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B. Washington FSDO management forced ASI Monteleon to erase his enforcement
action without conducting a full investigation

The Report completely exonerates Washington FSDO management’s demand that ASI
Monteleon erase his enforcement action against Colgan Air, even though management breached
FAA procedure by making him erase the enforcement action instead of simply closing the
enforcement action. FAA procedure allows for an Office Manager to close an enforcement
action if there is insufficient evidence that a violation occurred. See FAA Order 2150.3B, Ch. 4,
2(a)(1). It does not, however, provide that a Supervisor, or even an Office Manager, can entirely
erase an enforcement action, as the manager’s decision would then never be subject to review or
audit.

In response to ASI Monteleon’s continued investigation into Captain Honan’s violations,
Colgan Air Certificate Management Team Supervisor Roberts forced him to strike out the EIR
number assigned to the enforcement action so that the number would be reused and there would
be no documentary trace of his violation. See Washington FSDO EIR Log — FY2008, attached
as Exhibit 9 (EIR Number 2008EA270017). Supervisor Roberts also advised him that the
Washington FSDO’s position was that “those violations never happened.” The Washington
FSDO management made this determination without conducting an investigation into the
potential violation, in clear violation of their legal duty to do so. See FAA Order 2150.3B, Ch. 2,
3(d).

At no point during ASI Monteleon’s tenure at the Washington FSDO did any of the
management state that the reason for erasing the enforcement action was because ASI Monteleon
had not followed required reporting or notification procedure, as the Report now asserts.ex post
facto. DOT Report, at 13. This is for good reason; contrary to the assertions of the Report, ASI
Monteleon did follow the proper reporting and other applicable procedures. As discussed above,
ASI Monteleon documented Captain Honan’s violations while in flight and then reported those
violations to the principal inspectors of the Colgan Management Team the next day. This
reporting was sufficient under FAA procedure because POI Lundgren and Colgan Air
management subsequently informed him that Captain Honan would be suspended from APD
status until retrained, which eliminated the need to initiate a legal enforcement action. See
Exhibits 4 and 5. On February 28, 2008, ASI Monteleon learned that Colgan Air had not
complied with the proscribed remedial measure because Captain Honan had not been retrained
and was again serving in an APD capacity. As soon as he learned this fact, he immediately
initiated a legal enforcement action against Captain Honan by entering the information into the
Program Tracking and Reporting System (“PTRS”) and the Air Transportation Oversight System
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(“ATOS”).6 These reports were timely according to FAA Procedure. See FAA Order 2150.3B,
Ch. 2, 3(h), Ch. 3, 4(e). The Report was incorrect in stating that there is a requirement that the
report be entered into these databases within three days, since the time limit for investigating
violations is six months. See 2150.3B, Ch 2, Fig 4.1.

The Report also incorrectly and misleadingly asserts that ASI Monteleon failed to obtain
the necessary documentary evidence for an enforcement action. DOT Report, at 14. ASI
Monteleon had already obtained a substantial body of evidence’ before the Washington FSDO
management forced him to erase the enforcement action. More importantly, however, Office
Manager Scarpinato’s assertion that he closed the case because ASI Monteleon’s case was too
weak is misleading. ASI Monteleon’s managers never allowed him to conduct a complete
investigation. Accordingly, even if he had insufficient evidence to initiate an enforcement
action—a contention with which we strongly disagree—it is the fault of the Washington FSDO
managers—not ASI Monteleon. The Report’s handling of this disclosure again shows that the
DOT refused to acknowledge the cozy relationship between the Washington FSDO staff and
Colgan Air management that helped foster the Company’s culture of disregarding safety at the
price of air safety.

6. Colgan Air’s ADE Program Operated Without a Trained APM, Resulting in Less
Qualified Aviation Safety Inspectors Overseeing the Dash 8 Pilot Training

The Report states that there is no evidence supporting ASI Monteleon’s assertion that
Office Manager Scarpinato’s removal of ASI Monteleon from his position as APM resulted in
Colgan Air’s ADE program operating without an APM trained in compliance with the Colgan

% FAA procedures did not require ASI Monteleon to document his observations into the
PTRS system because surveillance of Part 121 carriers need only be recorded in Air
Transportation Oversight System (“ATOS”). See FAA Order 1800.56J, 9 5. ASI Monteleon,
however, recorded his observations in both PTRS and the ATOS systems.

7 ASI Monteleon had gathered the following evidence: copies of all correspondence
exchanged related to the violations; copies of aircraft maintenance log including maintenance
corrective action taken from January 19-24, 2008, on the Dash 8 aircraft, tail number N187WQ;
copies of official FAA records of meetings and teleconferences; copies of the Bombardier
aircraft flight manual, the Flight Safety operating manual, the Colgan Air company flight
manual, and the pilot training manual; copies of Captain Honan’s APD Certificate of
Designation and Check Airman Letter of Authorization; copies of Captain Honan’s pilot and
medical certificates; photographs of the flight deck, including the airspeed indicator and
exceedence indicators; and photographs of the ACARS system.
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Air-FAA Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU?”), resulting in three unqualified Aviation
Safety Inspectors overseeing the Colgan Air Dash 8 ADE program. DOT Report, at 15.
However, it then immediately admits that there was a two-month period in which POI Lundgren
carried out the APM duties. Id. While type-rated in the Dash 8, POI Lundgren had not been
trained in Colgan Air’s pilot training program and was, therefore, unqualified to serve as APM
under the Colgan Air-FAA MOU. ASI Monteleon, on the other hand was the only FAA
Aviation Inspector who had completed Colgan Air’s pilot training program, making him the only
qualified Aviation Safety Inspector under the MOU to serve as APM. The Report ignores this
fact completely.

7. POI Lundgren Improperly Received, Edited, Reviewed, and Approved the Aircraft Flight
Manual for the Dash 8

In November 2008, ASI Monteleon discovered that an emergency checklist procedure in
the Bombardier Dash 8 aircraft flight manual (“AFM”) was incomplete. Such a discrepancy was
a violation of multiple federal aviation regulations® and a serious safety concern because a pilot
using the incomplete procedure while in flight would have no way of knowing how to safely
complete the emergency checklist procedure for landing with one engine inoperative.

If proper procedures had been followed, this error in the Bombardier AFM would have
delayed approval of Colgan Air’s company flight manual (“CFM”) until the Bombardier AFM
was revised and approved. See FAA Order, Vol. 10, Ch. 6, § 2, 3.9.2. Since both the FAA
Flight Manual Review Board and the FAA Aircraft Certification Office must review and approve
changes to the manufacturer’s AFM, there would have been a significant delay in the approval of
Colgan Air’s CFM, resulting in a likely month delay of the Dash 8 program’s certification. FAA
Order 8900.1, 3-3232. Both Colgan Air and Washington FSDO management were concerned by
this development because it revealed that they made serious errors during the certification
process of the Dash 8 for revenue service. It would also result in Colgan Air not meeting its
contractual deadline of February 4, 2008, to begin revenue service.

In an attempt to prevent this delay, POI Lundgren “cut and pasted” the emergency
procedure for landing with one engine inoperative from a non-FAA approved copy of the Colgan
Air CFM into the Bombardier AFM. This action violated FAA rules in several ways. First,
altering the manufacturer’s AFM invalidated the manual’s FAA approval, since that text had not
been reviewed and approved by the Flight Manual Review Board or the Aircraft Certification

¥ Having an incomplete emergency checklist procedure in an AFM violates 14 C.F.R.
121.133, 135, 137, and 141. It also violates FAA policy as described in FAA ATOS 2.1.1 and
2.1.2.
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safety concerns, citing a lack of evidence. DOT Report, at 17. Throughout the Report’s
discussion of this disclosure, a clear bias against ASI Monteleon is evident. The Report states
that ASI Monteleon “was unable to provide specific information, clarify the allegations, or
provide documents pertaining to these issues,” but then states that he provided copies of two
separate enforcement actions he initiated against Colgan Air. Id. Clearly, ASI Monteleon could
not have failed to provide documentation while at the same time providing the investigator with
copies of enforcement actions. The Report also fails to acknowledge that part of the reason ASI
Monteleon could not provide addition specific information was that, in retaliation for his
whistleblowing activities, the FAA prohibited him from entering DOT or FAA property between
March 25, 2009 and July 12, 2009, which prevented him from accessing his paper or computer
files.

The Report again fails to acknowledge the larger ramifications of ASI Monteleon’s
disclosures related to his service as Colgan Air POI from 2003 through 2005. Starting from the
beginning of his tenure as POl in 2003, ASI Monteleon observed that the corporate culture at
Colgan Air was one in which the management and the pilots disregarded safety regulations. He
also observed that the Washington FSDO management complacently ignored this reckless
manner of operation and indeed facilitated it by not pursuing enforcement actions and by
minimizing sanctions for those which some action was unavoidable. By ignoring this pattern,
the Report misses the opportunity to examine how the FAA contributed to the development and
fostering of Colgan Air’s culture of recklessness that resulted in two hull-loss, fatal airplane
crashes in the last six years.

9. Intentional Skewing of Runway Incursion Severity Classification Data by the Office of
Runway Safety

As the Report admits, in 2007, ASI Monteleon reported concerns that the FAA’s Runway
Incursion Assessment Team was misclassifying runway incursions that led to the FAA’s Office
of Air Traffic Safety Oversight (“AOV"”) conducting an audit of runway incursion classification.
AOV confirmed ASI Monteleon’s concerns finding that there were misclassifications and that
the definitions contained in FAA Order 7050.1 were too subjective and partially incomplete to
provide clear criteria for classification. DOT Report, at 19.

While some of these misclassifications stemmed from the insufficient guidance contained
in FAA Order 7050.1, the more significant cause was the conduct of FAA’s Vice President of the
ATO-Safety, William Davis, and the Acting Director of ATO-Safety’s Office of Operational
Services, LaGretta Bowser. As ASI Monteleon reported, they pressured the members of the
Runway Incursion Assessment Team to assign less severe classifications to runway incursions in
order to artificially improve their office’s safety record. Both Vice President Davis’ and Acting
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10. The FAA Used an “Unreliable” Runway Incursion Severity Classification Calculator to
Assess Runway Incursions and Distributed that Calculator Internationally

ASI Monteleon disclosed to the OSC that the FAA’s Runway Incursion Severity
Classification (“RISC”) calculator was inaccurate and provided misleading statistics, which were
relied upon by the Runway Incursion Assessment Team. In response, the DOT summarily
dismissed this disclosure, making several incorrect statements that demonstrate its unwillingness
to seriously investigate this issue to determine the extent of the safety problem. First, the Report
incorrectly states that the RISC calculator was never used to evaluate severity classifications,
except on a test basis. DOT Report, at 21. As the memorandum from Vice President Davis
demonstrates, the FAA required the Runway Incursion Assessment Team to use the RISC
calculator as part of the deliberation process. See W. Davis, Memorandum re: Use of Runway
Incursion Severity Classification (RISC) Calculator (August 31, 2006), attached as Exhibit 11.
Since, as the Report states, the RISC calculator was unreliable, DOT Report, at 21, if the DOT
was truly interested in evaluating the extent of the safety problem, it would have thoroughly
investigated the role of the RISC calculator in the decision making process. Further, it would
have investigated how an unreliable program was permitted to be used in the evaluation of a
serious safety issue like runway incursions.

Second, the Report attempts to minimize the ongoing effect that the RISC calculator has
by stating that the FAA does not intend to use the program for runway incursion classification.
Id. What this statement ignores, however, is that the FAA provided this program to the
International Civil Aviation Organization (“ICAQO”), which has made the program available—the
program that the DOT and FAA admit is unreliable—to its 190 member states. The FAA did so
with the assurance that its subject matter experts had tested the program and that the United
States would be using it for the evaluation of runway incursions. See Manual on the Prevention
of Runway Incursions, International Civil Aviation Organization App. H-3 (2007),
day, the RISC calculator continues to be available to ICAO, and to the general public through the
ICAO website, without mention of its “inherent inconsistencies” or “unreliability.” See RISC
Calculator, International Civil Aviation Organization, www.icao.int/fsix/Risc.cfm (last visited
Sept. 24, 2009).

I1I. Conclusion

AST Monteleon’s disclosures exposed deep-rooted systemic problems within the FAA.
FAA managers and inspectors had become too cozy with the entities they regulated which
hindered their ability to provide oversight of Colgan Air. As a result, Colgan Air was permitted
to continue operating in an unsafe and noncompliant manner. The Department of Transportation
was given the opportunity to critically evaluate the FAA in light of these disclosures and provide
criticism and recommendations that would help advance aviation safety. Instead of conducting
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an independent and critical investigation, the DOT Inspector General accepted as true the
unsupported claims of FAA and Colgan Air management, even in the face of compelling
evidence provided by ASI Monteleon. Those disclosures that DOT Inspector General did not
completely ignore, such as Captain Honan’s violations and the deficiencies of Colgan Air’s ADE
program, he minimized, so that the violations appeared to be of a minor nature that had already
been addressed by the FAA. Thus, contrary to the Report’s portrayal, the FAA still has yet to
fully address the systemic problems that resulted in ASI Monteleon’s disclosures and later in the
Colgan Air tragedy.

Sincerely,

O T

Debra S. Katz

Alexis Rickher
Attorneys for Christopher Monteleon

Enclosures

cc: Ms. Jennifer Pennington, Esquire
Mr. Christopher Monteleon
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(1) Condition #1. Below 10,000 feet with any turbulence and/or maneuvering (with bank
angle 30° and above), and with airspeed up to Vmo_+10 KIAS or Max 285 KIAS.

(2) Condition #2. Below 10,000 feet with any turbulence andfor maneuvering (with bank
angle 30° and above), and with airspeed exceeding Ymo +10 KIAS or above Max

285 KIAS. B

(3) Condition #3. At 10,000 feet and above, with any turbulence and/or maneuvering
(with bank angle 30° and above), and with airspeed up to Vmo +6 KIAS.

(4) Condition #4. At 10,000 feet and above, with airspeed exceeding Vmo +6 KIAS.

(5) Condition #5. Beiow 10,000 feet with no turbulence and maneuvering (with bank
angle less than 30°), and with airspeed up to Vmo +10 KIAS or Max 285 KIAS, "No
inspection is required.”

(6) Condition #6. At 10,000 feet and above, with no turbulence and flight is in a straight
line with airspeed up to Vmo +4 KIAS,

2. Job Set-Up Information

Subtask 05~50-28~200-001

A. Reference Information

REFERENCE DESIGNATION

TASK 05~50-11-210-801 Inspection After Extreme Turbulence or

Buffeting

TASK 27-10-00-710~801 Operational Test of the Aileron Control System

TASK 27-20-00~710-802 QOperational Test of the Rudder Control System

TASK 27-30~00~710-801 Operational Test of the Elevator Control System

TASK 27~50-00-710-801 Operational Test of the Wing Flaps Control

System

AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE MANUAL

MASTER

EEFECTIVITY: See Pageblock 05~50~28 page 601 05“‘50_28 Page 601
Oct 05/2007

This e-mail has been scanned by Pinnacle Airlines, using Skeptic(tm) technology. For more
information, contact the IT Help Desk.
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01-21-2008Doug,

I have two concerns regarding Bill Honan: his ongoing status as checkairman, and
the same as APD. As you and I discussed Sunday, I have given Bill my vote of
confidence, pending resolution by you and me, and Jeb and Dean of certain observations
of mine. On January 19, 2008, Donnie interjected himself into the ADEprogram, which I
permitted to this extent: His statement he would not assign Honan any checkairman or
APD duties pending further notice from the FAA.

Observations

January 19, 2007, three DHC-8 training flights; three PICs; Bill in a seat on all flights -

. Unsat: Conduct as APD (and checkairman) i/a/w 8900.1ADE and MOU provisions
regarding:

o attitude

o during initial part of debrief, argumentative, almost confrontational attitude
with APM

. receiving suggestions from APM
. insistent pushback on maintenance writeups
« crosswind correction during rollout in moderate-to-high crosswind on snow

o knowledge of profile callouts, adherence to the same, and apparent lack of
understanding of the need for discipline in that regard

. representing the Administrator in a professional manner

. unresolved conflict regarding loyalty to the company v. meeting the standards
required of an APD

. insistance, in front of captain, that if ACARS were found to be a maintenance
event, that it not be written up until return to HEF

after being briefed on Vmo exceedences by APM, failure to notify maintenance
until confirmation call by APM

 failure to recognize engine-failure checklist was not current

« Unsat: performance to ATP standards




. exceeded airframe limitations
+ two Vmo events in cruise flight
+  flap speed during missed approach
» two successive, failed visual approaches to runway
« failure to recognize exceeding Vmo should be reported to maintenance
. failure to check ship’s documents prior to flight
. Unsat and unsafe:
« Failure to recognize an inop ACARS was a maintenance event

- During debrief, initial reluctance to acknowledge the responsibility for the two failed
approaches was his

. Demeaning, overbearing, and impatient demeanor and tone of voice during certain
periods of instruction

. Initial inability of determine, as a checkairman, the technical reasons for problems
encountered during certain events

. Judgement: Initial failure to recognize personal physical/fatigue limits; then, failure
to act upon them, the same having later been recognized. Judgement led to fatigue
led to, in part, failed approaches

« Behavioral item: Stated insistance that things have to be black-or-white; requirement
that others interact with him i/a/w his needs or expectations; constant self-berating
and difficulty in objectively recounting the many, many satisfactory events under his
command during a very long and challenging duty day

Note: My perception is Honan’s attitude and performance are a direct result, in part, of
Donnie Nunn’s influence and guidance.

C:\Documents and Settings\Owner\My Documents\Doug,.doc
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MAY-18-2089 09:80P FROM:RESTON-UA-USA-201S8 783-796-1411 TO: 2022991148

Federal Aviation i ioxseys e one
ﬁdmnﬁgﬁfﬁﬁﬁ@m Herndon, Virgimia 20171

(703) 230-7664 Fax (703) 230-7720

Memorandum

Date: March 17, 2008

To: Jeffrey Denny, PASS Representative_» .., oo
yeny P ~'%%@-3§2¢‘ﬂ@§ 04

From: Manager, Washington Flight Standarfis District Officé, EA FSB0'27

Subject: Step 2 Response (PF-AEA-08-018-DCA)

.
TS ]

In accordance with Article 5, Section 7(b) of the Collective Bargaining Agreement
(CBA), this is in response to your Step 2 notification dated February 19, 2008,
concerning work assignment.

In review of the relevant facts indicate that on January 28, 2008, management became
aware of an incident regarding AS! Monteleon's conduct during a work-related duty. In
an effort to appropriately address the issue at hand and gather the necessary facts
management exercised its right and assigned work to the grievant. The matter aiso
required management to immediately respond to the Operator's scheduling needs,
which was an issue at that time. | have carefully reviewed the facts and the step one
response and concur with the step one response dated February 14, 2008.

Based on the foregoing your grievance is denied.

P.2713
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WASHINGTON F._ J EIR LOG - FY2008

DATE FAR RECOMMENDED NAME OF DATE
EIR NUMBER | KNOWN DESCRIPTION VIOLATED ACTION VIOLATOR A/C NO. INSP | DEADLINE | COMPLETED | DAYS
NBE 80702 | 11/07/07 |Pilot ew wthout copilot 121 385|Certificate suspension J Lewya NeCJ DJL 122107 | . 121407
,w 1206/07 |Class B Awciew Remedial training Caflahan N277NL KWGC 01/14/08
S
g U
tl — 12/20/07 |P-56A 91133 Wilson N324PH TOR 01,2807 02/14/08
\§ 01/04/08 |DOD Inspechon 119.5(g) Letler of Correcuon Colgan Aswr NA JAL 0221108
}
2008EA270016 | 01/29/08 wiong runway $21.23(a) State Deparntment Mephan CGKEY CJUM 03115/08
O sb-0B REUSE EIR Lusbbpl dvr
2008EA270017 | -03/26/08—1Opeteag baulabons_ [ 9195uopensen—F i tonae _|Cant 034506~

2008EA270018 | 02/20/08 |Damaged lanng panels NG04 RPN

2008EA270019 | 02/26/08 |Descent below albiude MEP492 TDR 04/11/08

2008EA270020 | 03/02/08 |Descent below altitude COMB4S TOR 04/16/08

200BEAZ70021 | 03/03/08 |Trg Program violabon 119.5( NIA JAL

ALT \. HRPAD |44

2008EAZ70022 o)~ 0F 68

Udated:

POC:Chariene Feyes
3/4/2008 Page2of 3
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April 24 - Four long
years after the first
flight - and before they
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their invention and
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April 23 - The FAA
received more than
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traffic control positions.
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read more...

Foulois Dies

April 25, 1967: One of
the nation's first three
military pilots, Maj. Gen.
Benjamin D, Foulois, died
at Andrews Air Force
Base, Md., at the age of
87. Foulois was trained
by the Wright brothers
and flew the first Army
aircraft in 1909,
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winds. Reroutes and delays expected
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Federal Aviation
Administration

s —————— —
Memorandum
Date: August 31, 2006

To: Paul Erway, Acting Director, Runway Safety Field Operations
Arthur Sullivan, Directpr, Operational Services
Jeffrey Loague, Director, Risk Reduction Information

From: ([ William S, Davis, Vics President, ATO Safaty Services

Prepared by:  Eileen Hohman

Subject: Use of Runway Incursion Severity Classification (RISC) Calculator

The purpose of this memo is to codify the Runway Incursion Severity Classification (RISC)
process. We must ensure standardization of ratings of severity of runway incursions, and ensure
consistency in the rating process into the future. The RISC calculator has been in use for over 2
years and has proven reliable and should continue in use.

The group of subject matter experts (Assessment Team) that categorize runway incursions will
vote to reach consensus on whether they agree or disagree with the RISC calculator rating. If
they are not able to reach consensus on the calculator’s rating, the majority opinion will prevail
as the assigned rating. All ratings that result in a tiebreaker situation will be decided by the
Director of Operational Services or a designee as chosen by the Vice President of Service

Services,

Exceptions to this process will be those incursions in which the model was not designed to
provide a rating (e.g. helicopter events), In those cases, the Assessment Team will provide a
rating. The same consensus, majority, authority process noted above will be applied.

Use of the RISC calculator will allow the FAA and the ATO to use and support the same runway
incursion classification calculator and process currently being evaluated for global use by the
International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQ). Data collected from this process will allow
for & standardized approach to runway incursion severity classification and analysis on a

worldwide basis,

This process is consistent with and will also minimize any impact on categorizing runway
incursions, data collection, and analysis when the FAA shifts to the new ICAO runway incursion

definition.




