

I 
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4.7. Procedures and Controls 
A) The organization shall establish and maintain procedures with measurable criteria to 
accomplish the objectives of the safety pOlicy19. 

B) The organization shall establish and maintain process controls to ensure procedures 
are followed for safety-related operations and activities. 

4.8. Emergency Preparedness and Response 
The organization shall establish procedures to: 

1) identi fy the potential for accidents and incidents; 

2) coordinate and plan the organization's response to accidents and incidents; and 

3) execute periodic exercises of the organization's response. 

4.9. Documentation and Records Management 
A) General. 

The organization shall establish and maintain information, in paper or electronic form, to 
describe: 

1) safety policies; 

2) safety objectives; 

3) SMS requirements; 

4) safety-related procedures and processes; 

5) responsibilities and authorities for safety-related procedures and processes; 

6) interaction/interfaces between safety-related procedures and processes; and 

7) SMS outputs. 

B) Documentation Management. 

1) Documentation shall be: 

a) legible; 

b) dated (with dates of revisions); 

c) readily identifiable; 

d) maintained in an orderly manner; and 

e) retained for a specified period as determined by the organization (and 
approved by the oversight organization). 

2) The organization shall establish and maintain procedures for controlling all 
documents required by this Standard to ensure that: 

19 Measures are not expected for each procedural step. However, measures and criteria should be of sufficient depth 
and level of detail to ascertain and track accomplishment of objectives. Criteria and measures can be expressed in 
either quantitative or qualitative terms. 
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B) The SRM process shall be applied to: 

I) initial designs of systems, organizations, and/or products; 

2) the development of operational procedures; 

AC 120-92 
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3) hazards that are identified in the safety assurance functions (described in 
Section 6); and 

4) planned changes to the operational processes to identify hazards associated with 
those changes. 

C) The organization shall establish feedback loops between assurance functions 
described in Section 6 to evaluate the effectiveness of safety risk controls. 

D) The organization shall define acceptable and unacceptable levels of safety risk (or 
safety risk objectives). 

1) Descriptions shall be established for: 

a) severity levels, and 

b) likelihood levels. 

2) The organization shall define levels of management that can make safety risk 
acceptance decisions. 

3) The organization shall define acceptable risk for hazards that will exist in the 
short-term while safety risk control/mitigation plans are developed and executed. 

E) The following shall not be implemented until the safety risk of each identified hazard 
is determined to be acceptable in: 

I) new system designs; 

2) changes to existing system designs; 

3) new operations/procedures; .and 

4) modified operations/procedures. 

F) The SRM process shall not preclude the organization from taking interim immediate 
action to mitigate existing safety risk. 

5.1. System and Task Analysis 
A) System and task descriptions shall be developed to the level of detail necessary to 
identify hazards. 

B) System and task analyses should consider the following: 
I 

1) the system's interactions with other systems in the air transportation system (e.g. 
airports, air traffic control); 

2) the system's functions for each area listed in para 4.1 A); ! 

3) employee tasks required to accomplish the functions in 5.1 B) 2); ,I 

4) required human factors considerations of the system (e.g. cognitive, ergonomic, 
environmental, occupational health and safety) for: I 
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6.3.1 Continuous Monitoring 
I 

A) The organization shall monitor operational data (e.g., duty logs, crew reports, work I 
cards, process sheets, or reports from the employee safety feedback system specified in 
Section 7.1.5 to: 

1) assess conformity with safety risk controls (described in Section 5); 

2) measure the effectiveness of safety risk controls (described in Section 5); 

3) assess system performance; and 

4) identify hazards. 

B) The organization shall monitor products and services received from subcontractors. 

6.3.2 Internal Audits by Operational Departments 
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A) Line management of operational departments shall ensure that regular internal audits 
of safety-related functions of the organization's operational processes (production 
system) are conducted. This obligation shall extend to any subcontractors that they may 
use to accomplish those functions. 

B) Line management shall ensure that regular audits are conducted to: 

1) determine conformity with safety risk controls; and 

2) assess performance of safety risk controls. 

C) Planning of the audit program shall take into account: 

1) safety significance of the processes to be audited; and 

2) the results of previous audits. 

D) The audit program shall include: 

I) definition of the audit: 

a) criteria, 

b) scope, 

c) frequency, and 

d) methods; 

2) the processes used to select the auditors; 

3) the requirement that individuals shall not audit their own work; 

4) documented procedures, which include: 

a) the responsibilities; and 

b) requirements for: 

(1) planning audits, 

(2) conducting audits, 

(3) reporting results, and 



DATE 

(4) maintaining records; and 

5) audits of contractors and vendors. 

6.3.3 Internal Evaluation 
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A) The organization shall conduct internal evaluations of the operational processes and 
the SMS at planned intervals to determine that the SMS conforms to requirements. 

B) Planning of the evaluation program shall take into account: 

1) safety significance of processes to be audited; and 

2) the results of previous audits. 

C) The evaluation program shall include: 

1) definition of the evaluation: 

a) criteria; 

b) scope; 

c) frequency; and 

d) methods; 

2) the processes used to select the auditors; 

3) the requirement that auditors shall not audit their own work; 

4) documented procedures, which include: 

a) the responsibilities, and 

b) requirements for: 

(1) planning audits, 

(2) conducting audits, 

(3) reporting results, 

(4) and maintaining records; and 

5) audits of contractors and vendors. 

D) The program shall be under the direction of the management official described in 
Section 4.5. 

E) The program shall include an evaluation of the program required described In 

Section 6.3.2. 

F) The person or organization performing evaluations of operational departments must 
be functionally independent of the department being evaluated. 

6.3.4 External Auditing of the SMS 

A) The organization shall include the results of oversight organization audits In the 
analyses conducted as described in Section 6.4. 
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6.3.5 Investigation 
A) The organization shall collect data on: 

1) incidents, and 

2) accidents. 

B) The organization shall establish procedures to: 

1) investigate accidents; 

2) investigate incidents; and 

3) investigate instances of potential regulatory non-compliance. 

6.3.6 Employee Reporting and Feedback System. 

DATE 

A) The organization shall establish and maintain a confidential employee safety 
reporting and feedback system as in Section 7.1.5). 

B) Employees shall be encouraged to use the safety reporting and feedback system 
without reprisal as in Section 4.2 B) 5). 

C) Data from the safety reporting and feedback system shall be monitored to identify 
emerging hazards. 

D) Data collected in the safety reporting and feedback system shall be included in 
analyses described in Section 6.4. 

6.4. Analysis of Data 
A) The organization shall analyze data the data described in Section 6.3 to demonstrate 
the effectiveness of: 

1) risk contro Is in the organization's operational processes, and 

2) the SMS. 

B) Through data analysis, the organization shall evaluate where improvements can be 
made to the organization's: 

1) operational processes, and 

2) SMS. 

6.5. System Assessment 
A) The organization shall assess the performance of: 

1) safety-related functions of operational processes against their requirements, and 

2) the SMS against its requirements. 

B) System assessments shall result in a finding of: 

1) conformity with existing safety risk control(s)/ SMS requirement(s) 
regulatory requirements); 

(including I 

I 
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2) nonconformity with existing safety risk control(s)! SMS requirement(s) (including 
.regulatory requirements); and 

3) new hazard(s) found. 

C) The SRM process will be utilized if the assessment indicates: 

1) the identification of new hazards; or 

2) the need for system changes. 

D) The organization shall maintain records of assessments in accordance with the 
requirements of Section 4.9. 

6.6. Preventive/Corrective Action 
A) The organization shall develop, prioritize, and implement, as appropriate: 

1) corrective actions for identified nonconformities with risk controls; and 

2) preventive actions for identified potential nonconformities with risk controls 
actions. 

B) Safety lessons learned shall be considered in the development of: 

1) corrective actions; and 

2) preventive actions. 

C) The organization shall take necessary corrective action based on the findings of 
investigations. 

D) The organization shall prioritize and implement corrective action(s) In a timely 
manner. 

E) The organization shall prioritize and implement preventive action(s) In a timely 
manner. 

F) Records shall be kept of the disposition and status of corrective and preventive 
actions per established record retention policy. 

6.7. Management Reviews 
A) Top management will conductregular reviews ofthe SMS, including: 

1) the outputs of SRM (Section 5); 

2) the outputs of safety assurance (Section 6); and 

3) lessons learned (Section 7.5). 

B) Management reviews shall include assessing the need for changes to the 
organization's: 

1) operational processes, and 

2) SMS. 
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6.8 Continual Improvement 

The organization shall continuously improve the effectiveness of the SMS and of safety risk 
controls through the use of the safety and quality policies, objectives, audit and evaluation 
results, analysis of data, corrective and preventive actions, and management reviews. 

7. Safety Promotion 

7.1. Safety Culture 
Top management shall promote the growth of a positive safety culture through: 

1) publication of senior management's stated commitment to safety to all employees; 

2) visible demonstration of their commitment to the SMS; 

3) communication of the safety responsibilities for the organization's personnel; 

4) clear and regular communication of safety policy, goals, objectives, standards, 
and performance to all employees of the organization 

5) an effective employee safety feedback system that provides confidentiality as is 
necessary; 

6) use of a safety information system that provides an accessible efficient means to 
retrieve information; and 

7) allocation of resources essential to implement and maintain the SMS. 

7.2. Communication and Awareness 
A) The organization shall communicate outputs of the SMS to its employees, as 
appropriate. 

B) The organization shall provide access to the outputs of the SMS to its oversight 
organization, in accordance with established agreements and disclosure programs. 

7.3. Personnel Requirements (Competence) 
A) The organization shall document competency requirements for those positions 
identified in Section 4.5.D). 

B) The organization shall ensure that those individuals in the positions identified in 
4.5.D) meet those competency requirements. 

7.4. Training 
Training shall be developed for those individuals in the positions identified in 4.5 .D). 

I) Training shall include: 

a) initial training; and 

b) recurrent training. 

shall receive commensurate with their: 
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APPENDIX 2. COMPARISON OF SMS-P STANDARD WITH OTHER STANDARDS 

1. PURPOSE OF THIS APPENDIX. 

a. The table below is provided to assist those organizations developing and implementing an 
SMS. It provides a link between existing standards and this standard. It includes links to the 
following: 

(1) Quality Management Systems via International Standards Organization 
(ISO) 9001 :2000 and the Aerospace Basic Quality System Standard (AS 9100) requirements; 

(2) Environmental Management Systems via ISO 14001 requirements; and 

(3) Occupational Safety and Health Management Systems via OHSAS 18001. (NOTE: 
OHSAS 18001 is an Occupation Health and Safety Assessment Series for health and safety 
management systems, which was created through a concerted effort from a number of the 
world's leading national standards bodies, certification bodies, and specialist consultancies.) 

b. The table is intended to assist the developer in building on existing management systems 
to develop the SMS and/or integrating its SMS with these existing management systems. 

2. SMS-P STANDARD COMPARED WITH OTHER STANDARDS. 

SMS-P 
ISO OHSAS 

Content (Standards) 
Standard 

9001:20001 ISO 14001 18001 
AS 9100 

Scope and application 1 1 1 1 

References (Normative) 2 2 2 , 2 

Definitions ! 3 3 3 3 

Management system description I 4 4 I 
, 

4 4 

General requirements (and 
4.1 4.1,5.5 I 

4.1 4.1 
Responsibility/Authority (ISO 9000» 

I 
, 

Policy (safety, environmental, I i 
I 4.2,4.3 5.1,5.3,8.5 4.2 I 4.2 

quality) ! 

Planning : 4.4 I 5.4 I 4.3 
i 

4.3 I 

Requirements (hazard/risk, 
5.2,7.2.1, 

environmental aspects, customer 5 
7.2.2 

4.3.1 4.3.1 
requirements) 

Legal and other requirements, I 

4.6 5.2,7.2.1 4.3.2 
[ 

4.3.2 
customer focus (ISO 9000) 

Objectives and targets 4.2.B),5D. 5.4.1 4.3.3 I 4.3.3 
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Content (Standards) 

Programs, action planning to meet 
targets, continual improvement 

Management responsibility and 
organizational structure 

Training 

Communications 

Documentation and quality manual 
(ISO 9000) 

Document and data control 

Operational control and product 
realization 

Emergency preparedness and 
response, control of nonconforming 
product (ISO 9000) 

Performance measurement and 
monitoring 

Accidents, incidents, nonconformity, 
corrective and preventive action 

Auditing 

Management review 

Continual Improvement 
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SMS-P 
Standard 

4.1.A), 4.4, 
5.5 

4.5 

I 7.3, 7.4 

6.3.6, 7.2, 7.5 

I 
4.9 

I 4.9 

I 
4.7 

4.8 

4.1,6.3.1, 

I 6.4,6.5 

6.3.5,6.5,6.6 

6.3.3 - 6.3.5 

6.7 

I 6.8 

DATE 

ISO OHSAS 
9001:20001 ISO 14001 

18001 
AS 9100 

5.4.2,8.5.1 4.3.4 4.3.4 1 
I 

5,6 
i (Resource 4.4.1 4.4.1 I 

mgmt.) i 
6.2.2 4.4.2 4.4.2 I , 

i 5.5.3, 7.2.3 4.4.3 4.4.3 

4.2 4.4.4 4.4.4 I 
I 

4.2.3 4.4.5 4.4.5 

7 I 4.4.6 4.4.6 

8.3 4.4.7 4.4.7 

8 4.5 4.5 

8.3,8.5.2, 
4.5.2 4.5.2 

I 8.5.3 

8.2.2 4.5.4 4.5.4 

5.6 4.6 4.6 

I 8.5.1 4.3.4 4.3.4 
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Dear Mt. MUet: 
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01 '25:17 p,m. 04-17-2008 

800 Inde~Ave., S.W. 
WMhington, DC 20591 

Thla Is in R:IpooJO to your Freodom of lnformaUO!1 Acl (FOIA) dated October 24. We Ire 
emcmina e. WIJ'i of"'Fli,iht S~ Infbtmnlon Bulletin for ~ (FSAW ()4..1 08) 
R.eex.am1natiOIl of ~ and POW'Ctplmt Cedifica Holdcra Who Took Oral and .PBctical 
Exam, It the St. Occ:qe A~ TutLna C:nter in SWOrd, Florida." Thill dootmlcnt iJ 
mpoMivo to YOUI' reqlaCaf for a ~ivc: doIcripdon oftbo retesting ptO~ as it wu 
implemented, iDcluding. but not linUted to, whctbcr mechanics w= MeStcd for ballds-on 
compet.er.lCy, in addition to oral and Written ex.anUnatiODII. 

In. td~~ ~cm on October 31 withMa. LaShcth, ~Main~ Division, 
you il'ldiCllbi:d. that yoo. are .IookUli primArily for a current sa1ua of the 
St. OcotiO Aviatioa project rather tiwt apeo!fic recotds. ~, we ate submittins the 
following ~ in I'OIpOIlSe to YOUI' reviled ~ 

• Number of l'¢'CC:rtificatian that hlVl' b¢¢Il ~ - At. of NO\lCmber 1, a total of 1 ..274 
out of 1,~.sS I.!nnot! have bec:n ~ (citbcr ~ examlnatiOD., s\lIl'etlld¢red 
certifi~, or ~ ccrliftcatc). The ~ 181 aJ.a:nen either meet the Spec1a1 
Fodetal Avil!ttion ~n No. 1 ()()"1. cannot be 1~, are in the queue to be tested, 
or ate in the legal prooeu. All airr:!Wl. will be ~fu1ly tes1ed. Of tb.clr ~ will 
be ~ or l\I.IpCmded before the project is oft\claUy completod. 

• Numbc:t of St. Gcor~e certified m~' t1W were rete$d-~ wert 647 .. 
• Number of St. O¢orgo certified mechanics' woOOna for comrne:roW airlines prior to 
~ng - The FAA does not have !f4tistic.s 0.11 this luuc. 

.. NtJ:mbcr oiSt. Ocorie cenifted~' that c:ontin~ to woIt for com..tne:t(:ial airlines 
- The FAA docs not have rtltistict on this !Baoe. 

• Number of st. <korgo certified mech.t.tliu* working fur the FAA - The:re wert Ihree. All 
eirmc11IF AA empIQrocs wete trClU:d equally actording to FSA W 04-10B. 

8116 
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• Communlcdon from FAA 10 OcpartmCnt ofTtanapotUition -No 
commumoa:iotv'docUlnOlltation baa beea rntC~ botw=cn the FAA I11d tho 
Dcp8rtmeut ofTranspotWion on thIt llSUO". 

(*ladividual. holdlns Jrlccb.m1c certifi~ wi1h airfnmo lZlNor poworplant ratlniI who 
1CItcd at the St. Ooorge A viltion testina facUlty in Stnford. Florida, betwocn Oc1nbcr 10, 
1995, and Deca1lbedl. 1991.) 

Thore it!lO tee to proceu your ~ u tho coat to ~J was kas than $10.00. 

9 /16 
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National f'rmkw ofInfonnation Aot Staff', AR.C-40 
800 ~ Avenue, sw 
Wublngton, DC 20S91 

Ret mJ.\ 819M 

De&: Freedom oflniotmation Officer: 

01 :25 :37 p.m. 04·17 · 2006 

July 23, 2007 

Thll Freedotn of Infonnation Act request is in response to a November 17. 2006.1c:tter 
(a1tached) from the FAA responding to my FOIA request dated October 24. 2006. The Nov. 17 
letter aooumb:iY no1.CS that I am "looking prinWily for a eum::nt atatus [update} oftbel St. George 

- Avialionprojecttatil« tbAI1 specific rcc.orda." Along ~ Unc,. I apprcciato the information 
that was sent in ~ Nov. l11ett« from Mr. David Cann. However,. rcvitrWins tho 
InformatiOl1 JIl'Ovidcdt I am seeking addltional information in connection with the FAA's 
re$pOIllIC to the aviation safety oonccms aeated by the cri.m.l.nA1 a.ctivity of Anlhony 81. Oeorat . 

10116 
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.Puriuant1o the FreedMl oflnformatlon Act, 5 U.S.C. § SS2, I am requesting responses to 
the following: 

1. Bas the St. George ReexaaninAtion activity adhered to the "st. Ocargc AvWtion 
Action Pla:l" that was approved by P AA headquarters in A1J8USt 19991 If fiOt, why 
not? Ifnot, who IUldlorlzed the decisiOn to chan&t the testing prognun and/or the 
methodology for fMY.mjnatlons from the iDltial plan appt'Ovcd as the"St. George 
Aviation Action Plan" in Augtm 1999? Please provide any communieatiotU by FAA 
officials rclevantto this decision. 

2. ~g statistics; 

a. How many St. George issued certificate holdm have been reexamined as of 
July 23, 2oo7? 

b. How tuany St. George certified a:rtificate holders did the FAA identify for the 
tete$1ini program? 

c. H()w mAny of the St. Otorge ec:rti6ed e«tific:ate holders identified for 
rtrtcsting took the re-examination and met tho satisfs.crory rcquiranent 
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identified in FSA W ()4..10B? 

d. How many of the st. Georao certified cortitiC&te boldera identified for 
~ chose to voluntarily I1.lm'IIdcr thdr certificates after boinJ advised 
they wet&! SOng to be retested, but llct"ore taking the rcclCatnirsanon'l 

c. How DWlY St. George Cc:ttified certificate holders attemptcdthe 
rec:xattUnation and ~lvcd An wuatisQctory SOOlC Otothcnv.lsc fI1ilcd the 
rr;c:,comfnation? 

Of these, how many fafledtbe S'OC!ltamination program 1hat W&!I initially 
authorit.cd asthc "St GeorgcActlOttPJan" fnAuguat 199?? Wbatwu the 
pe:n:entage ofcatitlCK!e holders that failed 10 pass. the reexamination Ull<i4'!l' 
thla action plan? 

Of Qwse ~t fail~ bow In!U\y did not m~ tho IOtisfactoty req1.liromen~ ItS 

specIfied in Bulletin FSA W 04-IOB, which became eff~tive em September 
21,2004'1 Oftbollethattaltcd to meet thesatfs!ac:tosy rcquiremc:ntspec:lficd 
In FSA W ().i-lOB, bow many volunW'lly returned theircertlfieate& toth4 
FAA? How QJanychose tobc~a 8IIOOI1dtime? In how mall}' ofthc!le 
cases did the 1ndividua1 receive • *OM unWisfBototyratblg? In how tn.allY 
cases did the FAA hUtiatc uleaal CI1Coteemcntaction." as '1*ifiCdini~ 18, 
in Bulletin PSA W Q4.1 OB? What was ~pc:rnctlt88eof certifi~.ho1dl:ta 
that fail~ to pass the reexAmination dctai1edin. Bulletin PSA W 04-1 OB7 

f. How many oftbe St. Ocorgc ocrtiflCd cert:lfieate holden identifiOd fot' 
reteJtitl& failed to comply with the FAA' sonier for teteftiniand have 
subsequently bad the!r certiticatca IUapcnded by the F M? How Dl&IlY ot 
these certifieate hotdcts hall the P AA been UMble to ~1 In how mAq.)' of 
these ~ did the PAA lnltiatolcgal cnfotoeme1lt acUon? . 

3. Did the FAA take any steps to dcCcnnil1c wbcthcr any St. George eutifir.d mechanics 
tNt failed the reexamination or had tbcir certifiCAte suspended bc::ca.use of the 
roexamination prosram were pctfomling 01' coatillue to l'trlbrm any worlc for 
conuncrcia1 airl.i.no, that js canti:nienton ho1d1ng an Airfratno- aM Powetplant 
ocrtifica.tion '! 

4. How many of-the St 00:Itge ~t1SI~ ~ been conducted by FAA 
inspectors? How many of the St <J1x)rg~ rc-certl.fteationslrctests have been 
conducted by c:\.esjgnated COD1raCt clCaminm? 

S. What coordinatioo, if any, has taIcen place between the FM and any air camer that 
2 

11/.6 
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employed a St. Oecqc eerti.ficd m.echanlc1hat bad th.eit ccrtifitJIte revoked. nnnoved, 
.~ or tel¢indcd? 

6, Did tbe throe StOcotge cutificchnecballJClthoFAA.idcll1tificduwork:ingihttho 
FAA pua thc~em!DatiOD proaram8llpCCffiedin FSA W-4>4B? Werethey 
rce)"tml~ before (11 a1terbc1ng hin:d by the FM? At what oftieenndln what 
capacity are the FAA cmp1~wbQ obtained their AU crodentiaisthrough St. 
Oootgccum::ntly working? If1hcy bavelofttho FAAsincc your Nov. 17. 2006 
respaaae, where. in the FAA did titeywon:Atthat dnlc? 

7. Has 1M iiJt ofSt. George ~ ecrtiiic~ boldmbecn cross-referenced with 
FAAINt'SB accident investigations? lfnot, why not? 

8. Has tha FAA provided the Depar:tment of~on Office of Inspector (1oneral 
with arty Information OD th.i4 i&SUe? Ifso, please providethcsccommunicationJ. 

9. Please provide thecurnmt ~ that nowapplicatlts rorAiJ:frame and 
powerplant c:ertifiCAte$1nust meet. Specifically, arc DeW'applicants required to take a 
pnlCtiea1 test or other ~.of4'h.a1ld.s-<m" ~pettnoy? Aha. in ~ of 
70 percent satiafaetory ~ ·mect the guidelines for compctcney in ote.lor wrlttent.ests 
giveoby thcPAAordc:signatedexanrlncta for MrP ~? 

Thank you vcryrouchfur yout assistaDce. 

Ifan)' of the material covcredbythisnlqucst hJIS been destroyed or rcmoved.plea&C 
provide alllll1nO\l!1ding documentation including. but not ~ to, • description af1he action 
taken.~ 1hc materlals: udjustifiGationtbr t.bosuctions ta,kml. For any c1oc~ts qr 
portio.na)'O~ deny d\ItJ to a apeclfic·FOIA ~emption. pleaseprovlde·a detaUcdjuttificaiion of 
your grounds furclalming.uch exemption. explaining why the O'xcmption is retovant ~thc 
document or portion of1he ·QocumentwithhcId. 

The OovemmtDt Accoon.t.ahillty Pr<Ij«:t requests that all fee! incutredin conncctiop with 
the attached request to the FUeral Aviation Adminlatra1ion be waived, becausc"discloaure of the 
infonnation is in the public interest4UJd j~ not primarily ill the commcrcW intCt'C$t of the 

tt4ucstcr." S U.s.C. §S52 (a)(4)(A)(ili). 

The Gtvenuae.llt Acelnmtabutty ~Ject eoaust. to dte deJettoaohay l12aterij1l 
th.t woald vIOlate ·~f.Ild!vtclDI1·. rlahC.UJMkr the Privuy Ad, We will wod.:with your 
office to prioritiztmponsivc-data lor this~ further re1ine the·requeat if you find any tpnns 
too impreol5e. conduot/iCS.t"Cbea for unclassified leSPCWivcrccord!, or engqe in anyotbcr 
reMODAblc act1vities1hat would lessen the agency's burden IU1d costs. 

j 
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Per our COAV_lIon on Tulldly, Iiet'a It. COW oI.the,.poNe Iv your 
.Mt 2l. 2001 iettef. TIlt onginII VI4I be mailed out.~ ntaWar mal. 
Aa 
your Ieft.r It was Mldrv queeIiol'll I*1I/nina to. fDmItr FOtA, itw.a 
not 
loOOld In the ayal.," ... AM FOfA. However, 111, r .. ~ it bulc.tlv 
~ 
Nme. Flitthtr InquItet on tHt 'llue can be 1W!n11O 1be following. 

Fadttll Avidon A.dmInIltralon 
AkcrMt Ma/ft~ OMIlon, AFS-310 

. 900 Independe,.. Aw, aw 
WMNnQlon OC 2C5t1 

Slnclrefy. 

MW 

Matci laS IIIF.t, N=5-31 0 
A~tdon~~ 
202-287 ~7"34 

............ ..u ___ 11 .... 

In ~ to YOUt JUy 23, 1!Jrf1i.a.r ptrt&lnillll to th. St c.;.oroe 
AYIIiIIocI ~r~' 

A~ Ie your rtqI,feet: 

1. The st. G.or~ AvI.~ AdJon Plan you ref ... red Ie __ Cl/Ioe/Itd 
In 
2OOOI2Q01. The projtd WH brooQht bad! to tn. etttndol'l ot the FAA 
in 
~. in ~ct1 • new adon pi." wa inItIatK ~. tna FlIgIht 
standatdt ' 
fnf!>l1naton auldn fOf A1NiOC1NM8 (FSAW 040108)· R •• lIItnll'lllion 
ot 
IIJlfrwma and PawttJI/ant C4H!SlIoc. HoIde!a v.tJO TDOk 0!aI end 
PradlCII 

01:24:53 p.m_ 04-17-2008 5 r i6 
F.alS 
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EJca".. It. the St. George A~1ijoft T"~1'lg c.n.,.ln sanford, Flortdt.. 
ThIa FSAW hM bttl\ IU~ 10 VIXI. and it IIe.o ~ the FAA W'fb&lte. 

2. RttMtltllJ Silrtldct: E1ftdfvll Auourt 1, 2007 

l. Number of C6\1IlIcale hoI6Kll'IMlCamtMd· 712 
b. Nl.lmbet' of St GtcH'ge certiftcatl hoIdel'lldenU1'ltd hH 
*"~ng ·1.(5$ 
c. Numbtr of Bt ~ c.ttificate holdM who have 
~r'I 
rMt 1M rt</lirtmtnt • 573 
d. Number of St. Gior;e CfltI!Ir;a1t holdonl 'MIO ha.,. 
~I\tarlly 
'I.Irttndered oe,.cetII ·232 
•. Number of at G.orge tlff1ftIcate helaera Who have hilled to 
$IttJ~1)' poM tile .)(am - 228 failed \he Initial examination, 
out 
d the 246. 177 ~. 50 % PMAd on the 2nd mmpt. 
App!'oIcI~ 375 have been turM'4 0YtH' to legal for tttOrt:erntnt 
6<::tio1'lL . 

3. The current St. Ge.:xve AYiatlon ~an I, net mon/l)rlog trt. a/~ 
who 
have hI<! tMlr Clrlfflo.utu ~ded or revoked.. Thera In IlUmlroua 
W1lY' that an aitl'nan can remain at \'heIr current ~ 'Mlhout 
haVIng 
• rntchAnla. ~. It th6Y I0I'1l ptIIffom'Wng job taax. which 
I't(!UII'I 
1\1 cetU1iClott arid do net haY. OM, a~_1IItga{ tnhHcemtrrt 
1-CIIont. 
wII be InlUted. It doM not faJ undtf" the St George Avla'don 
program. 

4. ~I ,..Mllnltio .... have tlMn lion. ~ U) tnt FSAW().4-10B 
wticn 
t&qUl* an FAA iM.pe,*>rto admlntater!he 'lNI1tt4n WId oral exam. one . 
airman MO.. to be IXlmined by a ~t&d Malnlenanoe ElCaminsr. Ht 
\INS C;Vtn all Itt,.. writbrn eX.IM, orall'lCli'Il and PllIctIe«l IXIH't! • not 
111. SGA tICam. 

5. TMI8Ie no fo<mal COQrdIna~ ~ the FAA and air carrlm 
,..rclng tnt St Gt-o!ve AVIation fjfft'lttl who hav.had theIr 
otr8c.ate 
rtYCiatd, 1lII'nO'fed, ~ndtd Of r~~, I4aIn. If In airman. 
WIthout 
a ~r.., Is performing a Job tukWliclt rO(!uirM I ft'Iedlanlcs 
~'" appropMttt • ~ent don will be InItIlIt$d. 

6. The tilm st. a.oroe cerIffi.od m&otlluwta wortdng tor the FAA have 
bHn hantled II:tlCOI'cIng to FSAW04--100. Retelling WiN r.quhd ff 
IN)' 
~rodto maintain ~ prlVi~, 

7. No formal ~1IC416 bIJ"twMn FAAlNTSa acddent 
lnvnligdona 
~e b$en dent. 

~. Per the FAA NOIftmber 17, lOO/SlotieT, No 
oommuniCllOtionl~ 
hal bMn ei(~ ~I\ tM FAA aM to. Oepa..rtmant of 
rrens.portdon 
on til.lMlHl. Status _1M .... v. bHn JmI'ti~ to 1M DIG 116 
rtCIUMted. 

9. Curtent requltemtnta for MW applicant. can be Io~ad at 
tJ.tR:fN.wN fI4 gwlmft!;!WktJ. 

01 :25:04 p.m. 04·17·2008 7116 
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ST. GEORGE AVIATION FACT SHEET 
(1/512008) 

- In 1999, FAA designated mechanic examiner (OME) Anthony St. Georgt? 
wa, found guilty of crimina' felony and convicted for Jl$uilig (aelUng) FAA 
mechanIc certiflostea to IndMduait Wfthout performing the requIred 
certffication tests to determine their competency. 

• Therewsre approximately 2,000 St. George (StG}-iSlUedcartifioate 
holders identified by Department of Transportation Inspector General 
(DOT IG) to be retested by tha FAA. 

• The Orlando Flight Standards District Office developed and initiated a f4lt 
reexamination program for the St(l.,i88Ued certificate holders 10 
aoooroanee wtthFAA original certff\catlon requlrements~ (complete wriu,n, 
oral and practteal te.ts) . 

- The overwhelming majority of StG certlfleate holder'S being reexamined ~t 
that time were unable to demonstrate the neceassry competency to hold 
the FAA certlflcat& and aa a result, were surrendering th9lr certfflcates qr 
having them revoked by the FAA. 

In 2001. the newly appointed FAA. A680clate Administrator for AvIation 
safety, Nicholas Sabatini, cancektd the StG ReexamlnatlonProgram, 
dlHnonstratlng t:\l$ abuse of authority and gross mllmanagamentof his 
reaponalbllttiea, by leaving a thousand plu'StGcrlmlnally obtaIned 
certificate. in the aviation ayetern without reexamining thehold~for 
competencv· 

- Sabatini created a $pecifIc danger to tho public by canceling and 
dfsmantetlng the StG Reexamination ~rogram and left the program 
abandoned forthrae yea~. sabatini's ml,handJfitg of thIs critloal 
responsibility tumed StG-IAUed certifk:ates into a "cold oaae". 

My [Bruno) Whlatleblower dfsolo8ureto the Offloe of Special Counsel 
(OSC) retufted ·ln the DOT IG and the OSC finding that, "FAA prematurely 
cancelled Its reexamInation program,' and thIs "repmsents a measurab,le: 
Impact on aviation safety: . 

~ In response to DOT IG and OSC.ffndlnga, the FAA had to restart the StG 
Reexamination Program. However, the FAA'. restarted program under . 
Sabatini', dlrectJon W8$ and (emalns a watered-down, partial testing 
program that does not meet the FAA's QIMl requiremanta contained In 
FAA Order 861 (HG or the original certffication regul~tory requirements fer 
Issuance of these certificates. . 

3/t6 
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• The FAA's limited, partial. defiolent retesting program of the StG-!88Ued 
certificate holders, in effect de-crimlnaUzGt the activities for which Anthony 
St George was convicted, and was .entenced to two and a half years in 
federal prison. Just IS Anthony St. George, the FAA Is not holding the~ 
individual' to the required standard for original certlfieatlon of their 
certffioates. ' 

- This deficient testing has resutted in individuals passIng through the FM'~ 
competency filter and werking in the aviation $y&tem without ever having . 
met origtnal c:ertlflcatlon requirements. 

- During numerous court Challenges to the FAA's reexaminations, the 
National Transportation Safety Bo~rd (HTSB) affirmed and upheld.the 
FAA's authority to reexamine the StG certificate hQldsrs to determine the\" 
competency. NTSB Order Number EA-4836, dated M1412000, cites FAA' 
Order 861 O.4G requirements for oral and practical exams, in affirming tr
FAA's right of reexamination. Subsequently, the FAA failed to fallow th, e 
requirements In Its CNm guidance to Inspectors contained in FAA Bullet! 
FSAW 04-108, resutting in defle!ent'retesting. 

- f n two recent fa tal accldents (total pf 41 fatalltles), NTSB Idantffied MfaUJty 
maintenance and lack of FAA oversighf a8 contrlbuting factors. . 

o On 1212912005, in Miami, FL, Chalks Ocean Airways regularly 
scheduled passenger flight '101 crashed on take-off kifling al/29 
peopje onboard. The NTSB accident Investigation identified a 
number of qu&stiona about the FAA's oversight that were left 
unanswered Inaudlng: 

« "Why didn't anyone look more carefully at thl$ operation?
• "Why dldnlt anyone act before this accident?" 
.. "Who Is providing safety oYer'$!ght?" 
« "And. finally, Who It held accountable?-

o On 1/812003, In Charlotte, Ne, U.S. Airways Express regularty 
sCheduled passenger night '5481 crashed killing all 21 persons 
onboard. The NTSB Investigation found Improper control rigging by 
maIntenance personnel. This work was ~rfomted at an outsou~ 
thlrd..party.malntenance facility that the FAA claimed It had . 
Inspected. but was unable to provide the documentation In Its 
dstabaae. 

• In both the U.S. Airways Express and Chalks fatal crashes, the FAA ha~ 
not fulfilled its mandated responsibilities. The FAA works shoulder-to
shoulderwith the NTSB during fatal aviation aCCident Inves1igatlons. 
However, the FAA has suppressed its knowledge ot the StG safety Issuesr 
By -Its own admfsslon, it does not share this infonnation with the NTSB to. 
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cross-reference during the search for cauaal and contributIng factors to 
aviation acoldents. 

• The list of StG·lllued eertlfleates includes the name of an identified 9/11 
ferrortlt. The FAA hal not been able to provide any evidenoe of follDW~Up 
with a national aeculity entfty to determine the potential risks of torelQn 
individuals who obtained FAA certificates from the StG crlmlnat enterprl8f$. 

- FAA admittedly has no outreach Of' liaIson programs to determine the $tf; 
safety impact on the public with: 

o Air camers, 
o Repair stations, 
o NTSB Investigations, or 
o National security entities. 

- OSC has opened an Investigation 11le (OSC file 01-07-2350) stating. "The 
Info.nnatlon you [Bruno} disclosed reveals a substantial likelihood that 
s.erloU8 safety concerns persist in the man.agen:~nt ~nd operation ofJt\e 
certffieation and m~lntenance progt,am5.'M." esc has forwarded try I, 
Information to the-secretary of the Oepartlnent of Transportation for 
Investigation. . 

- OSC has open~d an investigation file (OSC file 01-08--0338) to determlr)8 
Iny national security riake as demonstrated by a 9/11 hijacker'a name 
appearing on the StG list of certHicat8$ Issued. OSC has referred this 
information to the Secretary of the Department of Transportation for 
assistance. 

5116 

P.B4 



Appendix A 

Exhibit 16 



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Febru<lry 27,2008 

Mr. ScottJ. Bloch 
U.S . Office of Special Counsel 
1710 M. Street NW, Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Re: OSC File No. DI-07-2350 

Dear Mr. Bloch: 

APPENDIX A 
Exhibit 16 

800 Independence Ave., SW 
Washington, DC 20591 

On October 23, 2007, you requested the Secretary of Transportation to investigate whistleblower 
disclosures regarding the FAA's handling of the Sf. George Aviation reexamination cases. You 
requested that the investigation be disposed of within 60 days. The FAA was initially tasked \vith 
conducting the investigation of this matter. 

Tn December 2007, your office granted a 60-day extension of time until February 27, 2008, for the 
FAA to complete its investigation oftlli.,'; matter. Shortly after the extension of time was granted, U1C 

FAA was advised that it should stop the investigation because there was concern about the FAA 
Flight Standards division conducting an investigation of its own activities with regard to the 
St. George reexamination program. The Secretary ' s office and the DOT IG ' s office reviewed the 
situation and determined that FAA could proceed; however, by that time the FAA believed that if . 
there was any question about the impartiality of the investigation, then it would be better to have the 
investigation completed by a neutral party . 

On February 20.2008, members of the staff ofthe DOT General Counsel's office, the DOT JG ' s 
office, and the FAA's Office of the ChiefCollllsel met to discuss the future handling of the 
investigation. As a result of this meeting the investigation is being tumed over to the FAA ' s Flight 
Standards Quality Assurance Staff with assistance from the FAA 's internal security division. The 
report of investigatjon will then be reviewed by the staff oflhe DOT IG' s office before it is sent to ' 
your office. Neither the FAA's Flight Standards Quality Assurance Staff nor its internal security 
division has had any involvement in the reexamination program. 

Accordingly, we are requesting another 60-day extension oftirne so that extra measures can be taken 
to ensure the impartiality and completeness of the investigation. Please do not hesitate to contact my 
office ifYOll have any concerns regarding the necessity for t.his additional extension of time. 

SinC~~I:~~;-- £- (-- ..... " 
, ' . / ' ) \ .. / 

/ / / ~ -(:''---~-'. -.-/~.-. 
(Achw'd Lea . ~.' . ,-----

Manager, AFS-40 
flight Standards Quality Assurance Staff 
(410) 590-5371 



Susan Caron/AWAlFM 
AGC-300, Enforcement 
Division 

0212712008 11 :11 AM 

To Richard Lea/AWAlFM@FM, Peter Lynch/AWAlFM@FM 

cc 

bee 

Subject OSC/SGA Extension of Time Letter 

Rich - Attached is the OSC extension of time letter for you to sign and fax. The signed letter should be 
faxed to the attention of Catherine A. McMullen, Chief, Disclosure Unit at the U.S. Office of Special 
Counsel. Ms. McMullen's fax number is (202) 653-5151 and her telephone number is (202) 254-3604. 
Thanks again for your assistance. 

~" 

~~1 
~ 

OSC EDT Letter 2·27·08.doc 
Susan S. Caron 
AGC-300 
(202) 267-7721 (telephone) 
(202) 267-5106 (fax) 
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11.6. JfduJt·&lfI!&tn,aJtatIUf. 

Cttnmittuon~~abJnfr~ 
.~iua1*,1, ac2oet& 

Mt. Nkholu A. s.b&titU 
..... lOdt.te Adminbtz'IaIX lot Anabotl S.Ecty 
FedeulAviadoD.A~ 

Z\h, 11:r.ocnu S~t:y 
PedonIl Aoriaaioc AdmhUuntion 

Mll._ ........ -~---
_w,_,,-,.-_<IW 

VI .. ~ ~ diatm:bcd Jbout ltattlDeQta dlit you tnad6. UI.Ulcztlltil.to the Coawittee at 
0.111' rca:at hoadqOll..ApdJ '. zoos, 011 ''Cctticcl I.apHt ·in llAA s~ C>nnIpt" OIl ~ 
im~thuo ca.n.dCuatoclletSe:niGe lcilfadvt (CSt). Wa bdien thitfO'Utcetir.ncGy (X)m"tyeei 
W~ &Ddmialca4iar ~· a~utwbethet A~ Salety ta.pcc;ua mcl~ Ul 
tM FIJsbt s~ Service (whlcb Mt. JWIou&h ~)wcte ~ to.ooo4uet apocW mectitJaa 
with all airiItset,~. ttationt and.oma ~~ f41tiUet co cW!tot and ditcuM the CSl. 

Aoc:ordiDgcodoc:amau.ptIO'riIW lOtb~l. me cst WM ~·""!ben 
Adminiatracor 1Jlt.kely in ~ 2tlO2, aifimIed by Mr. Sab.cio.i hlFobtwq200~ &:ad fozmally 
utr,oUocl by fl'liabt sttndaidt 1n Pdlttlaq 2004. 'Ilia docUllQU tpellcd OIlU tadaI of QCN. 

p~ far t.p~ by a.idia1C1l1ld otheJ ~ tad_ who wCt'e diM&tla6ed -.ith die acaona 
of PM ..ref:)' izMpcc:Ioa. At 1M ~. nv.t'.Ilbuof~ of the Con=l.~ and witnmet 
aitithed !hoCSJ on th~ ~ that ~ ~ eQtidet "'''CUI~I' ~ tho ~bl1itT 
of FAA ~ to ~ aatetr~, md conn:yt to the.t:egWeteO cctitief d!..t thoU 
udl£&etion!s. hlat*goel than enCo::cem=t. The NtOlhe:n 1D4~ bc*n tbat tho only 
.. ~ of tbc FAA'. "'ely o~ ate tbepcn0si8 'Who tI:IYtl osuitc:taft. 

In me! p!lael wN.c:h ~ 7'O\D &tout ~ Me. Ml!l.; wbq" the AHiltanc ~ o.f 
tbe DtIl&I P'art Wonh Pllpt Stmdatdt Diatzia om.ee, testified that u,.200-4 be .bad ~ 
~ to pt:OC2lpCty·vWt "wtq~ opaltot'" tn dtIhw" COSl1ohhe Qetr~, 
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Mr. &bttiol r.dd.od itt rctpooae m fU:tthet q~ that'he. W'OUld not ape Mtht,t it 'IfU 
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dattd Febmuy 12, 2004, which was &em to ((All Pligbt Standuda ~, Supetvi.aon lAd 
~'-undot ~ .,ture of Nt.~. "l'hIa memoanc\nn ItI.teI tbt.t. the CSI ~ 
~ doftlopod to e..rrr out pot)dec ~ bf Mr. Sabatm! in 2003. all &ld o££ieet b&d be$n 
cI.l:ec:ted to coatact theU ope:aton. to pc:o"riQe 'lbc= CSI liteutum lnd d.Ieam CSt with them. Mt. 
Bden.t, SUttn~tam au~.tlUIt ''fey- of Ibeto Qleed.cp ban occur:red ..ad me ~ of th3t 
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ptincipf.l ~ aaigacd to th.t apctatot. ~ .. It 'ftS • ~t that !be l:eOOl'd of ~ 
meetingt ... to be =t=t:ed into the PM', Pufottl:lll.l'lCe ~ I.lepot:ting Syttem (P!RS). whkh 
~ the ~totytw.tU1'eoftbl.a ~tplaccd upoo FM FUghtS~ M~. 

'I'blt 11 • 'rUf ~t ~ &om. tlw.t c.tC&ted by your~. ~t wv inacc:u:r.te fm: 
you 10 attta thAt the CSt ~ couJd be deIlvetcd c:tu.tmg I:OQUne 'riIie. C)Te:r the next year. 
lUther, tbef wete.requhtd to be ~ and cl.I=* 'Within 60 dart of the ~ 
Ceztainlr, !hit propm. 'I'riUch ~ meetiagt with almott 8.000 qulaa:d entitle. would ~uir4 
&~CI(fott?'br~lQd~. 

Fobing your ~)'t 'We faoeiTod teedmony wppottiag Mr. MillI. from Mr. MeN =ue I 
retired [otpec1'Ot in the Southern Jl~ 

P.0:S 
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Mt. Nkholaa A. s.~ 
¥to J~ J. s.t1olJ8h 
Mr, 'I\.oaw-Stuckey 
~3 

141 ~ in the Soutbcm Ilesioo., not the ~thwett 1tegIoa. In the ~ ~ 
my ~ had to SO ~ I.I1d dcti9'u cvmy one of ~Ote to a"t'uybody. It took him 
reai1y pl'Ob&b!y - ptobtbly a caontb. and a ball oc It 1cut tb&t loog. He bad ~ 
ctuda. But it happmed thtoogbout tho FAA. and if. !tOt locaJhcd.'* 

"I hope you fICO that cb$ ~ &om .a oEm*- that thiJ ii, I bt.Jicve.. , tytteWc 
pmblcm 1rith the F M. Itt bt~ in othet ~ of Iht 1:OW1tt1. DOt jUIt la tbe 
South ... ~t.~." 

In cotu:bioa, you &bouId undenWld that tAe.e In '"1:1 J<::dou& iIfua to out ~ 
Wc cannot coodonc ttli,kad.!na ~n.y 10 o~~, aild in lMt~. hwingyou ,"~.wom 
Under O&ch to ttll the tMh. 'Ibt: ~ ~ the bub fot~ QUt OUt ~ and ~ 
~ Wo <:&tlOOt c.Udde wbdhtr zctOmu ot ~t po&:iM ue Deeded \IIllctt "ft bin 
An ~ pktlue of an ~ aeeocr acdon.. 

~'" • DeFI.Ido, I 

Cht!J::ma1l 
~on~.,. 
a.ad~ 

Atta.c:hment: Memocaadum from ~r, Plight Stl..!:UWdl S=-rice, Fd)nw:y 12, ~ 

ec: The Honotahle MI:r p~. Secteta.ty ofTwupolttUon 
The Hoaotablc R.obett Sa.r::geU, Actin« Ad.m:inistD.tor. Ptdcal Aviation .h.dmini:stmdoll 
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Peter 

Elaine 
Stone-Arthur/AWNFAA 
AEO-500, Investigations 
Division 

04/15/2008 03:58 PM 

t:xnlDlt ..LO 

To Peter DulaJAWAfFAA@FAA 

ec William BoitnottlAWAfFAA@FAA, Joseph 
Garcia/AWAfFAA@FAA 

bee 

Subject Mr. Bruno 

Attached per our conversation . I understand, not first hand, that the attached came to Mr. Ballough. Also, 
again not first hand , that Mr. Bruno attended the Congressional Testimony. 

elaine 

bruno. pdf 

Please Note: This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged, sensitive, and exempt from disclosure under applicable 
law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is prohibited . If you have received this 
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and erase this message . Thank you. 
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Mr. Dula 

Elaine 
Stone-Arthur/AWAIF AA 
AEO-500. Investigations 
Division 

04/1712008 02:39 PM 

APPENDIX A 
Exhibit 19 

To Peter Dula/AWAlFM@FM 

cc 

bee 

Subject Mr. Bruno - Resending Missing Pages from This Morning 

The entire document was refaxed to me and is attached as such so you won't have to take out and insert 
pages. 

Please advise if you need anything else. 

Thanks 

~
~,tz 

elaine Documents Provided by M!. Bruno.pdf 

Please Note: This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged, sensitive, and exempt from disclosure under applicable 
law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is prohibited. If you have received this 
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and erase this message. Thank you. 
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VOLUME 5 AIRMAN CERTIFICATION 

CHAPTER 7 REEXAMINATION OF AN AIRMAN 

9/13 i2007 

Section 3 Conduct a Reexamination Test of a Mechanic or an Inspection Authorization 
Under Title 49 of the United States Code (49 U.S.c.) 

5-1466 PROGRAM TRACKING AND REPORTING SUBSYSTEM (PTRS) 
ACTIVITY CODES. 

A. Maintenance. 3532. 

B. Avionics. 5532. 

5-1467 OBJECTIVE. This section provides guidance and describes procedures for 
determining whether an airman of questionable competence is qualified to exercise the privileges 
of a particular certificate or rating. 

5-1468 GENERAL. 

A. Authority. Title 49 of the United States Code (49 U.S.C.) section 44709 
(fonnerly 609 of the Federal Aviation (FA) Act of 1958) authorizes the Administrator to 
reexamine any airman at any time. If an airman fails to comply with a request for reexanlination, 
section 44709 provides legal procedures to enforce reinspection or reexamination. Punitive 
enforcement action may be undertaken during the reexanlination process, as necessary. Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 2 150.3, Compliance and Enic)rcement Program, contains 
detailed information on the enforcement aspects of section 44709 actions. 

B. Cause for Reexamination. The reconsideration of an ainnan's competence is a 
serious issue and requires that there be ample cause. In most cases, a reexamina tion will follow 
the investigation of an accident or incident apparently caused by the airman ' s incompetence. 

5-1469 BASIS FOR REEXAMINATION TEST. The aviation safety inspector (AS1) will 
determine w hether a reexa.mination test is necessary based on personal knowledge, reliable 
reports, or evidence obtained through an accident, incidcht, or enforcement investigation. 

A. Notification. The ASI will notify the airman by letter that a reexamination is 
necessary. The letter must be sent via certitied mail and include a return receipt. The letter 
should state that the FAA is promoting air safety by ensuring the airman ' s competence through 
reexamination orthe applicable skills and knowledge. In no way should it suggest that the FAA 
considers the reexamination a punishment for an act the ainnan may have committed. 

B. C ontents of Reexamination Letter. The reexamination letter must specify the 
fo llowing: 

• The reasons for the reexamination, such as an accident, incident, or occurrence; 
• The specific certiticate and/or rating(s) in question; 
• The specific subject area(s) or skiIl(s) under review, if appropriate; 

I 
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5-1470 

• The type of reexamination (knowledge, oral, practical); 
• The category and class of aircraft required, as applicable; 
• The location of the district office where the reexamination will take place 

(typically left to the discretion of the airman); and 
• A reasonable time limit for the accomplishment of the reexamination. The 

reexamination normally occurs within IS days after the airman receives the letter 
of notification. ' 

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS. 

A. Handling an Airman's Response to a Reexamination Letter at an Office Other 
than the Requesting Office. In most cases, the office issuing the reexamination letter conducts 
the reexamination test and undertakes any needed enforcement action. However, an airman may 
contact a different district office. In such a case, the receiving district office must contact the 
requesting office. 

I) Immediately upon scheduling the reexamination test, the ASI must inform the 
requesting office of the appointment and request a copy of the original reexamination letter; 

2) After completion of the test, the receiving office forwards a copy of the test 
results to the requesting office; and 

3) If enforcement action is necessary as a result of the test, the ASI who conducted 
the reexamination advises the office manager. The requesting and receiving office managers 
should coordinate responsibility for the enforcement action. See FAA Order 2150.3. 

B. Airman Scheduling Appointment at a Later Date. An airman may request an 
appointment for the reexamination beyond the time limit stated in the letter. The airman either 
must schedule the reexamination within a reasonable time, or place the certificate and/or rating 
on temporary deposit at the district office. If the airman chooses temporary deposit, an ASI 
issues a 30-day temporary airman certificate with specific limitations. The Airmen Certification 
Branch, AFS-760, should be notified if the certification or authorization is placed on temporary 
deposit. 

C. Airman Refusal to Submit to Reexamination. If the airman does not submit to a 
reexamination within the stated time limit, the investigating district office shall initiate 
emergency enforcement action to suspend the airman's certificate. 

1) The ASI should fill out section A ofF AA Form 2150-5, Enforcement 
Investigation Report, citing 49 U.S.C. section 44709. Any documentation supporting the need for 
reexamination, a copy of the original notification letter, and any evidence of the efforts made to 
obtain voluntary reexamination should be attached. The investigating district office shall forward 
a copy of FAA Form 50-5 through channels to the regional counsel. 
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2) The regional counsel will continue enforcement action if the evidence submitted 
is sufficient to establish that the airman is not qualified to hold the certificate or ratings, or that 
air safety and the public interest require such action. 

3) This emergency order suspends the certificate, ratings, or authorization until the 
airman agrees to reexamination and proves qualified to continue to hold the certificate and 
exercise its privileges. 

D. Voluntary Cancellation of Certificate, Rating, or Authorization. The airman may 
volunteer to surrender the certificate in question for cancellation. If this occurs, the airman has 
no re-issuance rights other than passing all knowledge, oral, and practical tests. 

5-1471 REEXAMINATION FOR A MECHANIC CERTIFICATE. To conduct a 
reexamination test, use FAA Form 10-2, Airman Certificate and/or Rating Application. The 
reexamination should be accomplished according to the appropriate practical test standards for 
the certificate or rating involved. The ASI conducting the reexamination test should hold the 
same ratings for which the airman is being tested. 

A. Extent of Reexamination. The ASI should test the airman only in the areas specified 
in the letter of reexamination; but the ASI may note other deficient areas during the 
reexamination that may constitute reason for failure of the test. If either situation occurs, the ASI 
should discontinue the reexamination and inform the airman that he or she has failed the test 
based on the deficiency noted. 

B. Conduct of Reexamination. The ASI may conduct the reexamination using an oral 
or knowledge test if the area to be reexamined is one of knowledge rather than of skill. The ASI 
may design the knowledge test or seek assistance from a specialist in the Airman Testing 
Standards Division, AFS-630. In addition, AFS-630 specialists are available to conduct the 
retest, as requested by the AS!. 

C. Standards. The airman must meet the appropriate practical test standards for the 
applicable certificate or rating. The airman cannot be tested to a more difficult standard than 
initial certification requires. The field office conducting the reexamination may select a 
Designated Mechanic Examiner CDME) to conduct the test, for appropriate compensation. 

5-1472 REEXAMINATION FOR AN INSPECTION AUTHORIZATION (IA). The 
reexamination should be given according to testing standards appropriate for the authorization. 

A. Extent of Reexamination. The AS! should test the airman only in the areas specified 
in the letter of reexamination. If the suspected deficiency is a skill rather than knowledge, 
consideration should be given to reexamination for a mechanic certificate. 

B. Knowledge Reexamination. The field ASI may design the knowledge test or seek 
assistance from a specialist in AFS-630. 
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5-1473 REEXAMINATION RESULTS. 

A. Airman Satisfactorily Completes Reexamination. Upon successful completion of 
the reexamination, the ASI will issue a.letter of results to the airman. If the airman's certificate 
was on temporary deposit, it will be returned to the airman. The airman then may continue to 
exercise the privileges of the certificate and/or rating. 

B. Airman's Performance Is Unsatisfactory. If the reexamination test was 
unsatisfactory, the ASI will issue a letter of results. The airman must be informed in detail of 
each deficiency and the pending enforcement action. Legal enforcement action must be taken to 
revoke the airman's certificate, rating, or authorization. See FAA Order 2150.3, chapter 8. 

5-1474 PREREQUISITES AND COORDINATION REQUIREMENTS. 

A. Prerequisites. This task requires knowledge of Title 14 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (14 CFR) part 65. 

B. Coordination. This task may require coordination with the ASI (operations). It may 
also require coordination with regional counsel and other Flight Standards district offices 
(FSDO). 

5-1475 

5-1476 

REFERENCES, FORMS, AND JOB AIDS. 

A. References. 

• 14 CFR parts 1, 13 and 65 
• FAA Order 2150.3, Compliance and Enforcement, current edition 
• Advisory Circular (AC) 65-19, Inspection Authorization Study Guide, current 

edition 

B. Forms. 

• FAA Form 2150-5, Enforcement Investigative Report 
• FAA Form 8060-4, Temporary Airman Certificate 
• FAA Form 8610-1, Mechanic's Application for Inspection Authorization 
• FAA Form 8610-2, Airman Certificate and/or Rating Application 

C. Job Aids. 

• Figure 5-151, Letter of Notification of Reexamination 
• Figure 5-152, Letter of Notification to an Airman of Satisfactory Reexamination 

PROCEDURES. 

A. Need for Reexamination Test. Determine if a reexamination test is necessary. If a 
reexamination test is required, send a letter of notification to the airman. 
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I) Ensure that an airman scheduling a reexamination test provides the ASI with the 
following information: 

• The office and person who issued the reexamination letter and the reasons for 
the reexamination 

• The certificate and/or ratings being reexamined 
• The kind of aircraft specrfied, if applicable 
• Any areas of special emphasis 
• The time limit (date) for completing the examination 

2) Ask the airman to bring the letter of notification to the reexamination. 

3) Request a copy of the original letter from the issuing district office, if applicable. 

B. Schedule Appointment. Schedule a date, time, and location for the reexamination 
test. 

1) If the airman's knowledge is in question, administer the knowledge test and 
obtain the results before scheduling the oral and practical tests. 

2) If the requested date is beyond the time limit in the letter, and the delay is 
excessive or unjustified, accomplish one of the following: 

• Suggest that the airman attempt to make the appointment within the time 
limit. 

• Recommend that the airman place the certificate on temporary deposit. 

3) If the airman refuses to comply with either option, advise the airman that 
emergency legal enforcement action will be initiated to suspend the certificate or rating. 

a) Refer to FAA Order 2150.3 for emergency suspension procedures. 

b) If another district office issued the reexamination letter, advise that office of 
the situation. If another office is handling the enforcement investigation, forward any records of 
telephone conversations, visits, and other evidence needed for the enforcement report. 

4) If another office issued the letter of notification, inform that office of the date, 
time, and location of the reexamination. 

C. Prepare the Reexamination Test. 

1) Determine which subject areas and related tasks are to be examined. If a 
knowledge test is required, devise the test or contact AFS-630 for assistance. If oral and practical 
tests are required, identify the related tasks. If a DME will administer the oral and practical tests, 
discuss the tasks to be tested with the DME. 
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2) Prepare an agenda for the reexamination appointment. At the appointment, collect 
the airman's documentation. 

a) Compare the airman's copy of the letter of notification to the district office 
copy to veri fy that they are the same. 

b) Assist the airman in completing the application. Review the application for 
accuracy. 

c) Inspect acceptable forms of identification to establish the airman's identity. 

d) For an inspection authorization, have the airman complete blocks 1 through 4b 
on FAA Form 8610-1. Indicate in block 12 (Remarks) that the application is for a reexamination 
of an inspection authorization and print "44709 Retest" across the form. 

e) For a mechanic, have the airman complete section I of FAA Form 8610-2 and 
sign in section IV. Mark the certificate or ratings being tested in the header of the form. Indicate 
that the application is for a reexamination of a mechanic under 49 U.S.C. on the line labeled 
"Specify Rating" and print "44709 Retest" across the form. Use the "Remarks" section on the 
back of the application to identify subjects to be tested during the oral and practical test. 

f) If there is a problem with the application, the aircraft documents, or the 
airman's identity, return the application and any documentation to the airman. Explain what must 
be corrected before the reexamination test can be conducted. 

D. Conduct the Test. 

1) Review with the airman the areas to be covered in the reexamination. Resolve any 
questions or concerns the airman may have. 

2) Conduct the reexamination test according to the agenda, using the devised test 
and practical test standards, and any related tasks. 

a) If a knowledge test is required, record the results in the "Remarks" section of 
the application; and 

b) If oral and/or practical tests are required, the administering ASI should use the 
reverse side of the FAA Form 8610-2 to record the results. 

3) Upon completion of the test, inform the airman immediately of the results and the 
options open to the airman. 

5-1477 TASK OUTCOMES. 

A. PTRS. Complete the PTRS Data Sheet. 
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B. Satisfactory Reexamination. If the airman's performance was satisfactory, issue a 
letter of results indicating the satisfactory status of the rating or certification (Figure 5-152). 

1) If another office originally issued the letter of notification, inform that office of 
the results and forward a copy of the letter of results. 

2) If the airman's certificate or authorization is on temporary deposit pending the 
results of the reexamination, return the certificate or authorization immediately. 

C. Unsatisfactory Reexamination. If the airman's performance was unsatisfactory and 
a repeat test would be inappropriate, have the airman surrender the certificate, rating, or 
authorization for cancellation or begin legal enforcement action to revoke the certificate, rating, 
or authorization. (See FAA Order 2150.3.) -

1) Inform the airman that the certificate, rating, or authorization can be reissued only 
after the airman has passed all knowledge, oral, and practical tests. 

2) If the airman refuses to comply, advise the airman that emergency legal 
enforcement action will be taken to revoke the certificate or rating. 

3) If another office requested the reexamination, forward a copy of the results to that 
office. If enforcement action is required, inform the district office manager so that the requesting 
and receiving offices can coordinate. 

D. Inspector's Report. Complete the application as described in FAA Order 8610.4 or 
AC 65-19, as appropriate. Attach required documentation and forward the completed file to 
AFS-760. 

5-1478 FUTURE ACTIVITIES. 

A. The airman may return for further reexamination, as needed. Follow procedures as 
above. 

B. Possible enforcement investigation in connection with the reexamination may be 
necessary. (See Volume 7, Chapter 7, Conduct Violation Investigation.) 

RESERVED. Paragraphs 5-1479 through 5-1495. 

Figure 5-151, Letter of Notification of Reexamination 

FAA Letterhead 

CERTIFIED MAIL-RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Date 

Airman's Name and Address 
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Dear -------

Investigation of the [accident, incident, occurrence, or other event that led to the reexamination], 
which occurred on [date and time], at [location], involving you as a [describe airman's role], 
gives reason to believe that a reexamination of your airman competency is necessary under 
Title 49 of the United States Code. 

Therefore, we request that you appear at or telephone this office no later than 10 days from 
receipt of this letter to arrange for the reexamination. The reexamination will consist of 
appropriate [insert grade of certificate or rating] practical test maneuvers with emphasis on 
[include any special emphasis items]. 

If you elect to take the reexamination at another Flight Standards District Office (FSDO), please 
advise us by completing and returning the enclosed notification form in the self-addressed 
envelope which is enclosed for your convenience. 

If you do not accept this opportunity for reexamination by the date indicated above, it will be 
necessary for us to start proceedings to suspend your mechanic certificate and/or inspection 
authorization certificate unless other arrangements are made. A reasonable later date may be 
arranged when required by circumstances beyond your control. 

Please note that the incident which occurred on [insert date], is still under investigation to 
determine whether enforcement action is appropriate. If enforcement action is to be taken you 
will be advised in a separate letter. 

Inspector [name of inspector] is available to discuss this matter and provide any information to 
assist you. 

Signed by Inspector Making Report 
District Office Address 

Dear Inspector [name J: 

I have made an appointment with ________ Flight Standards District Office for 
reexamination at [time] on [date]. 

Signed by Airman 

Figure 5-152, Letter of Notification to an Airman of Satisfactory Reexamination 

FAA Letterhead 

Date 

Airman's Name and Address 
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APPENDIX A 
Exhibit 21 

u.s. OPt 'ICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL 
1710 M SII't'.el. N .W .. Suite 300 
w: ,shlng'on. D.C . 20036-4505 

The Special Counsel 

'The Honorable Mary E. Peters 
Secretary 
U.S. Department of Transportatio t1 
1200 New Jersey A venue, S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Rc: OSCFileNo. DI-07·::!350 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

October. 23. 2007 

S 1 0-071 023-013 

Federal Aviation Administmtion (FAA) officials are stewards of safety for the flying 
public, particularly in the admini~tration and oversight of airplane maintenance and 
airworthiness. "The, . . reliability of the nation's aircraft depends, in part, on the FAA's 
regulation and certification of the aviation industry,,,1 Serious allegations that call into 
question the FAA's oversight of C1ircraft maintenance have been filed with my office. 
Thus, pursuant to my responsibilities as Special Counsel, I am referring to you for 
investigation whistleblower discl( .sures that officials and employees of the Department of 
Transportation (DOn, FAA, Flight Standards Division (FSD), Washington, D.C., are 
engaging in conduct which constitutes:gross mismanagement, an abuse of authority, and a 
substantial and specific danger to public safety. 

The information was disclo~ed by Gabriel D. Bruno, former Manager of the Orlando 
Flight Standards District Office (Urlando FSDO), who consented to the release of his 
name.2 During his employment with FAA, Mr. Bruno was responsible for overseeing all 
commercial aviation safety activilies within his district office. His allegations closely 
relate to disclosures he and anothl.!r whistleblower made to my office in 2003, which were 
referred to you for investigation and report. They disdosed allegations of wrongdoing by" 
ot1icials within the FSD, including the cancellation of a re-examination program for · 
individuals who had received airframe and powerplant (A&P) mechanic certificates Wlder 
fraudulent conditions, thrOugh a company known as St George Aviation, a designated 
mechanics examiner. Mr. Bruno's allegations were partially substantiated by your 
investigation. FAA resolved to C'lITect deficiencies in the re-examination process. 

I u.s. Government Accountability Offie e, Report 10 the Ranking Democratic Member, Subcomminee on 
Aviation, Comminee on Transportation md Infrastruclure, House of Representatives, GAO-05-40. AVIation 
Safety. FAA NeedJ to Strengthen the M"nagenlOll of Its Designee Program, October 2004, which echoed 
Mr. Bruno's concerns. 

2~1 ~""""""""""""""""""".""""""". .. -

• 
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Mr. Bruno has recently disclosed to my office that, to date, the mechanics who 
received certificates from St. George's have not been adequately re-examined and re
certified. He emphasizes that the cancellation of the re-examination program has placed 
the public at risk since 200 1 by allowing unqualified mechanics to remain employed in the 
aviation industry. Mr. Bruno allef!,es that these re-certified aircraft mechanics are now 
employed with major airlines; thei r re-examination status is questionable and FAA has not 
taken sufficient steps to ensure they are actually qualified for the positions they hold. The 
information disclosed by Mr, Bnrno reveals a substantial likelihood that serious safety 
concerns persist in the management and operation of the certification and maintenance 
programs at FAA. The allegation!. are detailed in the enclosed Report of Disclosures, 
incorporated herein by reference. 

The U.S, Office of Special Counsel (OSC) is authorized by law to receive disclosures 
of infonnation from federal employees alleging violations of law, rule, or regulation, gross 
mismanagement, a gross waste of funds, an abuse of authority, or a substantial and specific 
danger to public health or safety. :'i U.S.C. § 1213(a) and (b). As Special Counsel, if! 
find, on the basis of the information disclosed, that there is a substantial likelihood that one 
of these conditions exists, I am required to advise the appropriate agency head of my 
findings, and the agency head is required to conduct an investigation of the allegations and 
prepare a report. 5 U.S.C. § (213(c) and (g). 

I have concluded that there i!- a substantial likelihood that the infonnation the 
whistleblower provided to OSC discloses a violation of law, rule or regulation, gross 
mismanagement, an abuse of authc,rity, and a substantial and specific danger to public 
safety. As previously stated, I am referring this infonnation to you for an investigation of 
the whistleblower's allegations and a report of your findings within 60 days of your receipt 
of this letter. By law, the report must be reviewed and signed by you personally. Should 
you delegate your authority to revi<.!w and sign the report to the Inspector General, or any 
other official, the delegation must he specifically stated and must include the authority to 
take the actions necessary under 5 U.S.C. § 1213(d)(5). Without this infonnation, r would 
hasten to add that the report may bl.! found deficient. The requirements of the report are set 
forth at 5 U.S.C. § 1213(c) and (d). A summary of § 1213(d) is enclosed. As a matter of 
policy, OSC also requires that your investigators interview the whistleblower as part of the 
agency investigation. 

In the event it is not possible to report on the matter within the 60-day time limit 
under the statute, you may request in writing an extension of time not to exceed 60 days. 
Please be advised that an extension of time is normally not granted automatically, but only 
upon a showing of good cause. Accordingly, in the written request for an extension of 
time, please state specifically the n-asons the additional time is needed. I must approve 
any additional requests for an extension oftime. . 

After making the determinatillns required by 5 U.S.c. § 1213(e)(2), copies of the 
report, along with any comments on the report from the person making the disclosure and 
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any comments or recommendations by this office will be sent to the President and the 
appropriate oversight committees in the Senate and House of Representatives. 5 U.S.C. 
§ 1213(e)(3). 

Unless classified or prohibitl!d from release by law or by Executive Order requiring 
that infonnation be kept secret in the interest of the national defense or the conduct of 
foreign affairs, a copy of the repolt and any comments will be placed in a public file in 
accordance with 5 U.S.c. § 1219(a). 

Please refer to our file number in any correspondence on this matter. If you need 
further infonnation, please contac 1 Catherine A. McMullen, Chief, Disclosure Unit, at 
(202) 254-3604. I am also available for any questions you may have. 

~rely, 

211flJ~ 
Scott J. Bloch 

Enclosures 
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Susan Caron/AWNFAA 
AGC-300, Enforcement 
Division 

04/04/2008 11 : 15 AM 

APPENDIX A 
Exhibit 22 

To Peter Dula/AWNFAA@FAA 

cc 

bcc 

Subject Fw: Need you help 1993 question 

Peter - Below is the e:mail string that discusses the reexamination program that was run out of the 
Southwest Region in the mid 90s after a "bad" DME came to light. 
Susan S. Caron 
AGC-300 
(202) 267-7721 (telephone) 
(202) 267-5106 (fax) 
-- Forwarded by Susan Caronl AW NF M on 04/04/2008 11: 12 AM ---

Peter J Kerwin/ASW/FAA 
ASW-210, Planning & 
Program Management 

03/31/200803:48 PM 

To Peter Lynch/AWNFAA@FAA, Susan 
Caron/AWNFAA@FAA, Yolanda A BernaIlASW/FM@FM 

cc Steven W Douglas/ASW/FAA@FM, Carol E 
Giles/AWNFAA@FAA, Marci D LaShelis/AWNFM@FM 

Subject Fw: Need you help 1993 question 

Susan, Response to your question on the A&P's reexamination in the mid 90's Southwest region. 
Yolanda may be able to provide any additional information. 

Pete Kerwin 
--- Forwarded by Peter J Kerwin/ASW/FM on 03/31/2008 02:25 PM--

Fred E Dryden/ASW/FAA 
ASW-FTW AEG-25, Fort 
Worth, TX 

03/31/200802:18 PM 

To Peter J Kerwin/ASW/FM@FM 

cc 

Subject Re: Need you help 1993 questionL:l 

Yes, it was the Alvin Harris case out of San Antonio FSDO. Gary Worthy was the PM I, found 260 plus 
examinations by Mr. Harris in 9 months. The Southwest Region assembled a team to evaluate the 
applicants who were improperly tested and established re-examination for all applicants . Myself, Ken 
Robinson, and Leroy Wigfall along with the standards staff in OKC established the oral and practical exam 
for the 609 applicants. Yolanda Bernal was the attorney for the FAA and Judge Mullins heard the case . 
We issued, the then , 609 re-examination to all applicants . We, the FAA set up for free, re-exam 
opportunities in San Antonio , Dallas, and Houston. What else do you need? 

Fred Dryden 
Peter J Kerwin/ASW/FAA 

Peter J Kerwin/ASW/FAA 
ASW-210, Planning & 
Program Management 

03/31/200801:38 PM 

To Fred E Dryden/ASW/FAA@FAA, Mark C 
Fletcherl ASW IF AA@FAA 

cc 

Subject Need you help 1993 question 



Fred, do you remember the case where numerous A&P's had to be reexamined due to a corrupt DME. 
Do you remember what the reexamination consisted of. Was there a written knowledge, oral, and/or 
practical test. 

Pete 



) 

) 

) 

Mr. Dula 

To Peter Dula/AWNFM@FM 

ee William BoitnottJAWNFM@FM, Joseph 
Gareia/AWNFM@FAA 

bee 

Subject Mr. Bruno's Response 

Attached are the answers Mr. Bruno provided. Also attached are copies of documents Mr. Bruno 
provided. I note that page 15 of the 16 page fax is missing. I am working to obtain that and will send it to 
you as soon as I receive it. 

elaine 

Bruno's Response to Questions.pdt 

Please Note: This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged, sensitive, and exempt from disclosure under applicable 
law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination , distribution , or copying of this communication is prohibited. If you have received this 
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and erase this message . Thank you . 



INTERROGA TORY of GABRIEL D. BRUNO for 
OSC FILE No. DI-07-2350 

April 11, 2008 

Q: When did you retire from the FAA and what was your position when you retired? 

A: January 29, 20061 FAA Southern Region Flight Standards, Runway Safety 
Program Manager 

Q: What is your current interaction with the FAA? 

A: Whistleblower 

Q: What is your current knowledge of the re-examination program concerning the A&P 
mechanics who received their initial certification from St. George Aviation? 

A: The current reexamination program of individuals who received initial 
certification from the St. George criminal enterprise is severely deficient. The 
reexamination does not meet the FAA's certification requirements. 

Q: How many A&P mechanics received certification during the period of 1995-1999 
from st. George Aviation? 

A: Approximately 1800 

Q: To the best of your knowledge, how many A&P mechanics needed to be re
examined? 

A: All individuals who received certificates from the St. George criminal 
enterprise 

Q: To the best of your knowledge, how many A&P mechanics have been re-examined? 

A: The FAA has not provided reliable information to this question. FAA 
responses to this question have been inconsistent. 



Q: To the best of your knowledge, how many A&P mechanics still need to be re
examined? 

A: The FAA has not provided reliable information on this question. FAA 
responses to this question have been inconsistent. 

Q: Do you have any documentation to support these numbers? 

A: The most reliable document to reference this would be the original St. George 
list that was compiled by the DOT IG during the St. George prosecution and 
conviction. 

FAA 
Q: What criteria were utilized prior to Flight Standards Airworthiness 04-1 OB re
examination program? 

A: The full compliance with FAA regulatory requirements for initial certification. 

Q: How does that differ from the Flight Standards Airworthiness 04-lOB and Section 
44709 of the recodeifed FAA Act.? 

A: Flight Standards Airworthiness bulletin 04-1 OB eliminates crucial factors 
required for initial certification. The requirement for the practical, hands-on 
portion of the test is totally eliminated. The requirements for the written and oral 
portions of certification examination have been severely reduced. This is in 
direct conflict with the FAA's own Order 8610.4K, Aviation Mechanic Examiner 
Handbook which states, "This order is to be used as policy for administering all 
aviation mechanic oral and practical tests. This order provides standardized 
procedures, which shall be used by persons responsible for administering 
aviation mechanic oral and practical tests. Compliance with these standardized 
procedures will assure that applicants meet a satisfactory level of competence 
and workmanship required for certification. This order stresses the FAA's policy 
of placing greater emphasis on the aviation mechanic oral and practical tests." 
Section 44709 of the Recodefied FA Act of 1958 establishes the FAA's authority 
to examine and re-examine. It is the FAA's Order 8610.4K and the Practical Test 
Standards that establish the policies, procedures and performance standards for 
the conduct of the initial examinations for aviation mechanic certification. 

The Practical Test Standards state, "Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(14 CFR) specifies the subject areas in which knowledge and skill must be 
demonstrated by the applicant before the issuance of an Aviation Mechanic 
Certificate with an airframe and/or powerplant rating." 



Q: Do you have a copy of your re-examination program? Will you provide a copy of 
your program? 

A: The original re-examination program that I established in 1999 and was 
approved by Washington Headquarters utilized the standards described above. 

FAA Re-examination program 
Q: What is your knowledge of the current FAA re-examination program? Oral, written, 
hands-on? 

A: The current reexamination program of individuals who received initial 
certification from the St. George criminal enterprise is severely deficient. The 
reexamination does not meet the FAA's certification requirements. The 
requirement for the practical, hands-on portion of the test is totally eliminated. 
The reqUirements for the written and oral portions of certification examination 
have been severely reduced. This is in direct conflict with the FAA's own Order 
8610AK, Aviation Mechanic Examiner Handbook. 

Q: If there is a deviation from the original certification testing, what is it? (This is 
important) 

A: As stated above, Flight Standards Airworthiness bulletin 04-108 eliminates 
crucial factors required for initial certification. The requirement for the practical, 
hands-on portion of the test is totally eliminated. The requirements for the written 
and oral portions of certification examination have been severely reduced. This 
is in direct conflict with the FAA's own Order 8610.4K, Aviation Mechanic 
Examiner Handbook which states, "This order is to be used as policy for 
administering all aviation mechanic oral and practical tests. This order provides 
standardized procedures, which shall be used by persons responsible for 
administering aviation mechanic oral and practical tests. Compliance with these 
standardized procedures will assure that applicants meet a satisfactory level of 
competence and workmanship required for certification. This order stresses the 
FAA's policy of placing greater emphasis on the aviation mechanic oral and 
practical tests." 

Section 44709 of the Recodefied FA Act of 1958 establishes the FAA's authority 
to examine and re-examine. It is the FAA's Order 8610AK and the Practical Test 
Standards that establish the policies, procedures and performance standards for 
the conduct of the initial examinations for aviation mechanic certification. 

The Practical Test Standards state, "Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
. (14 CFR) specifies the subject areas in which knowledge and skill must be 



demonstrated by the applicant before the issuance of an Aviation Mechanic 
Certificate with an airframe and/or powerplant rating." 

Q: What are the retesting procedures required under FSA W 04-1 OB as you know them 7 

A: The retesting procedures required under FSAW 04-108 consist of one written 
test and one oral test. 

Q: Do you have a copy ofFASW 04-10B7 What does it say? 

A: I have a copy of FASW 04-108, which states, "The reexamination will consist 
of two tests; one written test, and one oral test." 

Q: Why do you believe these are not correct testing procedures? 

A: These are not correct testing procedures because the practical portion of the 
certification testing is not being required under F ASW 04-108. This is in conflict 
with the testing requirements described in the Practical Test Standards, which 
state, "Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR) specifies the subject 
areas in which knowledge and skill must be demonstrated by the applicant before 
the issuance of an Aviation Mechanic Certificate with an airframe and/or 
powerplant rating. It is the FAA's Order 8610AK and the Practical Test 
Standards that establish the policies, procedures and performance standards for 
the conduct of the initial examinations for aviation mechanic certification. Also, 
FSAW 04-108 severely reduces scope of the oral and written portions of the 
certification examination. For example, FSAW 04-108 states, "The oral test will 
consist of 5 questions selected from the Oral and Practical Test Guides (General, 
Airframe, and Powerplant), as appropriate for the rating(s) being tested (Le., 10 
questions for a single airframe or powerplant rating, 15 questions for both 
ratings)." However, the certification standards are for both airframe and 
powerplant ratings, a minimum of 172 questions are required for the oral test, 
and a minimum of 43 projects are required for the practical test. 

Q: What do you believe the testing procedures should be and why7 

A: The correct testing procedures should be in complete accordance with the 
original certification requirements as approved by FAA Headquarters in 1999, 
when the St. George Reexamination Project was initiated. This is a crucial safety 
standard because by not reexamining to initial certification reqUirements these 
individuals will never have demonstrated the required minimum competencies to 
hold the certificates that were issued to them. Under FSAW 04-108, the FAA is 
now doing exactly what Anthony St. George did, incomplete testing, and thereby 



decriminalizing S1. George's actions, that earned him a sentence of 2 Yz years in 
federal prison. 

Q: What is the pass rate of those who take the re-examination? 

A: Unknown at this time because of FAA inconsistent responses to inquiries. 
However, before Associate Administrator for Aviation Safety, Mr. Nicholas 
Sabatini canceled the initial retesting program in 2001, the failure rate was on the 
order of 75 - 80%. 

Q: How do you come by your knowledge of the above infonnation? 

A: I was the Flight Standards District Office Manager who was charged with the 
design and implementation of the original st. George Reexamination Program 
after Mr. St. George's criminal conviction. 

Commitments to previous OIG investigation 
Q: How many A&P mechanics received certification during the period 1995-1999 from 
St. George Aviation? 

A: As previously stated, approximately 1,800. The FAA should have in its 
possession the original list that was compiled for the DOT IG and used in the St. 
George prosecution and conviction. This original list would give an exact answer 
to this question, and can be reconstructed through the FAA Airman Certification 
Branch in Oklahoma City, OK. 

Q: Pledge to re-examine all of the nearly 2,000 mechanics who received certificates from 
St. George-how many needed reexamination? Where did you get the figure nearly 
2,000? How many have been accomplished: How many are pending? 

A: All should be properly retested in accordance with the FA Act of 1958, which 
gives the Administrator the authority to reexamine airmen when there is a 
question of competency. Obtaining certificates from a criminal enterprise 
certainly raises the question of competency. The NTSB has upheld this authority 
in the challenges that have been made by individuals who obtained their 
certificates from St. George. As stated previously, I got the number from the 
original list that was compiled for the DOT IG and used in the St. George 
prosecution and conviction. Again, FAA responses to how many have been 
accomplished and how many are pending have been inconsistent. 



Q: Are there any other alleged unfilled commitments to the DOT OIG? If so, what are 
they? 

A: The Director of Flight Standards, James Ballough, made a commitment to the 
DOT IG that this project would be completed by December of 2005. It still is not 
complete. 

Q: How do you come by your knowledge of the above information? 

A: By my involvement in ensuring that the FAA appropriately addresses this 
critical safety lapse. 

FOIA Request 
Q: What did you ask for in your FOIA request? 

A: See attached facsimile copies. 

Q: What were the responses to your questions? 

A: See attached facsimile copies. 

Q: Do you believe the figures provided to you in response to your FOIA request to be 
. accurate? If not, why not? 

A: No. There are numerous inconsistencies in the FAA's responses. 

Q: What do you believe the figures to be? And why do you believe that? Any specific 
sources of information for your belief? 

A: Unable to determine based on the information provided by the FAA. 

FAA Report to the OSC 
Q: Please explain your concern about the figures. Why do you believe the figures FAA 
provided to the OSC are not correct: What do you believe the figures should be: What is 
the basis for that belief? Any documentation? 

A: See attached facsimile copy. 

Q: How do you come by your knowledge of the above information? 

A: See attached facsimile copy. 



Q: Is there a connection between St. George certificate holders and those involved in 
either or both of those crashes: Were any of the mechanics involved in the two cited 
crashes issued certificates from St. George between 1995-1999? If so, had they gone 
through a re-examination process prior to the incident: If so, what type of re-examination 
process did they go through: Has FAA instituted a process to determine whether or not 
the mechanics involved in recent airline crashed, received their original certification from 
St. George during the time frame of 1995 1999, and ascertain the current status of their 
certification? 

A: The FAA does not know if there is a connection between the St. George 
certificate holders and the 1/8/03 U.S. Airways Express crash in Charlotte, NC, 
with 21 fatalities (NTSB 10# DCA03MA022), and the Dec. 19,2005 Chalk's 
Ocean Airways crash in Miami, FL, with 20 fatalities (NTSB 10 # DCA06MA010). 
In both of these accidents the NTSB cited "faulty maintenance and lack of FAA 
oversight" as causal factors. The FAA has full knowledge of the St. George 
safety issues in question; however, it did not share this information with the 
NTSB during the accident investigations. 

The FAA has not instituted a process to determine whether or not the mechanics 
involved in the cited crashes, or any other incidents or accidents received their 
certificates from St. George (see FOIA response). 

Q: Is there formal coordination or cross-referencing program with regards to NTSB 
accident investigations, when the investigations determine that faulty maintenance 
contributed to the crash? 

A: No. The FAA has admitted that they have not established a program to cross 
reference St. George information with NTSB accident and incident databases. 
The FAA has stated, "No formal cross-references between FAAINTSB accident 
investigations have been done." (see FOIA response) This is especially 
shocking when faulty maintenance is cited as a causal factor by the NTSB (see 
FOIA response). 

Q: Do you have any indication that those involved received certification from St. George 
Aviation? 

A: This is the question that the current investigation by the Office of Special 
Counsel is attempting to answer. The FAA has stated, "No formal cross
references between FAAINTSB accident investigations have been done." (see 
FOIA response) 



Q: How do you come by your knowledge of the above information? 

A: Numerous documents that I have cited above and attached. See attached 
facsimile copy. 

Attachments: 

- St. George fact sheet (1/5/08) 
- Response to 7/28/07 inquiry by GAP 

11117/06 FOIA Response # 2007-0697 
- 7/23/07 FOIA Requestfrom GAP 

(3 pages) 
(2 pages) 
(2 pages) 
(3 pages) 

GAP is the Government Accountability Project, located in Washington, DC. Mr. 
Adam Miles is my representative. 
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REPORT OF DISCLOSURES REFERRED FOR INVESTIGATION 
OSC FILE NO. Dl-07-2350 

I. SUMMARY 

The disclosures in this case were made by Gabriel D. Bruno, former Manager of the 
Orlando Flight Standards District Office (Orlando FSDO), who Was employed by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) f..)r more than 24 years. During his employment with FAA, 
Mr. Bruno was responsible for overseeing all commercial aviation safety activities within his 
district office. Mr. Bruno alleges that there are.JI1ore than 1,000 airframe and power plant 
(A&P) mechanics employed in th..: aviation industry whose c;rtffication is questionable due 
to a flawed and inadequate re-examination process. 

As described more fully below, many of these mechanics received their certificates 
from the St. George Aviation Tes1ing Center CSt. George) in Sanford, Florida. Although 
initially designated by FAA as a mechanic examiner, St. George was later found.to have 
engaged in the fraudulent testing ,lfid issuance of mechanics' certificates. After this 
discovery, FAA instituted a re-examination process, which Mr. Bruno alleges was entirrlY 
inadequate to ensure that A&P mechanics were qualified for their PQsitions. He further states 
that many of the St. George mechmics who underwent a questionable n;~amination are still 
employed in the industry, at great expense to the safety of the flying pUblic. More troubling 
is ML8runo'sallega t ion that FAA has failed tQ..CS.1iililisb any forma! cQQr.dination with air 
carriers, the National TransportatilJn Safety Board (NTSB), or the Department of 
,(r!'Jlsportation (D?bJg_~~mw the \Ssue~QCm~CfiM16certif1cation-·wlien-arrlli!~ crashes 
0~3ue to mechl!l!.~~IJ~ilure. Mr. Bruno stated that F ~A is aware ~~on~ing 
problem with the mechanics' certificat!.Qgs but.has.f'!iled to address and resolve this- ' 
sffiTI.lli:.gnI:PllWic safety~~ue. Th~ gravamen of Mr. Bnmo's complaint is that officials at 
FAA lack accountability and are not fulfilling their roles as stewards of safety for the flying 
public in the administration and 0\ ersight of airplane maintenance and airworthiness . 

II. THE lNFORMA nON DI~CLOSED 

Background 

Mr. Bruno first brought this matter to the attention ofOSC in March 2003, when he 
and another whistleblower disclosed two allegations of wrongdoing by officials within 
FAA's Southern Region Flight Standards Division (FSD), which oversees the Orlando 
FSDO. Among other things, they ;uleged tl-mt in the spring of200 1, FAA officials abruptly 
cancelled a' re-examination program for individuals who had received A&P mechanic 
certificates under fraudulent conditions. Mr. Bruno alleged that cancellation of this program, 
and the failure to re-examine more than 1,000 questionable certificate holders, represented 
gross mismanagement, an abuse ot authority, and a substantial and specific danger to public 
safety. 
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St. George was a "designatt.:d mechanic examiner," authorized to administer FAA's 
A&P mechanic exam and issue A&P mechanic certificates. A&P mechanics are generally 
employed by airlines and provide pre-flight maintenance and safety checks for commercial 
aircraft. In May 1999, the owner of St. George and an employee were convicted of fraud and 
conspiracy in federal court in relation to their administration of the A&P mechanic exam and 
issuance of A&P mechanic certificates between 1995 and 1999. Specifically, S1. George was 
supplying examinees with the anf.wers to the exam prior to the exam and, in some cases, 
issuing certificates without any e}.amination at aU. The mechanics certified by S1. George 
were then employed by airUnes and responsible for aircraft maintenance. 

According to Mr. Bruno, thl! St. George investigation conducted by the Office of 
Inspector General (OIG) in 1999 revealed that apprOXimately 2,000 mechanics were certified 
by St. George under these fraudul<!nt conditions and needed to be re-examined. Thereafter, 
the Orlando FSDO, under Mr. Bnmo's supervision, developed a program to identify and re-
examine those mechanics. Re-examinati ns began in 1999 and, according to Mr. Bruno, ~.'~: 
there was a high rate of failure among the mechaniCS re-teste orne simply relinquished l 
their certificates Without undergoing re-examination. -

Mr. Bruno alleged that in tht.: Spring of 200 I, he was ordered to terminate the re
examination program, because the Southern Region's legal division lacked adequate 
resources to process the revocations of fraudulent certificates. Over Mr. Bruno's objections, 
all re-examinations were terminated. Mr. Bruno estimated that cancellation of this program 
left more than 1,000 questionable .;ertificates, and many unqualified A&P mechanics, 
working in the aviation industry. 

L 

The allegations were referred to the Secretary of Transportation for investigation in 
March 2003. The OIG, partially substantiated the allegations. The OIG's initial report to 
OSC dated January 16, 2004, stated, "FAA prematurely cancelled its re-examination 
program," and the number of mechanics who had not been re-examined and might fail 
"represents a measurable impact 011 aviation safety." The OIG found that FAA failed to 
follow through on its previous commitment to re-examine all 1.626 mechanics who had 
received certificates from St. George between October 1995 and October 1998, the time 
frame in which the OIG determined fraudulent certificates were issued. Instead, FAA limited 
re-examinations to those individuals who were certified after June 11, 1998, the date on 
which the OIG investigation began. 

-fej I 

According to the report, the program was cancelled after only 130 mechanics had been 
re-examined based on: (1) an opinion from the Regional Counsel's Office that it was 
"merely speculation that the balance of the approximately 1,228 certificate holders identified 
for re-examination had not receivell a valid test from [St. George}; " and (2) advice from the 
Regional Air Safety Regulation Branch that given the passage of two years since 
St. George's closure and a pa§S4lft'::j)f 79 percent for th,e mechanics who were re-examined, 
there was "no conclusive measur~pact on avIation safety and the flying public that can 
be attributed to individuals tested a~ (St. George}." The statistics cited in this paragraph are 

if- .1/ 
\ 
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not consistent with evidence pro'. ided by Mr. Bruno in his first disclosure, in which he 
reported that the program was callceled after only 20% of325 individuals contacted had 
demonstrated competency. 

The OIG disagreed with FAA's limitation of the re-examination program to only those 
mechanics certified after June I I, 1998, because FAA had information that suspicious testing 
activities were occurring at St. George as early as May 1995. Thus, the OIG recommended 
that FAA take steps to re-examim' the remaining 1,228 mechanics who received certificates 
from St. George under suspect conditions. In a June 9,2004, supplemental report to OSC, 
OIG reported that FAA was impkmenting steps to re-examine all mechanics who received 
certificates from S1. George dating back to May 1995. 

The Special Counsel forwarded the agency report along with OSC's Analysis of the 
disclosures and the whistle blowers' comments to the President and to the Chairmen of the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation and the House Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure lor any action deemed appropriate. Thereafter, the cases 
were closed. 

Subsequently, Mr. Bruno in10rmed OSC that this new re-examination program had 
been cancelled. OSC requested additional information from orG and the FAA Office of the 
Chief Counsel (OCC), which confirmed the cancellation of the re-examination program. 
OCC advised asc that a federal C,Jurt's preliminary injunction prohibited FAA from 
proceeding with re-examinations 1.)r several mechanics who filed suit challenging the 
legality of the re-examinations, anJ that FAA was in the process of seeking reconsideration 
of the preliminary injunction. The re-examinations were suspended pending the outcome of 
the litigation. acc staff recently reported to OSC that the injunction was lifted in 2005, and 
that re-examinations were nearly c,)mplete, as discussed more fully below. 

Mr. Bruno's 2007 Allegations 

Mr. Bruno reports that, to dale, the mechanics who received ceI"!ifica~~Jro£!1 
St. George's have notJ2.een ade.q~y-re-exammed..au.dJ~ed. He emphasizes that the 
cailcellation of the re-examination program has placed the publicat risk since 2001 by 
allowing unqualified mechanics to remain employed in the aviation industry. When FAA 
resumed the re-examination proces~ after the preliminary injunction was lifted, mechanics 
were tested using an abbreviated eAamination, excluding the practical, hands-on portion of 
~ test, acc~tanda!"ds Information Bulletin for Airworthiness (FSA W .04-
lOB). Mr. Bruno alleges that these re-certified aircraft mechanics are now employed with \ 
major airlines; their re-examination status is questionable and FAA has not taken sufficient 
steps to ensure they are actually qualified for the positions they hold. 

He alleges that FAA has not honored the commitments it made in response to the prior 
DIG investigation, which included the pledge to properly re-examine all of the nearly 2000 
mechanics who received certificates from St George. FAA's oversight of the Designated 
Mechanic Examiner program, and (lirIine mechanics overall, has fallen short of the minimum 

, -'". "" 
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level of oversight expected to em·ure safety to the flying public. Without better oversight and 
management of commercial airline operations, particularly aircraft maintenance, substantial 
and significant risks to the public will continue. I 

Mr. Bruno now alleges thai the re-examination program has been insufficient to ensure 
that the mechanics who have received certificates are fully qualified to perform the essential 
functions of their positions. TheJe-examinations have been "watered-down" so that the.x. 
represent little im rovement oV:l" the original fraudulent St. Geor~e e~an:!~na1L<L~ 

. runo a leges that the practlrai, hands-on portion of the exammatlOn IS essenttai to 
ensure that mechanics are legitimately certified. By modifying the examination, and 
excluding the essential practical portion of the exam, Mr. Bruno asserts that FAA has de
criminalized the St. Geo~.a~--s-tflat.-:were fel:l.lld-to have been fraudulent, and ado~d 
uosatisfactor:y.,..incoosistent certiiicatjoo criteria th~.rlOt prioritize safety, and conflict with 
FAA's own certification requirements. '-

Moreover, Mr. Bruno asserts that the FAA has been less than forthcoming in its 
reporting on the progress of re-examinations. FAA recently reported, in response to a 
Freedom of Information Act(FO(A) request, that as of August 1,2007, only 712 St. George 
certificate holders were re-examined, out of 1,455 identified for re-testing. Of those re
examined, only 573 passed; 226 failed the initial examination, and 50% of those passed on 
the second attempt. FAA reported to OSC in August 2007, that the re-examination process 
was 90% to 95% complete. At the time the re-examinations began, FAA advised OSC, there 
were approximately 1,600 mechanics identified for re-testing. Mr. Bruno alleges that the 
statistics quoted by FAA are inccnsistent and do not reflect the actual progress of the 
re-examination program. 

Mr. Bruno identifies as r . c both the inconsistenc of available information on 
the mechanics w 0 ave been idmtified for re-examinatIOn, and for w om-~is ----
complete, and tlie high number 0 r' failures reportee. He suggests-mat these hi-ctors evIdence a 
lac 0 ac untabl 1 y -I hClals admmistering and reporting on the re-examination 
program, as well as a continuing concern about the qualifications of those mechanics who 
were administered a less-than-complete examination. 

As support for his concern that the re-examination process, as re-instituted by FAA, 
under FSA W -04-1 OB, was flaweLl and continues to compromise public safety, Mr. Bruno 
~~--~~~~~ 

cites the conclusions of the NTSB in two recent fatal crashes. In January 2003, a US Air 
Express flight crashed in Charlotre, North Carolina, killing all 21 persons on board. The 
cause of the crash was determineLi to be faulty maintenance; specifically a mechanic 
perfonning a routine maintenanc...: check did not follow all required steps, resulting in a 
mechanical failure during flight. Similarly, in a December 2005 crash, a Chalk's Ocean 

I See, U.S. Government Accountability Office, Report to the Ranking Democratic Member, Subcommittee on 
Aviation, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, House of Representatives, GAO-05-40, Aviation 
Safety, FAA Needs to Strengthen the MClnagement of Its Designee Program, October 2004, which echoed Mr. 
Bruno's concerns. 

. ::,.. 
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Airways flight crashed when a wmg detached from the airplane in flight, resulting in the 
death of all 20 persons on board. Fatigue cracks, which had gone undetected by mechanics, 
were found to have been the caus!.!. In both cases, the NTSB sharply criticized the FAA's 
lack of airline maintenance progr~tm oversight. In the Chalk's Airline Accident Report, 
~rySB concluded that: 

The FAA's procedures for maintenance program oversight, when applied to 
commercial operators of aircraft with limited manufacturer or engineering support, 
such as Chalk's Ocean Airways, are insufficient to ensure the adequacy of such 
programs' structural airworthiness plans and, thus, the safety of such aircraft 
operations, and the FAA's failure to identify the inadequacy of the Chalk's Ocean 
Airways maintenance program was causal to the accident. 2 

Mr. Bruno alleged that comments by two NTSB board members, in statements 
accompanying the Chalk's report, strongly suggest that better FAA oversight could have 
prevented the accident. 3 

Mr. Bruno also points out that although each of these crashes implicated mechanics 
and maintenance personnel at the ilirlines, neither NTSB, nor FAA, appeared to have 
reviewed the issue of mechanic certification as it may have related to the issuance ofSt. 
George certificates. F,...AA admits, in response to a FOrA request sent on Mr. Bruno's behalf, 
that it has established no formal c( !OrdinatIOn or cross-referencin ro ram with regard to 
NTSB ac investigations, w en e investigative fi etermin t at fauf '
maintenance contribute to ac s critical piece of safety information, FAA 
as not credibly su s an la e t ell' claim that there was "no conclusive measurable impact on 

aviation safety and the flying public that can be attributed to individuals tested at 
\ [S G ] ,,4 -\ t. eorge. __ _ 

-- Mr. Bruno alleges that FAA should evaluate and complete an adequate re-examination 
of all A&P mechanics who received certifications during the time period of S1. George's 
fraudulent testing scheme. In addi tion, Mr. Bruno asserts that FAA should review 
certification records to determine whether or not the mechanics involved in recent airline 
crashes, were originally St. George certificate-holders, and to ascertain the status of their 
certification. By not doing so, FA\, has failed to ensure that its re-examination process is 
adequate, and that public safety is !10t further compromised by unqualified mechanics. 

2 See, NTSB Accident Report, NTSB/AAR-07/04, In-flight Separation of Right Wing, Flying Boat, Inc. (doing 
business as Chalk's Ocean Airways) Fligill 101, Grumman Turbo Mallard (G-73T). N2969, Port of Miami, 
Florida, December 19, 2005, Adopted May 30, 2007. See also, NTSB Accident Report, NTSBI AAR-04/0 1, 
Loss of Pitch Control During Takeoff. Air Midwest Flight 5481, Raytheon (Beechcraft) 1900D, N233 YV, 
Char/otle, North Carolina, January 8, 20,13; Adopted February 26, 2004. 

J NTSB/AAR-07/04, Board Member Statements of Deborah A. P. Hersman, and Kathryn O'Leary Higgins, pp. 
58 and 60. 

4 See, Report of the Department ofTransp,)rtation to OSC, January 16,2004. 

\, 
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Summary and Conclusion 

In this case, Mr. Bruno has disclosed very troubling allegations concerning FAA's 
failure to properly address a safety concern identified by OIG as a having a "measurable 
impact on aviation safety." FAA touts its mission to "provide the safest, most efficient 
aerospace system in the world" and its vision, " ... to improve the safety and efficiency of 
aviation, while being responsive to our customers and accountable to the public." Moreover, 
the agency holds itself out as a leader in aerospace safety, and FAA's public statements even 
go so far as to state that "safety is our passion."s 

Yet, FAA's public proclamations belie its inaction. If substantiated, these disclosures 
demonstrate that FAA oversight IS sorely lacking and the agency is all too willing to 
overlook significant safety issue~ which adversely affect not only the aviation industry, but 
the safety of the flying public. 

III. THE SPECIAL COUNSEL'S FINDINGS 

Given the apparent experthe of the whistleblower regarding the matters disclosed and 
the detail provided, I have concluded that there is a substantial likelihood that the information 
he provided to the Office of Special Counsel discloses gross mismanagement, an abuse of 
authority, and a substantial and specific danger to public safety. 

5 See, www.faa.gov. 
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RequireJnents of 5 U.s.c. § 1213(d) 

Any report required under subsection (c) shall be reviewed and signed by the 
head of the agency I and shall incltlde: 

(1) a summary of the illformation with respect to which the 
investigation was itlitiated; 

(2) a description of the conduct of the investigation; 

(3) a summary of any ('vidence obtained from the investigation; 

(4) a listing of any violation or apparent violation of law, rule or 
regulation; and 

(5) a description of any action taken or planned as a result of the 
investigation, such as: 

(A) changes in agency rules, regulations or 
practices; 

(8) the restoration of any aggrieved employee; 

(C) disciplinary action against any employee; and 

(D) referral to 1l1e Attorney General of any evidence of criminal 
violation. 

In addition, we are interested in k:arning of any dollar savings, or projected savings, 
and any management initiatives ti1at may result from this review. 

I Should you decide to delegate author ity (0 another official to review and sign the report, your 
delegation must be specifically stated. 

"' -
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1730 M Street, N.W .• Suite 218 
Washiactoll. D.C. 20036-4505 

FACSIMILE COVER SHEET 

SI0-071023-013 

Name: The Honorable Mary E.Peters 
----------------------------------------~ 

Title: Secretary 

Organization: U.S . Department of Transportation 
------~----------------------------~ Office I Location: Washington. D.C. 
--------r-----~~~~~------------~ Telephone: (202) 366-1111 I Fax: (202) 366-7202 

FROM: 

Name: Scott J. Bloch 

Organization: Office of Special Counsel 
~~------------------------------------~ Office I Location: Washington. D.C. 
--------~~--~~~~~~--------------~ Telephone: (202) 254-3601 I Fax: (202) 653-5151 

Date: October 23, 2007 Number of pages, including this cover sbeet: 11 

I Message: Original and enclos.ur:es to follow by Federal Express delivery 

If you did not receive the total number of pages shown, please call Denise Toney at (202) 
254-3632. 

THIS DOCUMENT IS iNTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE PARTY TO WHOM IT IS 
ADDRESSED AND MAY CONTAiN rNFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL 
OR PROTECTED FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW. If you are not the 
addressee, or a person authorized to deliver the document to the addressee, you arc hereby notified 
that any review, disclosure, dissemination, copying or other action based on the content of this 
communication is not authorized. If you have received this document in error, please immediately 
notify us by telephone and return to us at the above address by mail. 
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U.S. OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL 

The President 
The White I·louse 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

1730 M Str •• t. N.W., Suit. 218 
Washillgtoll, D.C. 20036-4505 

202-254-3600 

Re: OSC File Nos. 01-02-1869 and 01-03-0806 

Dear Mr. President: 

Airframe and powerplant (A&P) mechanics perform critical maintenance and 
repair work on our nation's commercial aircraft. It is crucial to the safety oftlle flying 
public that these mechanics receive proper training and master the skills necessary to 
perform their jobs, as evidenced by their ability to pass certification exams. One 
company that was authorized to administer FAA's A & P mechanic exams and issue 
A & P mechanic certiticates was St. George Aviation in Sanford, Florida. In May \999, 
the owner of St. George and an employee were convicted of fraud and conspiracy in 
federal court in relation to their administration of the A & P mechanic exam and issuance 
of A & P mechanic certificates between 1995 and 1999. 

The OtTice of Special Counsel received disclosures from two whistleblowers at 
the Department of Transportatioll (DOT), Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Flight 
Standards District Office (FSDO). Orlando, Florida. alleging gross mismanagement, an 
abuse of authority, and a substantial and specific danger to public safety. Specitically, 
Gabriel D. Bruno. former Manager of the Orlando Flight Standards District Ofiice, and 
Dorvin Hagen, a former Supervisory Safety Inspector of the Orlando FSDO, alleged 
that: (1) Dawn Veatch, then-Acting Division Manager of the Southern Region Flight 
Standards Division. wrongfully cancelled a program implemented to fe-examine 
individuals who had received A & P mechanic cettificates from St. George Aviation under 
fraudulent conditions; and (2) Southern Region management failed to adequately staffthe 
AirTran Certificate Management Unit (CMU) from 1998 to 200 I. 

The Office of Special Counsel required the Secretary of Transportation to conduct 
an investigation into these disclosures pursuant to 5 U .S.c. § 1213( c) and (d). The 
Transportation Secretary delegated authority to review and sign the required agency 
report to the DOT Inspector General (IG) . The Inspector General's initial report to this 
office on January 16, 2004, was found to be deficient, and we asked him to submit 
additional information, which he did on June 9, 2004, August 17. 2004 , and April 7.2005. 
The whistleblowers commented on the agency reports; their comments are attached. As 
required by law, 5 USC. § 1213(e)(3), [am now transmitting the agency reports to you. 

• 
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We have reviewed the original disclosures and the agency report and 
supplemental reports, as well as the whistleblowers' comments. We have determined that 
the agency reports contain all of the information required by statute and most of the 
findings appear to be reasonable. 

However, as discussed in the attached Analysis of Disclosures, while I have 
determined that the agency's findings regarding cancellation of the re-examination 
program to be reasonable, and note that the agency has taken steps to complete the re
examinations, I am concerned that the re-examination process has now been interrupted 
by a court order. Therefore, I am recommending additional follow-up with the agency 
regarding the status of the re-examination program. 

As required by law, 5 U.S.c. § 1213(e)(3), I have sent a copy of the reports and 
the whistleblowers' comments to the Chairmen of the Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science and Transportation and the House Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure. We have also filed copies of the reports and comments in our public file 
and closed the matter. 

Respectfully, 

Scott J. Bloch 

Enclosures 
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U.S. OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL 
l136M Stnet, N.W .• SuitellS 
Washington, D.C. 20036-4505 

202-254-3000 

Analysis of Disclosures, Agencv Investigation and Reports. WbistIeblower Comments, and 
Comments of the SpeciaIConnsel-OSC File Nos. DI-02-1869 and DI-03-0806 

SummarY 

The disclosures in this matter were made by Gabriel D. Bnmo, former Manager of the 
Orlando Flight Standards District Office (FSDO), who has been employed by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) for more than 24 years, and Dorvin Hagen, a former Supervisory 
Safety Inspector of the Orlando FSDO employed by FAA for 29 years. Mr. Bnmo was 
responsible for overseeing all commercial aviation safety activities within his district office, 
including the FSDO's three Certificate Management Units (CMUs), which provide certification 
and monitoring of the assigned air carriers to ensure compliance with aviation safety regulations 
and procedures. Mr. Hagen served as the Supervisory Aviation Safety Inspector for the AirTran 
CMU from 1998 until August 2001. 

Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen disclosed two allegations of wrongdoing by officials within 
FA.I\'s Southern Region Flight Standards Division (FSD),'which oversees the Orlando FSDO: 

1. Mr. Bruno alleged that in the spring of 200 1, Dawn Veatch, then-Acting Divisio~ 
Manager of the Southern Region FSD, abruptly cancelled a program implemented to 
re-examine individuals who had received airframe and powerplant (A & P) mechanic 
certificates under fraudulent conditions. Mr. Bruno alleged that cancellation of this 
program.. and the failure to re-examine more than 1,000 questionable certificate 
holders, represents gross mismanagement, an abuse of authority, and a substantial 
and specific danger to public safety; and 

2. Mr. Bnmo and Mr. Hagen alleged that Southern Region FSD management, 
specifically three consecutive division managers, Marion Dittma.J:l, Dawn Veatch and 
Nicholas Sabatini, failed to adequately staff the AirTran CMU from 1998 to 2001. 
They asserted that such understaffing represents gross mismanagement that resulted 
in a substantial and specific danger to public safety. 

The Department of Transportation (DOT), Office ofInspector General (OIG) investigated 
these allegations and substantiated them in part. The OlG found that FA.>\ prematurely cancelled 
the re-examination program and recommended that the agency ensure that all remaining suspect 
certificate holders be re-tested. As discussed below, the agency initiated re-examinations; 
however, that process has been halted by a preliminary injunction judicially imposed on FAA. 
While the Special Counsel has determined that the agency's findings regarding this allegation 
appear to be reasonable, ose remains concerned that the re-examination process has not been 
completed. 
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The OIG also found that "there were considerable staffing issues in the Orlando FSDO" 
from 1998 to 2001. However, the OIG did not find evidence that the staffing shortage in the 
AirTran CMU could be attributed to any deliberate act or omission by the Southern Region FSD 
managers, nor did it find that the shortage created a substantial and specific danger to public 
safety. Information provided by the whistleblowers and the OIG establishes that the shortage 
that existed from 1998 to 2001 has since been rectified, and the AlrTran CMU, now classified as 
a Certificate Management Office, is currently adequately staffed. 

The Whistleblowers' Disclosures 

Cancellation of the St. George Mechanic Re-Examination Program 

St. George Aviation (St. George) in Sanford, Florida, was an FAA "designated mechanic 
examiner," authorized to administer FAA's A & P mechanic exam and issue A & P mechanic 
certificates. In May 1999, the owner of St George and an employee were convicted of fraud and 
conspiracy in federal court in relation to their administration of the A & P mechanic exam and 
issuance of A & P mechanic certificates between 1995 and 1999. Specifically, St. George was 
supplying examinees with the answers to the exam prior to the exam and, in some cases, issuing 
certificates without any examination at all. 

According to Mr. Bruno, the St George investigation conducted by DOT OIG revealed 
that approximately 2,000 mechanics were certified by St. George under these fraudulent 
conditions and needed to be re-examined. Following the OIG investigation, the Orlando FSDO 
developed a program to identify and re-examine those mechanics. Re-exammations began in 
1999 and, according to Mr. Bruno, there was a high rate offailure among the mechanics re
tested. Some simply relinquished their certificates without undergoing re-examination. 

Mr. Bruno alleged that in the spring 0[2001, Dawn Veatch, Acting Division Manager of 
the Southern Region FSD, ordered him to terminate the re-examination program, because the 
Southern Region's legal division lacked adequate resources to process the revocations of 
fraudulent certificates. Over Mr. Bruno's objections, all re-examinations were terminated. 
Mr. Bruno estimated that cancellation of this program left more than 1,000 questionable 
certificates, and many unqualified A & P mechanics, working in the aviation industry. 

Failure to Adequately Staff the AirTran Certificate Management Unit 

In April 1998, FAA transferred oversight responsibility for ValueJet Airlines from the 
Atlanta FSDO to the Orlando FSDO. In March 1999, ValueJet merged with AirTran Airways. 
The Orlando FSDO oversaw the merger and maintained the AirTran CMU following the merger. 
Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen alleged that prior to the merger, the Orlando FSDO developed a 
staffing plan for proper oversight of AirTran, taking into account the airline's history, including 
the National Transportation Safety Board's (NTSB's) findings regarding the 1996 ValueJet plane 
crash, the merger, and AirTran's plan for considerable growth. They alleged that they presented 
their staffing plan to the Southern Region FSD in October 1997, and that it was approved by 
Division Manager, Michael Sacrey, in December 1997. 
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The staffing plan called for eight inspectors, with six additional inspectors to be hired six 
months prior to the delivery of the first B -717 aircraft. Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen asserted that, 
despite the approval of this plan, their efforts to ensure the required staffing, and the arrival of 
the B-7l7 aircrafts in September 1999, the AirTran CMU never had more than seven inspectors 
during the three years following the merger, leaving the CMU grossly understaffed. They 
pointed out that the prior ValueJet CMU in the Atlanta FSDO had fourteen inspectors for 
oversight of a smaller airline operation with fewer aircraft. 

Over the course of that three-year period, Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen sought additional 
inspectors for the AirTran CMU, to no avail. In October 2000, they met with Marion Dittman, 
then-Acting Division Manager of the Southern Region FSD. Mr. Hagen outlined for 
Ms. Dittman the safety oversight functions that they were unable to accomplish because of 
inadequate staffing. The failure to adequately perform these functions was particularly troubling 
to Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen, because inadequate FAA oversight of the airline was cited by 
NTSB in its review of the 1996 ValueJet crash. They alleged that Ms. Dittman acknowledged 
the staffing shortage yet failed to allocate additional inspectors. 

After further follow-up by Mr. Bruno, the Director of the FSD, Nicholas Lacey, ordered an 
independent staffing study of the AirTran CMU in December 2000. The study, completed by a 
member of the Southwestern Region FSD in early January 2001, concluded that the AirTran 
CMU required a minimum of four, ideally five, additional inspectors. The study recommended 
increasing the staff by four inspectors "as soon as possible" and a fifth inspector when resources 
became available. In response, Mr. Lacey ordered the Southern Region to hire four additional 
inspectors by the end of February 2001. However, Southern Region FSD management, 
specifically Ms. Dittman and her successors, Dawn Veatch and Nicholas Sabatini, failed to fill 
those positions. At the time of Mr. Bruno's and Mr. Hagen's departure from the Orlando FSDO 
in the summer of 200 1, none of the four positions had been filled. 1 

The Department of Transportation Investigation and Reports 

Cancellation of the St. George Re-Examination Program 

According to the OIG's initial report, dated January 16, 2004, "FAA prematurely cancelled 
its re-examination program," and the number of mechanics who had not been re-examined and 
might fail "represents a measurable impact on aviation safety." The OIG found that FAA failed 
to follow through on its previous commitment to re-examine all 1,626 mechanics who had 
received certificates from St. George between October 1995 and October 1998, the time frame in 
which the OIG determined fraudulent certificates were issued. Instead, FAA limited re
examinations to those individuals who were certified after June 11, 1998, the date on which the 
OIG investigation began. 

lMr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen stated that subsequent to their departure from the Orlando FSDO in July 2001 and 
August 2001, respectively, additional inspectors were hired for the AirTran eMU. 
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According to the report, Dawn Veatch directed cancellation of the program after only 130 
mechanics had been re-examined based on: (1) an opinion from the Regional Counsel's Office 
that it was "merely speculation that the balance of the approximately 1,228 certificate holders 
identified for re-examination had not received a valid test from [St. George]; " and (2) advice 
from the Regional Air Safety Regulation Branch that given the passage of two years since St. 
George's closure and a pass-rate of79 percent for the mechanics who were re-examined, there 
was "no conclusive measurable impact on aviation safety and the flying public that can be 
attributed to individuals tested at [St. George]." 

The report states that the OIG disagreed with FAA's limitation of the re-examination 
program to only those mechanics certified after June 11, 1998, because FAA had information 
that suspicious testing activities were occurring at St. George as early as May 1995. In addition, 
the OIG believed that the pass-rate of79 percent was a matter of significant concern. The OIG 
stated, "[i]n our view, this does represent a measurable impact on aviation safety." 

Accordingly, the OIG recommended that FAA take steps to re-examine the remaining 
1,228 mechanics who received certificates from St. George under suspect conditions. The initial 
report did not include what steps FAA had taken in response to this recommendation. Thus, 
OSC followed up'with the OIG on this issue. After communications with the OIG and James 
Ballough, Director, FAA Flight Standards Service, the OIG provided in its June 9, 2004, 
supplemental report, assurance that FAA was implementing steps to re-examine all mechanics 
who received certificates from St George dating back to May 1995. 

Subsequently, however, Mr. Bruno informed OSC that the new re-examination program 
had been cancelled. OSC followed up with the OIG and the FAA Office of the Chief Counsel 
(OCC), which confirmed the cancellation of the re-examination program. Susan Caron, OCC, 
advised OSC that the U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Florida issued a preliminary 
injunction prohibiting FAA from proceeding with re-examinations for several mechanics who 
filed suit challenging the legality of the re-examinations. She further advised that FAA had filed 
an appeal in the United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit of the preliminary 
injunction which is pending and that the re~examinations were suspended pending the outcome 
of the litigation.2 

Mr. Bruno provided comments regarding this allegation. He pointed out that the 
cancellation of the re-examination program placed the public at risk for more than three years by 
allowing unqualified individuals to remain in the aviation system. He also raised concern that, 
according to Flight Standards Information Bulletin 04-10, attached as Exhibit 50 to his 
comments, the new re-examination program includes the written and oral segments of the exa..rn, 
but not the practical exam required for original certification. He expressed concern that the OIG 
investigation of the cancellation of the re-examination program will do little to rectify the 
problems associated with FAA's oversight of the Designated Mechanic Examiner program, and 
that abuses of authority, gross mismanagement and risks to the public will continue. 

"This matter is docketed as Bennett-Seacrest, et aI. v. Federal Aviation Administration, Case No. 6:04-cv-1525-0rl-
22JGG 
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Understaffing of AirTran eMU 

In its initial report, the oro found that Southern Region FSD provided adequate staff for 
the AirTran CMU. However, the report states that Mr. Bruno diverted the personnel hired or 
transferred to assist in the St. Oeorge re-examination program. 

According to the initial report, the oro found that Southern Region FSD management 
"took significant measures, including multiple re-writes and submissions of special position 
requests, to assist Mr. Bruno in obtaining the staff necessary for the CMU." Contrary to 
Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen's allegations, the report states that the original staffing plan for the 
AirTran CMU was reviewed by the Flight Standards National Position Classification Panel 
(FSNPCP) in December 1999; however, FSNPCP did not find sufficient justification for the 
positions requested and recommended that Mr. Bruno submit a unique position request for 
temporary positions. The report does not state from whom the 010 obtained this information or 
provide any documentation to support these findings. In fact, the report states that FAA was 
unable to provide such documentation.3 

In addition, the initial report states that the 2001 staffing study ordered by Mr. Lacey 
"demonstrated that the CMU for AirTran Airways was staffed on a par with other CMUs with 
similar responsibilities ... " However, according to the chart from that study, included on page 
10 of the initial report, the AirTran CMU was the only one of the ten compared that needed five 
additional inspectors. Five of the CMUs did not require any additional personnel, and each of 
the other four required one or two additional inspectors. The report confinns that the staffing 
study recommended that the AirTran CMU hire five additional inspectors. 

The initial report states that following the staffing study, Mr. Bruno refused offers by 
Southern RegionFSD to hire aviation safety inspectors and made requests to hire inspectors at 
higher grades. The report states that "FAA told us that these are specialized positions and 
require specific justification for hiring." According to the report, FAA filled three of the 
inspector positions before the February 2001 deadline; however, Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen 
continued to request a contract maintenance inspector, which was denied by FAA. 

The initial report further states that Ms. Dittman and Ms. Veatch advised the OIO that 
"Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen were repeatedly asking for additional personnel" for the AirTran 
eMU. They also stated that Mr. Bruno diverted personnel from the .t\irTran CMU to staff the St. 
George re-exarrination program. The initial report notes that Mr. Bruno's successor, Jack 
Moyers, advised the oro that he had "ample staff' to properly manage the AirTran CMU when 
he became the CMU manager in August 2001 but does not state how many inspectors 
Mr. Moyers had initially or when additional inspectors were obtained. 

Following review of the initial report and comments submitted by Mr. Bruno and 
Mr. Hagen, OSC sought clarification and additional information from the oro regarding the 

3The OIG states in footnote 8 that "FAA told us that their staffing numbers are based on a dynamic computerized 
staffing model that updates annually, overwriting the previous year's projections. Accordingly, FAA was unabJe to 
provide our office with written documentation of staffing goals during this period." 
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AirTran CMU staffing issue. OSC asked the OIG to identify the information relied on to reach. 
its finding that adequate staffing was provided to the AirTran CMU, including identification of 
individuals interviewed for the investigation and any documentation relied on by the OIG. In 
response, the OIG produced a supplemental report, dated June 9,2004. 

OIG's First Supplemental Report 

The OIG states in the supplemental report that it relied on documents provided by 
Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen., documents available at the Southern Region FSD and Orlando FSDO, 
FAA regulations, and interviews with relevant personnel. The supplemental report states that 
based on the documents attached to the report, the OIG found that: (1) Mr. Bruno and 
Mr. Hagen were constantly asking for personnel assignments and positions that were not justified 
by the size of the AirTran CMU; (2) Southern Region FSD and the Southern Region Personnel 
Office attempted to assist Mr. Bruno in obtaining sufficient staff for the AirTran CMU; and 
(3) staffing levels within the AirTran CMU were consistent with levels at similar facilities. 

In support of the OIG's finding regarding repeated requests for ''unrated'' positions, the 
supplemental report includes in Exhibit 1 the original AirTran CMU staffing plan prepared by 
the Orlando FSDO, which Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen alleged was approved in December 1997. 
The report states that this plan requests "staffing support for the AirTran CMU based on the 
ATOS staffing model.',4 The report further states that the AirTran CMU was never officially 
authorized for the ATOS program. According to the report, Nancy Aadland, FAA's ATOS 
Program Office Manager, advised the OIG that AirTran "has never been identified or scheduled 
to become an ATOS carrier." 

Exhibit 1 of the supplemental report also includes the October 28, 1999, AirTran Training 
Requirement provided to the OIG by Mr. Hagen. The Memorandum of Activity prepared by the 
OIG investigator, at Exhibit 1, states that this document reveals that the AirTran CMU had a total 
of20 inspectors and concludes that the staffing for the CMU exceeded Mr. Hagen's request for 
14 inspectors. The supplemental report provides additional documentation reflecting ongoing 
communications between the Orlando FSDO and the Southern Region FSD regarding staffing 
issues of the AirTran CMU - at the time of the merger and beyond - including requests for 
additional inspectors and documentation reflecting that certain requests were denied on the basis 
of the size and workload of the AirTran CMU. 

In addition, the supplemental report provides a copy of the 2001 independent staffing 
study, at Exhibit 12. The report notes that at the time of the study, the AirTran CMU had seven 
aviation safety inspectors, and that the staffing study recommended that the CMU should be 
i..'1creased by five aviation safety inspectors. The staffing study states that "[i]t appears that this 
certificate has suffered the same fate that the Mesa certificate (and probably other certificates) 
has - insufficient resources to meet the identified needs." 

'The supplemental report provides information on the Air Transportation Oversight System CATOS) program, which 
is described as a "new and innovative" way of inspecting the airlines, designed to identify trends in order to spot and 
correct problems at their root cause. The report explains that the ATOS program initially included only the ten 
largest airlines, but 'Nill eventually include all airlines. 



Page 7 

The supplemental report further states that following the study, Ms. Dittman obtained 
hiring authority for four of the recommended aviation safety inspectors; however, Mr. Bruno 
submitted requests for more specialized inspectors, including Assistant Principal Operations 
Inspectors, an Assistant Principal Maintenance Inspector, and a Contract Maintenance Inspector 
(CMI). The report states that the request for the CMI was denied. 

The supplemental report also provides summaries of the OIG investigator's interviews 
with Ms. Veatch and Ms. Dittman, two of the three individuals Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen 
alleged were responsible for the understaffing of the AirTran eMU, and with Mr. Moyers, 
Mr. Bruno's successor. The summary of Ms. Dittman's interview reflects that she advised the 
OIG investigator that "the Southern Region has always been understaffed, but it's incumbent 
upon the local FSDO Managers to properly manage the resources provided by means of 
prioritization and appropriate tasking of their limited resources." Ms. Dittman was unable to 
provide any specific information regarding numbers or dates of personnel allocations for the 
Orlando FSDO or the AirTran CMU. She stated she recalled offering geographical assistance. 

The summary of Ms. Veatch's interview reflects that she provided similar information. 
She stated that Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen were offered, but refused, geographical support. 
Ms. Veatch and Ms. Dittman both stated that Mr. Bruno diverted FSDO staff, including staff 
designated for the AirTran CMU, to support the St. George re-examination project. The report 
reflects that Mr. Moyers advised the OIG that the AirTran CMO is currently staffed adequately 
with 21 inspectors. 

The supplemental report further states that based on its review of the AirTran CMU 
personnel files, the OIG concluded that staffing levels at the CMU were consistent with those of 
similar facilities. The report cites the staffing study in support of this finding. 

OIG's Second Supplemental Report 

Subsequent to the initial report, Mr. Bruno raised in his comments and advised OSC that 
he had provided to the OIG investigator a copy of a 2001 document relating to the AirTran fleet 
size that he alleged was falsified and entered into the FAA's Vital Information System (VIS). A 
copy of the document is included as Exhibit 33 with Mr. Bruno's comments. Mr. Bruno alleged 
that this document falsely represents the AirTran fleet size in October 2001 to be twice its actual 
size - 120 aircraft rather than 58. He further alleged that this false representation of the fleet size 
was used to obtain authorization to establish an AirTran Certificate Management Office (CMO), 
separate from the FSDO. Such authorization was granted in December 2003. 

OSC requested that the OIG review and respond to this allegation. In response, the OIG 
investigated and produced a second supplemental report, dated August 17, 2004. The OIG found 
that, as Mr. Bruno alleged, the VIS document does not accurately depict the AirTran fleet size in 
October 2001. However, the OIG found that neither the inaccurate document nor the 120 figure 
were used to obtain CMO approval, and that such approval was granted based on factors other 



Page 8 

than fleet size. The report includes documents provided by FAA reflecting accurate fleet size 
and the basis for CMO approval. 

OIG's Third Supplemental Report 

At OSC's request, the oro revisited the staffing issue in a third supplemental report, 
received on April 7, 2005. In the third supplemental report, the OIO concedes that, as Mr. Bruno 
~d Mr. Hagen alleged, "there were considerable staffing issues in the Orlando FSDO" from 
1998 to 2001. However, the OIO notes that the staffing shortages were not unique to Orlando, 
but, rather, were experienced throughout the entire agency. The report also explains that the OIG 
did not find any evidence showing that the Southern Region FSD managers deliberately created 
or contributed to the staffing shortages. 

The OIG also did not believe that the staffing shortages created a danger to public safety, or 
significantly compromised the AirTran CMU's ability to perform its function. In support, the 
report cites an employee award recommendation Mr. Bruno submitted on March 15, 2000, that 
claimed that, for the AirTran certificate, "day to day operations were monitored with 
unprecedented scrutiny." The report also states that the award recommendation indicates that 
inspectors attended daily morning meetings to discuss the previous day's problems. The OIO 
asserts that attending such meetings extended above and beyond the inspector's normal duties, 
which belies the whistleblowers' contention that the office had inadequate staff to perform 
required duties. 

Whistleblowers' Comments 

Mr. Bruno and Mr. Hagen provided extensive comments and supporting documentation in 
response to the OIO's findings regarding the AirTran understaffing allegations.5 They outlined 
the extensive documentation relating to AirTran staffing that they provided in support of their 
allegations. They then commented on the lack of documentation provided by FAA to refute the 
allegations or support FAA's position, and raised concerns regarding FAA's apparent failure to 
maintain official records. In addition, both noted that the oro primarily relied on statements 
from Ms. Veatch and Ms. Dittman, the two primary subjects, and did not interview or seek 
information from the several individuals they identified as having valuable information regarding 
the AirTran CMU staffing during the time frame in question. Additional key points raised in 
their comments are discussed below. 

Mr. Bruno outlined the memoranda and related documents that he provided to illustrate the 
staffing needs of the AirTran CMU and his and Mr. Hagen's efforts to resolve critical staffing 
issues. He noted that the oro failed to explain how FAA met the staffing needs of the CMU, or 
explain why the CMU was not allocated the 14 positions called for in the staffing plan and 
previously dedicated to ValueJet before the merger. He refuted the assertion that Southern 
Region management assisted in obtaining the necessary staff. He further maintained the "special 
position requests" and numerous re-writes were an unnecessary stalling tactic forced on the 

'In addition to his comments, Mr. Hagen provided to ase a copy of the tape recording of his interview with the OIG 
investigator. ase has placed the tape in Mr. Hagen's case file. 
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Orlando FSDO by the Southern Region management, which was unwilling to provide adequate 
staffing. He also pointed out that some of the information provided to show Southern Region 
FSD assistance pertained to filling vacant positions rather than additional staff. 

Mr. Bruno also asserted that the OIG's fmding that the 2001 staffing study demonstrated 
that the AirTran CMU was "on a par" with other CMUs distorts the study's flnding and ignores 
the recommendation to increase the CMU's staff to 14, ideally 15, personnel. He refuted the 
OIG's allegation that following the staffing study and recommendation for additional aviation 
safety inspectors, he requested more specialized inspectors that were not justifled. He pointed 
out that all of the positions he requested are aviation safety inspector positions, some of which 
were specifically recommended in the staffing study. He stated that he was identifying for the 
region, at their request, the position descriptions that he would use to assign these inspectors to 
perform. 

Mr. Bruno adamantly denied that he diverted personnel from the AirTran CMU to support 
the St. George re-examination program. He stated that he provided the OIG with a copy of the 
St. George Action Plan, at Exhibit 2, which was approved by FAA Headquarters and speciflcally 
identifles the inspectors assigned to the program. He stated that there is no confusion regarding 
this issue, and noted that these accusations were presented by Ms. Dittman, the individual 
responsible for the understaffing. He further stated that the AirTran CMU was still seriously 
understaffed in August 2001, as he documented. Lastly, Mr. Bruno objected to the ~IG's claim 
that the March 15,2000, award recommendation showed that the CMU had adequate staff to 
fulfill all job duties. On the contrary, he asserted that he made the award recommendation in 
order to recognize the hard work performed by his limited staff under difficult conditions, which 
often included working nights, weekends and holidays. 

In his comments, Mr. Hagen strongly refuted the ~IG's statement that the original staffing 
plan calling for 14 inspectors, which he prepared, was based on the ATOS staffing model. He 
also objected to the assertion that AirTran was never identified or scheduled for ATOS, and., in 
support, he provided documentation prepared by Ms. Aadland showing that AirTran had, in fact, 
been slated for the ATOS program. He also contested the OIG's conclusion that, according to 
the AirTran Training Requirement, the CMU had 20 inspectors. He explained that that 
document was prepared as a cost summary of training required under ATOS when AirTran was 
being considered, and that 20 inspectors were never assigned to the CMU. Both Mr. Hagen and 
Mr. Bruno stressed in their comments that this newly raised issue of whether AirTran was 
considered for the ATOS program is not relevant to the question of whether the AirTran CMU 
was adequately staffed. Mr. Hagen expressed disappointment that the OIG did not probe further 
into FAA's decision not to transfer inspectors from Atlanta to Orlando after the agency 
transferred oversight responsibility from the Atlanta FSDO to the Orlando FSDO. He argued 
that this decision was untenable in light of the fact that the Certiflcate Management ofValuJet 
Airlines was one of FAA's greatest priorities at that time. 
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Conclusion 

Based on the representations made in the agency reports and as stated above, I have 
determined that the agency's reports collectively contain all of the information required by 
statute and the agency's findings appear to be reasonable. It is, nevertheless, troubling that FAA 
has been forced to cancel the re-examination program initiated in response to this investigation 
because of the preliminary injunction. In light of the oro's finding that the number of 
individuals who have not been re-examined represents a measurable impact on aviation safety, 
this issue remains unresolved. 

Recommendation 

Because there remain concerns regarding the termination of the re-examination program, 
the Special Counsel recommends follow-up with the agency to determine the status of the 
litigation and any steps the agency is taking to effectively complete the re-examinations. 
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Memorandum 
U.S. DeparrmsnT 
of Transponation Sollthemn Region, "SO-200 

Flight S\aMards Di"lsiufT 
1701 Columbia Ave. Federal Avic:rtion 

Adminlstrotion College Park, GA 30337 

Subject: TNFORMAT10N: St. George Re-examination 
Program Briefing 

From: Manager, Air Safety Regulations Branch # ~o -.:l&'CJ 

To: Acting Manager, Flight Standards Division, 
ASO-200 

Dete: 

Reply to 

Ann. of: 

/Yo de:../... - Q 0i'~ 

~""I"P,,1c4 .J~ #.sO-cP-o/. 

Robert A. Meridy 
(404)305-6067 
FAX: (404)305-6065 

On May 20, ]999, guilty verdicts were returned by a federal jury on, Anthony St. George 
and George Allen on conspiracy charges. These charges related to making false 
statements to the Federal A vjatjon Administration (FAA) concerning testing and 
certificatjon of Airframe and Powevrrplant (A&P) mechanics at the st. George Testing 
Center jn Sanford, FJorida.(SGA). 

A re-examina(ion program was initiated by identifying the last person tested by the 
St. George fadlity. Working backward chronologically, the pJan was to evaluated 
groups of twenty-five (25) until we have confidence thaI Those remaining do not pose 
3 threat to aviation safety and the flying public. The actual investigation 
surveilhmce of St. George was in June and December 1998. 

Public Law 103-272, Section 44709(709), is the authority for re-examination. We believe 
that the safety threat to the avi:nion community and flying public a~ a result of the SGA 
facility is appropriately address by the following action: 

A Take 709 aClion for applicants that were identified during the 1 G survejJlance, and 
those certificate holders that tested at the SGA faciljty and have been issued 709 
letters to date (2114/01). 

B, A1 the conclusion of action for those individuals, notify the Southern Region Flight 
Standards Division ASO-200, of the results (briefing paper). 

Appl oxjlllatdy-98~Tere ceni1tea1ed-bet"\\'een-}tme-l,-+991-aflB-the-date-SQA---
operations were terminated in ] 998. As ofJanuary 10,2001 there had been 312 leners 
(709) sent to indivjduals, 133 re-exams (709) scheduled, 78 re-exams conducted, 59 re-
exams passed and J 9 fe-exams failed. There arc 85 individuals that voluntarily 
surrendered their cenificates. Those voluntarily surrendering their cenificate may rc-
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apply for a cenificate with no record relatjng to SGA and are thus not in the eguatlon for 
evaluating the SGA effect. There are 95 leners thaI received no response. 

2 

Two years after closing the SGA facility, and considering the above information, we have 
no conclusive measurable impact on aviation safety and the flying public that can be 
attributed to individuals tested at SGA. 

At the onset ofthc re-examinatjon program, personnel were required to be re-tested at a 
facility operated by tbe Orlando, FL FSDO. There were "Congressionals" on behalf of 
some individuals that were notified to retest at the Facility operated by the Orlando 
FSDO. Procedures were changed 10 allow individuals to test at facilities (Designated 
Mechanic Examiners, DME's) oftbeir cboicE: with FAA inspector monitoring the 
process. 

A Draft HBA W addressing the St. George issue sent to AFS-300, Randy Montgomery as 
an assist in finding unjfonn FAA wjde procedures for re-examination of personnel 
identified in the SGA issue. On April 4. 2001 Randy Montgomery returned the DRAFT 
stating tbat Steve Douglas, AFS-300 need clarification in some wording. An updated 
copy of the proposed DRAFT was sent via FAX and cc-mail to AFS-300 on April 5. 
2001 with changes in bold print. ASO-7, (legal's, Kieth May) has been briefed and 
coordinated with throughout in respect with ASO-250's involvemem. 

It was our recommendation that: 

]. RBA W be jssued as national standard gujdance for tracking of 709 re-exams 
associated with the SGA issue. 

2. The re-examination program be terminated at the conclusion of action on letters sent 
to the 312 jndividuals. 

3. The Orlando Testing facility be closed, 90 days after the effective date ofthe HBA W 
addressing the St. George issue. 

4. Those individuals identified for re-examination may be tested a1 a facility as outlined 
in tbeHBAW. 

John M. Dunbar, Jr. 
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Exams Delivered Since August 1, 2005 

-- TAKE 1 --

I Exam Date I FSDO 
Exams I Number I Number 

Delivered Pass Fail 
Aug 152005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 
Aug 162005 ATLANTA FSDO 1 1 0 
Aug 162005 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 
Aug 182005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 2 2 0 
Aug 192005 A TLANT A FSDO 2 2 0 
Aug 222005 ATLANTA FSDO 1 0 
Aug 22 2005 MIAMI FSDO 0 
Aug 24 2005 TAMPA FSDO 0 1 
Aug 29 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 1 0 
Aug 31 2005 DETROIT FSDO 1 0 
Aug 31 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 
Sep 22005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 
Sep 62005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 
Sep 72005 ATLANTA FSDO 0 
Sep 82005 DETROIT FSDO 0 
Sep 92005 COLUMBIA FSDO 0 
Sep 122005 OKLAHOMA CITY FSDO 0 
Sep 12 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 0 1 
Sep 14 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 1 0 
Sep 162005 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 1 0 
Sep 192005 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 2 1 1 
Sep 21 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 0 
Sep 22 2005 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 0 
Sep 23 2005 A TLANT A FSDO 2 2 0 
Sep 262005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 2 0 
Sep 26 2005 DALLAS FSDO 0 
Sep 26 2005 MIAMI FSDO 0 
Sep 26 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 
Sep 27 2005 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 
Sep 29 2005 A TLANT A FSDO 2 2 0 
Sep 30 2005 ALLEGHENY FSDO 0 
Sep 30 2005 A TLANT A FSDO 2 
Sep 302005 RIVERSIDE FSDO 0 
Oct 32005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 
Oct 32005 TAMPA FSDO 0 1 
Oct 42005 A TLANT A FSDO 1 0 
Oct 42005 TAMPA FSDO 1 0 
Oct 52005 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 
Oct 52005 WASHINGTON FSDO 1 1 0 
Oct 62005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 2 0 
Oct 72005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 1 0 
Oct 72005 ORLANDO FSDO 2 0 2 
Oct 11 2005 DETROIT FSDO 1 0 1 
Oct 11 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 
Oct 122005 MIAMIIFO 1 1 0 
Oct 12 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 1 0 

---- TAKE 2 --_ ... _-
Exams I Number I Number 

Delivered Pass Fail 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
2 1 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 



Oct 132005 ALBUQUERQUE FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 13 2005 DETROIT FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 14 2005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 17 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 4 0 0 0 0 

Oct 17 2005 INDiANAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 17 2005 KANSAS CITY FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 17 2005 MEMPHiS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 17 2005 PHiLADELPHIA FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Oct 17 2005 WICHITA FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 182005 ALLEGHENY FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 182005 BiRMINGHAM FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 18 2005 MiAMI FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 18 2005 MIAMIIFO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 182005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 182005 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 18 2005 VAN NUYS FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 202005 DUPAGE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 20 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 202005 TAMPA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 21 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 3 3 0 1 0 

Oct 21 2005 WASHINGTON FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 242005 ATLANTA FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 242005 FORT WORTH FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 242005 MEMPHIS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 24 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 24 2005 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 252005 BIRMINGHAM FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 252005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 252005 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 252005 WINDSOR LOCKS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 262005 ATLANTA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 262005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 272005 A TLANT A FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Oct 27 2005 SAN JUAN FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 272005 VAN NUYS FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 282005 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 282005 WICHITA FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 31 2005 A TLANT A FSDO 4 4 0 0 0 0 

Oct 31 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 2 0 0 0 

Nov 1 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 1 2005 COLUMBUS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Nov 1 2005 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Nov 1 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 1 2005 PORTLAND ME FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 1 2005 ST. LOUIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 22005 COLUMBUS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 22005 DES MOINES FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 22005 HOUSTON FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 22005 LOUISVILLE FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 22005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 22005 SALT LAKE CITY FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 32005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 0 2 0 0 0 



Nov 32005 HOUSTON FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 32005 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 32005 SAL T LAKE CITY FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 42005 COLUMBUS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 42005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 42005 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 72005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Nov 72005 BIRMINGHAM FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 72005 FORT WORTH FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 72005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 72005 MIAMI FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 72005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 82005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 82005 SEATTLE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 92005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 2 0 1 1 0 

Nov 10 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Nov 122005 MIAMI FSDO 3 2 0 0 0 

Nov 142005 ATLANTA FSDO 3 2 1 0 0 0 

Nov 14 2005 DETROIT FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Nov 142005 GREENSBORO FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Nov 142005 MIAMIIFO 0 0 0 0 

Nov 14 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 142005 NASHVI LLE FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 142005 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 3 2 

Nov 14 2005 ROCHESTER FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 14 2005 WICHITA FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Nov 152005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 3 1 0 0 0 

Nov 15 2005 MIAMI FSDO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Nov 15 2005 MIAMIIFO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 15 2005 SAN ANTONIO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 152005 SAN JUAN FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Nov 15 2005 TAMPA FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 16 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Nov 162005 LOUISVILLE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 17 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 0 0 0 

Nov 172005 DETROIT FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 172005 SAN JUAN FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Nov 182005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 4 0 0 0 0 

Nov 182005 RIVERSIDE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 18 2005 WINDSOR LOCKS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Nov 21 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Nov 21 2005 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 22 2005 BALTIMORE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 222005 DETROIT FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 222005 LOUISVILLE FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 222005 MIAMI FSDO 3 2 1 0 0 0 

Nov 222005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 222005 PORTLAND ME FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 222005 SAN JUAN FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 222005 WASHINGTON FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 232005 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 232005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 



Nov 232005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 252005 BALTIMORE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 28 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 2 2 0 0 0 

Nov 28 2005 BIRMINGHAM FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 28 2005 MIAMIIFO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 282005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 29 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 1 3 0 0 0 

Nov 29 2005 BALTIMORE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 29 2005 CINCINNATI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 29 2005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 29 2005 HARRISBURG FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 29 2005 LOUISVILLE FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Nov 29 2005 MIAMI FSDO 2 0 2 0 0 0 

Nov 29 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 29 2005 PORTLAND ME FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 30 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Nov 30 2005 COLUMBIA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 30 2005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 30 2005 LOUISVILLE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Nov 30 2005 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 1 

Nov 30 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 30 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 1 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 3 2 1 0 0 0 

Dec 1 2005 BALTIMORE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 1 2005 DENVER FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 1 2005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 1 2005 MIAMI FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 1 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 1 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Dec 1 2005 SEA TILE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 22005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 4 0 0 0 0 

Dec 22005 CLEVELAND FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 22005 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 22005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 22005 VAN NUYS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 22005 WINDSOR LOCKS FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 32005 MIAMI FSDO 2 0 2 0 0 0 

Dec 52005 ATLANTA FSDO 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Dec 52005 CHARLOTTE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 52005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 52005 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 52005 MIAMI FSDO 2 1 0 0 0 

Dec 52005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 52005 RICHMOND FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 62005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 4 0 0 0 0 

Dec 62005 DENVER FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 62005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 72005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 4 0 0 0 0 

Dec 72005 BALTIMORE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 72005 BIRMINGHAM FSDO 0 0 0 r 1 0 

Dec 72005 JACKSON FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 72005 LITTLE ROCK FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 



Dec 72005 MIAMIIFO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Dec 72005 ORLANDO FSDO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Dec 72005 ROCHESTER FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 82005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 4 0 1 1 0 

Dec 82005 COLUMBIA FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 82005 DENVER FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Dec 82005 HOUSTON FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 82005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 82005 ORLANDO FSDO 3 1 2 0 0 0 

Dec 82005 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 92005 ALLEGHENY FSDO 1 1 0 1 0 1 

Dec 92005 ATLANTA FSDO 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Dec 92005 CLEVELAND FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 92005 COLUMBUS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 92005 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 92005 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 92005 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 92005 SPRINGFIELD FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 92005 WICHITA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 102005 MIAMI FSDO 2 1 1 1 0 

Dec 12 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 5 5 0 1 1 0 

Dec 12 2005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 122005 FORT WORTH FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Dec 122005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Dec 12 2005 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 12 2005 LOUISVILLE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 12 2005 MEMPHIS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 122005 MIAMI FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 122005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 1 0 

Dec 12 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 122005 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 12 2005 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 13 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 5 5 0 1 1 0 

Dec 13 2005 BOSTON FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 13 2005 COLUMBIA FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 132005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 13 2005 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 132005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 14 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 4 4 0 1 1 0 

Dec 142005 COLUMBUS FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 14 2005 MIAMI FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Dec 14 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 142005 ROCHESTER FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 15 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Dec 15 2005 COLUMBIA FSDO 2 1 0 0 0 

Dec 15 2005 COLUMBUS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 152005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 15 2005 GRAND RAPIDS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 15 2005 MIAMI FSDO 2 0 2 0 0 0 

Dec 15 2005 MIAMIIFO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Dec 15 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 152005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 



Dec 152005 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 16 2005 ALLEGHENY FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 16 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 6 6 0 1 0 

Dec 16 2005 BIRMINGHAM FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Dec 16 2005 CHARLESTON FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 16 2005 FRANKFURT IFO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 16 2005 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 162005 HONOLULU FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 16 2005 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Dec 16 2005 MIAMI FSDO 3 2 1 0 0 0 

Dec 162005 MiAMllFO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 162005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 3 2 1 0 0 0 

Dec 16 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 3 1 2 0 0 0 

Dec 162005 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 16 2005 RICHMOND FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 172005 MIAMI FSDO 3 1 2 1 0 

Dec 17 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 192005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 2 0 0 

Dec 192005 COLUMBUS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Dec 19 2005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 192005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 19 2005 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 1 1 1 0 

Dec 192005 HONOLULU FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 19 2005 KANSAS CITY FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 19 2005 MIAMI FSDO 3 0 3 0 

Dec 192005 ORLANDO FSDO 3 1 2 0 1 

Dec 192005 RICHMOND FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 192005 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 192005 WASHINGTON FSDO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Dec 20 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Dec 20 2005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 20 2005 GREENSBORO FSDO 2 1 0 0 0 

Dec 20 2005 MIAMI FSDO 4 4 0 0 0 0 

Dec 202005 MIAMIIFO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 20 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Dec 202005 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Dec 20 2005 RICHMOND FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 20 2005 SAN JUAN FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Dec 20 2005 SEATTLE FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 2 2 0 1 0 

Dec 21 2005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2005 MIAMI FSDO 4 0 4 1 1 0 

Dec 21 2005 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 3 2 1 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2005 PORTLAND OR FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2005 RICHMOND FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2005 SAN JUAN FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2005 SEATTLE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2005 VAN NUYS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2005 WASHINGTON FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 22 2005 ATLANTA FSDO 6 5 1 1 0 1 

Dec 22 2005 COLUMBIA FSDO 2 0 2 0 0 0 



Dec 22 2005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 222005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 222005 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 22 2005 MIAMI FSDO 5 3 2 1 0 1 

Dec 222005 ORLANDO FSDO 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Dec 222005 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 222005 SEATTLE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 22 2005 TAMPA FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 22 2005 WASHINGTON FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 232005 ATLANTA FSDO 1 0 2 0 2 

Dec 232005 COLUMBIA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 232005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Dec 232005 MIAMI FSDO 3 1 2 0 0 0 

Dec 23 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 4 3 1 0 0 0 

Dec 232005 RICHMOND FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 23 2005 WINDSOR LOCKS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 27 2005 ANCHORAGE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 27 2005 DETROIT FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 27 2005 FORT WORTH FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 27 2005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 27 2005 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 272005 MIAMI FSDO 6 4 2 1 0 1 

Dec 27 2005 SAN ANTONIO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 282005 CINCINNATI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 282005 FORT WORTH FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 282005 GREENSBORO FSDO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Dec 282005 MIAMI FSDO 4 1 3 1 1 0 

Dec 282005 ORLANDO FSDO 6 5 0 0 0 

Dec 28 2005 ROCHESTER FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 282005 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Dec 28 2005 TETERBORO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 292005 ALLEGHENY FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 292005 ANCHORAGE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 29 2005 BALTIMORE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 29 2005 CINCINNATI FSDO 2 1 0 0 0 

Dec 292005 FARMINGDALE FSDO 3 1 2 0 0 0 

Dec 29 2005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 5 2 3 0 0 0 

Dec 29 2005 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 292005 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 29 2005 MIAMI FSDO 6 3 3 0 0 0 

Dec 29 2005 OKLAHOMA CITY FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 29 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 6 4 2 0 0 0 

Dec 302005 ALLEGHENY FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 30 2005 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 3 2 0 0 0 

Dec 30 2005 HELENA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 30 2005 HONOLULU FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 302005 JACKSON FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 30 2005 MIAMI FSDO 5 0 5 0 0 0 

Dec 30 2005 ORLANDO FSDO 5 5 0 0 0 0 

Dec 30 2005 WASHINGTON FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 30 2005 WICHITA FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Dec 31 2005 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 



Jan 32006 MIAMI FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 42006 WASHINGTON FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 52006 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 52006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Jan 62006 ATLANTA FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Jan 62006 DALLAS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 62006 HONOLULU FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 62006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 1 1 0 

Jan 92006 MEMPHIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Jan 92006 SAN ANTONIO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jan 102006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 102006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 11 2006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jan 11 2006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Jan 11 2006 TETERBORO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Jan 122006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 122006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 132006 ATLANTA FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Jan 13 2006 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 132006 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Jan 132006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 3 1 2 

Jan 132006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Jan 172006 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Jan 172006 LOUISVILLE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 172006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Jan 172006 NASHVILLE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Jan 182006 ALLEGHENY FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jan 182006 COLUMBIA FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 192006 JACKSON FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jan 192006 LONDON INTERNATIONA 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Jan 192006 LOUISVILLE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 192006 WASHINGTON FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Jan 20 2006 BOSTON FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Jan 20 2006 MIAMI FSDO 0 1 0 1 

Jan 20 2006 SAN JUAN FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 23 2006 COLUMBIA FSDO 0 1 0 

Jan 23 2006 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Jan 23 2006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 23 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Jan 24 2006 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 24 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 25 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 25 2006 RICHMOND FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Jan 26 2006 FARMINGDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Jan 26 2006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Jan 262006 RICHMOND FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jan 27 2006 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Jan 27 2006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 5 3 2 

Jan 27 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Jan 302006 ATLANTA FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jan 302006 CHARLESTON FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 302006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 1 0 



Jan 302006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Jan 31 2006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 31 2006 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Feb 1 2006 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Feb 1 2006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 7 4 3 

Feb 1 2006 MIAMIIFO 0 1 0 0 0 

Feb 22006 FARMINGDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Feb 22006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 2 1 

Feb 32006 JACKSON FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Feb 62006 CINCINNATI FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Feb 62006 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Feb 62006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Feb 72006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Feb 82006 INDIANAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Feb 82006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 4 0 4 

Feb 92006 FAA Headquarters 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Feb 92006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Feb 92006 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Feb 102006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Feb 132006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Feb 132006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 2 1 

Feb 132006 NASHVILLE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Feb 132006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Feb 142006 ALLEGHENY FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Feb 142006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Feb 152006 FARMINGDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Feb 152006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 2 1 

Feb 152006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Feb 21 2006 BAL TIMORE FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Feb 222006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Feb 232006 JACKSON FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Feb 23 2006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Feb 23 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Feb 232006 TAMPA FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Feb 242006 BALTIMORE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Feb 24 2006 RICHMOND FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Feb 282006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Mar 1 2006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Mar 22006 HOUSTON FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Mar 32006 CHARLOTTE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Mar 62006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Mar 15 2006 GRAND RAPIDS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Mar 15 2006 MIAMIIFO 1 0 0 0 0 

Mar 17 2006 ATLANTA FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Mar 17 2006 MIAMIIFO 0 0 0 1 0 

Mar 17 2006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Mar 202006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Mar 21 2006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Mar 222006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Mar 242006 BALTIMORE FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Mar 242006 LONG BEACH FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Mar 272006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 



Mar 28 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Mar 29 2006 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Mar 302006 PHILADELPHIA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Apr 52006 BAL TIMORE FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Apr .7 2006 MIAMIIFO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Apr 102006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 2 0 2 

Apr 122006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Apr 17 2006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Apr 202006 MIAMIIFO 1 0 0 0 0 

Apr 21 2006 SAN ANTONIO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Apr 252006 MIAMIIFO 0 0 0 0 

Apr 262006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Apr 272006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

May 22006 MIAMIIFO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

May 22006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

May 42006 COLUMBIA FSDO 2 1 0 0 0 

May 11 2006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

May 22 2006 ROCHESTER FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

May 30 2006 MIAMIIFO 0 0 0 1 0 

May 31 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jun 1 2006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jun 22006 COLUMBIA FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Jun 22006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jun 52006 MIAMIIFO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jun 72006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jun 12 2006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jun 142006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jun 21 2006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jun 22 2006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Jun 23 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jun 23 2006 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jun 27 2006 A TLANT A FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jun 27 2006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jun 30 2006 MILWAUKEE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jul 62006 DENVER FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Jul 62006 SAN JUAN FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Jul132006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jul172006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jul 21 2006 MIAMI FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jul 21 2006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jul252006 FARMINGDALE FSDO .1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jul 31 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Aug 1 2006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Aug 1 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 32006 NASHVILLE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 11 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 142006 BATON ROUGE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 142006 DALLAS FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Aug 142006 MILWAUKEE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Aug 152006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 21 2006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 0 

Aug 23 2006 SPRINGFIELD FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 



Aug 24 2006 HOUSTON FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Aug 24 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 252006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Aug 28 2006 DETROIT FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Aug 28 2006 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 28 2006 MEMPHIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 29 2006 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 29 2006 MEMPHIS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Aug 302006 WASHINGTON FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Aug 31 2006 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 31 2006 LOUISVILLE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Aug 31 2006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Sep 72006 SAN DIEGO FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Sep 11 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Sep 142006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 2 1 0 0 0 

Sep 142006 MIAMI FSDO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Sep 15 2006 MIAMI FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Sep 192006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Sep 25 2006 COLUMBIA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Sep 25 2006 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Sep 28 2006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Sep 28 2006 SAN ANTONIO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Oct 52006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Oct 52006 JACKSON FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 62006 MEMPHIS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 16 2006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 17 2006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 202006 MIAMI FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 242006 BIRMINGHAM FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Oct 242006 WASHINGTON FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 262006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Oct 30 2006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 30 2006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 30 2006 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Oct 31 2006 SAN DIEGO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Nov 22006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Nov 32006 MIAMIIFO 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 62006 BAL TIMORE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 72006 ANCHORAGE FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 72006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 82006 HOUSTON FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Nov 92006 RIVERSIDE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 142006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Nov 142006 MEMPHIS FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Nov 162006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Nov 172006 WASHINGTON FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Nov 20 2006 OAKLAND FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 27 2006 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 27 2006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Nov 282006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Nov 292006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Nov 30 2006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 



Nov 30 2006 VAN NUYS FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 1 2006 COLUMBIA FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Dec 1 2006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Dec 42006 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Dec 52006 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 52006 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Dec 52006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 62006 ATLANTA FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 62006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 122006 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 132006 MIAMIIFO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Dec 142006 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 192006 GREENSBORO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 20 2006 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 21 2006 FARMINGDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 222006 BIRMINGHAM FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Dec 27 2006 SAN JUAN FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Dec 28 2006 SAN JUAN FSDO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Dec 292006 SAN JUAN FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Jan 42007 JACKSON FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 42007 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 42007 ORLANDO FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 42007 SAN JUAN FSDO 0 0 0 2 2 0 

Jan 11 2007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Jan 23 2007 SCOTTSDALE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Jan 25 2007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Jan 25 2007 SAN JUAN FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Jan 262007 BIRMINGHAM FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Jan 29 2007 VAN NUYS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Jan 31 2007 MINNEAPOLIS FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 

Feb 52007 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Feb 12 2007 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Feb 12 2007 ORLANDO FSDO 0 1 0 0 0 

Feb 282007 DALLAS FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Mar 82007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Mar 92007 MIAMI FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Mar 12 2007 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

Mar 12 2007 SAN ANTONIO FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Mar 15 2007 RIVERSIDE FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Mar 19 2007 WASHINGTON FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Mar 232007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Mar 262007 MIAMI FSDO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Mar 272007 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Apr 13 2007 ORLANDO FSDO 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Apr 16 2007 FORT WORTH FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Apr 252007 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

Apr 262007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Apr 272007 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 

Apr 302007 COLUMBIA FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 

May 22007 WASHINGTON FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 

May 32007 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

May 72007 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 



May 92007 VAN NUYS FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
May 10 2007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 
May 142007 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 
May 15 2007 SCOnSDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
May 22 2007 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 
Jun 52007 FORT WORTH FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Jun 82007 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Jun 122007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Jun 26 2007 ANCHORAGE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Jun 26 2007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Jul 92007 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Jul 11 2007 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Jul122007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 
Jul 132007 FORT WORTH FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Jul182007 GREENSBORO FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Jul 23 2007 DETROIT FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Jul272007 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Jul 302007 TETERBORO FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Aug 32007 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Aug 72007 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Aug 14 2007 TETERBORO FSDO 0 0 0 0 1 
Aug 162007 CINCINNATI FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Aug 162007 RIVERSIDE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Aug 23 2007 MIAMI FSDO 1 0 1 0 0 0 
Aug 29 2007 ORLANDO FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Aug 29 2007 TETERBORO FSDO 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oct 24 2007 ANCHORAGE FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Oct 25 2007 FT. LAUDERDALE FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Dec 142007 MIAMI FSDO 0 1 0 1 
Dec 17 2007 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Dec 21 2007 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Jan 11 2008 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 0 
Jan 22 2008 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Jan 24 2008 ORLANDO FSDO 1 0 0 0 0 
Feb 62008 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 
Feb 19 2008 MIAMI FSDO 0 0 0 1 0 1 

ITotal 725
1 4931 2321 

1821 
87

1 951 

Pass Rates: ITake 1: 68% ITake 2: 48% 



TOTAL 
Exams I Number I Number 

Delivered Pass Fail 
1 1 0 
1 0 
1 0 1 
2 2 0 
2 2 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 
1 0 1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 0 
1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 • 0 1 
1 0 
1 0 
2 1 1 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
2 2 0 
2 2 0 
1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 
2 2 0 
1 0 1 
2 1 1 

0 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 

1 0 
1 0 

2 1 1 
1 1 0 
2 2 0 
1 0 
2 0 2 
1 0 1 

1 0 
1 0 

0 





1 0 

1 0 1 

1 1 0 
0 
0 

1 0 

2 1 1 
1 0 
0 1 
1 0 
0 
1 0 
1 0 

1 1 0 
3 3 0 
3 3 0 
3 2 
3 2 1 
1 1 0 
2 2 0 

1 0 
1 0 

1 0 1 
3 2 

1 1 0 
1 0 
4 3 1 

2 1 1 
0 1 

1 1 0 
1 1 0 

0 1 
2 2 0 
1 0 
2 1 

0 
1 0 

4 4 0 
1 0 
1 1 0 

2 2 0 
0 1 
1 0 
1 0 
0 1 

3 2 1 
1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 

1 0 
0 1 

0 



0 

1 1 0 

4 2 2 
1 0 

1 0 
1 0 1 
4 1 3 
1 1 0 

1 0 
1 0 

1 1 0 
1 1 0 
2 0 2 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
3 3 0 

1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 
2 1 

0 1 
1 1 0 
3 2 1 
1 0 
1 0 
1 0 
1 0 
1 0 
2 2 0 

1 1 0 
4 4 0 

1 0 
0 1 

0 
1 0 

1 1 0 
2 0 2 

3 3 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 

2 1 1 
1 0 1 
1 1 0 
4 4 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 
4 4 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 



2 1 
2 1 1 
1 1 0 
5 5 0 

1 0 
2 2 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 

3 1 2 
1 1 0 
2 1 1 
3 3 0 

0 1 
0 
0 

1 0 
0 

1 1 0 
1 0 
3 2 1 
6 6 0 

0 1 
1 0 1 
2 2 0 
1 0 
1 0 
1 0 1 
1 1 0 
2 1 1 
1 0 1 

0 
1 1 0 
6 6 0 
1 0 1 

0 1 
1 0 
0 1 

1 0 1 
5 5 0 
1 1 0 
2 2 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
3 3 0 
2 1 1 

1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 
2 0 2 

0 1 
0 
0 



1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 

0 
1 0 
1 0 1 

1 1 0 
2 1 

0 1 
0 1 

1 1 0 
1 1 0 

0 1 
1 0 
0 1 

1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 

1 0 
1 0 1 
4 1 3 
1 0 1 

0 
0 

1 1 0 
1 0 1 
1 0 1 

1 0 
0 1 

2 2 0 
1 0 
1 0 

0 1 
2 0 2 
1 0 
2 1 
1 0 1 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 
1 0 1 

0 1 
1 0 1 
5 3 2 
1 0 1 

0 1 
1 0 1 
2 0 2 



0 1 
1 0 

1 0 1 

1 0 1 

7 4 3 
0 1 

1 0 

2 1 

1 1 0 
1 1 0 

1 1 0 
1 0 1 
1 1 0 

0 

4 0 4 
1 0 

1 1 0 
1 0 

0 1 
1 1 0 
2 1 1 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 

1 0 1 
2 1 1 

1 0 1 
1 0 1 
1 1 0 

1 0 
0 
0 
0 1 

0 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 

1 1 0 
1 0 
1 0 

0 1 

0 1 

1 0 1 

1 1 0 

0 
1 0 

1 1 0 

2 1 



0 1 
1 0 

1 1 0 

1 0 1 
1 1 0 

2 0 2 
0 1 
1 0 
1 0 
0 1 

1 0 1 
1 0 1 
1 1 0 

0 1 
1 0 

2 1 
0 
0 
0 

1 1 0 
1 0 
1 0 
1 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 0 

1 1 0 
1 0 1 

1 0 
1 1 0 

0 1 
0 1 

0 
0 

1 0 
1 0 

1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 
1 0 

1 0 

1 1 0 

1 1 0 

1 0 
1 0 
1 0 
1 0 1 
1 1 0 
2 1 
1 0 



Appendix C 

Exhibit 1 



APPENDIX C 
Exhibit 1 

[PUBLISH] 

IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
~--------------~ 

FOR THE ELEVENTH CIRCU T FILED 

No. '04-16729 

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS 
ELEVENTH CIRCUIT 

Decem ber 13, 2005 

THOMAS K. KAHN 
CLERK 

D. C. Docket No. 04-0 1 S2S-CV-ORL-22JGG 

JOHN DOE, I, 
JENNETTE BENNETT -SEACREST, et aI., 

versus 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION, 
MARION C. BLAKEY, 
Federal Aviation Administrator, 

Plaintiffs-Appellees, 

Defendants-Appellants. 

Appeal from the United States. District Court 
for the Middle District of Florida 

(December 13, 2005) 

Before BLACK, WILSON and COX, Circuit Judges. 

COX, Circuit Judge: 



The Federal Aviation Administration ("the FAA") and its Administrator 

appeal the district court's order granting a preliminary injunction. We hold that the 

district court had no subject-matter jurisdiction and therefore vacate the injunction 

and remand the action with instructions to dismiss for lack of subject-matter 

jurisdiction. 

I. FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

The Plaintiffs are thirteen aircraft mechanics who were issued airmen 

certificates pursuant to powers granted by Congress to the FAA. 49 U.S.C. §§ 

44702, 44703. After an investigation revealed (and a subsequent criminal trial 

confirmed beyond a reasonable doubt) that the school from which the Plaintiffs 

received their airmen certificates fraudulently examined and certified some 

applicants for those certificates, the FAA concluded that the existence of aircraft 

mechanics unqualified to hold certificates and perform aircraft maintenance posed 

a serious threat to air safety. The FAA was unable to determine which of the 

mechanics who received their certificates from the implicated school had been 

fraudulently certified. Therefore, the FAA wrote letters to the Plaintiffs (and 

approximately 2,000 other mechanics who had been certified at the school during 

the relevant time period) stating that reexamination of their airmen competency 

was necessary under 49 U.S.C. § 44709. The FAA took no action to suspend or 
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revoke the mechanics' certificates. Rather than submitting to reexamination or 

refusing reexamination, thereby risking an FAA order suspending or revoking their 

certificates, the Plaintiffs filed this action in federal district court and sought a 

preliminary injunction instructing· the FAA how to proceed in its process of 

reexamination. 

The district court granted the requested injunction. It prevents the FAA 

from reexamining the mechanics on an emergency basis pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 

44709; requires the FAA to show cause for reexamining each individual mechanic; 

and requires the FAA to provide each mechanic with an opportunity to be heard as 

to why he should not have to submit to reexamination. 

II. CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES AND ISSUES ON APPEAL 

The FAA challenges the district court's injunction on two grounds. First, it 

contends that the district court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction to hear the 

mechanics' case. Second, it contends that, even if the district court had subject

matter jurisdiction, it erred in granting the preliminary injunction. The FAA 

argues that Congress has established by statute a comprehensive administrative 

scheme for resolution of disputes between airmen and the FAA and that the 

statutory scheme denies the district court jurisdiction to resolve these sorts of 

disputes. See 49 U.S.C. § 44709. The Plaintiff mechanics maintain that the 

3 



statutory scheme the FAA relies upon is inapplicable in a case like this, where they 

brought suit before the FAA had taken any action to suspend or revoke their 

licenses and where they allege that their due process rights would be offended by 

the FAA's planned reexamination. 

III. STANDARDS OF REVIEW 

We reVIew questions of subject-matter jurisdiction de novo. See Milan 

Express, Inc. v. Averitt Express, Inc., 208 F.3d 975, 978 (1 Ith Cir. 2000). 

The district court's decision to grant a preliminary injunction is reviewed for 

abuse of discretion, but its application of law is reviewed de novo. Johnson & 

Johnson Vision Care, Inc. v. 1-800 Contacts, Inc., 299 F.3d 1242, 1246 (lith Cir. 

2002). 

IV. DISCUSSION 

The outcome of this case is dictated by Supreme Court precedent that the 

parties never cited to the district court that issued the injunction. The facts here are 

so similar to those in Thunder Basin Coal Co. v. Reich, 510 U.S. 200, 114 S. Ct. 

771 (1994), that review of that case is instructive. 

In Thunder Basin, the Supreme Court examined the Federal Mine Safety and 

Health Act, 30 U.S.C. § 801 et seq., ("Mine Act") to determine whether it prevents 

a district court from exercising subject-matter jurisdiction over a pre-enforcement 
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challenge to Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) actions pursuant to 

the Mine Act. 510 U.S. at 202, 114 S: Ct. at 774. A mine operator filed suit in 

district court before MSHA took any enforcement action against it; the operator's 

lawsuit requested an injunction preventing MSHA from requiring the mine 

operator to post a notice at its business. [d. at 205, 114 S. Ct. at 775. While 

acknowledging that the Mine Act provided a comprehensive statut(}ry scheme 

prescribing a process through which the mine operator could challenge the acts of 

MSHA, the operator alleged that requiring it to comply with that process would 

cause the operator irreparable harm and violate its due process rights. Id., 114 S. 

Ct. at 775. The district court granted the injunction. ld. at 205-06, 114 S. Ct. at 

775-76. The Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit reversed, finding that the Mine 

Act's comprehensive administrative-review scheme precluded district court 

jurisdiction over the mine operator's claims. Id. at 206, 114 S. Ct. at 776. The 

Supreme Court affirmed the Tenth Circuit, holding that because the Mine Act 

"establishes a detailed structure for reviewing violations of [the Mine] Act," 

(including review by an administrative law judge, the Federal Mine Safety and 

Health Review Commission, and a federal court of appeals) and because that 

statutory scheme allocated initial review to an administrative body (rather than a 

federal district court), the district court had no jurisdiction to address the mine 
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operator's complaint Id. at 207, 218, 114 S. Ct. at 776, 782. The Court 

recognized that the Mine Act was facially silent with respect to pre-enforcement 

claims but held that the structure of the act demonstrated that Congress intended to 

preclude challenges to the Mine Act's enforcement in district court. Id. at 208, 114 

S. Ct. at 777. 

The statutory administrative-review scheme at issue in this case functions 

very much like that established by the Mine Act. The statute in question, 49 

U.S.C. §§ 44701-44723 ("the FAA Act" or "the FAA Statute"), charges the FAA 

with prescribing air safety standards, including certification requirements for 

(among others) airports, airlines, airplanes, and aircraft pilots and mechanics to 

"promote safe flight of civil aircraft in air commerce." 49 U.S.C. § 44701 (a); see 

also 49 V.S.C. §§ 44702-44706. Pursuant to its authority under the FAA Statute, 

the FAA may reexamine an airman already holding a certificate. 49 U.S.C. § 

44709(a). After that reexamination or "[an]other investigation," the FAA may 

order, in the interest of safety, that an airman's certificate be amended, modified, 

suspended or revoked. 49 U.S.C. § 44709(b). An airman adversely affected by 

such an order has a right to appeal to the National Transportation Safety Board 

(NTSB) and, subsequently, to a federal court of appeals. 49 U.S.C. § 44709(d), (t). 

If the FAA has determined that an emergency exists, its order of certificate action 
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takes effect immediately and the affected airman is entitled to final disposition of 

his NTSB appeal within sixty days. 49 U.S.c. § 44709(e). If no emergency is 

designated, the FAA's order of certificate action is stayed pending the resolution of 

any NTSB appeal. Id. Like the Mine Act, the FAA Statute is silent with regard to 

judicial review of pre-enforcement actions (lawsuits brought before an FAA order 

of certificate action). 

The parties agree that the FAA has the power to reexamine airmen and to 

suspend and revoke their certificates. They also agree that the NTSB is 

independent of the FAA. And, the mechanics do not take issue with the fact that 

the NTSB is both uniquely suited and designated by statute as the sole entity to 

consider an airman's initial challenge to FAA certificate action. Rather. the 

mechanics contend that they need not submit to the administrative-review process 

because the FAA has not yet taken any certificate action and, further, that to 

require them to wait for such action and then pursue their claims through the 

administrative appeal process would cause irreparable harm and deprive them of 

their due process rights. 

First, we address the mechanics' claim that the statutorily prescribed 

administrative-review process is inapplicable because their lawsuit was filed before 

the FAA took any certificate action. This argument is meritless. If, instead of 
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filing their lawsuit in district court, the mechanics had either: (1) refused to submit 

to reexamination, or (2) submitted to and failed reexamination, the FAA could 

have: (1) determined that a safety emergency existed and issued an order 

suspending or revoking the mechanics' certificates immediately, or (2) issued an 

order notifying the mechanics of the reasons for its concern and provided them 

with opportunities to be heard by the NTSB as to why their certificates should not 

be suspended or revoked. 49 U.S.C. § 44709(b), (c). Once one of these FAA 

orders was issued, the mechanics' rights to appeal to the NTSB would have vested; 

and the mechanics could obtain judicial review of any NTSB order in the 

appropriate federal court of appeals. l 49 U.S.C. § 44709(d), (e), (f). The 

mechanics simply cannot avoid the statutorily established administrative-review 

process by rushing to the federal courthouse for an injunction preventing the very 

action that would set the administrative-review process in motion. As with the 

Mine Act, "[t]o uphold the District Court's jurisdiction in these circumstances 

would be inimical to the structure and the purpose" of the statutory scheme. 

Thunder Basin, 510 U.S. at 216,114 S. Ct. at 781. 

Ilfthe FAA did not order any action on a mechanic's ainnan certificate, no right to 
appeal to the NTSB would vest See 49 U.S.C. § 44709( d)(1} (granting right to appeal to "[a] 
pe~son adversely affected by an order of the [FAA] under this section .... "). 
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The mechanics' second argument-that their allegation of a constitutional 

violation removes their complaint from the purview of the statutory review 

scheme-also fails. Both this court and the Supreme Court have already rejected 

this argument. See Thunder Basin, 510 U.S. at 215, 114 S. Ct. at 780; Green v. 

Brantley, 981 F.2d 514, 520 (11th Cir. 1993). 

In Green, the plaintiff was a Designated Pilot Examiner who held a FAA 

certificate. Green, 981 F.2d at 516. When the FAA cancelled Green's certificate, 

he filed suit in the federal district court seeking recovery for constitutional torts he 

alleged were committed in conjunction with the certificate termination. Id. at 518. 

This court found that the merits of Green's constitutional arguments were 

"inescapably intertwined with a review of the procedures and merits surrounding 

the FAA's order." Green, 981 F.2d at 521. Because the statute that authorized the 

FAA action on Green's certificate (the predecessor to the statute at issue in this 

case) provided for NTSB review of the FAA's order with a right to appeal to a 

federal court of appeals, Green's suit in federal district court was held to be an 

impermissible collateral chalJenge to the agency's action. ld. Therefore, the 

district court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction over Green's suit. Id. 

The same is true here. The mechanics' constitutional claims (that the FAA 

has infringed upon their due process rights by failing to observe statutory and 

9 



administrative processes) necessarily reqUlre a review of the procedures and 

actions taken by the FAA with regard to the mechanics' certificates. Therefore, the 

constitutional claims fall within the ambit of the administrative scheme, and the 

district court is without subject-matter jurisdiction. 

The NTSB, a Congressionally designated independent commission, can 

address the mechanics' constitutional concerns during its review of any FAA order. 

See Thunder Basin, 510 U.S. at 215, 114 S. Ct. at 780 (holding that, where 

reviewing body is not the agency itself but an independent commission, it may 

address constitutional questions). And a mechanic is guaranteed a right to appeal 

the NTSB's decision to the federal court of appeals. 49 U.S.C. § 44709(f). It is 

true that the FAA Statute (like the Mine Act) provides for delayed judicial review 

(that is, review by a federal court of appeals after a determination by the 

administrative commission rather than initial review by a federal district court). 

Jd.; Thunder Basin> 510 U.S. at 215, 114 S. Ct. at 780. However, the statutory 

scheme does not deprive the mechanics of all federal court review of their due 

process allegations. Thus, contrary to the mechanics' contention, this case "does 

not present the 'serious constitutional question' that would arise if an agency 

statute were construed to preclude all judicial review of a constitutional claim." 

Thunder Basin, 510 U.S. at 215, n.20, 114 S. Ct. at 780, n.20 (quoting Bowen v. 

10 



Michigan Academy of Family Physicians, 476 U.S. 667, 681, n.12, 106 S. Ct. 

2133,2141, n.12 (1986)). 

V. CONCLUSION 

We conclude that Thunder Basin and Green control this case and therefore 

vacate the district court's order and remand the action with instructions that it be 

dismissed for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. Because we resolve this dispute 

on jurisdictional grounds, we do not address the FAA's claim that the district court 

erred by misapplying the legal standards for issuance of a preliminary injunction. 

VACA TED AND REMANDED WITH INSTRUCTIONS. 

11 
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!\1EMOR.t\J\]?UM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAl1\'TIFFS' MOT~ON FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

Plaintiffs, FREDERICK ALLISON, et at., by and through their undersigned 

counsel submit this Memorandum of Law in support of Plaintiffs' Motion for a 

Preliminary Injunction. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

The Defendant, the Federal Aviation Administration ("FAA" or "Agency"), 

has taken adm inistrative action against what is purported to be thousands of applicants 

who attended St. George A v[ation Testing Center (hereafter "St George'')) in Sanford, 

Florida. I Specifically, the FAA issued letters to each of the Plaintiffs on July 5, 2005, 

demanding that each applicant schedule a reexamination, notvvithstanding that each of the ----
Pla~tiffs had successfully completed each phase of the testing process, includin~. 

satisfying the FAA's requirements concerning eligibility. This complaint is brought by 
~-- ~ 

Plaintiffs who challenge the practice and procedure implemel"\ted by the FAA. 

Plaintiffs are mechanics who received certificates from St. George during 

the period of October 10, 1995 through December 31, 1998. The FAA Flight Standards 

District Office in Orlando, Florida had oversight of the St. George certification process. 

Even thougb the FAA was fully supervising the St George Aviation Testing Center 

during the time in question, some fraudulent certificates were issued, and as a result, 

officials from st. George illld at least one FAA Aviation Safety Inspector faced criminal 

charges. 

In their July 5, 2005 reexamination mandate, the FAA cited to no individual 

wrongdoing by any of the Plaintiffs, but rather, reasoned that Plaintifis had to submit to 

the FAA'5 reexamination based upon a generalized "uncertainty." The FAA has not 

provided nor articulated any evidence of wrongdoing by any of the Plaintiffs in the July 

5. 2005 Iener, but has instead required the Plaintiffs to prove to the FAA that they did not 

cheat to obtain their ainnan certification. 

I St. George Aviation was under criminal investigation by the 0 ffice of lnspector 
General's between October 10, i 995 and December 31. 1998. SGTCA owners were 

P.08 
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The micro-aspects of the matter are quite simple. Generally. to obtain a 

mechanics certificate with Airframe and Powerp!ant ratings, an individual must work 30 

months under the supervision of another mechanic(s). Upon acquiring the 30 months 

experience, the applicant must appear before an FAA Aviation Safety inspector 

whereupon that inspector must determine if the is eligible to take the required 

examinations. Once the applicant has received an endorsement from the FAA, the 

applicant must successfully complete written examinations, an oral examination and 

practical examination. The typical oral examination consists of a face to face question 

and answer session. The practical examination typically consists of a hands-on 

examination where the applicant must demonstrate his skills via perfonning actual 

maintenance on an aircraft. A typical oral and practical session should take about eight 

or more hours. 

The alleged wrongdoing .by the owners of St. George Aviation, and the reason for 

the reexamination mandate herein are based upon the allegation that St George gave 

abbreviated versions of the oral and practical examinations. Specifically, it has been 

alleged [hat many of the oral and practical tests were far less than eight hours and in some 

instances were not given. 

Plaintiffs move to prevc;:nt the FAA from executing the reexamination mandate, 

because the FAA is acting il.fbitrarily, and without cause. The Agency has yet to 

interview any of the Plaintiffs to detennine if that applicant received the abbrevia.ted 

version of the rest or whether the applicnnt was tested appropriately. Plaintiffs are 

prepared to answer any questions concerning their respective testing at St. George. 

Further, Plaimiffs are prepared La present testimoni,ll and documentary evidence that 

they were tested in accordance Wilh the Federal Aviation Regulations. The FAA simply 

does nOt have any evidence to refute that all of the Plaintiffs legitimately obtained their 

airmen certificates. 

Further, it is undisputeq that several of the Plaintiffs took this test nearly ten years 

ago. H IS il !so uI'ldisputed that the FAA had knowledge or should have known of this 

"abbreviated" version of the test as far back as 1995. The FAA did not <lct for nearly ten 

convicted of 15 counts of conspiracy and submitting false statements on numerous F.AA 
certificates in May of 1999. 

P.09 
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years against any of the Plaintiffs despite having knowledge ofthe alleged wrongdoing. 

Notwirhstanding its failure to act for nearly ten years, on July 5, 2005, the FAA 

issued what is believed to be thousands of letters to mechanics ordering the mechanics to 

submit to a reexamination under 49 U.S.c. Section 44709. The letters demanded that 

each mechanic submit to re-testing, despite admissions from the FAA that they did not 

know whom or how many of the St George mechanics had received the abbreviated 

version of the test. 

Concerning the issue of"cnuse" necessary to require reexamination, the F.".A has 

never required any certificste holder 10 submit to re-examination unless the FAA 

Aviation Safety Inspector could articulate some facts and circumstances against the 

certificate holder giving rise to a reasonable belief that the certificate holder's 

competence may be called into question. Typically, re-examinations pursuant to Section 

49 U.S.C. Section 44709 occur only after an aviation accident or incidenL In this case, 

there has not been an accident or incident concerning the St. George mechanics or the 

Plaintiffs. 

JURISDICTION 

The jurisdictional authority granted the National Transportation Safety Board 

(hereafter "NTSB") is not exclusive as averred by Defendants. Defendants assert that 

this Court lacks jurisdiction because appellate review is strictly limited to an appeal to the 

NTSB and subsequently to the Court of Appeals. Indeed., judicial review with the NTSB 

and Court of Appeals is prov·ided for by the statute; however, the NTSB'$ appellate 

authority has been limited to "rtppeals from adjudicative orders of the FAA(!?~:V 
National Transp. Safety Ed., 513 F.2d 1081, 1082 (9 th Cir., 1975); See 49 U.S.C. 1422 

(b), J 654 (b)(2). ~fendants by their own concession support the proposition that there 

is no adjudicative order; and thus no "exclusive" NTSB jurisdictional authority in stadng --- ----
the following: " ... the Admintstrntor has not yet determined to revoke or suspend the -certificate of any individual mechanic." The Defendants' action is a non-adjudicatory 

, -
mandate that is arbitrary, capricious, and otherwise contrary to the law. Absent an 

adjudicative order ("final order"), the NTSB has no jurisdictional Cluthority; therefore, 

this court has juriSdiction over Plaintiffs' claims. 
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Watson further stands for the proposition that the NTSB is not afforded jurisdiction 

for "challenges to FAA regulations of general application." Watson. 513 F.2d at 1082; 

Citing, Air Line Pilots Asso~iatj9n. International v. Quesada.. 2 i6 F 2d 892, 897-98 (2d 

Cir. 1960), cert denied, 366 U.s. 962, 6 L. Ed. 2d 1254,81 S. Ct. 1923 (1961) (" ... § 

609[now codified at 49 U.S.C. § 44709] is not intended to apply when a general directive 

of the Administrator is promulgated ... "). As stated in Plaintiffs' first memorandum of 

law, the FAA has issued a general directive under the aegis of 49 U.S.c. 44709. Such a 

general mandate is challenged here by Plaintiffs, and thus, the district court is the proper 

venue, given the NTSB's lack of jurisdictional authority. Watson, 513 F.2d at 1082. 

Additionally, the Plaintiffs ru'e not challenging any Order issued by the FAA, nor are 

the Plaintiffs challenging the FAA's general authority to issue Orders under 49 U.S.C. § 

44709. The Plaintiffs are challenging the FAA's practice and procedure implemented 

when the Defendant issued the 1).11y 5, 2005 reexamination mandate without any basis to 

do so, and without articulating individualized cause against any of the Plaintiffs. The 

Plaintiffs challenge this action by the FAA that was initiated without authority and in 

total disregard to due process. The Plaintiffs contend that this court has subject matter 

jurisdiction over the Plaintiffsl claim, where Plaintiffs are challenging FAA procedures 

thaI violate! Plaintiffs' due process rights_ See Mace v. Skinner, 34 F.3d &54, 860 (9th Cir. 

1994). 

ARGUMENT 

L The FAA's nationwide reexamination mandate is Dot only outside the 

scope of authority granted by Congress but .11150 js in contravention to 

established Agency policy as set forth by the F.-\A Order 8300.10, 

given that tbe FAA. is required to articul.ate cause against each 

individual Plaintiff for reexamination. 

The fAA's nationwide reexamination directive is contrary!O the congressional 

intent for the bestowing of reexamination authoritY upon the Agency pursuant to Section 
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609 of the Federal Aviation Act of J 958.49 U.S.C. § 44709 (Note that Section 609 of the 

Federal Aviation Act of 1958 has been re-codified as 49 U.S.C. § 44709). The court in 

Airline Pilots Association. International v. Quesada staled; 

It is clear that Congress intended that the section [section 609J should 

apply only when an order of the Administrator is directed to an individual 

airman and is concerned with conduct or other facts peculiar to that 

airman ... §609 is not intended to apply when a general directive of the 

Administrator is prornulgated ... (emphasis added). 

Airline Pilots Association, International v. QuesadC!:, 276 F2d 892, 897 (2d Cir .• 1960). 

TIle issuance of a general directive against thousands of certificate r.olders nationwide is 

clearly not directed at individual airmen, but rather at a general class ofthose who 

attended St. George Aviation. The FAA' s general mandate does not concern specific 

conduct of any partIcular airman, and the Agency cannot articulate facts peculiar to any 

ofthe individual certificate holders. The broad and sweeping nature of the FAA's 

reex.amination mandate is outside the scope of authority afforded the Agency under 49 

U.S.C. § 44709. 

Additionally. the gener,qI mandate is in contravention with FAA Order 8300.10, as 

seI forth by the Ain>v·or.:hiness Inspector's Handbook. Volume 3, Chapter 18, Section 1, 

Subpart 5(B), entitled: "Cause/or Reexamination." FAA Order 8300.10 demonstrates 

that even the FAA' 5 own policy is consistent with the above-referenced congressional 

intent expressed in Airline Pilot.s Association. International v. Quesada. The agency's 

policy as established by FAA Order 8300. J 0 sets forth "Cause for Reexamination" under 

the aurhoricy granted by 49 U.S.C. § 44709 as follows: 
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Cause/or Reexamination. The reconsideration ofan airman's competence 

is a serious issue and requires iliat there be ample cause. In most cases. a 

reexamination wili follow the investigation of an accident or incident 

apparently caused by the ainnan's incompetence. 

Airworrhiness Inspector's Handbook,. Volume 3, Chapter 18, Section], Subpart 5(B). 

The FAA's handbook even requires the showing of an articulation of cause that is 

peculiar to an isolated incident such as an accident investigation or other specific 

incident, consistent with Congress' intent. The Agency is without authority to issue a 

genera! directive, for it is contrary to legislative intent and the FAA's own policy; thus 

Plaimitfwill ultimately prevail on the merits of their claim. In addition, the FAA has 

clearly acted in contravention 10 FAA Order 8300.10 in issuing the July 5, 2005 mandate, 

for in the letter. the FAA wrongfully shifts the burden to the Plaintiffs to provide 

evidence that they did not cheat. The FAA requires the following ofthe Pla.intiffs in the 

July 5, 2005 mandate: 

lfyou believe thaI you should not be reexamined because your 
testing at Sr. George AViation was properly conducred, you may 
provide specific evidence supportingyour conrenlion wilhin/rfteen 
daysjromyour receipt of this letter ... 

Even though the FAA is wrongfully shifting the evidentiary burden, Plaintiffs sent 

freedom of Information (FOIA) requests to obtain their airman records; only about half 

have received responses. Plaintiffs are required to complete the reexamination by the end 

of December 2005, but cannot obt<lin information in their defense by then. Plaintiffs 
I 
I 

\ 
reiterate; however, that it is not their burden to prove they received legitimate 

I 
i 
J 

examin<ltions where the FAA has presented no evidence that even suggests that Plaintiffs 

fraudulently obtained their certificates. The Defendant has no specific evidence agcinst 
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Plaintiffs, however, they make a blanket assertion agaInst this class of airmen and 

threaten to take away their livelihood because of an unconfirmed suspicion. 

a. The reexamination directive is subject to dismissal on the basis of 

Title 49 C.F.R. 821.33, as a stale complaintj lending further support 

that wjlJ ultimately prevail on the merits of their claim. 

The Agency's reexamination directive is based upon the Office oflnspector 

General's ("OIG") criminal investigation of the St. George Aviation Testing Center 

("SGA TC'j for issuing fraudulent A&P mechanic certificates. Employees of SGATC 

were convicted in 1999. In ligh:: of [his nearly six year delayed response by the FAA, the 

Agency issued the said reex.amination mandate under the guise of uncertainty about the 

qualifications of those who were issued certificates by St. George between October 10. 

1995 and December 3 I, 1998. The agency is not asserting a lack of qualifications but 

rather an uncertainty as to the qualifications of Plaintiffs and thousands of others. The 

stale complaint rule, pursuant to 49 C.F.R. 821.33, warrants dismissal where the charges 

"occurred more than six (6) months prior" to the mandate (issued nationwide on October 

4,2004). The Agency may nrgue that the stale complaint rule is inapplicable because 

their allegation is one of a "lack of qualifications;" however, this is not the contention of 

the mandate. The mandate purports that there is an uncertainty as to the qualifications, 

which is not the same notion as charging a lack of qualifications, as is required by the 

stale complaint rule. 

If the l\gency cannot establish good cause for the delay in issuing the mandate, it 

follows that they neither can claim necessity in the name of public interest as both are 

required under 49 C.F.R. 821.33(a)(I), to defeat the application of the stale complaint 
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rule. Without a showing of good cause as to why the FAA.'s uDcertainty regarding the 

qualifications of charged airmen has been delayed five years, the Agency's reexamination 

directive must be dismissed in accordance with the stale complaint mle. 

II. Within the aYlatioo community, a lethal inference arises from any 

issued 49 U.S.C. 44709 ree:x..amination mandate even if the 

reexamination subsequently results in a finding of competency; and 

therefore, the sti8ma inflicted upon Plaintiffs by the FAA's July 5, 

2005 reexamination mandate will cause irreparable injury if not 

enjoined. 

Survival within the aviation community depends upon eacb individual airman's 

reputation. Additionally, it is standard hiring practice in the aviation industry for hiring 

employers to contact the FAA in cheCking the status of a potential employee's certificate. 

Reexamination pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 44709 docs not provide any disclosure immunity 

to evcn those who have been questioned under § 44709 and vindicated as competent. At 

any time, Plaintiffs could face ca~eer.bre.1king consequences if the agency is not enjoined 

from exercising this reexamination mandatc, which is without authority under 49 U.s.C. 

§ 44709. 

In addition to the stigma associated with having one's competency questioned 

under 49 U.S.C. 44709, many airmen subject to the FAA's July S, 2005 nationwide 

reexamination mandate face obstacles thElt will deprive them of the opportunity either TO 

submit to reex:amination or adequately prepare. With thousands of re·ex..aminees, the 

P.1S 
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mandate gives linle time to prepare or make other arrangements for previous 

commitments. There are countless instances where plaintiffs nationwide will suffer 

injury if the Agency is not enjoined from the action they have taken in contravemion to 

49 U.S.C. § 44709. In the Declaration of Randy A. Williams, attached as Exhibit "A," 

Mr. Williams attested to the irreparable injury that will result from a reexamination 

mandate such as that issued by the FAA on July 5) 2005. Mr. Williams' declaration was 

prepared on October 29,2004; however. the declaration still contains facts that arC true 

and correct. Mr. Willlams is now an employee of the Federal A viation Admi~~~t~ 

however, and cannot prep¥e an updated statement on behalf of Plaintiffs. The Plaintiffs ----_. 
have and will continue to suffer irreparable injury, even though the FAA should have 
-------------------------------------------

maintained records of all those who attended St. George, I f the FAA had properly kept 

such records, they may have been able to distinguish between those individuals who 

received valid certificates, and those who did not. 

Aside from aviation community mores regarding reputation an.d competency, 

there is concurrence wirhin FAA Order 8300.10, that reexam ination of an airman's 

competency is a "serious issue:' As already stated, irreparable harm to reputation has 

already been done by the FAA's issuance of the July 5. 2005 nationwide reexamination 

mandate. Harm to reputation is something that cannot be remedied without the force of 

an injunction. 

ilL TbepotentiaI harm suffered by the FAA if enjoined from issuing said 

reexamination is harm to Agency reputation, tarnished earlier by the 

criminal proceedings against St. George Aviation. 
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As stated earlier, employees at st. George Aviation Training Center (SGA TC) 

were convicted for issuing fraudulent A&P mechanic certificates. Additionally. the 

former FAA inspector who was responsible for regulating SOA TC subsequemly went to 

work for the SGA TC. Charges of conspiracy were filed against said FAt." inspector, but 

they were eventually dropped against him. Julie Carr Smyth, St. George Mechanics Do 

Big Jobs, THE ORLANDO SENTlNE~ May 19, 1999, at Bl. In light of an injunction, 

the FAA may argue that the public interest requires the reexamination mandate of the 

thousands of certificate holders nationwide; however, the agency has failed to 

demonstrate that any airman recdving his certificate from the SGA TC to be a hazard to 

public safety. furthermore, there is no adverse occurrence in the form of an accident or 

other incident that the FAA can point to that can be attributed to one of the thousands of 

certificate holders SUbjected to the nationwide reexamination mandate. 

CONCLUSION 

An injunction preventing the fAA from issuing said reexamination mandate is 

proper because congressional intent mandlltes individualized articulations of cause for 

purposes of 49 U.S.C. § 44709. Furthermore. FAA's initiated process for reexamination 

under the guise of § 44709 is contrary to their procedure, which is in line with congress' 

above-referenced intent Even if the agency had §44709 authority to issue a general 

directive such as this, the stale complaint rule bars them from taking said action, because 

there only exists an uncertainty as to qualifications, rather than a bona fide contention of 

a lack of qualifications. Tn light ofrhe irreparable harm faced by nearly 2,000 c~rtificate 
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holders nationwide, a preliminary injunction against the agency in issuing said 

reexamination mandate is proper and just. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MOULIS & ASSOCIATES, P.A. 
Attorneys for Respondent 
1100 Lee Wagener Boulevard 
Suite 312 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33315 
Telephone: (954) 359-3172 
Facsimile: (954) 359-3213 

By: Is/ Michael A. Moulis 
Michael A. Moulis, Esq. 
Florida Bar No. 0186790 

P.1S 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served 
via the CM/ECFelectronic filing on this 15 th day of November, 2005 to the following: 
Marion C. Blakey, Administrator 
Federal Aviation Administration National Headquarters 
800 Independence Ave., S.W. 
Washington, DC 20591 

Susan Caron, Chief Counsel 
federal Aviation Administration National Headquarters 
800 Independence Ave., S. W. 
Room 912 
Washington. DC 20591 

Carlotta Wells., Senior Counsel 
Civil DivisionlFederal Programs Branch 
20 Massachusetts A venue, NW 
Room 7150 
Washington. D.C. 20530 

Carolyn Adams, Senior Counsel 
United States Attorney's Office 
.50 I West Church Street, Suite 300 
Orlando, Florida 32805 

IslMichael A. Moulis 
Michael A. MOlllis, Esq. 
MOULfS and ASSOCIATES 



NOV-21-~005 15:40 CIVIL DIVlSON FP 202 307 0449 

Dbt f [7;16. Ow 127: : YB.EBC!!!!!Epdvn f otJ3.3!!!!!qme!22C26CB116!!ll!(J)m lL~!pg,j { 
P.20 

Attachment A 



NOV-21-~135 15:413 CIUIL DHJISON FP 2132 307 13449 
P.21 

Dbtf !7;16.dN127:: .N3.EBO!!!!Epdvn foL.!3.31!!!!~me!22C26CB1161!!![lJ:)m lLO!P\:l-.:l1 

VN1TED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
l\-UDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

ORL-\1\'DO DIVISION 

JENNETTE BENNETI·SEACREST. CASE NO; 6:04-CV·1525-0RL-ACC·JGG 
et aI., 

Plaintiffs, 
v. 

FEDERAL A VIA nON 
ADMINISTRA TION, and 
MARION C. BLAKEY, federal 
Aviation Administrator 

Defendants. 
________________________________ ~I 

DECLAR<\.TI0N OF RANDY A. WILLIAMS 

I. I, Randy A. Williams, am currently a self-employed Aviation Consultant 

in Fort Lauderdale, Florida. Until June of 2004, I was employed by the Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) as an Aviation Safety Inspector, Safety Program 

Manager for Airworthiness at the Fort Lauderdale Flight Standards District Office 

(FSDO). Additional, positions that r have held with the FAA include that of a Principal 

Maintenance Inspector and a Geographic Maintenance Inspector having periodic 

oversight responsibilities with, among other things, Designated Mechanic Examiners 

and certificated Maintenance Technician Schools. [hold various FAA airman 

certificates and ratings, to include an Airframe & Powerplant Mechanic (A&P) with an 

Inspection Authorization (1A) Endorsement. As a fully qualified Aviation Safety 

Inspector, I possess specialized experience specific to the certification and oversight of 

FAA certificated A&P mechanics. I have personally been involved with the 

certification and enforcement actions on many individual mechanics, to include 
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PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION AND ORDER 

L INTRODUcrION 

The Plaintiffs in this case are a group of mechanics certified by the Federal A viatioa. 

Administration. They have sued to enjoin the agency and its administrator (collectively. "the FAA ~ 

from requiring them to sit for re-examination as a. con.dition of maintaining t.hcir certificates. 

On Oct~r 19.2004, the Plaintiffs fUed a Motion for Preliminary InjunGtion (Doc. 2).1 The 

Court heard atiU!Ilent on the motion on November I, 2004. After considering the motion. Plaintiffs' 

supporting legal memorandum~. 1), Defendants' opposition memorandum (00<:. It), Plaintiffs' 

A second preliminary injunction motion, also filed on October 19, 2004, appears on 
tho docket sheet.. See Doc. 5. However. that document is unsigned. 
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reply (Doc. 12), the parties' supporting and counter affidavits. and argument of counseL the Court 

determines that a preliminary iD,junction should issue. 

IT. BACKGROUND 

The mcts are largely undisputed. 2 In 1998, special agents from the U.S. Department of 

Transporta1ion.. Office of the Inspector Glmcral (UOIO"), conducted an investigation in cooperation. 

with the FAA regarding allegations that designated mecb.an.ie examiners at St George Aviation 

("SGN,),! inchlding Anthony R. St. Gel)rge and George E. Allen, were conducting fraudulent 

examinations for mechanie certificates alld airframe and powerplant ('" A&P") ratings. The 

investigation was prompted by complaints dating back: to 1995 regarding SGNs examination 

practices. 

As des.i.gnated mecha..uic examiners, Mr. St Oeorge and Mr. Allen were designated by the 

FAA Administrator to admilrister the required tests, including oral, practical, and writt.eo and 

computer knowledge tests, fot the issuance of mechanic certificates and A8iP ratings. The 

investigation revealed a conspiracy between Mr. St George and Mr. Allen to fraudulently examine 

applicants forrnechrullc certificates andratings. inctudl.ngpra.ctices such as signing oifonin.complete 

and abbreviated examinations. In:May 1999, 1v1r. Sf- George and Mr. Anen were criminally 

convicted of charges of conspiracy to commit fraud. 

Shortly lifter these convictions, the OIa and the FAA decided to retest the individuals who 

received a. mechanic certificate or rating afteI being ex.amined by employees of SGA. The FAA's 

1 Many of the fact statements set forth herein are derived, verbatim in some instances, 
from the Declaration of FAA representative Carol E. Giles, attachod as Exhibit J to Doc. II. 

SGA was located in Sanford, Florida. 

-2-
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position is that it had no other realistic means of deten:nin.ing whether those individuals were a.ctu.a.lly 

qualified to hold their certificates and., thus. of ensuring aviation safety. Consequently, the FAA 

developed a program to reexamine the mechanics who were tested through SGA, 

The FAA initially sought to reexamine the 412 mechanics who reocived their certificates 

bet\\reen June 11. 1998 and January 1999. when SOA oeased operating. 1.1le agency located and 

contacted most of those mecl1an.ics. Of those mechanics who were contacted. some submitted. to 

reexamination. -4 Those who failed the test and who did not voluntarily mr.render their certificates to 

the agency for cancellation had their certificate.s reVDked. In lieu ofbei.ng retested. others voluntarily 

surrendered their certifi.cates to the F M for cancellation. Those mechan.i.cs who did not respond to 

the reexamination request had their certificates suspended until such time that they succe8Sftilly 

completed the reexamination. 

Subsequently. the OIG reviewed the FAA' Ii program to reexamin.c the mechanics who were 

initially examined by SOA. In early 2004, the A3sistant Inspector General for Investigations 

recommended that the FAA reexamine all ofllie remaining mechanics who had received mech.anic 

certificate.s or ratings as a result of examinations conducted at SGA since October 10, 1995, which 

was about the time allegations first surfaced coneeming SGA's examination practices. The Assistant 

lnspcotor General pre:m.ised his recommendation in patt on his finding tb.a:t a pass rate of 79 percent 
~ 

in the initial grc:nJfJ of reexamined mechanics was insufficient to ensure aviation safety. He concluded 

4 The FAA contends the reexamination passage rate was 79 percent. Plai.ntiffs· expert 
witne$.S quarrels with that figure, and suggests the passage rate may have been higher. See 
Declaration of Randy A. Williams (attached to Doc. 12).110.a.ii. at 10. The Court's analysis is 
unaffected by tbjg dispute. Even assuming the lower p~sagc rate, Plaintiffs are still entitled to a 
preliminary injunction. 

·3· 
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that when that pass rate was applied to the rem.s.ining mechanics who had not yet been. contacted by 

the FAA regarding ree:x:smination, a failure rate of 21 pe:.!UIlt would have a measurable adverse 

impact on safety. 

Based on the recommendation of the InspectorG~ t s office. the FAA developed a program 

to expedite the reexamination ofthos<: remaining mecha.nics who were initially exammed by SGA 

between October 10, 1995~andDecember31. 1998. On October 4, 2004, the FAA mailed a letter to 

each of the mechanics in question, notifying them.that they must submit to a. reeUlllination of their 

competency. More particularly. the letter 81:atas: 

The Office of Inspector General" (OIG) ctiminai investigation 
disclosed that between October 10,1995, and December 31.1998, the 
owner andlor employees of St. George .Aviation. (SGA) issued 
numerous fraudulent A&P mechanic certificates. As a result of the 
DIG's investigation and theu:ncertainty about the qua.lifications of the 
certificate holders who were imJed certificates by SGA between 
October 10, 1995, and December III 1998, the FAA has reason to 
believe that a. reexaminatiOll ofyout ainn.an competency is necessary 
under Title 49 of the United States Code, Section 44709. 

Therefore, we request that you contact the Flight Standards District 
Office (FSDO) no l.a.ter than 15 days from the date of this letter to 
arrange for the ree;.umination. The reexamination wUl c.oosist of a 
writtc:n. and oral exam based on your rating" 

If you do not accept thb opportunity for reenmination. within 30 
days of receipt of this letter, it wUl be necessary for us to forward 
your airmen's tile to the regional COUDJel office to initiate 
~2ency l~J eh.forcement action 011 your Airman Mechani(!'s 
certitkate.. If, for reasons beyond your control, yon .are unable to 
be reeumined at t'h1& time, please contaci ~e FSDO in ordt:r that 
a determination can be made whe.tner a ti:m.e extension may be 
granted.. 

An Aviation Safety mspector is available at the FSDO to discuss this 
matter and provj~ any information to assist you. 
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Your cooperation in this matter will be appreciated. 

Exhibit"B" to Declaration ofCatal E. Giles (emphasis:in original). 

m. PLA.INTIFFS' CONTENTIONS 

The ?lai.nti.ifs are among the group of mechanics the FAA is requiring to submit to 

reexamination.. Plaintiffs maintain that the FAA "is governed by the procedure set forth. in the Federal 

Aviation Ad:ra.inistration t s Handbook Order 8300.10; BJld therefore is without authority to issue I the] 

reexamination mandate without some 'reasonable basis' or 'cause' against each particular a.irman. or 

mechanic prior to demanding that they submit to a reevaluation." Doc. 2, ,. 2. Plaintiffs also argue 

that the reexamination directive is barred by the "stale complaint" provisiom set forth .in 49 C.F.R. 

§ 82133. Plaint:iffs seek 1 preliminary injunction restraining the FAA from proceeding with the 

reexamination process. 

!V. DEFENDANlS'PosnITON 

The FAA argues it has a.bsolute statutory anthority to require the reexs.mination ofa certificate 

holder. The a~ency maintains that c.balleoges of this type must be pursued through the National 

Transportation Safety Board's ('NTSB") administrative appeal process, then. raised in the Court of 

Appeals. Accordingly. in the FAA's view, this Court lacks jurisdiction to entertain Plaintiffs' claims. 

The FAA also cont:.:nds it may properly require retesting of all mechanics initWly exarnmed by SGA, 
~ 

and need not show cause for such action as to each individual mechanic. Further, the agency 

maintains Plaintiffs have failed to satisfy the requirements for a preliminary injunction. particularly 

irreparable injury and substantial likelihood of success on the merits of their claims. 

v. PRELlMINARY INJUNCTION STANnARD 

In order to obtain l1. preIimin.ary Uijunction, the movant must demonstrate: 
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( 1 ) a &ubstantiallik:elihood of success on the merits; (2) that irreparable 
injury will be suffered unIes! the injunction issues; (3) the threatened 
injury to the movant outweighs whatever damage the proposed 
injunction may cause the 0pp0sini party; and (4) if issued, the 
injUllCtion would not be adverse to the public interest. 

P.e? 

FOW"Seasoru Hotels & Resori3. B.Y. v. Con.sorcwBarr. S.A.., 320 F.3d 1205,1210 (11th eir. 20(3). 

VI. ANALYSIS 

A. Subject Matter .Jurisdiction 

This Court has federal question subject matter jurisdiction to consider the claims presented 

by Plaintiffs. 

At fmt blush, the Federal Aviation Act ("Act") appears to divest federal district courts 

completely of ju.ri.s.diction over c1a:ims involving that Act. In. part, 49 U.S.C. § 44 709( d) provides 

that "[a] pe:~on adversely affected by an. order of the Ad.mini&trator .•. may appeal the order to 

the National Transportation Safety Board [''Board'']. Afternotico and an opportunity fora hearing, 

the Board:may amend, modify, or reveI'$C the ordf:r .... " Forpernons "substantially affected by 

an ordor of the Board ... , or the Administrator when the AdnUnistrator decides that an order of 

the Board ... will have a signillcan.tadverse affect on carrying out [49 U.S.C. 40101 et seq. of the 

Actl,"~ judicial review is aVailable "in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of 

Columbia Circuit or in tho court of appeals of the United States for the circuit in which the person 

resides ... ,.tt: Unlike the situations that these jurisdictional provisions govern, here Plaintiffs 

challonge the very practices and procedures of the FAA rather than any FAA order. 

6 

49 U.S.C. 44709(f). 

49 U.S,C. 46110(a). 
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Tlle FAA grants the Admin.istrator of the FAA broad authority to reexamine airme.n.bolding 

certificates issued under § 44703 oftM Act' Nevertheless, that authority is tempered by process 

and procedure. In relevant part, § 44709(c) of the Act requires that: 

[b ]efore acting •• ., the Administrator shall advise the bolder oftlu: 
certifieatc of the clmgcs or other reaSoIl which the Administrator 
relies on. for the proposed action.. Except in all emergency, the 
Administrator shall provide the holder an opportunity to answer the 
charges and he heard why the certificate should not be amended, 
modified, suspended, or revoked" (etnphasis added). 

49. U.S.C. § 44709(c). In applying §44709 to the case at hand, the heart ofthc matter becomes 

whether Plaintiffs have been denied procedural due process. 

District courts have subject matter jurisdiction to adjudica.te the constltution..a.lity of FAA 

practices and procedures, including whether those procedures violate procedural due process. See 

Mace Y. SJdn.ner, 34 F.3d 854, 860 (9th Cir. 1994). In. Mace, the decision most analogous to the 

case at hand. the F A.A issued an emergency order revoking Mace's, tho pl.a.i.nti£f' 5, aircraft 

mechanic's certificate "as t:boresult of .a.lJ.eged violations ofF AA safety regulations stem.m.ing from 

Mace's purported failure to properly inspect and repair airplanes," Id. at 855. Mace went on to 

challenge the revocation before an administrative law judge and the Nation.al Transportation Safety 

Board C"NTSB"). ld. The NTSB dismissed Mace's appeal, however, because Mace filed it in an 

un.t:i.mely manner .ld. Mace then sought review of the NTSB' s dismissal in the United States Court 
". 

of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit Id. While his appeal to the D.C. Circuit was 

Soction 44709 of the Act provides that "'[t}he Administrator of the [FAA) may 
reinspect at any time ! civil aircraft, airctaft en~ne. propeller, appliance, design orgm.i:zation, 
production certificate holder. air na.vigation facility. or air agency, or reexamine an airman holdintt 
a certificate issued under § 44703 of[fille 49]." 49 U.S.C. § 44709. 
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pending, Mace filed a separate action in an. Arizona federal district court Mace's complaint. 

brought against former officials of the FAA. NTSB, a.nd Department of Transportation asserted 

tlW the FAA' s use oftb.e emergency order violated his due process and jury trial rights guaranteed 

under the Flfth and Sixth .Amendments to the Constitution. Id. Mace further alleged: 

the FAA was not authorized. to revoke certificates as a sanction. for 
violating avWion safety regulationa, nor was the NI'SB authoriZI::<i 
to try such revocations; thatonIy fines were authorized as a sanction 
for safety violations.; that the FAA failed to promulgate ru1.es 
relating to the revocation. procedures, to give the pubUc notice atld 
an opportunity to comm.ent on such rules, and to publish them in the 
Federal Register; and that the F M's emergency procedu.res failed 
to accord Mace adequate notice ofth.e revocation ofhis certificate . 
. . . Mace also ar&Ued ... that the FAA's revocation of his 
certificate was :irrational because his use of the certifioate posed no 
threat to air safety or to the public. 

Id. Ulti.o:latoly, "[tJhe district court dismissed the complaint with prejudice under Rule 12(bXl). 

holding that it lacked subject matterjurisdiction over the action. because the power to review Board 

decisiollS u.pholding FAA orders was vested e::c.clusively in the federal appellate courts." [d. 

The Wurth Circuit reversed the district court and held that the district court had subject 

matter jurisdiction over the case. The appe1l..ate court distinguished. Mace's case from those where 

the courts of appeal would have exclu.sive jurisdiction, noting that Mace: (1) sought a remedy. 

namely, damages, not afforded by the Federal Aviation Act ("Act"); (2) "broadly cba11en~ed the 

constitutionaHty of the FAA IS revocation procedures" rathor than actions by the ~ AA; and (3) 

based his claims not"on the merits ofms individual situation" butrathor on the FAA's allegedly 

unconstitutional practices. /d. at 858-59. Here, as iuMace, Plaintiffs seek a remedy not afferoed 

by the Act. The Act fails to give guidelines for the issuance ofprelimi:n.ary injunctions. The Act 

further fails to give guid.el.ines for challe~ the constitutionality of the procedures of the FAA 

·8· 
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and thus fails to place jurisdiction to hear such claims with the U.S. courts of appeal. The Supreme 

Court has held that ''where Congress intends to preclude judicial review of constitutional claims 

its iIlten.t to do so must be clear." We.bster v. Doe, 486 U.S. 592, 603. 100 L. Ed. 2d 632, 108 S. 

Ct 2047 (1988) (citing Jomuon \I. Robison, 415 U.S. 361.39 L. Ed. 2d 522, 95 S. Ct. 2457 

(1974)). Such a heightened showing is re<tuirod "to avoid the 'serious consti~ti.anal question' that 

would arise if 8. fedeIal. statute were construed to deny any judicial forum for a colorable 

constitutional claim." Id. Moreover', here Plai:ntiffs do not argue the merits of any particular 

mechanic's situation. Instead, Plaintiffs challenge the procedure employed by the FAA. and argue 

that "[sJueb. action without implementation of due process must be struck dovJn." (Amf"Jlded 

Complaint. Doc. 2, ,. 13 at 4). This Court agrees. 

B. Entitlement to a PreUndnary Injunction 

Plaintiffs have satisfied the requirements tmd.er Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 6S(a.) and 

Local Rule for the Middle Distrrot of Florida 4.06 and are thus entitled to the issu.ance of a 

preliminary injunction in this cast. 

First, Plaintiffs have demonst:rated a substantia.llikelihood of success on the merits. 

Generally, 4'tO be entitled to procedural due process, It party must show a liberty or property 

interest in the benefit for which protection is sought If the party establishes that such an. interest 

exists, a court-dctennines what process was due and whether the party was actually afforded ruch 

process." Greetrwoodv. FederalAviatianAdministration, 28 F.3d 971.975 (9th Cir.1994) (citing 

Morriseyv. Brewer, 40& U.S. 471, 480-81.L. Ed. 2d 484,92 S. Ct. 2593 (l972)). Here, Plainti:ff! 

have a property interest in their mechanic's certificates. G~erally. a mechanic's certificate "is 
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effective until it is surrendered, suspended, or revoked,·>1 and it endures so long as the mechanic 

satisfies the recent experience requirements under 14 C.F.R. § 65 .83. ~ :Because the certificate is 

nonexpiring and because Plaintiffs must have a valid certificate in order to exarcise tM privileges 

ofboth the certificate and ratings under the Federal Aviation Act and Chapter 65 of Title 14 of the 

Code of Federal Regulation.&, Plaintiffs can thus be said to have a property interest in their 

certificates. Su gtnerally Greenwood, 28 P . .3d at 976 (where the N'lnth Circuit found that an 

engineer bad a protected property interest in. a different kind of ceriliicate, an FAA design 

modification certifica.te, glven, in part, its nonexpiring nature). The next step in the analysis is to 

determine what process was due Plain.tiffs and whether they were afforded such pro~8. 

Section 44709 of the. Act speaks most directly to tho process n¢eded in this situation. In 

examjning § 44709, three issues emerge: (1) whether the letteni sent to the certi.:ficate holders 

satis1)' tM Administrator' $ burden of advising theul of the charges or other reasons relied on for 

the proposed action; (2) whethct this is an emergency situation and; (3) if this ts not an emergency 

situation. whether the FAA erred in failing to give plaintiffs an opportunity to answer the charges 

and be b.e:ard. The Court will address each issue in tum. 

The FAA did not sufficiently advise Plaintiffs of the reasons for its action. The letters sent 

to Plaintiffs notifying them of the FAA's mandate that they submit to reexamination failed to 

I 14 C.F.R. § 65.15. 

9 Although there arc duration and renewal provisions for inspection authorization under 
14 C.F.R. § 65.92. mechanic certificates thamselves, barring suspension or revocation by the P AA, 
requ:ir; cm1y recent experience by the mechanic to maintain validity. 

·to-
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articulate any cause with respect to each individual mechanic.l° FAA Ort::br 8300.1 0, 

Airworthiness Inspector's Handbook ("Handbook"), Vol. 3, Chapter 18, Section 1, Subs~ction 5 

(2004), discusses the cause that must exist before an airman is required to submit to reex.amination. 

Order 8300.10 reads: 

Cause for Reexaminr.rtion. The reconsideration of an airman's 
competence is a serious issue and requires that there be ample 
cause. In. most cases, a reexamination will follow the investigation. 
of an accident or incident apparently caused by the ai.nnan's 
incompetence. 

3 Hantiboalc at 18, § 1 (5)(B). Here, the FAA has failed to articulate any cause with respect to any 

particular mechanic. Ins~ the FAA has issued letters to nearly 2,000 certified mechanics 

demanding that they submit to reexam.ina.tion without pointina to any specific incidents of 

10 III any event, sending the mechanics a letter was a.t least the proper way for the FAA 
to notify them of their ree:x.amillatiom. Order 8300.10~ Volume 3, Chapter 18, SUbsectioIlS 7(A) and 
7(B) states: 

A. Notification. The ASI will notify the ai.rman by letter that a reex..am:iruttion 
is necessary. The letter must be sent via certified mail and include a return. 
receipt ... 
B. Conte1d$ of Reexamination Letter. The reexamination letter must speciiY 
the following: 

(1) The reasons forthe reexa.mi.natioll, suehas an accident, incident, or 
ozcu.rrence; 
- (2) The specific certificate andlor rating(s) in question; 

(3) TIlt specific subject area(s) or skill(a)u.nder review. ifappropriate; 
(4) The type ofreexamjnation (knowledge, oral, practical); 
(5) The category and class of aircraft required. a! applicable; 
(6) The location oftbe district office where the reexamination will take 

place (typically left to the discretion of the ainnan); and 
(7) A reasonable time limit for the accomplish.ment of the 

reexamination. The reexamination nonnally occurs within 15 days after the 
airman receives tho letter of notification. 

-11-



1'DV-03-2004 15: 5'.3 DOJ CIVIL DIVISION 202 615 8478 P.13 

incompetence. In short, the letters iss~d by the FAA do no1 sufficiently advise Plaintiffs of the 

cause for the action being taken against them. 

Additionally, the current sit:ua..tion presents no emergency. A.$ previously indicated., the 

~ push for Plaintiffs' reexaminations grew out ofan investigation thatcutminated in a cr:im.inal 

case that ended more than five years ago. Defend.a:W: has yet to make a plausible articulation as to 

why these reex.amina.tiot1S ~ neees.sary now. Whether or not tho stale compl.aint rule presented 

in 49 C.F.R. § 821.33 applies is not now for this court to decide. Nevertheless. the FAA likely 

should have pressed for tbcsc ree:xami.n.a.tions a.t a time closer to the investigation and c:riminal case 

in the late 19909, 

Moreover, because this is not an. emergency situation, the FAA must give Plaintiffs an 

opportunity to respond to the demands for reexamination and to be heard. As discussed in the 

hearing, tho FAA should have records in its posseSSiM that at best will allow the FAA to separate 

those mechanics who took valid examinations at SGA from those mechanics who did not. 

Additionally, as required by § 44709, the oertificate holders sbould be given an opportunity to 

refute the evidence agafust them and to present a case as to why their license should not be 

suspended and why they should oot have to submit to reexamination. 

S~d, irreparable harm has a.lready been suffered and. will continue to be suffered unless 

this injunction issues. Already, various mechanics "have been put on notice that their work is to 

be rcstr'ictod until further noti~" as noted in tho Declaration of Randy A. Wi11.i.ams, a self.. 

employed Aviation Consultant in Fort Lauderdale. Florida (Declaration of Randy Williams, Doc. 

12,Ex. 1, 1f7(d) at 5). Forexarnpte, "oncemployee ofa. certified operator in Milwaukee. WI., [sic] 

who is oth.etwise in good standing with the FAA and his employer, has had his work privileges 

·12. 
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restricted until further notice based en a recommcmddion of the Principal Mai~ee Inspector 

(PM!) of that operator. Specifically, the PMI told the operator that the individual's A&P [or 

mechanic's] certificate was 'no good.''t [d. The lass of work privile~es is an lneparable harm. 

Moreover, the mechanics subjected to this investigation and reexamination process may find it 

difficult to tlnd other work; whereas: 

[f]uturc employment in the aviation. industry is reliant on a. sotmd and 
confirmed reputation. When applying for any position in the aviation 
community that requires an airman certificate, full disclosure is required 0 f 
any and all enforcement actions the [sic] have eve:r been initiated against 
the individual. Also, it is common procedure for a certificated company to 
cheek into the professional ~kground. of all new hires. The stigma that 
the FAA has brou,eht to this group of A&:P mbCbanics, through allegation 
alone, will never be professionally overcome. 

Id. "(b) at 5. Without the issuance of an injUllCtio~ tho nmnber of mechanics pat on restricted 

work privileiCs will rise and, in SOme situations, job losses will likely ensue. 

Third, the threatened injury to Plaint:i:ffi outweighs any darnaiC this ~unctlon would do 

to the Defendants. The FAA is not barred from coIIlJ?leting its investigation or the reexamination 

process; however, the FAA must follow the statutory and regulatory guideli.n.es in doing so. 

Last, the issuance of an injunction here is not adverse to the public inrerest. Defendants 

argue that the Inspector General and FAA "deten:nin.ed that, because there ~ a question whether 

a significant n.umber of mechanics were in fact qualified pursuant to FAA. standards, there was a 
r 

cognizable risk. to aviation safety." (D¢c. 11 at S). That deteImination is what led to the FAA's 

current reexamination. policy (Doc. II, &. I, Ex. A). The FAA knowing of the problems 

associated with SOA has allowed the Plaintiffs to hold their certificates for six to nine years. (Doc. 

11 at 5). As previously discussed., mech.a.nios are generally not required to submit to reexamination 

-l3-
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unless their competence is a serious issue and there is ample cause. See FAA Order 8300.10, 

Airworthiness Inspectors Handbook (''Handbook''), Vol..3, Chapter 18, Section 1 J Subsection 5 

(2004). Additiooally, the FAA has presented no evidence that my of tho Plaintiffs have caused . 

by their incompetence accidents or incidents.. In sum. there is no evi~ that any of these 

mecha:nics cuaentIy pose a risk to aviation safety. The public interest is promoted by requiring 

the FAA to comply with the requirements of due process. 

VIL CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoini. it is ORDERED as follows: 

1. Plain.tiffi' Motion for Prelimiruuy InjmtCtion (Doc. 2). med October 19,2004, is· 

GRANTED. 

2. Plaintiffs' Motion for Preliminary Injunction (Doc. 5), filed October 19, 2004, is 

MOOT. 

3. The Defendants, Federal Aviation Adminisiration and Marion C. Blakely. 

Administrator, are hereby enjoined from proceeding with the reexamination of Plaintiffs on an 

emergency basis under 49 U.S.C. § 44709. 

4. The Defendants are ordered to fonow the procedures outlined in FAA Order 8300.10. 

Airworthiness Inspector's Handbook, Volw:ne 3, Chapter 18, Section l, Subpart S(B) and 49 

U.S.c. § 44109(0) and present cause for the reexamjnation of each individual Plaintiff. 

5. The Defendants are further ordered to follow the non-emergency procedures outlined 

in 49 U.S.C. § 44709(c) and provide each Plaintiff an opportunity to answer the charges and be 

heard wh.y that Plaintiff's certificate should oot be subject to suspension and why that Plaintiff 

should not have to submit to reexamination. 
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6. The Court determines that the nature of this action is such that a bond is unnecessary. 

DONE and OlIDER.ED in Chambers, in Orlando, Florida on November 2, 2004. 

Copies fumished to: 
Counsel of Record . 
Unmpresw.~ Party 
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DARla BRITTON, FITCH BRYAN, 
TOM CLEMENTS, FRA-NK CONLEY, 
MICHAEL DAULTON, JOSEPH DEFEO, 
GREGG DEBBAN, FREDDY DILLEY, 
DENNIS DOSE, RONALD ENGBERG, BRUCE ERB 
ALEJANDRO F ARlAS, BRIAN FINNEY 
ADOLFO FERNANDEZ, JOSE .GONZALES, 
DA vrD GEMMILL, MICHAEL GRAHAM 
TOM GtJRLEY, DOUGLAS HOCEVAR. 
STEVEN HOMAN, JAMES HARVEY, 
JOSE lurS HURTADO, CARLOS JIMENEZ, 
BHOLA KENRICK, ALLAN KUIPER, 
THOMAS LOGGINS, WAYMAN LUY, 
BRIAN NELSON, JON NICHOLAS, 
TERRY NIELSON, THOMAS MARDAUS, 
SERGIO'MENDEZ, JORGE MERCADO, 
CLAUDIO MIRANDA, MICHAEL MlHAJLIDIS, 
JOSEPH MOLNAR., CARLO PALACIO, 
FR.A.NKIE QUrLES, ANGEL PUMAROL, 
DA VID RICHARD, JOHN RYAN, RANDY ROOSE, 
lACK ROVELLO, GUILFOY ROWE, 
MElfA RODRIGUEZ, KENETH SHARP, 
GLEl\I1\T SPARK.11AN, JOSEP/;{ SILVA, 
JON SKOREY, CHARLES SCOTT, 
DEVLfN SEAN, RlCHARD THOMAS, 
HA ITO mOMAS, BRUCE TIBBETTS, 
ROBERT TIDWELL, TIMOTHY WEST, 
GEORGE WAL TERS, CHAR~ES WILUAMS, 
DANIEL WILLIAMS, KETIELHACK WOLDIETER 
RALPH ZIADfE, PETER ZOLLDAN 

Plaintiffs, 
v. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION, and 
MARION C. BLAKEY, federal A viation Administrator 

Defendants. 

________ ~------------------I 
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MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

RELIEF SOUGHT 

Plaintiffmovesthis court, pursuant to Rule 65 of the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure: 

I. To issue a Preliminary Injunction suspending and restraining the operation, 

enforcement, or execution of the reexamination mandate issued by the Federal Aviation 

Administration (hereafter "FAA") on July 5, 2005, pending the tinal hearing and 

determination on this cause. 

GROUNDS FOR MOTION 

The grounds for this motion, as more fully set forth in the verified complaint are 

that: 

2. The Federal Aviation Administration has taken administrative action against what 

is believed to be over 1,000 individuals who attended St. Oeorge Aviation (hereafter 

"SOA"), in Sanford, Florida between October 10, 1995 and December 31, 1998.1 

Specifically. the FAA issued letters to each of the Plaintiffs and hundreds of others, 

demanding that each applicant schedule a re-test or reexamination, notwithstanding !:hat 

each Plaintiff had successfu Ily camp leted each phase of the testing process, including 

satisfying the FAA's standards concerning eligibility. The FAA is governed by !:he 

procedure set fol1b in the Federal Aviation Administration's Handbook Order 8300.10; 

and therefore is witl-jout authority to issue said reexamination mandate without some 

J St. George Aviation was under criminal investigation by the Office offnspector 
General'sberweenOclober 10, 19950ndDecember31, 1998. SOAownerswere 
convicted of 15 coLlnts of conspiracy and submitting false statemenTS on numerous FAA 
certificates. 

2 

P.03 
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"reasonable basis" or "cause" againSt each particular airman or mechanic prior to 

demanding that they submit to a reevaluation. 

3. In the July 5, 2005 manda.te. the FAA does not articulate any of the required 

individualized cause; rather, the FAA cites to an "uncertainty" about [he Plaintiffs 

qualifications, and then shifts the burden to (he Plaintiffs to provide evidence as to why 

each Plaintiff should not have to re-test The FAA has not presented the Plaintiffs with 

individualized cause and accompanying evidence in support of the FAA's uncertainty as 

to the Plaintiffs' qualifications as airmen; but instead requires that the Plaintiffs rebut the 

FAA's unconfirmed accusations. The Plaintiffs have SUbmitted Freedom ofInformation 

Act (FOLA..) requests in order to 'respond to the baseless accusations made against them in 

the FAA's July 5, 2005 letter, however, approximately half of these requests for 

infonnation have been answered. The ForA requests Were made in an effort to obUl.in the 

Plaintiffs' airman records; however. the airman records alone are insufficient to rebut the 

FAA' 5 a~cusation that the PJainti their certification examinations. 

4. Unless enjoined, the Federal Aviation Administration threatens to enforce the 

reexamination mandate against Plaintiffs, without giving the obligatory and 

individualized articulation of"cause." In fact, the FAA ~nnot articulate cause against 

any individual, and can only articulate that the Plaintiffs attended SGA, and speculate 

that some of the stUdents may have nor been given the appropriate test by the school. 

5. In late October 2005, the FAA issued letters to Plaintiffs and hundreds of ochers 

who did not schedule a reexamination. These letters stated that the FAA would take legal 

enforcement actions and that FAA certificate actions arc pending against the Plaintjffs. 
/ 

3 
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4. The reexamination mandate and its enforcement is causing and will caLlse 

immediate and irreparable injury to the plaintiffs because some of me Plaintiffs have 

been informed that if they are req.uired to reexamine, they will be tenninated from their ------. ------" 
respective employment, while orbers must carry the stigma of having an enforcement 

action on their reCO[d~rn order to obtain a certificate. While the FederaJ 
~ 

A viation Administration disregatds its own procedures authorizing reexamination (upon 

individualized articulation of"cause"), the affected plaintiffs face potential job loss and 

fmancial setback. Without administering the proper steps affording due process to 

Plaintiff-victims, the FAA is SUbjecting PJaintiffs to immediate and irreparable injury. 

5. Unless the operation and enforcement of the Federal Aviation Administration's 

reexamination mandate is enjoined pending final disposition of the action, the injury to 

plaintiff in the interim will be irreparable even by final judgment for plaintiff. 

6. No injury will be sustained by [he defendant or by the public through issuance of 

a Preliminary Injunction. 

7. This prayer for a Preliminary Injunction will nbt cause financial setback nor costs 

or damages that would warrant the gjving of security. 

8. Pursuant to Rule 4.05(b)(3)(iv) of the DiStrict Court of the United States for the 

Middle District of Florida, a supporting legal memorandum is attached to this motion. 

WHEREFORE, the Respondent hereby request that the CDUn: grant their Motion for a 

Preliminary Injunction. 

4 
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RespectfLllly submitted this IS\l\ day ofNovelnbet, 2005, 

MOULlS & ASSOCIATES, LLP 
fT. LAUO£RDAf..E JET CENTER 
1100 LEE WAGENER BLVD. 
SUITE312 
FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33315 
Telephone: (954) 359-3172 
Facsimile: (954) 359-3213 

By: Is} Michael A. Moulis 
Michael A. Moulis 
Florida Bar No.: 0186790 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served via the 
CM/ECr electronic filing on this 15th day of November, 2005 to the following: 

Marion C. Blakey, Administrator 
Federal Aviation Administration National Headquarters 
800 Independence Ave., S.W. 
Washington, DC 20591 

Susan Caron, Chief Counsel 
Federa.l Aviation Administration National Headquarters 
800 tndependence Ave., S,W. 
Room 912 
Washington., DC 20591 

Carlotta Wells, Senior Counsel 
Civil DivisionIFederal Programs Branch 
20 Massachusetts A venue, NW 
Room 7150 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Carolyn Adams, Senior Counsel 
United States Anomey's Office 
501 West Church Street, Suite 300 
Orlando, Florida 32805 
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UNiTED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
MIDDLE O\STRICT OF FLORIDA 

ORLANDO D!VISION 

FREDERIC ALLISON, ET AL 

Plaintiffs, 

-ys- Case No. 6:05-cy·1699·0rl-28DAB 

fEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION. 
ETAL' 

Defendants. 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

This cause is before the Court on the Motion for Preliminary Injunction filed by the 

Plaintiffs (Doc. 2, filed November 15, 2005). Upon consideration, it is ORDERED as follows: 

1. Plaintiffs and Defendants shall appear on FRIDAY, DECEMBER 9, 2005, at 9:30 
l--~~--------~------________ _ 

a.m. in Courtroom # 4, Sixth Floor, George C. Young U.S. Courthouse & Federal Building, 

80 North Hughey Avenue, Orlando, Florida, for a hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion for Preliminary 

Injunction (Doc. 2). 

2. On or before Monday, November 28,2005, at 4:00 p.m. Plaintiffs shall serve 

Defendants with all papers that have been filed in this action, including a copy of this Order, 

in the manner required by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4 for service of a summons and 

complainl Additionally, within the same time period, Plaintiffs shall serve and file "all papers 

and affidavits upon which the moving party intends to rely" in accordance with Local Rule 

4.06. 

P.33 
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3. Defendants shall have until Tuesday, December 6, 2005, at 4:00 p.m. to file and - ':'"' 

sefYe any briefs. affidavits, or other evidence in opposition to the motion for preliminary 

injunction. 

4. No oral testimony will be allowed. 

5. The parties wi!! be allowed thirty (30) minutes each for oral argument. 

DONE and ORDERED in Chambers in Orlando, Florida on this 21
st 

day of 

November, 2005. 

Copies furnished to: 
Counsel of Record 
Any Unrepresented Party 

PLEASE NOTE: Photo LD. is required to enter the United States Courthouse. Also, 
cellular telephones and taptop computers are prohibited in the Courthouse. 
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reexaflilination under the authority granted to the Administrator under 49 U.S.C. 44709 

("709") . 

2. After separating ITom the Agency, I became aware that the FAA. was considering 

utilizing it' 5 "'709" authority in connection with the debacle that the FAA was 

responsible for allowing to happen at the St. George Aviation Testing Center in Sanford 

Florida. Although an attempt was made to prosecute Orlando. FSDO Aviation Safety 

Inspector J. Barrington for his part in the conspiracy, it was made perfectly clear to the 

general public in 1999 that the FAA was, in part, responsible for the fiasco in Sanford, 

Florida. 

3. In mid-October, [ offered my services to Moulis & Associates in Fort 

Lauderdale, Florida when Mr. Michael Moulis infonned me that he had several clients 

who felt that they were being unfairly targeted and would be sacrificed to allow the 

FAA redirect the shortcomings of the Agency that were identified during the criminal 

trials of Mr. St. George a.nd Mr. Allen. At that time I began to interview Mr. Moulis' 

clients and prospective clients to determine the legitimacy of each of their situations. 

determined that each of Mr. Moulis's clients appeared to have legitimate situations. 

4. While I would have never suspected that it would attempt to reexamine every 

airman indiscriminately. it became immediately apparent that the FAA has never made 

ANY attempt to contact anyone individual to determine if their account and evidence 

of the testing at S1. George was in any way deficient with regard to their situation. I 

have to date, personally interviewed 47 persons affected by the action proposed in this 

matter. 
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5. Each and every mechanic that I interviewed, including the plaintiffs, were all 

similarly situated in the following areas: 

a. Each 0 f them did go to St. George Aviation Testing Center to receive 

all or a ponion of their Airframe and/or Powerplant Mechanic 

Certificate berween October 10,1995 and December 31,1998 (some 

of them took the written exams elsewhere). 

b. Each of them arrived at the testing center with aU of the appropriate 

FAA issued endorsements and approved experience qualifications to 

take the examination in GOOD FAITH with an FAA Designated 

Mechanic Examiner. 

c. Each of them was able to prOVide me with some evidence and 

statements that their individual tests appeared to be conducted in 

accordance with the established guidelines and practical test standards 

of that time and would be willing to provide such evidence and 

statemenLS to the FAA shou Id they ever be interviewed. 

d. Each of them expressed a concern that they would not have adequate 

time to prepare for a test that originally took them months or years to 

prepare to take. 

e. Each of them e:-... presscd a concern that the FAA may be predisposed to 

fail as many applicants as possible in order to "save face" regarding 

their involvement in the St. George conspiracies. 
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f. Each of them expressed a concern over the reaction of their respective 

or prospective employers would have regarding the FAA's allegations 

against their integrity. 

6. Several concerns that were raised by many of the airmen included: 

a. Questioning the requirement to take a written examination when mey 

received their examinations from an FAA authorized test center other 

than St. George Aviation Testing Center yet the FAA is still insisting 

that they take the entire reexamination. 

b. Questioning why the agency will allow persons who obtained 

additional ratings be exempted from the reexamination while the 

Agency refuses to consider additional airmen training and testing at 

FAA authorized and approved schools. 

c. Questioning why airmen who received their Inspection Authorization 

Endorsement after 4 October 2004 are not exempt. 

7. After conducting interviews with each of the aforementioned airmen and 

reviewing [heir statements I have some specific concerns of harm mat is being inflicted 

or will be inflicted upon them and their. families. 

a. In the aviation industry, a certificated airman is only as good as his 

personal reputation. Without a solid reputation and history of 

dependability to rely upon, employers are reluctant to allow financial 

exposure by continuing the employment of an individual with 

Uquestionable" ethics. 
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b. Future employment in the aviation industry is reliant on a sound and 

confinned rep:ttation. When applying for any position in the aviation 

community that requires an airman certificate, full disclosure is 

required of 211y and all enforcement actions th¢ have ever been 

initiated against the individual. Also, il is common procedure for a 

certificated company to check into the professional background of all 

new hires. The stigma that the FAA has brought to rhis group of A&P 

mechanics, 6rough allegation alone, will never be profe.ssionally 

overcome. 

c. The FAA has made it perfectly clear that it intends to initiate an 

enforcement action on any airmen that questions this proposal. One 

example would be where the farmingdale, NY. FSDO has already 

initiated an enforcement Llction on one of Mr. Moulis's clients (EIR 

#2005EA 11 000 1) due to a misunderstanding on the part of the FAA 

Safety Inspector. Once an enforcement action has been initiated, no 

matter the outcome, under allegations regarding qualifications, it can 

never be expunged [rom that individual's permanent record. 

d. Other airmen at vllriOUS companies have been put on notice that their 

work is to be restricted until further notice. One example would be 

where an employee of a certificiltt!d operator in Milwaukee, WI., who 

is otherwise in good standing with both the FAA nnd his employer, has 

had his work privileges restricted until further notice based on a 

recommendation of the Principal Maintenance Inspector (PMI) of that 
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operator. SpecificaUy, the PM! told the operator that the individuaPs 

A&P cenificate was "no good". 

8. Mr. Moulis asked me to conduct an analysis of the FAA ?tlblished Handbook 

buHetin FSAW 04-10, dated 09·21·04, to FAA Order 8300.10 and determine how, in 

my specialized experience, the proposed procedure in the bulletin conforms to standard 

agency testing procedures and practical test standards. Also, J was asked to evaluate the 

proposed procedures and how they deviate from the r AA's published guidelines. In 

that bulletin the FAA is establishing very specific guidelines to the conduct of the 

proposed reexamination. I take issue with the following points in that document. 

a. The bulletin indicates that the most recent airman testing was 

accomplisned nearly five years ago. In the fAA Compliance and 

Enforcement procedures, FAA Order 2150.3A, Chapter 402, the 

agency the agency is barred from bringing an administrative action 

against an wirman beyond 6 months from the date that the alleged 

violation was known to the Agency. Although. there is a "good cause'" 

exception to this limitation, the FAA has failed to demonstrate any 

justification. for the excessive delay. 

b. The authority sited by the FAA in the bulletin indiC<ltes that this can be 

accomplished under the 49 U.S.c. 44709, however in Volume 3, 

Chaprer ]8 of the very same handbook that the bulletin is associated 

with (FAA Order 8300.10) Clearly states that "ample cause" )TIust be 

shown on an "airman" to proceed 'with a reexamiration 
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recommendarion. No evidence has been presented against anyone 

"airman" the Dulletin only addressed a group of "airmen". 

c. Exemptions from the reexamination proposal have allowed for some 

groups of airmen. Those exempted include airmen who received their 

Inspection Authorization (IA) endorsement since they received their 

A&P certificates. The logic utilized to at arrive at that exemption 

states that they have '"'demonstrated the required qualifications" is 

flawed. Since the IA is an endorsement to the A&P certificate, it 

requires a valid A&P certificate to become an lA, therefore the 

generalized maintenance testing given to mechanics would not be 

conducted during an IA examination. 

d. Exemptions from the reexamination proposal have allowed for other 

ainnen such as nctivo duty military. However no consideration is 

being made for one airman that I interviewed who is expected to be at 

a military training school in Fort Rucker, AL. during the testing 

window. The FAA solution to that situation was to transfer his 

reexamination to the Birmingham, AL. FSDO. It is preposterous to 

believe that the United States Army is going to allow a student in 

training to take off an entire day to drive 150 miles w Birmingham to 

take this examination. Besides, where is any allowance to this airman 

to study for.the reexamination and a fuJJ time helicopter school? 

9. The bulletin indicates that the agency has proposed a modified version of the 

examination. The proposed A&P reexamination would consists of 60 wrinen questions 



NO.I--21-2005 15:41 CIIJIL DIIJISCN FP 
Dbtf !7:i6.dw127:: .i<8.EBC!!!l'Epdvn f oLl3.:;1l!II~metLL\XO\.D I IU:::::'-'CoJ}0~_~~J_,?449 P.2B 

randomly selected out of the poll of available questions for the actual test and 15 oral 

examination questions. The proposed test is expected to take less than 3 hours. The 

actual FAA examination seri¢s to become a certificated Airframe & Powerplant 

Mechanic is summarized as follows: 

l. Endorsements must be obtained from the FAA to allow taking 

the written examinations. To obtain said endorsements, an 

applicant must provide evidence to the Administrator that they 

meet the experience requirements needed to obtain an Airframe 

and/or Powerplan[ Certificate. 

ii. Th~ applicant for an A&P certificate must then take a battery 

of three separate written (computer) tests at an FAA authorized 

testing center. The written tests are designed to test the 

applicants generalized knowledge in a very diverse scope of 

subject matter. The pool of questions ava.ilable to be tested on 

is 2,374 objective type questions. many of which require 

supplemental excerpts to obtain an answer. A pass rate of 70% 

is required to procet:d to the oral examination phase of the 

testing. 

iii. The series of oral examinations are conducted by an FAA 

Designated Mechanic Examiner. Oral examinations are 

designed to test the applicant's KNOWLEGDE in specific 

areas. The oral examinations consist of three separate oral 

examinations that arc to be accomplished in accordance with 
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three separate published Practical Test Standards (FAA-S-

8081-2(/27128). 

1. The GENERAL oral examination testS the applicant's 

knowledge specific to tvrelve separate areas at th.ree 

different performance levels and have specific reference 

to thirteen various FAA publications. 

2. The AIRFRAME oral examination tests the applicant's 

knowledge specific to twenty separate areas at three 

different performance levels and have specific reference 

to fifteen various FAA publicarions. 

3. The POWERPLANT oral examination tests the 

applicant's knowledge specific to nineteen separate 

areas at three different performance levels and have 

specific reference to seven various FAA publications. 

iv. The series of Practical examinations are conducted by an FAA 

Oesi;jnated Mechanic Ex.aminer. Practical examinations are 

designed to test the applicant'S SKiLLS in specific areas. The 

Practical examinations emanate from the aforementioned oral 

examination criteria and encompass a similar scope. 

v. Oral and practical examination phases usually last a minimum 

of 8 hours with the designee. 

vi. The FAA allows an applicant 24 months to complete this 

process (14CFR 65.71). 
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Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Memorandum 
Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

SEP 1 5 2009 

Karen P. Gorman, Deputy Chief, Disclosure Unit, U.S. Office of Special 
Counsel 

Carol E. Giles, Manager, Aircraft Maintenance Division, AFS-300 t~ 
Response to Office of Special Counsel (OSC), Gabriel Bruno, DI-07-2350 

While finalizing the review of the above-mentioned DOT report (DI-07-2350) the OSC identified 
several questions and requested clarification in order to determine ifthe findings of the agency 
head are reasonable. The Aircraft Maintenance Division, AFS-300, has prepared the following 
responses to the individual questions posed by the OSC. 

Question 1: When a mechanic fails the reexamination and the FAA revokes the mechanic's 
certification, docs the FAA have a mechanism in place for notifying the carrier/employer? If 
not, where does the responsibility lie'? With the mechanic or the carrier? If FAA does not notify 
the carrier, is it possible that this could present a loophole in the system, whereby mechanics 
might continue working on aircraft after losing their certification? 

Response to Question 1: 

Docs the FAA have a mechanism in place for notifying the carrier/employer? 
There is no requirement for mechanic certificate holders to inform the FAA of where or whether 
they are employed. Consequently, the FAA docs not have a means to notify an employer when a 
mechanic's certificate has been revoked unless the FAA is aware of the identity of the 
mechanic's employer. In that case, the FAA may advise the carrier/employer, On November 10, 
2008, the FAA modified its system of records under the Privacy Act of 1974 to include a routine 
use to "make records of effective orders against the certificates of airmen available to their 
employers if the airmen use the affected certificates to perform job responsibilities for those 
employers." See 73 Fed. Reg. 56625 (Sep. 29,2008). 

Where docs the responsibility lie? With the mechanic or the carrier? 
The responsibility to insure that only qualified mechanics are performing work on behalf of the 
carrier for which a mechanic certificate is required is shared by the certj ficate holder and the 
carrier. The certificate holder's responsibility is not to exercise the privileges of a mechanic 
certificate once the certificate is revoked. See 14 CFR 43.3 and 65.15. The carrier's 



responsibility is to insure that only qualified certificate holders perfonn maintenance on their 
aircraft for which a certificate is required. See, e.g., 14 CFR 121.363, 121. 367, 135.411, and 
135.413. 

If FAA docs not notify the carrier, is it possible that this could present a loophole in the system, 
whcreby mechanics might continue working on aircraft after losing their certification? 

2 

The FAA's regulations are explicit that only certificated mechanics may perfonn maintenance 
for which certification is required. It is possible that these regulations, like any other regulations, 
may be violated, but the FAA does not consider that possibility to constitute a loophole. 

Question 2: Our understanding is that prior investigations discovered that certain examiners at 
St. George Aviation conducted deficient/inadequate oral and practical tests. Is this correct? Did 
St. George Aviation also administer written tests? 1fso, were any deficiencies uncovered in their 
written testing program as well? 

Response to Question 2: 

Is it correct that prior investigations discovered that certain examiners at St. Gcorge Aviation 
conducted deficient/inadequate oral and practical tests? 
Yes, it is correct that both the DOT IG investigation and the FAA's own internal investigation of 
S1. George Aviation revealed that certain designated mechanic examiners for St. George 
Aviation conducted deficient oral and practical examinations. This infonnation served as a basi5 
to request the reexamination of the mechanics who were examined at St. George Aviation. 

Did St. George Aviation also administer written tests? If so, were any deficiencies uncovered in 
their written testing program as well? 
Yes, St. George Aviation was also authorized to administer written tests for mechanic 
certificates. The FAA's internal investigation documented numerous deficiencies with 
St. George Aviation's administration of the written tests. Moreover, there was testimony during 
the criminal trial ofMr. Anthony St. George regarding the deficicucies that occurred with the 
written testing process. This infonnation also served as a basis to request the reexammatlOn of 
the mechanics who were examined at St. George Aviation. 

Question 3: In reference to the St. George mechanic who worked on the aircraft involved in the 
Chalks accident, both the FAA report and the Flight Standards QA staff report provide meager 
infonnation. Both reports merely state that FAA's review of Chalk's Air Maintenance records 
"revealed" that there is no documentation that the St. George Aviation mechanic graduate was 
involved in maintenance on areas of this aircraft related to the accident. OSC would like more 
detailed infonnation. Which databases and documents were included in the review? Was the 
FAA's document review definitive? What areas of the aircraft did the mechanic work on? Was 
all his time accounted for in the maintenance records? Is it possible that he worked on other areas 
of the aircraft, without this fact being documented? 
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Response to Question 3: 

Was the FAA's document review definitive? 
No, it is not possible to state that the FAA's document review is definitive. Chalks utilized hand 
written signatures and initials to record maintenance performed on its aircraft and not all the 
records are entirely legible, In preparing this response, the FAA's Flight Standards Service, 
Aircraft Maintenance Division requested the FAA's South Florida Certificate Management 
Office (oversight office for Chalks) to provide information about the records they reviewed 
during the initial investigation and requested that they reanalyze those records in an attempt to 
determine what, if any, work was accomplished by the St. George mechanic. The South Florida 
Certi ficate Management Office still maintained copies of the aircraft logbook pages, C-ck 
records and associated non-routine cards. The South Florida Certificate Management Office's 
review of these records indicates that the St. George mechanic did perform work on the accident 
aircraft. These records further showed he was a mechanic and inspector for Chalks and that he 
performed work on various sections of the aircraft. The FAA notes that the National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) issued an aircraft accident report on May 30, 2007. During 
the NTSB's investigation of the Chalk's accident, it reviewed various maintenance records and 
made 17 total findings. The NTSB did not find that anyone individual who worked on the 
aircraft, which includes the S1. George mechanic, was at fault for any particular maintenance 
deficiency. 

What areas of the aircraft did the mechanic work on? 
The South Florida Certificate Management Office's recent review of the aircraft records indicates 
the S1. George mechanic worked on various areas of the aircraft throughout his tenure at Chalks. 

Was all his time accounted for in the maintenance records? 
Mechanics are not required by regulation to record start and stop times for any particular task; 
thus we have no way to account for all of the mechanic's time 

Is it possible that he worked on other areas of the aircraft, without this fact being documented? 
Yes, it is possible that he worked on other areas of the aircraft without the work being 
documented. However, it is incumbent on both the mechanic and the owner/operator to insure 
that all maintenance work is properly documented. 

Question 4: Please clarify the basis for the FAA's position that, when conducting 
reexaminations, the FAA has the discretion to deviate from the testing format and standards uscd 
in the initial mechanics' certification program (set forth at 14 CFR Part 65). Please provide the 
relevant legal citations that support the FAA's position. 

Response to Question 4: 
As noted in our report to you, Congress in 49 U.S.c. § 44709 gave the FAA a variety of tools to 
use to address situations in which a certificate holder's conduct violates safety regulations, raises 
questions about the certificate holder's competency, or demonstrates that the certificate holder is 
no longer qualified to hold a certificate or rating. In circumstances such as the present case in 
which the FAA has evidence that raises a question about the qualifications of the mechanics who 
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wcre examincd for thcir certificates and ratings at St. George Aviation, the FAA may utilize its 
authority in section 44709 to reexamine the qualifications of those mechanics. The standards for 
conducting a reexamination are discretionary and allow FAA personnel the flexibility to 
determine the best means possible to ascertain the present qualifications of the certificate holder. 
There is no requirement that a reexamination must, in effect, repeat the original certification 
testing process provided for under part 65. The FAA has ncver interpreted its reexaml11ation 
authority to be restrictive in nature and neither the wording of section 44709 nor its legislative 
history indicates that Congress intended it to be read to limit the FAA's discretion with regard to 
how it conducts reexaminations. 

The FAA feels that it is appropriate to note that we have completed the reexamination program 
with the exception of one individual who is scheduled to be retested at the end of September 
2009. This individual had been considered eligible for relief from the testing requirements by the 
provisions of SF AR 100-1. 

If additional information is required please contact Rusty Jones, Manager, Special Programs 
Branch, AFS-320, at (202) 385-6399 or msty.jones@faa.gov. 


