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- ATO Terminal Service, Quality Assurance
- En Route and Oceanic Services, Quality and Safety Assurance
- Two Service Area, Service Centers (see exhibit B)

-Ten Air Traffic Control facilities (see exhibit B), including Air Traffic
Managers, Operations Managers, Quality Assurance and Safety Managers,
and quality assurance staff.

e Interviewed representatives from the following Aviation Safety offices:

- Air Traffic Safety Oversight Services

- Flight Standards Service-Quality Assurance

- Five Flight Standards District Offices (see exhibit B)
- One Regional Flight Standards Division Office

» Reviewed the following FAA guidance:

-FAA Order 7210.56C, Air Traffic Quality Assurance Order and related
Notices and changes.

-FAA Order 8900.1, Flight Standards Information Management System
(FSIMS) and related Notices.

- FAA Order 8020.11B, Aircraft Accident and Incident, Notification,
Investigation, and Reporting.

-FAA Order 8020.16, Air Traffic Organization Aircraft Accident and
Incident, Notification, Investigation, and Reporting.

- FAA Order 7110.65R, Air Traffic Control.

- Flight Standards Quality Management System, QPM # AFS 001-020, Pilot
Deviation Process.

e Reviewed the implementation status of TARP.

To determine the accuracy and completeness of the pilot deviation database used
to select our statistical sample, we judgmentally sampled pilot deviation reports
not included in our sample at facilities visited to ensure they did not involve a loss
a separation. We also compared these reports to the pilot deviations listed on the
national pilot deviation database.

Exhibit A. Scope and Methodology



EXHIBIT B. ORGANIZATIONS VISITED OR CONTACTED

FAA Headquarters, Washington, DC

ATO Safety Services

ATO En Route and Oceanic Services

ATO Terminal Services

Aviation Safety - Flight Standards Service

Aviation Safety - Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service

Service Areas/Regional Offices

Eastern Service Center, Safety Assurance Group
Western Service Center, Safety Assurance Group

Northwest Mountain Region Flight Standards

Air Traffic Control Facilities

Atlanta En Route Center
Atlanta TRACON

Chicago TRACON

Cleveland En Route Center
Denver En Route Center

Los Angeles En Route Center
Miami En Route Center
Northern California TRACON
Salt Lake TRACON

Southern California TRACON

Flight Standards District Offices (FSDO)

Atlanta FSDO
Denver FSDO

Los Angeles FSDO
Riverside FSDO
Sacramento FSDO

Exhibit B. Organizations Visited or Contacted
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EXHIBIT C. PRIOR AUDIT REPORTS

Since 2000, we have issued three audit reports on operatibnal eITors.

¢ OIG Report Number AV-2001-11, “Actions To Reduce Operational Errors and
Deviations Have Not Been Effective,” December 15, 2000.

¢ OIG Report Number AV-2003-040, “Operational Errors and Runway
Incursions,” April 3, 2003.

¢ OIG Report Number AV-2004-085, “Controls Over the Reporting of
Operational Errors,” September 20, 2004.

In our 2000 and 2004 reports, we specifically addressed the need for FAA to
improve controls over the reporting operational errors as described below.

In December 2000, we reported that FAA was at risk of underreporting
operational errors at terminal facilities because, at these facilities, FAA relied on
controller self-reporting.  Further, adequate documentation was not always
available to confirm if an operational error occurred because radar and voice tapes
were retained for only 15 days. We recommended that FAA implement NTSB’s
recommendation to extend the retention period for voice and radar tapes from
15 days to 45 days.

At the time, FAA indicated that it could not extend the retention period for radar
and voice data because it would create a storage problem. Therefore, it agreed to
retain voice tapes and radar data for 45 days only for known or suspected
incidents. Since that time FAA has updated its terminal radar and voice data with
digital technology and now retains these data for 45 days.

In September 2004, we again reported that operational errors were at risk of being
underreported because of FAA’s reliance on self-reporting at terminal facilities.
At the time of our report, FAA indicated that because of the complexity of the
airspace in the terminal environment, it could not develop an automated system to
identify when operational errors occur.

In response to our 2004 recommendations, FAA established procedures in 2005
that requires terminal facilities to conduct monthly audits of radar data to identify
potential unreported operational errors. Additionally, FAA Headquarters officials
were also required to randomly review facility audit results to ensure compliance.
Since that time, FAA began to develop a system (TARP) to automatically identify
operational errors at terminal facilities. FAA is now implementing this system.

Exhibit C. Prior Audit Reports



EXHIBIT D. MAJOR CONTRIBUTORS TO THIS REPORT

Name

Title

Daniel Raville

Liz Hanson

Mark Gonzales
Tasha Thomas
Kevin Montgomery

Andrea Nossaman

Program Director
Project Manager
Senior Analyst
Analyst

Analyst

Writer-Editor

Exhibit D. Major Contributors to This Report
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APPENDIX. AGENCY COMMENTS

Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: March 12, 2009
To: Lou Dixon, Assistant Inspector General for Aviation and Special Program Aydits
From: Ramesh K. Punwani, Assistant Administrator for Financial Services/C

Prepared by: Anthony Williams, x79000

Subject: OIG Draft Report: FAA’s Process for Reporting and Investigating Operational
Errors Federal Aviation Administration

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the findings and recommendations of
the subject draft report dated December 30, 2008. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
concurs with Recommendations 1, 4, 3, and 7; nonconcurs with Recommendations 3, and 6; and
partially concurs with Recommendation 2.

The following is the Agency’s response to each of your Recommendations.
OIG Recommendation 1: Establish a follow-up mechanism to ensure that Flight Standards

Service inspectors are complying with new guidance for investigating pilot deviations issued in
February, March, and July 2008.

FAA Response: Concur. Flight Standards agrees and will develop a follow up process to ensure
inspector compliance by December 31, 2009.

OIG Recommendation 2: Require that radar replay data for pilot deviations with a loss of
separation be retained for 2 ' years (similar to retention requirements for voice data).

FAA Response: Partially concur with comment. ATO Directives currently require 2 !4 year
retention of supporting radar data for pilot deviations similar to those required for voice and radar
data in operational error investigations. However, current radar data retention requirements do
not specifically require playback capability. The FAA suggests that this Recommendation be
modified to state that “radar and voice data retention requirements be the same for both
operational errors and pilot deviations with a loss of separation, and that retained data be required
to allow subsequent audit and confirmation of loss categorization”.

Appendix. Agency Comments
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Air Traffic Oversight Service (ATO-S), the ATO System Operations Service (ATO-R), and the
Flight Standards Service (AFS) will coordinate their organizations respective directives to ensure
common and compatible data retention requirements are published by September 30, 2009.

0O1G Recommendation 3: Establish a process to rate the severity of pilot deviations that cause a
loss of separation and establish a corresponding goal to reduce the most severe incidents.

FAA Response: Nonconcur. Any violation of a Federal Air Regulation contained with the Code
of Federal Regulation is treated as a serious violation. FAA addresses the seriousness of the
violation during the investigation and adjusts punishment according to the degree of the
violation. Each violation is addressed in its entirety. We will continue to focus our efforts on
pilot education to reduce all forms of violations and continue to look for additional ways to
measure the events.

0O1G Recommendation 4: Develop milestones for implementing Traffic Analysis and Review
Program (TARP) as a full-time separation conformance tool.

FAA Response: Concur. FAA has established in its Fiscal Year 2009 Business Plan the
following milestones for implementing TARP. Complete TARP audit tool implementation at
first 50 percent of applicable terminal sites by April 30, 2009. Finalize TARP Phase II
implementation strategy plan by April 30, 2009. Complete TARP audit tool implementation at
80 percent of all applicable terminal sites by September 30, 2009. Continue the development and
deployment of TARP with a targeted completion of Terminal Implementation by December 30,
2009 and NAS-wide implementation by

September 30, 2011.

O1G Recommendation 5: Initiate an internal AOV audit of the planned changes to the ATO’s
Safety Oversight process to ensure compliance with the new procedures.

FAA Response: Concur. AOV currently has an established audit mechanism that will evaluate
any planned changes in ATO's Safety Oversight process when they are developed.

OIG Recommendation 6: Assign a regional Flight Standards Liaison to assist the ATO Safety
Services staff in determining whether losses of separation are pilot or controller errors.

FAA Response: Nonconcur. Aviation Safety Inspectors (ASIs) do not have the background or
training in the rules and regulations required of Air Traffic Controllers. However, ASIs should
be responsible for the investigation into any reported violation of a Federal Air Regulation.
Therefore, ATO-S will continue to work with ASIs to resolve reported violations of air traffic
rules and procedures, eliminating the need to assign a regional Flight Standards Liaison.

OIG Recommendation 7: Modify the ATO facility audit process by including requirements to
specifically review facility QARs to determine if incidents reported as “non-events” were
accurately classified.

FAA Response: Concur. ATO-S is currently in the process of revising both its requirements for
conducting Quality Assurance Reviews (QARs) and its audit processes in general. In both cases,
it is the goal of ATO-S to improve the ATO’s accuracy and completeness in reporting losses of
separation and other indicators of risk. ATO-S will develop revised QAR, or similar risk

Appendix. Agency Comments



indicator report(s), definition(s) and processes by September 30, 2009. ATO-S will establish
specific audit processes and requirements to review facilities’ accuracy and effectiveness in
investigating suspected losses of separation.

Appendix. Agency Comments
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The following pages contain textual versions of the graphs and charts found in this
document. These pages were not in the original document but have been added here to
accommodate assistive technology.



FAA’s Process for Reporting and Investigating Operational Errors
Section 508 Compliant Presentation

Figure 1. FAA’s Process for Reporting and Investigating Incidents Involving a
Loss of Separation

e Loss of separation identified by Air Traffic facility. Initial determination is made
if the incident was controller or pilot error.

o If the loss of separation is determined to be a pilot error, the Air Traffic facility
forwards the preliminary report to the Flight Standards inspector who completes
the investigation and final report. The Air Traffic facility also copies the
appropriate Air Traffic Organization (ATO) Service Area and Unit on the
preliminary report that it sends to Flight Standards.

o If the loss of separation is determined to be a controller error, the Air Traffic
Facility prepares preliminary investigation report and forwards the report to
appropriate ATO Service Area and Unit for review. The Air Traffic facility
completes the investigation and final report and forwards the final report to the
appropriate ATO Service Area and Unit for review. The ATO Service Area and
Unit review both the preliminary and final reports sent from the Air Traffic
Facility. After review, the ATO Service Area and Unit forward the report to
Headquarters ATO Safety office for review. The ATO Safety Office conducts the
final review.

Table. Office of Inspector General Review of Pilot Deviation and Quality
Assurance Reviews (QARs) and Operational Error Detection Program (OEDP)
Alerts - Sample Results by Facility

Atlanta Pilot deviations Pilot deviations that QAR and OEDP QAR and OEDP
TRACON reviewed: 11 should be classified as | alerts reviewed: 13 | alerts that should be
operational errors: 0 classified as
operational errors: 0
Chicago Pilot deviations Pilot deviations that QAR and OEDP QAR and OEDP
TRACON reviewed: 10 should be classified as | alerts reviewed: 13 | alerts that should be
operational errors: 1 classified as

operational errors:
1 (Proximity
Event)




Northern
California
TRACON

Pilot deviations
reviewed: 9

Pilot deviations that
should be classified as
operational errors: 0

QAR and OEDP
alerts reviewed: 13

QAR and OEDP
alerts that should be
classified as
operational errors: 0

Salt Lake
TRACON

Pilot deviations
reviewed: 5

Pilot deviations that
should be classified as
operational errors: 0

QAR and OEDP
alerts reviewed: 10

QAR and OEDP
alerts that should be
classified as
operational errors: 0

Southern
California
TRACON

Pilot deviations
reviewed: 31

Pilot deviations that
should be classified as
operational errors: 0

QAR and OEDP
alerts reviewed: 14

QAR and OEDP
alerts that should be
classified as
operational errors: 0

Atlanta Center

Pilot deviations
reviewed: 30

Pilot deviations that
should be classified as
operational errors: 0

QAR and OEDP
alerts reviewed: 19

QAR and OEDP
alerts that should be
classified as
operational errors: 0

Cleveland Pilot deviations Pilot deviations that QAR and OEDP QAR and OEDP
Center reviewed: 11 should be classified as | alerts reviewed: 30 | alerts that should be
operational errors: 0 classified as
operational errors: 0
Denver Pilot deviations Pilot deviations that QAR and OEDP QAR and OEDP
Center reviewed: 11 should be classified as | alerts reviewed: 30 | alerts that should be
operational errors: 0 classified as
operational errors: 1
(Proximity Event)
Los Angeles Pilot deviations Pilot deviations that QAR and OEDP QAR and OEDP
Center reviewed: 24 should be classified as | alerts reviewed: 40 | alerts that should be

operational errors: 0

classified as
operational errors: 0

Miami Center

Pilot deviations
reviewed: 13

Pilot deviations that
should be classified as
operational errors: 0

QAR and OEDP
alerts reviewed: 24

QAR and OEDP
alerts that should be
classified as
operational errors: 0

Minneapolis
TRACON

Pilot deviations
reviewed: 1

Pilot deviations that
should be classified as
operational errors: 0

QAR and OEDP
alerts reviewed: not
applicable (We did
not visit this facility
and therefore did
not review its QAR
or OEDP alerts.)

QAR and OEDP
alerts that should be
classified as
operational errors:
not applicable




Pilot deviations Pilot deviations that QAR and OEDP QAR and OEDP
TRACON reviewed: 2 should be classified as | alerts reviewed: not | alerts that should be
operational errors: 0 applicable (We did | classified as
not visit this facility | operational errors:
and therefore did not applicable
not review its QAR
or OEDP alerts.)
Seattle Center | Pilot deviations Pilot deviations that QAR and OEDP QAR and OEDP
reviewed: 8 should be classified as | alerts reviewed: not | alerts that should be
operational errors: 0 applicable (We did | classified as
not visit this facility | operational errors:
and therefore did not applicable
not review its QAR
or OEDP alerts.)

Total pilot deviations reviewed: 166. Total pilot deviations that should be classified as
operational errors: 1

Total QAR and OEDP alerts reviewed: 206. Total QAR and OEDP alerts that should
be classified as operational errors: 2

Figure 2. Radar Display of a Serious Pilot Deviation

Figure 2 shows a radar display of a pilot deviation (while under the control of the
Seattle en route center) that, if categorized in the same method as operational errors,
would have been rated as a category B event. The event occurred when a military
pilot (labeled on the screen as EXP094) took his plane above his assigned altitude and
conflicted with a regional air carrier (labeled on the screen as QXE397). The aircraft
came within 300 feet vertically and 2.96 miles horizontally of each other.
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Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: NOV 1 6 2009
To: Mr. Robert Westbrooks, Acting Assistant Inspector General

for Special Investigations and Analysis
From: J. Randolph Babbitt, Administfat m
Subject: Response to Office of the Inspectof General (OIG) Investigation

Case #109Z000003SINV at Mgmphis Airport Traffic Control Tower (MEM
ATCT) dated November 6, 2009.

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

L.

o

Finding: The lack of recent air traffic controller experience with the management of
FedEx aircraft crossing Runway 27 to and from the FedEx hub during the midnight shift
may present some safety concerns when the runway is put back in service. (Allegation 4:
During the midnight shift, “close calls” have resulted when aircraft from parallel
Runways 18 L/C/R or 36 L/C/R cross Runway 27 during FedEx arrival and departure
“pushes.”)

Response: The facility is keenly aware of the challenges presented by the reopening of
Runway 27. The management staff and training department have prepared classroom
training as well as an operational implementation plan for the reopening of Runway 27.
Operations Managers and Frontline Managers have adjusted their shifts to maximize a
management presence in the operations when Runway 27 reopens. Personnel who have
recently certified without seeing the operation with Runway 27 open, or have little
experience with it, have been identified so additional emphasis can be given to focus
attention to their needs. They completed tower simulator training so that they could
become familiar with the operation before it is activated. The entire facility is being
briefed on the reopening of Runway 27. Finally, the airport and the users have been
advised that when Runway 27 is reopened, its utilization will gradually increase over
several weeks until complete familiarization and potential is achieved. The operation
will be constantly evaluated as Runway 27 is returned to its full use and capacity.

Finding: Memphis’ current surface radar system for detection of aircraft, vehicles, or
other objects on the ground does not, in fact, cover Runway 27. FAA is planning,
however, to deploy a new system in January 2011 which will cover the runway.
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(Allegation 5: Airport Movement Area Safety System (AMASS) is not certified for use
on Runway 27: thus, air traffic controllers are unable to use this radar-based safety tool
when, for example, aircraft cross the runway.)

Response: The current surface radar system for detection of aircraft, vehicles or other
objects on the ground (AMASS) has never been configured to include Runway 27
because of equipment limitations regarding line of sight issues from hangars and other
surface obstructions. Even though there are line of sight issues with the AMASS
equipment, air traffic controllers can see Runway 27 from the existing tower and are able
to provide air traffic control services in accordance with national orders and regulations.
Upon completion of the new Tower, equipment will be deployed that configures the
entire airport including Runway 27. The new Tower and ASDE-X are projected to be
complete and operational in January 2011. This ASDE-X installation is part of the
national program’s waterfall schedule for ASDE-X implementation.

. Finding: Memphis air traffic controllers have allowed FedEx and other aircraft to
exceed the maximum recommended tailwind speed during take-offs and landings.
However, doing so is not prohibited by FAA order. (Allegation 6: Memphis air traffic
controllers regularly allow aircraft, especially those in the FedEx fleet, to exceed the
maximum tailwind speed for arrivals and departures established by Memphis
management.).

Response: Tailwind components are covered in the FAA Order 7110.65, paragraph
3-5-1. It is the pilot’s responsibility to request and accept or decline a runway assignment
based on the operating limitations of his particular aircraft and its particular and specific
weight and configurations. Front Line Managers constantly monitor the wind during
operations and make best judgment calls when warranted regarding changing the runway
operation if the wind is significant enough and/or pilots advise of concern.

. Allegation 1 - recommendation: When Runway 27 is used for arrivals, an aircraft
executing a go-around or missed approach maneuver could come into conflict with traffic
landing on Runway 18R. Given the frequency of go-arounds at Memphis, the use of
Runway 27 for arrivals presents a significant threat to public safety. Within 30 days of
opening Runway 27, FAA should conduct a risk assessment study regarding simultaneous
independent operations on Runways 27 and I18R. In addition, we recommend AOV audit
these operations within 90 days of implementation to ensure that appropriate safety
mitigations are in place and complied with.

Response: Concur. The FAA will conduct a review of the simultaneous independent
operations on Runways 27 and 18R within 30 days of the reopening of Runway 27.
Additionally, the Office of Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service (AOV) will audit the
Runway 27 - 18R operation within 90 days of implementation.

Allegation 3 - recommendation: On at least two occasions, a supervisor stopped an air
traffic controller from preventing a loss of separation between aircraft on approach; as a
result, operational errors went unreported. FAA should reemphasize to all Memphis air
traffic control personnel that a suspected loss of separation must be immediately reported
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to a manager or controller-in-charge. FAA should also provide remedial training to the

QAR personnel responsible for failing to identify the operational error.

Response: Concur. The FAA will brief all Memphis air traffic control personnel within
30 days that a suspected loss of separation must be immediately reported to a manager or
controller-in-charge. FAA will also brief all Memphis air traffic personnel within 30
days on the need to conduct Quality Assurance Reviews (QAR) in sufficient detail so as
to assess the system performance with reasonable accuracy.

6. Allegation 8 - recommendation: In violation of FAA Order 7110.65, Memphis air
traffic controllers have failed to notify aircraft of their departure from Class B airspace.
FAA should require the biennial reviews of Class B airspace be documented so
conclusions from the reviews can be analyzed and verified.

Response: Concur. In addition to conducting biennial reviews as specified in FAA Order
7400.2, Part 4, Chapter 15, paragraph 15-1-2, the facility has an additional requirement to
conduct a monthly audit of Class B airspace. This requirement was implemented on
September 30, 2009 as a result of an Office of Air Traffic Safety Oversight Service
(AOV) airspace audit and was agreed to by AOV, the ATO’s Office of Safety (AJS) and
Terminal Services (AJT). The results of these audits are forwarded to the Service Area,
AJT and AJS every quarter for analysis, review and verification.

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

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



