U.S. Department GENERAL COUNSEL 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

of Transportation Washington, DC 20590

Office of the Secretary
of Transportation

Catherine A. McMullen, April 27, 2012
Chief, Disclosure Unit

U.S. Office of Special Counsel

1730 M Street, NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20036-4505

Re: OSC File No. DI-11-2238 and DI-11-2709

Dear Ms. McMullen:

Please find enclosed a redacted version of the Department of Transportation’s (DOT’s)
supplemental report, provided to the Office of Special Counsel (OSC) on April 4, 2012, in
the above-referenced whistleblower referrals. Please post this version of the supplemental
report on OSC’s public file. ['have also enclosed redacted copies of the additional
transcript pages which OSC received from the Office of Inspector General (OIG) for

posting on the public file.

As described in my letter of March 19, 2012, DOT considers witness names associated
with OSC-directed investigations to be sensitive personally identifiable information which
should not be publicly released. Accordingly, we have redacted the names of witnesses
from the supplemental report, including from the attachments to the report. In addition, we
have removed attachments 5 and 6 from the report because the attachments contain
confidential and proprietary information to Delta Air Lines.

Please do not hesitate to contact Debra Rosen or me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

dith S. Kaleta
ssistant General Counsel for General Law

Enclosure



(A Memorandum

U.S. Department of
Transportation

Office of the Secretary
of Transportation

Office of Inspector General

Subject: - INFORMATION: OIG Investigation # Daie: — April 3, 2012
111A004SINV, Re: FAA Oversight of Delta
Airlines Fuel Tank Safety and Electrical Wiring
Interconnection System Maintenance Programs
(DI-11-2238, DI-11-2709)

Fom:  Ronald C. Englergb{, Reply to
Director, Special Investigations, JI-3 Atn.of:  X6-4189
To:  Judith S. Kaleta
Assistant General Counsel for General Law
Office of General Counsel

This memorandum is provided in response to a U.S. Office of Special Counsel (OSC)
email dated March 1, 2012, requesting additional information related to the Office of
Inspector General's (OIG) investigation of the Federal Aviation Administration's (FAA)
Oversight of Delta Airlines Fuel Tank Safety (FTS) and Electrical Wiring
Interconnection System (EWIS) maintenance programs. OSC requested supplemental
information for 18 items. (Attachment 1) Below is the OIG's response to request items

1 through 5, and 14.

e OSC Request Item 1: Please provide a written justification for the omission of the
names of federal employees from the report.

OIG Response: Subsequent to the receipt of OSC's supplemental request, the Office
of the Secretary of Transportation provided the names of the federal employees to
OSC on March 19, 2012.

e OSC Request Item 2: In the discussion of allegation No. 1, please clarify the
reference to the previous FAA regional and headquarters review teams—were these
reviews initiated by the OSC referral in 20097

OIG Response: The FAA regional and headquarters reviews referenced in our report
were not initiated in response to the OSC referral in 2009. Both reviews were
initiated in response to concerns that one of the whistleblowers brought to the
attention of the Certificate Management Office (CMQO) management and the Director
of Flight Standards in April and May 2011, respectively.



OSC Request Item 3: Given the concerns with the EWIS program and the
significant impact the faulty or corrosive wiring can have on the safety of flight,
please provide additional explanation for why the errors and inaccuracies identified in
the EWIS programs by the audits are considered administrative concerns and not
safety of flight concerns, especially when the review found that 63% of the legacy
Northwest task cards contained discrepancies.

OIG Response: According to the FAA technical experts referenced in OSC Request
Item 4, although the task cards may not include a verbatim copy of the EWIS ICA
maintenance and inspection tasks into the operator’s maintenance procedures (and
there is no a requirement that the tasks be copied word-for-word), this did not present
a safety of flight concern as long as maintenance and inspection procedures are
performed as intended. More importantly, as stated by one FAA review team member
and technical expert, the EWIS program (of which these maintenance and inspection
tasks are a part) is an "enhancement” to an already existing zonal inspection program
and “none of the ... EWIS tasks are safety critical. Even though that they are
important, they are not mandated...by an [airworthiness directive][.]" (Attachment 2)

OSC Request Item 4: Who were the FAA technical experts who provided expert
opinion discussed on p. 10?7 Did they provide an expert opinion that the errors and
discrepancies in task cards did not involve safety of flight issues? Did they provide a
written opinion? If so, please provide a copy of that opinion. If they provided the
opinion in an interview, please provide a copy of the interview transcript.

OIG Response: The following four FAA officials — members of FAA’s headquarters
review team — provided expert testimony:

1. | A viation Safety Inspector — Maintenance, Flight Standards
Service — Aircraft Maintenance Division, Washington, DC. Responsible for the

development of the FTS and EWIS operational rules. Also, developed FAA
Advisory Circulars and inspector guidance for FTS and EWIS and aided in the
preparation and review of related documents to support the rulemaking activities.

2. _Aviation Safety Inspector — Avionics, Flight Standards Service —
Seattle Aircraft Evaluation Group (SEA-AEG), Renton, WA. SEA-AEG focal
and compliance team member for Enhanced Airworthiness Program for Airplane
Systems and Fuel Tank Safety (EAPAS/FTS). Aided in the preparation and
review of related FTS and EWIS rulemaking documents, Advisory Circulars and
FAA inspector handbook. Served on Maintenance Review Board working group
with various airplane manufacturers and operators related to the development of
SFAR-88 and EWIS maintenance and inspection requirements.

3. I Pogram Manager/Engineer, Enhanced Airworthiness Program
for Airplane Systems (EAPAS), Transport Airplane Directorate, Transport



Standards Staff — Airplane & Flight Crew Interface Branch, Renton, WA. Aided
in the preparation and review of related FTS and EWIS rulemaking documents.

4. | Elcctrical Wiring Interconnection Systems Specialist, Transport
Airplane Directorate, Transport Standards Staff — Airplane and Flight Crew
Interface Branch, Renton, WA. Served on Industry Steering Committee for EWIS
and aided in the preparation and review of related FTS and EWIS rulemaking
documents. (Participated in planning meeting only and not the detailed review
due to absence from the office.)

During their interviews, three of the four technical experts indicated that the
administrative errors were “paperwork,” not safety, issues. (Attachment 2) The
fourth technical expert, Mr. was unable to comment on the administrative
errors because he did not review the documents.

OSC Request Item 5: Did SPAI -provide any further explanation for his
determination that the discrepancies in the task cards were administrative? If so,
please provide a copy of the interview transcript or his written explanation. If not,
can he please provide an explanation of how he made this determination including the
criteria for considering whether an issue represents a safety of flight concern.

OIG Response 5: In his interview, SPAI IIJllindicated that the administrative
issues brought to his attention (prior to signing the operations specification) related to
the airline adding additional steps to (EWIS) zonal inspection cards. The position of
one of the whistleblowers is that the cards were not compliant with the EWIS program
because they did not copy the Boeing document as is. SPAI [JJlldid not agree
that the airline was not in compliance because adding the additional steps did not
eliminate the airline’s responsibility to complete the Boeing steps. (Attachment 3)

OSC Request Item 14: Allegation No. 3, report at pp. 10-11. In the referral of July
22,2011, the whistleblowers alleged that FAA failed to complete the implementation
of the recommendations from the OIG’s report of December 7, 2009, and thus, the
previously substantiated safety concerns remained outstanding. The report states that
the allegation is not substantiated. However, the report goes on to state that the
whistleblower’s contention that FAA’s actions were ineffective had merit and notes
the discrepancies identified in the task card review for the FTS program. The report
also states that FAA’s review of all airworthiness directives (ADs) with a priority on
FTS ADs supports the whistleblowers’ contention that AD compliance issues
remained unresolved despite the findings of the OIG’s 2009 report.

Please explain the agency’s finding that allegation 3 is not substantiated. What is the
agency’s finding with respect to the whistleblowers’ allegations that concerns with
non-compliance and related safety issues persist? Report atp. 11.



OIG Response: The OIG concluded that this allegation, as written in OSC's July 22,
2011 referral, was not substantiated. Specifically, the referral indicates that “FAA has
failed to complete OIG recommendations 1-3 of the OIG report[.]" However, as
documented in Attachment 3 of the agency's report to OSC, the recommendations
were completed. Specifically, an independent team (outside of the CMO) conducted a
review of legacy Northwest Airlines' AD program (recommendation 3), using Air
Transportation Oversight System data collection tools, including a design assessment
using the Safety Attribute Inspection (SAI) checklist for AD management
(recommendation 2), and assessed the effectiveness of the SAI checklist
(recommendation 1). These actions were completed by June 2010.

Nevertheless, as we documented on pages 10 and 11 of the report, the actions
completed in response to the recommendations were not effective at resolving the
issues identified in our 2009 report. Further, as stated on the top of page 11, we
concluded that the "whistleblower's claim has merit;" and in the following paragraph
we indicated that the whistleblower provided examples from other aircraft types
"which demonstrates that the compliance issues exist in other Delta fleet types.”
Therefore, we substantiated the whistleblowers’ allegations that FTS and AD non-
compliance continued.

The 12 remaining OSC request items relate to the status of FAA corrective actions,
milestones, and five enforcement investigation reports. Attachment 4 is a memorandum
from the FAA's Office of Audit and Evaluation, dated March 28, 2012, addressing these
request items (OSC request items 6 through 13, and 15 through 18).

#



ATTACHMENT 1 - OSC's Supplemental Request

Request for Supplemental Information
Lund/Mirau, OSC File Nos. DI-11-2238 and DI-11-2709

1. Please provide a written justification for the omission of the names of federal
employees from the report.

2. In the discussion of allegation No. 1, please clarify the reference to the previous FAA
regional and headquarters review teams—were these reviews initiated by the OSC
referral in 2009?

3. On page 4, the report notes that investigations conducted after two airline accidents
showed that corrosion and deteriorated wiring, among other things, were common
EWIS conditions and one of the accidents was attributed to an in-flight wiring fire. In
response, FAA determined that the EWIS ICAs lacked sufficient detail and required
that additional information on inspection tasks, methods, etc., be included in the EWIS
program. Given the concerns with the EWIS programs and the significant impact the
faulty or corrosive wiring can have on the safety of flight, please provide additional
explanation for why the errors and inaccuracies identified in the EWIS programs by the
audits are considered administrative concerns and not safety of flight concerns,
especially when the review found that 63% of the legacy Northwest task cards
contained discrepancies. Report at pp. 8-9.

4. Who were the FAA technical experts who provided expert opinion discussed on p. 10?
Did they provide an expert opinion that the errors and discrepancies in task cards did
not involve safety of flight issues? Did they provide a written opinion? If so, please
provide a copy of that opinion. If they provided the opinion in an interview, please
provide a copy of the interview transcript.

5. Did SPAI- provide any further explanation for his determination that the
discrepancies in the task cards were administrative? If so, please provide a copy of the
interview transcript or his written explanation. If not, can he please provide an
explanation of how he made this determination including the criteria for considering
whether an issue represents a safety of flight concern.

Please provide updates on the milestones set forth in report on pages 7-8:

6. In the ongoing joint review of all ADs, the CMO and Delta review of FTS ADs is a
priority. The report notes the review will ensure that all AD requirements are
accurately transcribed in work documents, all initial and repetitive requirements are
scheduled, and all maintenance properly recorded.

The report states that the projected completion date for this review was December 31,
2011. Please provide the status of this review and any corrective measures planned or
taken in response to the review.



Page 2

7.

10.

ATTACHMENT 1 - OSC's Supplemental Request

The CMO began an audit of FTS and EWIS maintenance task cards for the B757 fleets
in April 2011. The deficiencies uncovered warranted the initiation of an Enforcement
Investigation Report. The CMO required Delta to evaluate FTS AD deficiencies that
may result in a mechanic performing a task incorrectly against all fleet types to
determine if the deficiencies are systemic. The report notes that Delta’s projected
completion date was December 31, 2011.

As of November 8, 2011, Delta had completed the review and finalized a corrective
action plan in conjunction with the CMO. The corrective action plan for revising the
task cards is documented in Delta Engineering Report 10-100511-20, dated 10/12/11.

What are the corrective measures proposed and what is the expected completion date of
those corrective actions?

The CMO required Delta to address FTS and EWIS administrative errors across all
fleet types and prepare a comprehensive corrective action plan. The report states that
Delta’s projected completion date was December 31, 2011.

As of November 8, 2011, the corrective action plan for revising the task cards was
completed and documented in Delta Engineering Report 10-100511-20 and being
coordinated with Delta CMO.

What are the corrective measures and what is the expected completion date? Does this
mean that all task cards have been corrected?

The CMO inspectors will evaluate the effectiveness of the FTS and EWIS maintenance
task cards beginning the first quarter of 2012.

What is the status of this review? Are there any additional findings or corrective
actions proposed as a result of the review?

As of November 8, 2011, ATOS Constructed Dynamic Observation Report
(CONDOR) inspections assigned to inspectors to evaluate the effectiveness of the
FTS/EWIS maintenance and repair organizations in first quarter of 2012. CONDORs
in Hong Kong, Peking, and Guadalajara.

What were the results of the CONDORs? Are additional inspections of this type
planned?

Delta is conducting a comprehensive review of Enhanced Zonal Analysis procedures
(Part of EWIS) and SFAR 88 tasks to ensure they are properly identified. The report
states the projected completion date was December 31, 2011.
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11.

12.

13.

ATTACHMENT 1 - OSC's Supplemental Request

As of November 8, 2011, corrections to the Enhanced Zonal Analysis procedures were
to be incorporated into corrective action plan in Delta Engineering Report, 10-100511-
20.

Have these corrections been incorporated into Delta’s corrective action plan? If not,
when will they be incorporated? If so, what is the expected completion date of the
corrective actions planned?

FAA plans to revise data collection tool (Element Performance Inspection 1.3.1) for
FTS and EWIS to address discrepancies determined to be administrative concerns.

As of November 8, 2011, the data collection tools for element 1.3.1 were to be revised
once Advisory Circular 120-97 is revised and the accompanying inspector guidance
(FAA Order 8900.1 FSIMS) is published by the AFS-300 Policy Division.

The anticipated publishing date for the revised data collection tools was September
2012. What is the present status and anticipated publishing date of the revised data
collection tool?

FAA to revise FAA Advisory Circular 120-97 to ensure airlines clearly understand the
program requirements, including reminding operators to identify AD-mandated ALI
numbers in maintenance programs and that these procedures or references to other
manufacturers procedures are FAA approved and cannot be changed without FAA
approval. FAA will also revise related FTS inspector guidance.

According to the report, the completion date for this revision was March 2012. If the
revision is complete, please provide a copy of the revised FAA Advisory Circular 120-
97. If the revision is not complete, please provide the current status and expected
completion date.

FAA will address three review team recommendations relating to procedures for
inspector disclosures and reporting of safety concerns. FAA plans to reinforce these
procedures as part of a new recurrent advanced compliance and enforcement training
course under development.

Are the three recommendations referenced in this corrective action the
recommendations noted by the IAC Team in Attachment 3, p. 2, in response to
Allegation 2?

The report states that the projected release for course prototype is May 2012. Is this
still the projected release date?
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ATTACHMENT 1 - OSC's Supplemental Request

14. Allegation No. 3, report at pp. 10-11. In the referral of July 22, 2011, the

15.

whistleblowers alleged that FAA failed to complete the implementation of the
recommendations from the OIG’s report of December 7, 2009, and thus, the previously
substantiated safety concerns remained outstanding. The report states that the
allegation is not substantiated. However, the report goes on to state that the
whistleblower’s contention that FAA’s actions were ineffective had merit and notes the
discrepancies identified in the task card review for the FTS program. The report also
states that FAA’s review of all ADs with a priority on FTS ADs supports the
whistleblowers’ contention that AD compliance issues remained unresolved despite the
findings of the OIG’s 2009 report.

Please explain the agency’s finding that the allegation is not substantiated. What is the
agency’s finding with respect to the whistleblowers’ allegations that concerns with non-
compliance and related safety issues persist? Report at p. 11.

Allegation No. 5. The report states that Delta’s failure to comply with FTS and EWIS
maintenance program requirements demonstrates a failure of Delta’s CASS system.
Report at p. 12. However, the report does not include any information on an action
planned or taken in response to this finding. In Attachment 4, in the FAA’s Response
to the OIG Investigation Report, FAA notes that this project will not be considered
complete without necessary changes to Delta’s CASS program to validate new or major
maintenance program changes. Again, no information is provided as to corrective
actions planned or taken to complete this task.

Please provide an update as to the status of corrective action on this issue.

Please provide the status of the following EIRs:

16.

17.

18.

EIR 200980270159 issued in response to Delta’s operation of legacy Northwest B757
fleet without complying with AD 2008-10-11.

EIRs 201180275337 and 2011S0O275338, dated August 19, 2011 and issued as a result
of deficiencies discovered in the audit of FTS and EWIS maintenance programs which
constituted regulatory non-compliance but not safety of flight issues.

EIR 201050270173 against Delta A320 aircraft for failing to comply with FTS safety
requirements and EIR 2011S0275199 against legacy Delta B757 for failing to comply
with the FTS requirements of December 2008, were also identified by the
whistleblowers as enforcement actions that had not been enforced by the agency. The
report does not provide any updates as to the status of these actions. Please provide a
response from the agency on these EIRs.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Case Number 111A004SINV
August 11, 2011

8:07 a.m.

Interview Conducted by:

Liz Hanson, Senior Investigator
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Safety."

MS. HANSON: I think 1 saw that on one of the
Boeing documents.

MR. -: Correct, yes.

MS. HANSON: Okay. Just so I have i1t, you know,
that when you say that, | want to make sure that means the
same thing as EWIS.

MR. -: Yeah. EWIS, just for your
information, the reason they call it EWIS, and we use that
acronym, too, is because it"s called Electrical Wiring
Interconnection Systems, and within that rule, the
EAPAS/FTS rule, i1s embedded EWIS, you know, a definition of
it, there"s a big long discussion of it and everything like
that in the rule. So we just kind of say, okay, EWIS this,
EWIS that, rather than saying EAPAS/FTS, i1f you know what I
mean.

MS. HANSON: Right. Okay. 1 know in looking
throughout the report on all the allegations, you call
these administrative -- you concluded these are
administrative issues versus compliance issues. Can you
explain what that means or why you call them administrative
issues versus compliance i1ssues?

MR. -: well, if you -- first of all, if you

look at the -- whenever you“re involved with an air carrier
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that"s got a Continuous Airworthiness Maintenance Program
that -- I mean, the size and scope of it is based on how
big the airline 1s, how big their operation and everything
like that, so 1t"s very complex. So what we were talking
about i1s within the program, you have to explain to the FAA
how you"re going to implement your program and what you“re
going to do and how you®"re going to carry out your
maintenance, your operations, and everything like that.
The findings that we did come up with were what we call
administrative because there was a lot of paperwork issues
where there were certain things that were either missing
off pieces of paper, there were dates, certain dates, that
didn"t -- we couldn"t associate with other pieces of paper
that had been amended and things like that.

So these are administrative issues, Is what we
call them. Okay? It"s kind of like looking at the
paperwork and saying, well, there®s a word missing here,
there®s a comma missing there, or something like that. In
this case here, 1T 1t"s something that"s required to be iIn
the maintenance program and say pieces of it aren"t there,
half a sentence i1s missing or the operator decided to leave
a word out or something like that, that"s what 1"m talking
about the administrative portion of it.

MS. HANSON: Okay. Would they still be



a4hmeh
Highlight


241

242

243

244

245

246

247

248

249

250

251

252

253

254

255

256

257

258

259

260

261

262

263

264

11

Capital Reporting Company
consi dered a conpliance issue?
MR, -: Vell, the --
M5. HANSON: | nean, could you open an EIR to

say, you know, this doesn't conply with, you know, FTS or -

VR. -: Well, first of all, the -- yeah, we

opened an EIR, enforcenment action, against them because we
think they may be in nonconpliance with a specific FAR
kay?

M5. HANSON:  Uh- huh

VR. -: And the FAA has to state in that EIR
package why they believe that they're in nonconpliance with
the FARs, and they've got a chance to obviously refute that
during the litigation period, and which the CMO down there
does currently have open EIRs against the Delta Airlines,
specifically in reference to FTS and EWS.

M5. HANSON: Right. So these type of things -- |
mean, you call them adm nistrative versus i medi ate safety
concerns?

MR. - Correct.

M5. HANSON: | think, because maybe that was part

of your initial mssion, is to nmake sure there was nothi ng

VR. IIIIII: Ri ght .

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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M5. HANSON: -- you know, imredi ately safe issues
that needed to be addressed, | guess, in reading the
report.

MR, - Correct.

M5. HANSON: So | guess on sone of these -- and |
just want to be clear that even though they called it
adm ni strative issues, sone of them probably could still be
consi dered conpliance issues, and if the CMO wanted to,
t hey coul d address them through an EIR process.

VR. -: That's totally correct. Yes, they
coul d.

M5. HANSON: That's what | wanted to know.

VR. -: So if they' ve |eft sonething out of
t heir mai ntenance programthat should be in there based on
the FARs or sonmething like that, the CMO can open up an EIR
and say, you know, "W believe that you' re maybe in
nonconpliance with this FAR because.” Ckay? So that's
totally within their responsibility as a CMO and over si ght
to do that.

M5. HANSON: Right. And | would think Iike sone

of this would relate to the FARs 121.111 and 1.113, | guess

VR, -: Yes, that's correct.

M5. HANSON: -- that relate to FTS and EWS.

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
202.857.DEPO ~ www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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289 MR -: Correct. In fact, when we were down
290 there, the CMO had indicated to us that they still had open
291 EIRs with reference to the subject.
292 M5. HANSON: And | think there's |ike three,
293 three or four, that |I'm aware of.
294 VR. -: | believe you' re correct.
295 M5. HANSON: Ckay. Do you agree with the -- and
296 based on review ng all this docunmentation, you know, what |
297 was told basically, part of the reasons all these
2908 discrepancies were identified is that when they inplenented

299 these programs, especially as it relates to the CDCCLs and

300 ALlIs -- it's hard to renenber what they stand for, but --
301 MR. -: Airworthiness Limtation, that's an
302 AWL.

303 M5. HANSON: And the Critical Design

304 Configuration Control --

305 VR. -: Configuration Control Limtation.
306 That's a formof an Airworthiness Limtation that was

307 instituted during the devel opnent of the Fuel Tank Safety
308 rule.

309 M5. HANSON: Ckay. And | guess the airlines

310 really should incorporate those tasks that were identified
311 in those Boeing mai ntenance manual s wi t hout change into

312 their task cards?

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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MR. -: And, yes, the A rworthiness
Limtations are mandatory, they' re FAA approved. W have
two Ops rules that speak to Airworthiness Limtations,
specifically 4316 and 91403, which both speak to
Airworthiness Limtations and that the operator nust conply
with them So, yes, they would have to incorporate that
into their maintenance program

M5. HANSON: And | know | had heard that part of
the way the allegation is witten is that Boeing
incorporated this into their naintenance, but sonetines
they left out steps or they didn't use the exact words that
were included in the Boeing Aircraft maintenance manual s,
and that according to the rule, they really should do it
wi t hout change, and those steps should not even have a word
change, | guess.

MR -: VWll, the operating rule says that
t he operator nmust incorporate into their maintenance
programthese things. Gkay? And if you' ve got an
Airworthiness Limtation, what's in the A rworthiness
Limtation, | nmean, it's very inportant. And we believe
that all the steps within the Airworthiness Limtation need
to be conplied with to assure to continue the airworthiness
of the airplane.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. Did you all look at -- in the

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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OSC case they referenced a January 2011 Delta 757 in-flight
wire failure that burned the aircraft's fuel tank system
el ectrical wring bundle?

MR. -: | did hear about it. | didn't get
into the details of it.

M5. HANSON: So as part of your review, you
didn't really ook at that to see if that had any --

VR. -: No, no, | did not.

M5. HANSON: -- relationship to sonme of the
defici enci es you found?

MR. -: No. If sonething |ike that happens,
t hat woul d be handl ed by the CMO

M5. HANSON:. Ckay. Al right, ny question was
whet her or not it was related to the AD or --

MR. -: Now, that | can't tell you because
we didn't delve into that.

M5. HANSON. Ckay. Well, you answered ny

question, you really didn't evaluate that. | know .

- was kind of the subject of one of the allegations.

VR. -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: To what extent did he participate on

t he teanf

MR. -: Vel |, he was there to support the

teamfromthe Delta CMO, and he was there with us the

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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entire time, and, you know, we had the ability to ask him
guestions about the program Cbviously, he knows the
programin depth, so if we needed to know sonet hi ng, we
could ask him you know, the questions and give us the
answers. W did rely upon himquite a bit for him
provi ding the answers to us.

M5. HANSON: And did he participate in comng up
w th your conclusions or --

MR. -: Yes, he was involved in the
concl usi ons.

M5. HANSON: I n which way?

MR -: Vell, | mean, he was part of the --
fromthe standpoint of the CMO he was part of the team
kay? So he was here in all the discussions and
del i berations that we were having anongst ourselves wthin
the team Ckay? And, you know, like |I say, we were able
to ask himquestions if -- you know, what are certain
things in their manual system because obviously from our
st andpoi nt, not being on the CMO, we don't know their
manual system so we have to rely upon people like M.
-, you know, to explain just how they control their
mai nt enance program and the docunents they use and
everything |like that.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. Did you all 1ook at any CASS
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i nformation?

MR, -: CASS?

M5. HANSON: Correct.

MR. -: Cont i nuous Anal ysis and
Surveil |l ance?

M5. HANSON:  Yes.

MR, -: No.

M5. HANSON: Because one of the allegations in
the OSC conplaint is that the CASS system was not effective
because it didn't identify these problens internally within
Del t a?

MR, -: Vell, that's one -- that is a
pur pose of the CASS systemw thin a 121 operation, and it
is required by the rule, that they have a CASS systemt hat
continually nonitors their maintenance program and any
deficiencies are to be corrected, but we did not get
specifically into their CASS program

M5. HANSON: Just as a technical expert, do you
think the CASS system woul d have identified these
deficiencies that you identified?

VR. -: Well, I would think the CASS system
woul d have identified them but then again, that's for the
CMO.  You know, if they' ve identified their CASS system

and it's been identified, then Delta should have been
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taking steps, and I would believe that the CMO woul d be
aware of that also.

M5. HANSON: |I'mnot real -- | knowa little bit
about the CASS, but I'mnot real technical on that.

MR, -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: And if no one identified -- | know
t hey | ook at mai ntenance, you know, MELs, and | ook for
trends.

VR. -: Anything within their maintenance
programthat -- you know, you're supposed to have
procedures, and we have got an AC, Advisory Circular, on
it. And we also have a training course out at Okl ahoma
City for CASS for inspectors. It's a pretty conprehensive
program because it's attached directly to a requirenent in
121.

M5. HANSON: When you were there, did Delta
mention that they were doing sone kind of |ike 100 percent
review of all the ADs?

MR. -: | believe they did, or I don't know

whether it cane fromDelta or whether it cane fromthe CMO

18

M5. HANSON: Ckay, but you didn't really get into

that or --

MR, -: No.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. For allegation 1 -- do you
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have a copy of the report there?
VR. -: Let nme see, let me pull it up on ny
screen here, and put ny spectacles on. kay, "The
i nspector alleges Delta is in nonconpliance."”

M5. HANSON: Ckay, so like on the bottom of page

VR. -: Bottom okay.

M5. HANSON: You have technical aviation safety
matters, and you said you did not substantiate this
al l egation or any alleged nonconpliance during the review
of the AD in 28AW.-01/10-year interval. And as far as the
10-year interval, can you explain that? Because | was
| ooking at the AD, and | think originally they have an
initial inspection, which may actually be earlier from--

MR. -: Yeah, it's the way their -- it's the
way the ADis witten, and the 10-year -- it's -- the
Airworthiness Limtation inspection is at a 10-year
interval, applicable to all the airplanes.

M5. HANSON: But the first one may have been
earlier than that, right? Because it's based on the date
of the --

MR. IIIIII: Yes.

M5. HANSON: -- certificate, airworthiness, and |

guess a lot of the 757s are already |ike 20 years old or --

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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457 MR. -: Yeah, well, see, and that's the way
458 -- let nme see if I've got the AD here.
459 M5. HANSON: And I'mjust trying -- and then

460 after that, it's every 10 years they do it?
461 MR. -: Yeah. And the AD takes that kind of
462 situation into account when they wite the AD and -- let ne

463 see if I've got the AD in front of ne.

464 M5. HANSON: So, now, on this they have a Table 1
465 |like on page 7 that tal ks about initial inspections.
466 VR. -: Yeah, it says except that the

467 initial inspection specified must be done at the conpliance
468 tinme specified in Table 1. So it says the threshold within
469 120 nonths since the date of issuance of the original

470 standard airworthiness certificate or the date of issuance
471 of the original export airworthiness certificate. And then
472 they have a grace period over there, it says within 72

473 nonths after the effective date of this AD.

474 M5. HANSON: So |'massuming that neans like if

475 the 757 original date was 1990 or sonething, then instead

476 of -- 10 years woul d al ready have passed --

477 MR, -: Ri ght .

478 M5. HANSON. -- so they give you 6 years to --
479 VR. -: Yeah, and the ACO accounts for that

480 situation, obviously, since these airplanes have been in
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service for such along tinme. So for the airplanes that
have al ready exceeded any threshold, they have to have this
provision in the AD, and for one Airworthiness Limtation,
72 months after the effective date of this AD, another one
is | believe 24 nonths after the effective date of the AD.
So that provision is witing into the -- and then there is
one within 60 nonths after the effective date of the AD.
So that provisionis witten into the AD at the tine the AD
i s devel oped.

M5. HANSON: So this basically -- they don't have
to go out there the next day and do it, they've got --

VR. -: No, no. | nean, it --

M5. HANSON: Right. It wouldn't be exactly fair,
yeah.

VR. -: Correct.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. And | was just wondering
because you reference a 10-year interval, and I wanted to
make sure that sonme of these inspections actually probably
al ready had occurred.

VR. -: That's -- yes.

M5. HANSON: More than likely, since that was --
especially like the 2-year, if that cane out in 2008.

VR. -: The 24-nmont h?

MS. HANSON: Uh- huh

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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505 MR -: Yes. W would have to assune that.
506 M5. HANSON: So in all these -- and in this one
507 you identified several adm nistrative issues in the task
508 cards, | guess.

509 MR. -: Correct. That's where a |lot of the
510 administrative issues tend to be because airlines change
511 their task cards quite frequently, depending on

512 requirenments, and, you know, the chances for having these
513 administrative issues or paperwork issues, if you want to
514 call themthat, that's |ikely where they're going to

515 happen.

516 M5. HANSON: So you considered it not -- still in
517 conpliance because -- | guess I'mtrying to understand

518 that, because there wasn't a significant safety issue or --
519 MR, -: Vel |, yeah, because it was not, it
520 was not a significant safety issue.

521 M5. HANSON: O because you didn't maybe find any
522 aircraft where they didn't actually not do all the steps,
523 or was that not really part of your review?

524 VR. -: That was not part of our review nor
525 would we have had tinme to do that. Wat an inspector at
520 the CMO would ultimately do, they would | ook at the work
527 cards and then they would go out and bounce a work card off

528 an airplane that's having the inspection that's being
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was being in question and the supporting docunents, and kind
of review those at the sanme tine, |earning their prograns,
their TOPP manuals; so it was kind of a |l earning evolution --

Q Ri ght .

A -- at the sane tine of trying learn the carrier's
programtrying to understand how they inplenented it, and
where -- whether or not . . . we focused primarily on the AD
for the 757 because that was the fleet that was in question.

Q Ri ght .

A So we basically started fromthe airworthiness
directive to nmake sure that the requirenents of the AD and how
they were spelled out versus how the carrier inplenented
versus their docunentation, and then we wanted to nake sure
that if we found anything safety inpact critical, those are
the areas that we wanted to | ook at first.

And what we found out is that a | ot of the
adm ni strative paperwork fromthe carrier was |acking, and so
we did agree with M. Lund that the docunentation, as witten,
needed to be inproved, but we did not find anything that was
of a safety nature that would have required violating the
carrier as far as renoving their certificate or downi ng any
airplanes. So, as far as we could tell, again just |ooking at
t he paperwork, we did find a lot of errors in the --
adm nistrative errors in the paperwork.

Q | guess that was anot her question | had was, you
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226  know, how did you cone up with being admnistrative errors
227 versus conpliance issues?

228 A Because of the way the AD was witten. The ADs
229 basically said that the carrier was supposed to inplenent

230 sections of the, umm MPD Section 9 into their program and
231 they had done that. They -- and they did the AD, the initial
232 inspections that were required, and they had shown us

233 docunentation of where they had docunmented the required

234 inspections and when they were going to be due again. So

235 basically -- but when they wote their instructions for

236 inplenmenting the prograns, they would have put it in their
237 TOPP manual s on how they -- they would have trained their

238 people how to do the paperwork, there were errors in the

239 docunentation on how they woul d have actually expl ai ned t he
240 program better.

241 So |ike, for exanple, the front matter fromthe
242 Section 9 of the MPD for the 757 included Sections E, F and G
243 Q M hmm

244 A And what the carrier had done is they, in their
245 program they didn't copy word-for-word the gui dance materi al
246 or the reference material that was in Section 9, even though
247 they had inplenented all of Section 9. |It's their program
248 The instructions weren't carried over as well as they should
249  have been.

250 And the type of tasks -- so they -- they put the AW
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251  nunber in their program and they were tracking the AWs. But
252 when they put the type of task -- for exanple, if it was an
253 ALlI, which was a tine limted task itens, for exanple --

254 Q Mmm hmm

255 A -- ten years versus a mai ntenance task, such as a
256 CDCCO, the ALlIs they changed to the type of task it was from
257 an ALl to say a detailed inspection or a functional check or
258 sonething like that. So they kind of m ssed -- changed the
259 nmeaning of it in a sense even though the sane nunber was

260 there.

261 So we saw a |l ot of adm nistrative paperwork. And
262 then again, we had engineering with us. W had -

263 - who was one of the -- representing the EWS Fuel Tank
264 Safety Program He was one of the authors of EWS, and so we
265 used his judgnment to make sure that there was -- to his

266 eval uation of whether or not there was a risk invol ved.

267 Q Ckay.

268 A But again, a lot of the paperwork, as we started
269 reading the docunents, it led us to believe that there was a
270  systemc way in which different operators, different carriers
271  may have interpreted the -- the AD. And so -- in fact, there
272  were some revisions, and they are still proposing revisions to
273  that sane 757 AD, as well as others to clarify how they are
274  supposed to inplenent the wording of the AD, and how they are

275 supposed to inplenment the MPD tests.
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276 But, as far as the -- what we | ooked at; again, we
277 didn't look at all -- all of the tasks because there were so
278 many of them W just stuck with the ones that were the

279 initial AD that were to be initially conplied wth and

280 recurring.

281 Now keep in mnd that too we were there for EWS,

282 Electric Wring Interconnect System --

283 Q Ri ght.

284 A -- but we spent a lot of time on SFAR-88 because the
285 AD to us was nore critical than -- none of the 1820 or the

286 EWS tasks are safety critical. Even though that they are

287 inportant, they are not mandated to do, nandated by AD as --

288 such as the SFAR-88 tasks were.

289 Q So EWS tasks --

290 A El ectric wiring Interconnect System Yes.

291 Q Right. -- are not safety critical.

292 A Yeah. Right.

293 Q Ckay.

294 A Wen | say they are not safety is they are not the -
295 - they were not del egated or designated as a -- to be

296 inplemented as part of an AD or Section 9 of the MPDs. They
297 are basically --

298 Q They are a nmi ntenance task, but they are not

299 correcting an unsafe condition?

300 A Right. They are just an enhanced zonal inspection.
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Some of the airplanes already have an existing zonal
inspection program, and what the enhanced zonal is just -- it

adds emphasis to wiring and inspecting of wiring. So .

but they are all iIn either systems and power plants section
1820 or the zonal task, but they are not -- again, they are
not to the level of an SFAR-88 task, which is a more critical
task because of the fuel safety iIgnition prevention.

Q Okay. So it"s an -- it"s an EWIS -- and EWI 1is
EWIS, 1 think, is how they refer to It -- Is an enhancement to
an already existing inspection program?

A Right. So . . . and the way that i1t works is
basically, for the wiring inspection, a lot of time wiring was

neglected in the past, and even though --

Q Now this is like aging aircraft and .

A Yes.

Q Right.

A And so because of the people that are doing the

zonal i1nspection programs, we are focusing basically on the
zonal. They were -- because on a general zonal iInspection you
look at everything. And so when the manufacturer was required
to develop an enhanced zonal, they started looking more
particular to wiring as a critical . . . well when 1 say
critical, it is the potential for affecting a fire in a zone
should there be combustible materials in the zone. And so

that"s why the -- any wiring in a zone that was there already

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3" Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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now has an EWIS flag with it or EZAP task flag with it, to
give it special emphasis.

Again, when the manufacturers of the enhanced zone
allowances -- they determine whether or not the zone has
wiring, and if the zone has wiring, they follow the next
question. And is there -- they ask whether or not there are
combustible materials in the zone; combustible materials being
dirt, dust, lint. It could be hydraulic fluid, flammable gel
vapors. When those questions are answered yes, then we go
deeper by saying, well first of all, can we eliminate or
reduce the likelihood of combustible materials? Generally if
It"s combustible material that consists of dust, dirt, and
there i1s lint accumulation, there is always the, of course,
spotting cleaning tasks, which will require a cleaning task to
remove, vacuum the dirt or dust that can become combustible
material, such as on a wire 1If it was to ignite. So if you
remove that combustible material, then -- by a cleaning task,
that"s one level. The other one would be to do an iInspection
of any of the power feeders in the zone or wiring In the zone
that, 1If there was a defect In the wiring can cause a fire.
And so we may also have a detailed inspection of some wiring
or a general, a stand-alone general visual inspection of some
wiring in the zone. And this way the combination, depending
on the potential effects of the fire iIn the zone, you may end

up with either a standard -- the existing standard zone will
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always be i1nadequate for everything In a zone, and so the
standard zonal tag will be flagged as a GVI, or if the
standard zonal is not effective alone, then we"ll have
additional tasks, such as either cleaning and/or a detailed
and/or stand-alone general visual iInspection of some segment
of wiring in the zone. And that"s part of the enhanced zonal
analysis would do.

So the operator would have had to implement all
those tasks that were generated iIn the source document and
approved by the ACO.

Q Okay. So -- so as far as being -- 1"m trying to
understand, being administrative, or making sure 1 understand
what you are telling me, is basically, if you look at the AD
actually required .

A Now when we say AD, the AD only required for --

that"s a different program.

Q Right.
A It"s the -- SFAR-88 is the fuel system tank review.
Q Right.
A And so, In that sense, the manufacturer at the time

was required to look at the aircraft design for the potential
effect of i1gnition sources.

Q Right. And there were specific AWLs that they had
to .

A Yes, and those specific AWLs are -- they are with

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3" Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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Headquarters | AC revi ew?

A I was the technical specialist in the team

Q Okay. And, in the report, they tal k about various
adm ni strative issues that you found.

A Yes.

Q Can you tell me what the basis of saying those are
adm ni strative issues or

A Adm ni strative mai nly meani ng docunentations. For
exanpl e, when you have mai ntenance tasks, the way you are
docunenting them For exanple, sonme of the tasks that they
were . . . you have procedures and the steps to be taken
There coul d be some enhancenments made to them Adm nistration
nmeans paperwork. And we -- we use that termneaning it is
docunentation and is not actual or sonmething that caused us to
feel that that was a actual safety item safety issue concern,

that physically an airplane is a possibility, something that

is. . . wecall it a safety item
Ckay.
A But adm nistrative is paperwork basically.

Q Okay. Do you think -- would you consider them
conpliance issues with the rule or regul atory non-conpliances
or

A Uh . . . well, it depends if the rule is
specifically asked to do sonmething. For exanple, in EAPAS

rule, we have requirenent that the maintenance tasks
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generated, by the EAPAS rule, they have to be traceable. How
do we trace then? There are sone indications that shows,
okay, they are wiring related, so we use EWS in the title or
in the nunber. So that is -- that is -- is docunentation, is
t he paperwork, but is required by the rule. So that is --
that is called inportant. Wy? Because we don't want the
nature of the tasks to get changed. For anytine operators has
this kind of task incorporated into their naintenance program
and if there is any change . . . and sone changes are not bad.
They -- it's within reason. So they cannot not literally go
to make those changes. Just because there is indication this
is EWS or wiring related --

Q Mmm hmm

A -- they have to go discuss it with a principa
i nspector, and fromthere they have to send that change to the
FAA ACO and -- to get their review and approval. So that is
-- that is docunentation, and yeah, that's a qualifying rule.
So inportant? Yeah, it is inportant.

Q Okay. So like if the maintenance task card did not
have EW S requirenent and they forgot to put EWS on there,

that would be like a --

A It is inmportant.
Q -- a conpliance issue?
A It is a conpliance issue, but it my not be a safety

of concern.
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Q Right. But -- and then on -- on sone of the
exanpl es provided, to ne anyway, in sone cases they didn't
copy word-for-word fromthe Boeing task cards --

A Ri ght .

Q -- into the mai ntenance task cards, or they nmay just

say refer to AW 28-1110 --

A Ri ght .

Q -- where then it may the procedures.

A Ri ght .

Q Do you consider that a regulatory di screpancy or

A It is docunentation. For exanple, if, on the task
card, it says well this task card is a result of an AD --

Q Uh- huh.

A -- and you put the AD on, having that AD is good

because sonetinmes, by our nature, we take it nore serious.

But again, this is not a safety concept. It is docunmentation.
It is good. It is proper to have that one. It should be on
-- have that, | guess, indication of . . . that was AD item

But, as far as the task to be sonmething wong, we don't --
they don't look at it to be something.

Q I guess it would be nore significant if they didn't
do the task properly.

A That's right.

Q O they changed the task and then they didn't do the
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From: I

To: Hanson, Mary (Liz

ce: I
Subject: Re:
Date: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 1:38:41 PM

From:

<y Hanso S

Date: 09/13/2011 10:16
AM

Subject:

Gentlemen,

I have technical questions for all of you regarding one of the statements
made by the whistleblower in the OSC case | am investigating (the statement
is the basis for some of his allegations). | have talked to*

about this a little and would like to get a consensus from all of you. The
whistleblower's statement is:

...airlines are required to incorporate language from the type certificate
holder's developed ICA on the inspection and maintenance of the EWIS and
FTS systems, without change, into their Technical Operations Policies and
Procedures manual and job instruction task cards....any change must be
approved by FAA... The whistleblower believes the language in the task
cards, etc., cannot be changed, not even one word, without approval.

1. My understanding is that for FTS Airworthiness Directive
requirements, the above is true. ADs address a specific "unsafe
condition" therefore procedures cannot be changed without FAA (ACO)
approval, especially FTS required ALI/CDCCLs.

You are correct the. If its required by the AD any changes to those
requirements must be approved by an AMOC.

2. What about other FTS ICAs outside of the AD?


mailto:Mary.Hanson@oig.dot.gov
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Those non AD mandated FTS ICAs are controlled by the ops rule. The
operator must incorporate them into its maintenance program. Changes
to these ICA must be IAW the procedure outlined in the AC paragraph
302.

3. For EWIS, my understanding is that the whistleblowers
statement is not necessarily accurate. EWIS is not under as strict
compliance as FTS is. There is no specific requirement that the EWIS
tasks have to be incorporated without any word changes, as long as
the task is completed as intended. This is because it is an
"enhancement” of continuing airworthiness to an already existing
inspection program, not to address a specific "unsafe condition."”

If a task is deleted or changed (e.g., interval time period) then FAA
approval is required, but this would not include word changes.

Essentially you are correct Ms Hanson. | believe | articulated this
at our last meeting. Both FTS and EWIS are regulations and therefore
must be complied with by the operator.

Please comment on the accuracy of my 3 statements/question above as | want
to accurately report on this issue. If there is someone in the ACO I

should also coordinate with, please forward to them or let me know who |
should contact.

Your input to is greatly appreciated,
Liz Hanson

Senior Investigator
USDOT- Office of Inspector General



ATTACHMENT 2 - Technical Expert Interview Transcripts/Statements

From:

To: Hanson, Mary (Liz

ce: ]
Subject: Re: FW: techincal quesiton

Date: Thursday, September 15, 2011 2:39:36 PM

Hi Ms. Hanson,

I concur with both [fland ] and have nothing further to add.

Best Regards,

Aviation Safety Inspector (Avionics)
Seattle Aircraft Evaluation Group

We value your feedback and seek to improve the services we provide. Please
take a few moments to visit the website shown below to let us know how we
did. Select Seattle Washington AEG (ANM-15) from the pull-down menu before
writing your comments. Thank you. Click this link to send feedback.

From:

<very.Harso

Date: 09/15/2011 08:21
AM

Subject:  FW: techincal
quesiton

v

I noticed that Mr. -cc'd you on this email, but I am not sure if that
means all of you concurred with his response or not. | would appreciate it
if you would respond individually so I know if you are all in agreement or
not.


mailto:Mary.Hanson@oig.dot.gov
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Liz Hanson
Senior Investigator
USDOT - Office of Inspector General

From
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 1:29 PM
To: Hanson, Mary (Liz
Cc:
Subject: Re:

AFS-320

From:  <Mary.Hansorj |

Date: 09/13/2011 10:16 AM

Subject:

Gentlemen,

I have technical questions for all of you regarding one of the statements
made by the whistleblower in the OSC case | am investigating (the statement
is the basis for some of his allegations). | have talked to*

about this a little and would like to get a consensus from all of you. The
whistleblower's statement is:

...airlines are required to incorporate language from the type certificate
holder's developed ICA on the inspection and maintenance of the EWIS and
FTS systems, without change, into their Technical Operations Policies and
Procedures manual and job instruction task cards....any change must be
approved by FAA... The whistleblower believes the language in the task
cards, etc., cannot be changed, not even one word, without approval.

1. My understanding is that for FTS Airworthiness Directive
requirements, the above is true. ADs address a specific "unsafe
condition" therefore procedures cannot be changed without FAA (ACO)
approval, especially FTS required ALI/CDCCLs.
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You are correct the. If its required by the AD any changes to those
requirements must be approved by an AMOC.

2. What about other FTS ICAs outside of the AD?

Those non AD mandated FTS ICAs are controlled by the ops rule. The
operator must incorporate them into its maintenance program. Changes
to these ICA must be IAW the procedure outlined in the AC paragraph
302.

3. For EWIS, my understanding is that the whistleblowers
statement is not necessarily accurate. EWIS is not under as strict
compliance as FTS is. There is no specific requirement that the EWIS
tasks have to be incorporated without any word changes, as long as
the task is completed as intended. This is because it is an
"enhancement” of continuing airworthiness to an already existing
inspection program, not to address a specific "unsafe condition."”

If a task is deleted or changed (e.g., interval time period) then FAA
approval is required, but this would not include word changes.

Essentially you are correct Ms Hanson. | believe | articulated this
at our last meeting. Both FTS and EWIS are regulations and therefore
must be complied with by the operator.

Please comment on the accuracy of my 3 statements/question above as | want
to accurately report on this issue. If there is someone in the ACO I

should also coordinate with, please forward to them or let me know who |
should contact.

Your input to is greatly appreciated,
Liz Hanson

Senior Investigator
USDOT- Office of Inspector General
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From: I
To: Hanson, Mary (Liz

Subject: RE: Technical question

Date: Tuesday, September 27, 2011 2:05:38 PM
Attachments: MS Comments in Blue.doc

I have copied the section of the e-mail containing my changes in blue in
the attached file.

Reiards;

(See attached file: MS Comments in Blue.doc)

From: <Mary.Hanso_
o

Date: 09/27/2011 10:24 AM

Subject:  RE: Technical question

Your blue comments did not show up in the email. (-1 have received emails
in the past where the color did not make it through for some reason???.)
Maybe you could bold them instead with black text.

And Thank You for your timely response!

Liz

From:

Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2011 12:33 PM

To: Hanson, Mary (Liz)

Subject: Re: Technical question

Hello Ms. Hanson,

Please see my comments below (in blue).

Reiards;

From: <Mary.Hanso_
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1. My understanding is that for FTS Airworthiness Directive requirements, the above is true.  ADs address a specific "unsafe condition" therefore procedures cannot be changed without FAA (ACO) approval, especially FTS required ALI/CDCCLs.

I concur with Fred Sobeck's comment and have nothing to add.


2. What about other FTS ICAs outside of the AD?


I concur with Fred Sobeck's comment and have nothing to add.

3. For EWIS, my understanding is that the whistleblowers statement is not necessarily accurate.  EWIS is not under as strict compliance as FTS is.  There is no specific requirement that the EWIS tasks have to be incorporated without any word changes, as long as the task is completed as intended.  This is because it is an "enhancement" of continuing airworthiness to an already existing inspection program, not to address a specific "unsafe condition." If a task is deleted or changed (e.g., interval time period) then FAA approval is required, but this would not include word changes.

You are corrected in your understanding.  In fact the operational rule applicable to part 121 operators (121.1111) does not require the operator to “incorporate language from the type certificate holder's developed ICA on the inspection and maintenance of the EWIS and FTS systems” (using the whistleblower’s words).  The rule requires that EWIS maintenance tasks be based on EWIS ICA that has been developed in accordance with the provisions of Appendix H of part 25.  We purposefully worded the rule language this way to allow operators to develop their own EWIS maintenance tasks if they so choose.  The rule does not require them to use the EWIS ICA developed by Boeing or any other manufacturer. It requires them to incorporate maintenance and inspection tasks that were developed using an EZAP in accordance with appendix H of part 25 and approved by FAA. It doesn't specify who must develop those tasks.  However, in reality the operators choose to use the ICA developed by the manufacturers.  In doing so they must incorporate the EWIS ICA into their maintenance programs without changes to the actual procedures.  By that I mean if a particular task states to perform a Detailed Inspection (DET) of the No. 1 IDG Generator power feeder cables between STA Station XX and STA Station YY in zone 141, then we expect that is exactly what will be done.  If part of the procedure states to use Acme 3-step ladder to gain access and the operator wants to use an Ace 4-step ladder instead, then from the AIR (Aircraft Certification Services) side of the FAA we would not consider that change in the procedure to be significant which will not have any impact on the end results. wouldn’t care nor would we want to be involved in changing this part of the procedure.  Bottom line is that we care about getting the No. 1 IDG Generator power feeder cables between STA Station XX and STA Station YY in zone 141 inspected using a DET in the manner (which includes how to perform a DET) and at the interval approved by the FAA Oversight Office (NOTE: Interval changes can be approved by the FAA Principal Inspector (PI)). Whether you use this tool or that tool to perform the job or you combine the inspection with another scheduled inspection is not a big concern.
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o

Date: 09/27/2011 05:34 AM

Subject:  Technical question

v

I realize you have been out of the office for a few weeks and probably have
a lot of emails to go through. So | wanted to forward this to you again to
get your input on my questions at the bottom of this email string (which
also includei comments). Please let me know if you agree with my
statements (and those of your colleagues) and provide any additional
information/comments. | am in the process of completing my investigation
into this matter and your input is important.

Thank you,
Liz Hanson

Senior Investigator
USDOT- Office of Inspector General

From
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2011 12:10 PM

To: Hanson, Mary (Liz
Cc:

Subject: Re: FW: techincal quesiton
Dear Ms. Hanson,
Please see my inputs following your questions:

1. My understanding is that for FTS Airworthiness Directive requirements,
the above is true. ADs address a specific "unsafe condition” therefore
procedures cannot be changed without FAA (ACO) approval, especially FTS
required ALI/CDCCLs.

I concur with [ Bl comment and have nothing to add.
2. What about other FTS ICAs outside of the AD?
I concur with_ comment and have nothing to add.

3. For EWIS, my understanding is that the whistleblowers statement is not
necessarily accurate. EWIS is not under as strict compliance as FTS is.
There is no specific requirement that the EWIS tasks have to be
incorporated without any word changes, as long as the task is completed as
intended. This is because it is an "enhancement"” of continuing
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airworthiness to an already existing inspection program, not to address a
specific "unsafe condition." If a task is deleted or changed (e.qg.,

interval time period) then FAA approval is required, but this would not
include word changes.

You are corrected in your understanding. In fact the operational rule
applicable to part 121 operators (121.1111) does not require the operator

to “incorporate language from the type certificate holder's developed ICA

on the inspection and maintenance of the EWIS and FTS systems” (using the
whistleblower’s words). The rule requires that EWIS maintenance tasks be
based on EWIS ICA that has been developed in accordance with the provisions
of Appendix H of part 25. We purposefully worded the rule language this
way to allow operators to develop their own EWIS maintenance tasks if they
so choose. The rule does not require them to use the EWIS ICA developed by
Boeing or any other manufacturer. It requires them to incorporate
maintenance and inspection tasks that were developed using an EZAP in
accordance with appendix H of part 25 and approved by FAA. It doesn't
specify who must develop those tasks. However, in reality the operators
choose to use the ICA developed by the manufacturers. In doing so they
must incorporate the EWIS ICA into their maintenance programs without
changes to the actual procedures. By that | mean if a particular task

states to perform a Detailed Inspection (DET) of the No. 1 IDG Generator
power feeder cables between STA Station XX and STA Station YY in zone 141,
then we expect that is exactly what will be done. If part of the procedure
states to use Acme 3-step ladder to gain access and the operator wants to
use an Ace 4-step ladder instead, then from the AIR (Aircraft Certification
Services) side of the FAA we would not consider that change in the

procedure to be significant which will not have any impact on the end

results. wouldn’t care nor would we want to be involved in changing this

part of the procedure. Bottom line is that we care about getting the No. 1
IDG Generator power feeder cables between STA Station XX and STA Station YY
in zone 141 inspected using a DET in the manner (which includes how to
perform a DET) and at the interval approved by the FAA Oversight Office
(NOTE: Interval changes can be approved by the FAA Principal Inspector
(PD)). Whether you use this tool or that tool to perform the job or you
combine the inspection with another scheduled inspection is not a big
concern.

Best Regards,

FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate

Airplane and Flightcrew Interface Branch, ANM-111
1601 Lind Ave SW

Renton, WA 98057 USA

To:
From: <Mary.Hanso
Date: 09/15/2011 08:21AM

Subject: FW: techincal quesiton
Mr.ﬁ

I noticed that Mr.-cc'd you on this email, but I am not sure if
that means all of you concurred with his response or not. | would
appreciate it if you would respond individually so | know if you are all
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in agreement or not.

Liz Hanson
Senior Investigator
USDOT- Office of Inspector General

From:
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 1:29 PM
To: Hanson, Mary (Liz
Cc:
Subject: Re:

, AFS-320

From: <Mary.Hanso_

Date: 09/13/2011 10:16 AM

Subject:

Gentlemen,

I have technical questions for all of you regarding one of the statements
made by the whistleblower in the OSC case | am investigating (the
statement

is the basis for some of his allegations). | have talked to

about this a little and would like to get a consensus from all of you.

The

whistleblower's statement is:

...airlines are required to incorporate language from the type certificate
holder's developed ICA on the inspection and maintenance of the EWIS and
FTS systems, without change, into their Technical Operations Policies and
Procedures manual and job instruction task cards....any change must be
approved by FAA... The whistleblower believes the language in the task
cards, etc., cannot be changed, not even one word, without approval.

1. My understanding is that for FTS Airworthiness Directive
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requirements, the above is true. ADs address a specific "unsafe
condition" therefore procedures cannot be changed without FAA (ACO)
approval, especially FTS required ALI/CDCCLs.

-]You are correct the. If its required by the AD any changes to
those

requirements must be approved by an AMOC.

2. What about other FTS ICAs outside of the AD?

-]Those non AD mandated FTS ICAs are controlled by the ops
rule. The

operator must incorporate them into its maintenance program. Changes

to these ICA must be IAW the procedure outlined in the AC paragraph

302.

3. For EWIS, my understanding is that the whistleblowers

statement is not necessarily accurate. EWIS is not under as strict

compliance as FTS is. There is no specific requirement that the
EWIS

tasks have to be incorporated without any word changes, as long as

the task is completed as intended. This is because it is an

"enhancement” of continuing airworthiness to an already existing

inspection program, not to address a specific "unsafe condition.”

If a task is deleted or changed (e.g., interval time period) then
FAA

approval is required, but this would not include word changes.

Essentially you are correct Ms Hanson. | believe |
articulated this
at our last meeting. Both FTS and EWIS are regulations and therefore
must be complied with by the operator.

Please comment on the accuracy of my 3 statements/question above as | want
to accurately report on this issue. If there is someone in the ACO I

should also coordinate with, please forward to them or let me know who |
should contact.

Your input to is greatly appreciated,
Liz Hanson

Senior Investigator
USDOT- Office of Inspector General
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1. My understanding is that for FTS Airworthiness Directive
requirements, the above is true. ADs address a specific "unsafe
condition”™ therefore procedures cannot be changed without FAA (ACO)
approval, especially FTS required ALI/CDCCLs.

I concur with m comment and have nothing to add.
2. What about other s outside of the AD?
I concur with | comment and have nothing to add.

3. For EWIS, my understanding is that the whistleblowers statement is
not necessarily accurate. EWIS is not under as strict compliance as
FTS is. There is no specific requirement that the EWIS tasks have to
be incorporated without any word changes, as long as the task is
completed as intended. This is because it is an "enhancement' of
continuing airworthiness to an already existing inspection program, not
to address a specific "unsafe condition.” If a task is deleted or
changed (e.g., interval time period) then FAA approval is required, but
this would not include word changes.

You are corrected in your understanding. In fact the operational rule
applicable to part 121 operators (121.1111) does not require the
operator to “incorporate language from the type certificate holder"s
developed ICA on the inspection and maintenance of the EWIS and FTS
systems” (using the whistleblower’s words). The rule requires that
EWIS maintenance tasks be based on EWIS ICA that has been developed in
accordance with the provisions of Appendix H of part 25. We
purposefully worded the rule language this way to allow operators to
develop their own EWIS maintenance tasks if they so choose. The rule
does not require them to use the EWIS ICA developed by Boeing or any
other manufacturer. It requires them to incorporate maintenance and
inspection tasks that were developed using an EZAP in accordance with
appendix H of part 25 and approved by FAA. It doesn®t specify who must
develop those tasks. However, in reality the operators choose to use
the ICA developed by the manufacturers. In doing so they must
incorporate the EWIS ICA into their maintenance programs without
changes to the actual procedures. By that I mean if a particular task
states to perform a Detailed Inspection (DET) of the No. 1 #bG
Generator power feeder cables between STA Station XX and STA Station YY
in zone 141, then we expect that is exactly what will be done. IFf part
of the procedure states to use Acme 3-step ladder to gain access and
the operator wants to use an Ace 4-step ladder instead, then from the
AIR (Aircraft Certification Services) side of the FAA we would not
consider that change in the procedure to be significant which will not
have any impact on the end results.-—wouldn>t-care-nor—would-wewant—to
i i i I -~ Bottom line is
that we care about getting the No. 1 DG Generator power feeder cables
between STA Station XX and SFA Station YY in zone 141 inspected using a
DET in the manner (which includes how to perform a DET) and at the
interval approved by the FAA Oversight Office (NOTE: Interval changes

can be approved by the FAA Principal Inspector (Pl)). Whether you use this
tool or that tool to perform the job or you combine the inspection with another
scheduled inspection is not a big concern.
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From:

To: Hanson, Mary (Liz.

Cc:

Subject: Re: FW: techincal quesiton

Date: Thursday, September 15, 2011 12:15:29 PM

Dear Ms. Hanson,

Please see my inputs following your questions:

1. My understanding is that for FTS Airworthiness Directive requirements, the above is true. ADs address a
specific "unsafe condition" therefore procedures cannot be changed without FAA (ACO approval, especially FTS
requi red ALI/CDCCLs.

| concur with _ comment and have nothing to add.

2. VWhat about other FTS ICAs outside of the AD?

| concur with _ coment and have nothing to add.

3. For EWS, understanding is that the whistleblowers statement is not necessarily accurate. EWS is not under
as strict conpliance as FTS I's. There is no specific requirenent that the EWS tasks have to be incorporated

wi thout any word changes, as long as the task Is conpleted as intended. This is because it is an "enhancenment" of
continuing airworthiness to an already existi n? i nspection ro%ram not to address a specific "unsafe condition."
If a task is deleted or changed (e.g., interval tine period? then FAA approval is required, but this would not

i ncl ude word changes.

You are corrected in your understanding. In fact the operational rule applicable to part 121 operators (121.1111)
does not require the operator to “incorporate |anguage fromthe type certificate holder's devel oped | CA on the

i nspection and nai ntenance of the EWS and FTS systens” (using the whistleblower’s words). The rule requires that
EWS mai ntenance tasks be based on EWS | CA that has been devel oped in accordance with the provisions of Appendix
H of part 25. W purposefully worded the rule |anguage this way to allow operators to develop their own S

mai ntenance tasks if they so choose. The rule does not require themto use the EWS | CA devel oped by Boeing or
any other manufacturer. 1t requires themto incorporate mai ntenance and inspection tasks that were devel oped using
an EZAP in accordance with appendix H of part 25. It doesn't specify who nust develop those tasks. However, in
reality the operators choose to use the |CA devel Oﬁed by the manufacturers. |In doi ng so they nust incorporate the
EWS ICA into their maintenance programs W thout changes to the actual procedures. y that nean if a particular
task states to performa Detailed Inspection v\§1DET) of the No. 1 |IDG power feeder cables between STA XX and STA YY
in zone 141, then we expect that is exactly at will be done. |If part of the procedure states to use Acne 3-step
| adder to gain access and the operator wants to use an Ace 4-step |ladder instead, then fromthe AIR side of the
FAA we wouldn’t care nor would we want to be involved in changing this part of the procedure. Bottomline is that
we care about getting the No. 1 IDG power feeder cables between STA XX and STA YY in zone 141 inspected using a
DET in the manner (which includes how to performa DET) and at the interval approved by the FAA Oversight Ofice
(NOTE: Interval changes can be approved by the Pl). Whether you use this tool or that tool to perform the job or you combine

the inspection with another scheduled inspection is not a big concern.

Best Regards,

FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate

Airplane and Flightcrew Interface Branch, ANM-111
1601 Lind Ave SW

Renton, WA 98057 USA

To:
From: <Mary.Hanso

Date: 09/15/2011 08:21AM
Subject: FW: techincal quesiton

M.
I noticed that M| cc'd you on this email, but | am not sure if that neans all of you concurred with his response or not. | would
appreciate it if d respond individually so | know if you are all in agreement or not.

Li z_ Hanson .
Seni or | nvestigator
of Inspector General

From <Mary. Hanson_

To:
Dat e: 09/13/2011 10:16 AM
Subj ect :

Gent | enen,

I have technical questions for all of you regarding one of the statenents
made by the whistleblower in the OSC case | am investigating nment

is the basis for some of his allegations). | have tal ked to-
about this a little and would |ike to get a consensus from al The
whi stleblower's statenent is:
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airlines are required to incorporate |anguage from the 1yPe cerrificale
hol der''s devel oped | CA on the inspection_and maintenance O EWS and
FTS systens, wi thout change, into their Technical Operations Pollcl es and
Procedures manual and job instruction task cards...any change nust

approved by FAA... The whistl eblower believes the |angu uage in the task
cards, etc., cannot be changed, not even one word, wi thout approval.

1. M understanding is that for FTS Airworthiness Directive
requi rements, the above is true. ADs address a specific "unsafe
condi ti on" therefore grocedures cannot be changed wi thout FAA (ACO)
approval , especially FTS required ALI/CDCCLs.

You are correct the. If its required B&:the AD any changes to those
requi renents nust be approved by an .

2. What about other FTS ICAs outside of the AD?

Those non AD nandated FTS |CAs are controlled by the ops rule. The
operator nust incorporate theminto its ntenance program Changes
t382!hese I CA nust be I AW the procedure oull\ned in the "AC paragraph

3. For EWS, ny understanding is that the whi st 1 ebl ower s

stat ement is not necessarily accurate. EWS is not under as strict
liance as FTS is. There is no specific requlrenrent that the EWS

tas s have to be incorporated without any word changes, as Iong as

the task is conpleted as intended. This is because it is

"enhancenment” of continuing airworthiness to an al ready exi stl ng,

inspection program not to address a specific "unsafe ‘condition."

If a task is deleted or changed (e.g., interval tinme period) then FAA

approval is required, but thi's woul "not i nclude word changes.

Essentlally you are correct Ms Hans | believe | articulated this
at our |ast neeting. Both FTS and EWS are regul ations and therefore
nust be conplied with by the operator.

Pl ease comment on the accuracy of ny 3 statenents/question above as | want
to accurately report on this issue.” If there is someone in the ACO |
shoul d al so coordinate with, please forward to themor let nme know who |
shoul d contact.

Your input to is greatly appreciated,

Li z_ Hans
Seni or I nvesll g?t
o

I nspect or General
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UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON

OFFI CE OF | NSPECTOR GENERAL

Sworn | nterview of _

Case Nunber | 11A004SI NV
August 16, 2011

12: 20 p. m

| nt er vi ew Conduct ed by:

Li z Hanson, Senior Investigator

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
202.857.DEPO ~ www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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PROCEEDI NGS

M5. HANSON: The recorder is on. M. -
coul d you pl ease acknow edge that you' re aware we are
recording this interview?

MR, -: Yes, |'m aware.

M5. HANSON: Thank you. Today's date is August
16th. The approximate tinme is 12:20 Eastern Dayli ght
Savings Tine. M nane is Liz Hanson, Senior |nvestigator
with the U S. Departnment of Transportation, Ofice of
| nspector General. |'mconducting an interviewwith --

o

M5. HANSON: We are located at 107 Charles W
Grant Parkway, Atlanta, Georgia. This is an official DOT
O G Adm nistrative Investigation, and we're | ooking into
all egations related to FAA's oversight of Delta Airlines’
i npl enentation of the Fuel Tank Safety, FTS, and Electric
Wring Interconnection System E-WI-S, or EWS,
requirenents.

I f you woul d, please raise your right hand.

VR. -: kay.

M5. HANSON: Do you swear that the information
you are about to provide is true to the best of your

know edge and belief?

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
202.857.DEPO ~ www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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M5. HANSON: Thank you. Could you pl ease state

your full name and job title?

« I e .

currently the Principal Avionics Inspector for Delta

Airlines. |I'min a tenporary assignnent. M. -
-, who was the PAlI, is currently on detail to
Washi ngton. | believe he is working out of AFS-300.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. And it's also like the
Supervisory PAI, right? SPAl?

It's a Supervisory P -- yes.

2

HANSON: And your tel ephone nunber?

HANSON: And your direct supervisor?

Yes.

HANSON: No, who is your direct supervisor?

Ch, ny direct supervisor is -

2 5 » & 3 B

»

HANSON: That's _?

VR. Yes.

M5. HANSON: And can you give us a little

background on your aviation enploynent history?

VR. -: Well, | served in the Air Force,

active duty, and then | went to work as the air reserve

technician, | was the avionics supervisor, as an air

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
202.857.DEPO ~ www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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reserve technician there in Mnneapolis for about 5 years
or so. Then | had an opportunity to join the FAA. | got
sel ected to work the Northwest certificate.

M5. HANSON: \What year was that?

VR. -: Let's see, | think it was 19887 |
think it was '88. And then 1997, | was selected to be the
Partial Program -- pardon, pardon -- Principal Avionics
| nspector for the Northwest Airlines certificate. And I
served in that capacity up until | was reassigned and
detailed to the Joint Transition Team let's see, | think
it was about June or July of 2008.

M5. HANSON: And that was to -- for conbining
Nor t hwest and - -

VR. -: That's conbi ning Northwest Airlines
and Delta Airlines, and they conpleted -- that single
operating certificate was conpl eted Decenber 31lst of 2009.
And then | continued in that detailed capacity until --
let's see, it was around June -- June or July of 2010.
Incidentally, the conplete integration hasn't happened yet,
it's still ongoing.

Then | was assigned the task as the Supervisory
PAI after M. - went to Washington to do that detail.

M5. HANSON: Was that -- do you renmenber when

t hat was?
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MR, -: | believe it was June or -- |
believe July of 2010, is when | was detailed to this
position.
M5. HANSON:. Ckay. So pretty nuch after you |eft

the Transition Team then you --

VR. -: Yes. Right after that tinme, M.
-Went to -- on a detail to AFS-300.

M5. HANSON: |1'Il get into the specifics now.
Were you provided a copy of the reports, the Southern
Regi onal review report and the Headquarters | AC report?

MR. -: | got the -- 1've had the Southern
Regi onal report. | just got the official | AC report here
about 2 weeks ago.

M5. HANSON: And did you agree with the results
on those?

VR. -: Yes.

M5. HANSON: And how | ong ago did you get the
Sout hern Regional review? Did you get the sane report with

all the attachments?

VR. -: No. What | got was the nenorandum

docunent, which is addressed to _ This is the

docunent that | got.
M5. HANSON: And did you get that -- were you at

the briefing --
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121 I\/R- No, ma' am

122 M5. HANSON: -- when they provided that to the --
123 MR. -: No, no, | wasn't. | wasn't at the
124 briefing.

125 M5. HANSON: Do you renenber about when you

126 received a report?

127 VR. -: This report?

128 M5. HANSON: Yes, sir.

129 VR. -: Just the nmenmorandum | didn't get
130 the whol e docunent.

131 M5. HANSON: Yeah, just the nenorandum

132 MR. -: | would say it's probably around
133 the sane tine that this nenorandumis dated, May 26 of

134 2011. | believe | received it about the same tine.

135 M5. HANSON: Ckay. Now I kind of want to go

136 through a tineline of what happened with - when he

137  brought the concerns up to you. | think we were provided a
138 copy of this PTRS, and | think sone of the correspondence
139 is copied into the PTRS that he sent you like e-mails, so |
140 thought this would be a good docunent to kind of work off
141 of. And maybe you can just kind of talk about what -- when
142 M. - originally started bringing concerns to you or

143 di screpanci es about Delta's EWS program

144 VR. -: kay. Let me back up a little bit.
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M5. HANSON: Ckay.

VR. -: In -- | think it was right around
Novenber 1st of 2010, | assigned the nine partial program
managers assigned to the Delta certificate to do a 90-day
review of the EWS audit -- or audit the EWS program at
Delta. Delta provided a SharePoint site with points of
contact for each fleet type, and they would | oad the
SharePoint site with all the docunents relating to the EWS
program for our review.

M5. HANSON: So the 90-day reviews, neaning that
the program -- partial program managers, otherw se known as
PPMs, were required to do a review of the EWS prograns --

VR. IIIIIII: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: -- for their fleet and be conpl eted
by the end of January?

MR. -: January the 30th was the deadline,
and the reason for the January 30th deadline, because the
program approval was expected to be done on March the 11th;
that woul d give the conpany about 40 days to correct any
di screpancies that we'd had with the program Qut of the
ni ne PPMs, M. - is the only one that did not conplete
his task on January 30t h.

Now, after that time, M. - had sone verbal s,

sonme e-nmails, he had nmade statenents that the conpany
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wasn't cooperating with him that they were m ssing
docunents on the site, the point of contact woul dn't
provide himany information. | called the conpany, |
talked to M. _ who is the manager of their
Iiaison group there at Delta Airlines.

M5. HANSON: How do you spell that? . --

-

M5. HANSON: Ckay.

MR. -: M. - stated that all the
current docunents were currently on that SharePoint site
for M. -'s use. If there were any m ssing docunents,
he was to contact the point of contact for that fleet type,
and they woul d provide himthat information, whatever was
m ssing. A short tinme -- | informed M. - of that. A
short tinme after that | got a call from M. - sai d
that due to the fact that M. - had unpr of essi onal
behavi or, argunentative with nmany of his managers in the
organi zati on, many of the managers who were dealing with
this EWS programrefused to talk to M. - | told him
that the conpany had to require -- | required the conpany

to provi de what ever data was necessary for this EWS, and

he said, "Have M. -contact me or contact a M. .
., in Mnneapolis." _ is his | ast nane.
MB. HANSON: -
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VR. -: | asked M. - at that tinme if
he was going to file a formal conplaint about M. -s
unpr of essi onal behavior. He said no. He said, "W wll
provi de any docunentation M. - requires, but he needs
to contact either M. -or nyself." | let M. - know
t hat .

And after that tine, like |I said, the closure of
the EWS audit was on January the 30th of 2011. M. -
had not closed out his PTRS, given ne a full description of
the discrepancies in the programthat he identified with
the 757 fleet, Legacy Delta -- | nean, Legacy Northwest.

At that tinme, | told himto provide ne whatever
he had, and he did. He had a M. _ who is the
partial program nmanager for the Legacy 757 fleet for Delta
to collect all the discrepancies for the EWS program and
it was put into a letter that was sent to the conpany |
bel i eve February 3rd --

M5. HANSON: Fourt h.

VR. -: -- 4th, 3rd or 4th.

M5. HANSON: | think there is a letter in there.
VR. -: The conpany responded back -- |et
me back up a little bit. | assigned for the EWS proj ect

two individuals to oversee the project, neet with the

conpany, coordi nate any di screpancies or any issues with

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
202.857.DEPO ~ www.CapitalReportingCompany.com




217

218

219

220

221

222

223

224

225

226

227

228

229

230

231

232

233

234

235

236

237

238

239

240

10

Capital Reporting Company

the conpany to reach resolution, and one was -

who is the Delta MD-88/ MD-90 PPM for Avionics. The other
one was _ who is the A330 PPM Avionics. And |
al so directed M. - with any of his issues or concerns
to bring these two individuals aware of those issues or
concerns since they had direct contact with the conpany and
t hey coul d resol ve those issues.

Now, with that said, we put that |etter together,
sent it to the conpany. - and -
coordi nated and worked with the conpany to resol ve any
di screpancies in that that we discovered. The only area
that we had concerns with that the conpany -- well, let ne
back up a little bit.

W had -- the portion that M. - provi ded, the
757 Legacy Northwest portion, what he had provided for
findings was very vague. The conpany conpl ai ned about that
in the docunent, in their response docunent.

M5. HANSON: That's fromthe -- fromthe letter
itself.

VR. -: From yes. | asked the conpany, |
says, "Do whatever you can to answer those issues, whatever
you think would be within the real mof that area of concern

by M. - and if you need to, talk to M. - As far

as | know, | don't think they talked to M. -
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Sonetime around | believe it was March the 1st, |
had a neeting with the conpany along with Ms. - and M.
-to go over the letter and identify what the conpany
has done for the corrective actions for the EWS
di screpancies. W had a | ong discussion, the conpany
provided all the corrective actions. | was satisfied with
everything that they provided with only -- | think the only
things that were left was for the conpany to publish their
manual s descri bing the program

M5. HANSON: And that's the top?

MR. -: That was the top, "Tech Operational
-- let's see, "Technical Qperations Prograns and Policies."
| told the conpany that -- they were com ng back with
excuses about publication draw problens and such, and |
says before | would approve this programon March the 11th,
you have to publish those manuals, and they said they would
do whatever they can, and | says, well, if it's not
(Laughing.) by March the 11th, you're not going to get your
progr am

So, anyway, long story short, by March 10th, in
fact in the evening of March 10th, | got a call from M.
-, he said the conpany has published all those manual s.

M5. HANSON: Can | just go back just to make sure

about -- okay.
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265 MR. -: So, now, | can give you an update
266 on the issues with M. - O course, like | said
267 earlier, he had not conpleted his review on January 30th,
268 he did not conplete his PTRS and cl ose that docunment with
269 an adequate description of his findings, other than an oral
270 and sone e-mails and di scussions that he had directly with
271 M. IIIIIIor M . IIIII.
272 On March the 8th -- | believe it was the 8th --
273 this is three days before the OpSpecs was to be signed, and
274 this was after the discussion | had with the conmpany, which
275 they satisfactorily conpleted all the action itens for the
276 approval of the program M. -carre up with a whol e new
277 set of issues. | discussed it with him The first thing I
278 said, "Wiy didn't you cone up with this information back
279 over 30 days ago?" He didn't give nme a satisfactory
280 answer.
281 | took what he provided and gave it to I\/Is.-
282 and M. - They reviewed it. | asked themto cone
283 back to nme as quickly as possible. The response | got was,
284 first, these issues were already addressed with the
285 conpany. Second, the issues that he brought up were
286 i nconsequential and very mnor, and they didn't see any
287 reason why we couldn't nove forward wth the approval.

288 Wth that said, like | said earlier, the only
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piece that | saw |l eft due was the manual publications, and
| was infornmed by M. - by phone that the publications
had been done on the 10th. And then | attenpted to do the
approval of the QpSpecs on the 11th. Unfortunately, | was
having sone problens with the website. | knew the program

had to be approved on the 11th. | contacted M. -

-, who is the PM, asked himto do the approval for ne

because | was having problens with the program so he went
ahead and did the approval for me under ny direction.

Now, | knew that M. - had not conpleted his
EWS i nspections satisfactory, he didn't close out his PTRS
on the 30th, as he was required. Also, prior to that, he
was asked by M. - t hrough a ConDOR to do a 5-nonth
audit of the Fuel Tank Safety program Every one of the

PPMs was tasked to do that job, they all got it done. M.

-'s output fromthat activity was that he coul dn't

conplete it, that further investigation was necessary of
the program in other words, he didn't conplete the
process.

Based on the fact that he didn't conplete the FTS
audit, he didn't conplete the EWS audit, on April the
14th, | had a midtermPVS with M. - After talking
wi th the human resource center in the Southern Region,

created a docunent addressing M. - s failure to do a
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conplete audit of the FTS and the EWS program and that |
woul d ask him together with an assistant inspector, to
conplete that audit, assuming that he's already done a
bunch of it already, he's already conpleted the bulk of it
al ready, that they finish both the EWS and the FTS in 30
days, fromApril the 14th -- it was April 14th.

M5. HANSON: So who was that assistant?

- R v -

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

MR. -: | also informed M. -at t hat
time that if he wasn't able to conplete it in 30 days, |
needed to be infornmed, let nme know, and we'll work
sonething out. M. - was mad, he refused to sign the
docunent of assignnent, refused to continue with the PM5,
and left ny office.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay, the performance managenent --
PIVS.

MR. -: Per f ormance managenent -- | don't
remenber what it stands for. (Laughter.) |1'msorry.

M5. HANSON: | think |I've seen it before. |

al ways t hought that was weird, PM5, for --

MR. -: Yeah.
MB. HANSON:  So - - -

VR. -: | think it's Perfornmance Managenent

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
202.857.DEPO ~ www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

14




337

338

339

340

341

342

343

344

345

346

347

348

349

350

351

352

353

354

355

356

357

358

359

360

15

Capital Reporting Company
System | think is what PMS stands for.
M5. HANSON: Ckay. But that was your -- the
mdterm right?

VR. -: Yeah. W have an initial --

M5. HANSON: Like the 6-nonth --

VR. -: You have -- it's done quarterly.
There's an initial and then there's a feedback, then
there's a mdtermafter 6 nonths, and then there's another
f eedback, and there's a cl oseout towards the end of the
year.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. And that was the mdterm
right?

VR. -: This was a mdterm Ckay? There
was a PTRS made out for both those gentlenen to do the
work. M. -did not do even a little bit of it, not a

bit. Okay?

MS. HANSON: So-diditall’?
VR, -: I\/r.-didnot doit all. He

informed ne that he couldn't do it on his own, that M.
-had access to all the former Northwest docunentation
and so forth, that he couldn't do it on his own. So he had
a good excuse. The primary person assigned this work was

-

M5. HANSON: He didn't do any of it?
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361 MR. -: Not for that 30 days, no. He did
362 not close the PTRS out, he did not informme of any
363 findings, he didn't do anything, absolutely nothing.
364 Now, the result of that activity, because M.
365 - had never conpleted the EWS or the FTS, in ny nind, |
366 assigned M. - with three other inspectors, to do
367 the assessnent of the -- originally it was for the
368 Northwest, Legacy Northwest, 757 fleet. M. - asked
369 if he could reviewthe Delta 757 as well. | said fine. |
370 assigned himand three other inspectors to do that
371  activity.

372 M5. HANSON: So that was -- who was that?

373 VR. -: The other three? A gentlenman by

374 the nane of _ - -

375 MS. HANSON: _?
377 _ And a gentleman call ed _
378 I

379 M5. HANSON: And that was to do the 7 -- what

380 were they again? 7577

381 VR. -: The Legacy 757 Northwest, since M.
382 - hadn't done the Fuel Tank Safety or the EWS to ny

383 satisfaction. And M. -asked if he could do the

384 Legacy Delta as well. So he did that as well. That is
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al nost conplete. There are sone little pieces left to be
done that were supposed to be conpleted yesterday. And
just for your information, | sat down with M. -
today to give me a briefing of his findings on that
program He's got enough evidence for us to do an
enforcenment investigation against Delta Airlines. | told
himto get the docunentation together and we would initiate
an enforcenent action against the conpany, one for the Fuel
Tank Safety and one for the EWS program He's got enough
evi dence to support the violation.

Al'so, | had a phone call to M. - and we're
going to have a neeting tonorrow norning to discuss the
conpany's failures in this area. | suspect, although we
haven't confirned it yet, it appears that the conpany may
have been changi ng or maki ng changes to the program w t hout
our know edge on the last fuel tank --

M5. HANSON: Li ke the Fuel Tank Safety, | know
one of the exanples in here --

MR, -: Yes.

M5. HANSON: -- related to --

VR. -: It apparently | ooks as though
t hey' ve been maki ng changes since the program was approved,
and that's against regulations. That's a new winkle on

this project, but it's sonmething we have to take action on.
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M5. HANSON: Are there any plans to | ook at any
of the other fleets?

VR. -: W tend to bring it to the table.
That's the reason for our neeting tonmorrow. W' ve got
evi dence to support a violation against the conpany for the
Fuel Tank Safety and the EWS program for the Legacy
Nort hwest and the Legacy Delta fleet. And we're going to
speak to the conpany about addressing the rest of the
fleets to assure they're still in conpliance. | don't have
any evidence at the time that we did the approvals, at
| east on the EWS program | wasn't involved in the FTS
approval, but that the conpany was in conpliance at that
time. | suspect they' ve been nmaking changes to their
program we' re not aware of, and that's sonmething we're
going to address with the conpany.

M5. HANSON: And that's for both?

MR. -: Bot h.

M5. HANSON: EWS, too? So since March they were
maki ng changes to --

VR. -: W believe they have. W' re going
to take a little closer |ook at that.

M5. HANSON: Because | know one of these was an
exanple -- let's see which one it is. | think this is an

exanple. Here's one that was specific to an AD.
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-: Uh- huh.

HANSON: So this is Fuel Tank Safety.

-: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: So this is what |'m assum ng FAA

2 & 3

originally saw.

MR, -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: And this was after, so they took all

the references off fromthe AD.

VR. -: From ny perspective, they may have

19

taken that AD two letter -- it has no effect. The nechanic

is driven to do the --

M5. HANSON: This is the part that's the key.

VR. -: Yeah. He is obligated to do these
tasks, and it doesn't really have any effect, in nmy mnd,
whet her it has an AD attached to the nunber or not.

M5. HANSON: And | guess having the ADis just --
shoul d be a control within the conmpany so they know t hey
can't change it.

MR -: It could be a tracking tool.

M5. HANSON: Ri ght.

VR. -: Ri ght, for changi ng purposes,
you're right.

M5. HANSON: Because if they put SFAR-88, | nean,

it still has it down here --
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MR, -: Ri ght, right.

M5. HANSON: -- but that should be |ike a control
wi thin the conpany, or soneone, whoever is doing this,
shoul d know.

MR. -: They cannot change that w thout our
approval .

M5. HANSON: They cannot change it because they
have --

VR. -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: -- either the AD -- | nean, because
it could be an AD, it doesn't have to be SFAR-88, it could
be any AD --

VR. -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: -- you can't change.

MR. -: The key elenent is that the
taskings, the instructions, for continuous airworthiness
were not changed, and that's --

M5. HANSON: Right. They threwin the steps or

t he inspections --

VR. -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: -- or AWSsS --
MR. -: Yes.
M5. HANSON: -- or CDCCLs.

VR. -: And what we found during this | ast
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audit that was done by those four inspectors, we found sone
m ssing informati on, we found sonme m sl eadi ng i nformation.
So that constitutes a violation of the regulation, so we're
going to initiate a violation against the conpany. W
would i ke to get the conpany to initiate a full fleet
plan, we'll see, we'll have our discussion with them about
that tonmorrow on the basis of the findings that we had on
the 757 fleet.

Just for your information, we also have what's
called a systens analysis team it's part of ATGCS, that's
| ooking into the airworthiness directives, which the Fuel
Tank Safety systemis driven by airworthiness directives,
and one of the taskings -- this is a conpany programwth
t he cooperation of the FAA -- the conpany will be tasked to
| ook at the Legacy Delta Fuel Tank Safety program as part
of this review, systens analysis team which includes --

M5. HANSON: That's the SAT, known as the SAT
teanms, right?

MR. -: The SAT team right. Qur office
partici pates, and our conpany has a team working this
project right now Their effort will be to ook at all ADs
pre-nmerger Delta Airlines. The Fuel Tank Safety program
was approved in Decenber 2008, so it falls into that.

Since the approval of SOC, the approval of the nerged
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carriers under one certificate was in Decenber 31st 2009,
so it falls under their purviewto do that review

They haven't done that to date because | asked --
|'ve got M. - is al so assigned the task to work that
program and | talked to her |ast week, and they haven't
reached a point of doing that audit at this time. After
our discussion with M. - tomorrow, they may escal ate
that, we'll see.

M5. HANSON: And do you have any kind of -- is
there an SAT plan or --

MR. -: For this?

M5. HANSON: For this AD, sone kind of
docunent ati on you can provide ne that shows that this is
sonmething that they' re going to do?

MR, -: Ot her than the docunent that we
have that we've agreed to and that was approved by
Washi ngton to conduct a SAT, | can provide you that, but
they haven't started this particular review as yet.

M5. HANSON: |If you could give ne a --

VR. -: They're taking -- there's over
2,000 ADs they're looking at, so they're taking a slice of
the ADs, |I'mnot sure how nany at a tine, and they're
reviewi ng themfor conpliance with the original

Airwort hiness Directive, |ooking at the engi neering order
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that directs the work, they're | ooking at the job
instruction cards, |ike we |ooked at here, to nmake sure
it's conpliant with the directives, with the A rworthiness
Directive, and naking sure that they're in conpliance, the
conpany is conpliant, with that AD at that tine.

W' ve al ready reached an agreenent with them of
course, that if anytine they discover a discrepancy that's
safety related, a plane's part, the work's done, under that
programthere is an VDRP option, if the conpany, because
we' ve reached an agreenent that the conpany is doing this
as a joint effort wwth the FAA it can self-disclose sone
of those issues, but those can be determ ned when the
i ssues cone up and we'll discover them or they discover
t hem

M5. HANSON: So you won't violate themfor it,
but that doesn't nmean they can't continue to operate. They
still have to -- if they find a --

MR, -: If they find a safety-rel ated
failure, a plane's part, it needs to be fixed no matter
what it is.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

MR -: The VDRP piece is part of the
agreenent for the conpany to participate in the system

analysis team It's supposed to be a joint effort between
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the two to address discrepancies in that area. At this
point in time, we haven't had anything other than m nor
adm ni strative things, nothing that affects safety.
However, once they reach the point where they do that Fuel
Tank Safety programon the Legacy Delta planes, of course,
we'll be involved in that process. That hasn't happened
yet, but it's due to happen.

M5. HANSON: There was soneone el se nentioned the
AD thing, and | think it's inportant to get any kind of
docunent ati on because part of the conplaint, you know, says
that the AD -- for the reason, he says, that they did not
conplete O G recomendations 1 through 3 is because he
identified sone AD issues, and we can tal k about it later,
but the engi neering nmandatory for the 757 AD, there was
sonme information m ssing.

- oo

M5. HANSON: So part of our recommendati ons was
to do a conplete -- ensure that all the Legacy Northwest --
because when we did our review, was the AD programthere,
not -- it was before the nerger. So --

MR -: Vel l, the ACEP team back in -- |
think it was 2009, | believe? -- did the Legacy Northwest
ADs.

M5. HANSON: Right. And basically he's saying it
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wasn't effective because he's finding nore problens.

VR. -: So he's saying the ACEP wasn't

effective?

M5. HANSON: Right. Because he did -- and |

think this one was -- well, we can talk about it now since
we're talking about it. It's easier to go here to find out
which -- if | findit, |I think this is the one actually.

Let's see. Maybe it was this one. It specifically talked

about this one, engineering mandatory, at |east that's what
they call them from Northwest.

VR. -: Yeah, that's for -- uh-huh.

M5. HANSON: |'Il have to check the nunber.
Were is that? It's this one. | thought it was the -- oh,
" m | ooking at the sane thing, no wonder | couldn't find
it. OCkay, this is the Headquarters. So did you get a
draft copy of the Headquarters |IAC review or just briefed
onit or --

MR. -: Yeah, | got the draft, but | didn't
get the final until a couple of weeks ago.

M5. HANSON: It's this one right here.

MR -: Let's see here.

M5. HANSON: These were the discrepancies he
identified. But they |ooked -- when they reviewed it, they

revi ewed a new version, June 7, 2011, but the one he was
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| ooki ng at was dated June 5th, and | can show you a copy of
t hat .
- o
M5. HANSON: So he was saying -- | think the
reason he didn't believe that that ACEP was effective was

because this EM was defective as it relates to that AD.

MR, -: (Reading.) WVell, like a lot of M.

- work, there is no specific statement here. Here

you' ve got a docunent that's, what, 50 pages long? Wat is
t hi s?

M5. HANSON: So really | think what he's saying -

VR. -: It's not telling ne anything that's

M5. HANSON: So it says, paragraph G when he
reviewed it.

VR. -: Par agr aph G

M5. HANSON: EM what ever .

MR. -: Paragraph G Well, | don't --

M5. HANSON: It's in here, too.

VR. -: kay, what's paragraph G? It says
that revision to the AWS section by incorporating
information in the TR before Decenber 16, 2008. So the

guestion is, what does that -- what does that tell nme?
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M5. HANSON: So | think the allegation was --

VR. -: The | AC team didn't substantiate

M5. HANSON: That's because they | ooked -- it was

revi sed.

VR. -: It was revised. Wat was the

change? Was the change to this docunent?

M5. HANSON: This is the old docunent.

VR. -: kay. Was there a change to this

M5. HANSON: So it said, "Paragraph Goriginally

secti on?

did not incorporate tenporary revision TR09 as required in
paragraph A of its list of publications effective.”

MR. -: But it does. There's 908 there.
This is the old docunent, it does stress it.

M5. HANSON: | guess. Was there a change in that
0908, a nore up-to-date version?

MR. -: |f there was an up-to-date change,
t hat woul d have been reflected in the nunber.

M5. HANSON. But they did identify these
adm ni strative concerns. kay?

VR, -: That was in a task card.

M5. HANSON: That's the task card.

VR. -: Engi neeri ng Mandatory is the
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engi neering order that directs the work and plan to
acconplish the AD fromthe engineering s perspective. |
don't see anything fromthis docunent.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. |I'mtrying to renmenber all
this stuff.

VR. -: The teamdidn't find anything, and
his remark was they're using an old revision?

M5. HANSON: Actually, | think -- did you see
this 67-page docunent? | think the specific -- maybe you
can explain it.

MR -: |'"ve read parts of that, and it's
as vague as the rest of M. - i ssues. | don't see
anyt hing that supports that.

M5. HANSON: Let's look at this, and then you can
respond for me, now that | renenber where | |ooked at it.

VR. -: s he inplying that sonehow the
conpany is trying to -- trying not to conply with the AD?

M5. HANSON: Well, | think he's saying that | --
or the ACEP review did a review of the AD process as a
result of our reconmendations previously.

VR. -: Ri ght .

MS. HANSON: But since he found these probl ens,

t hen obviously the review wasn't effective.

VR. -: Then we've got a problem W' ve
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got a problemwith M. - m nd. (Laughing.)

M5. HANSON: Let's see. So here it is, talking
about fails to docunent all FAA-issued FTS for that AD. So
we're | ooking at page 9 of the 67-page docunent.

MR, -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: So it says, "FAA refutes to finding
the EM was not intent (ph) to document” -- or Delta, excuse
me -- "various manual changes.” So the AD clearly states
the AD requires revision to certain operator maintenance
docunents, requires conpliance to tenporary revision 09A as
publ i shed in this Boeing docunent, right?

VR. -: That's what the stay (ph)
surveillance says, GR09-008. This is in this docunent that
you just showed ne. Isn't that -- isn't that what it says
right there?

M5. HANSON:  Yeah.

MR, -: "As published, TR09-009, Section 9
of Boei ng nmai nt enance pl anni ng docunent, " exact statenment
t here.

M5. HANSON: So that's paragraph G Let's see,
let's go back here to this statenent, "No Delta CAMP TOPP
manual for Fuel Tank Safety nai ntenance prograns are
accounted for." So are they supposed to |list under here

the manual s for the TOPP procedures, under paragraph 8?
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Let's see, what page is that?

VR. -: “"No manual for the Fuel Tank Safety
mai nt enance program accounted for." (Reading.)

M5. HANSON: So we're | ooking at the Engineering
wiring (ph) Mandatory 01075.

MR -: The manual describes the aircraft
mai nt enance manual chapters for the w ring manual
conpliance, and its program docunents changes associ at ed
current (ph) change, verified changes to the naintenance
program that incorporated (ph) requirenents. So he's
saying that the TOPP manual didn't change?

M5. HANSON: That it's not referenced, it's not
accounted for in any of these publications.

VR. -: Ckay. | don't understand why
there's a requirenent to have TOPP manual changes in this
docunent .

M5. HANSON: So there's not a specific
requi renent to do that.

MR. -: The TOPP manual is an accepted
docunent .

HANSON: [It's not an approved docunent.

M5
MR. -: Unless -- if portions are approved.
1Y/S)

HANSON:  Ckay.

VR. -: In fact, the fuel tank mai ntenance
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721 program portion is an approved docunent, although it's not
722 referenced in here, it is in their program | can't
723  renmenber the actual reference off the top of ny head, but
724 that doesn't constitute a violation of regul ati ons because
725 they didn't put it in the EM
726 M5. HANSON:. Ckay.
727 VR. -: It may be sonething he |ikes, but
728 it didn't happen.
729 M5. HANSON: "No TOPP nanual procedures accounted
730 for even though they are requirenents of the AD, paragraph
731 G as stated.”
732 MR. -: What paragraphs in the AD? He said
733 paragraph G as stated? | don't know what the AD actually
734 says.
735 Now, this is a 757, so let ne ask you a question.
736 This is the Fuel Tank Safety program
737 M5. HANSON: Ri ght.
738 MR. -: He spent 5 nonths | ooking at this,
739 this was (m crophone bounces). This was never brought to
740 ny attention. Wien did he wite this?
741 M5. HANSON: | think this was in the 67-page
742  docunent that was provided to the | AC team

743 MR. -: Was that sone tinme after April

744 14t h?
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M5. HANSON: |'m not sure.

VR. -: Pl ease tell nme why this wasn't
brought to ny attention back in -- at the end of Cctober of
2010 when he was given 5 nonths to review this progranf
And do you have a copy of the ConDOR that he closed out for
that Fuel Tank Safety progranf

MS. HANSON: | think it is -- | do. Let me --

MR. - Do you understand what |I'mtrying

M5. HANSON: What's the nunber of that? That's a
guestion | can ask.

MR. -: Okay, the date of this document is
April 19, 2011. This was 5 days after ny discussion with
M. - It wasn't in Cctober 2010, when he -- when he
was supposed to have conpleted his Fuel Tank Safety audit
after 5 nonths.

M5. HANSON. That was on April 14th, right?

MR. -: | believe so. |'d have to go back
and pull the docunent up. It's in nmy office up north. I'm
pretty sure it was md-April when we had our discussion. |
think you're starting to realize the notive here?
(Laughi ng.)

M5. HANSON: Well, that really are? The only

thing I have to respond is whether that is a valid
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al l egation or not.
MR. -: Yeah, | understand, | understand.
M5. HANSON: Ckay. So since we're talking about
that, | think you had kind of gone through the sequence of

events, so.

VR. -: Well, | can bring that issue to the
attention of M. - Like | said, they have --

t hey' ve been doing the audit of the Legacy Northwest 757

and Legacy Delta 757.

M5. HANSON: This is what you were asking about,
and | want to finish that before -- this is -- | think you
mentioned -- | had a copy of the --

MR. -: Yeah.

M5. HANSON:. Yeah, so this was -- how do you tell
the date of this?

MR. -: This was printed April the 27th.

M5. HANSON: So how woul d you know - -

VR. -: The end date was the 27th, 2010.
So we nust have addressed this in the letter to the
conpany, it had to have been included in that. But | think
you understand, this is -- this is all he cane up with in
the | ast statenent.

M5. HANSON: So this has been before --

VR. -: "This FAA review is inconplete in
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ensuring full FTS conpliance with the Delta Airlines and
will require further evaluation.”™ He did not conplete this
activity.

M5. HANSON: So this, though --

MR -: He al so makes a statement here,
access to open and cl osed work instructions were not
provi ded by Delta as requested by FAA. Again, like I
mentioned to you earlier, because of his unprofessional
behavi or, argunentative attitude, the conpany refused to

work with himanynore, and M. - restricted his access.

| informed M. - t hat |vr.- woul d be his point of
contact. He did not talk to M. - - M. - ' m

sorry.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

MR. -: So he did not even conplete his

M5. HANSON: So the other Delta enpl oyees refused

wor K.

to talk to him and M. - said, "Okay, if you want to

tal k to anybody, you go through ne --

M5. HANSON: -- and I'll get you whatever you

need. "

MR. -: In fact, one of the nmnagers, |'ve

been told, filed a conplaint with the G office in
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Washi ngton. Maybe you guys can get a copy of that.

MS. HANSON:  Yeah.

VR. -: | don't know whether you're aware
of that or not. | was told he did. The conpany, like |
said, refused to file any official conplaints about his
behavior. Now, let ne tell you this --

M5. HANSON: Why did they --

MR -: Why ?

M5. HANSON: Why didn't they do an official --

VR. -: M. - has been conpl ai ned about
before in the past during an experience (ph) on the
Nort hwest certificate. It was done formally. At that
time, M. -pul | ed anot her whistleblower activity at the
sanme tinme that the conpany was conpl ai ni ng about his
behavior. In fact, at that tinme they requested fromus his
Nort hwest Airlines badge that allows himfree access to the
property. They wanted that badge back. W surrendered the
badge back because the explanation fromtheir senior
managenent was you have the right to enter our property,
i nspect our docunents, and interview our people, but at no
time do we have to allow you free access w thout being
escorted. M. - refused to go back to the property
after that because he refused to be escorted while doing
his job.
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The conpany filed a fornmal conplaint with five
al l egations that went to Washington, and it was turned down
based on M. - whi st | ebl ower activities right after he
-- and he follows the sane pattern, and this is another
exanpl e.

Now, based on this, | would assune -- and |I'1|
have to go back and | ook -- that that statenment may have
been part of the letter that went to the conpany descri bing
t he di screpanci es of the Fuel Tank Safety program

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

VR. -: |"mnot sure. 1'll have to --

M5. HANSON: Let me get this -- | would like to
follow up on that, but let me -- but this was before your
nore recent requirenment for himto |look at it.

VR. -: That was the EWS program and this

contributed to it.

M5. HANSON: | think --
MR. -: I ncidentally, the EWS PTRS t hat
was supposed to have been conpleted on January 30th, | was

informed by the ASO teamthat canme in to do the
investigation that he did close that PTRS, and | said,
well, that surprised ne. And they showed it to ne, and it
was cl osed on March 10th --

MS. HANSON: Yeah.
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VR. -: -- the date of the approval.

M5. HANSON: | thought you were saying -- okay.
| was trying to look at ny notes. | thought you were
saying that he was al so assigned to conplete -- or that
this -- were you tal king about 2010 or were you talking

about sonething in 2011 to do a 5-nonth revi ew?

VR. -: This was a 5-nonth revi ew. | t
started on May 18, 2010, by M. _ who was t he

PAI. He assigned these tasks. The reason he assi gned
t hese tasks is because there was sone question of the
approval of the FTS programin Decenber of 2008.

M5. HANSON: Right. That was part of our |ast
review.

VR. -: Right. And, of course, the
conpani es nerged in 2009, the end of 2009, so M. -
deci ded that he wanted to go out and | ook at the program at
all fleet types, as a conbi ned group between the two
carriers, beginning on May the 18th, and then about 2
months |l ater | took over M. - position, and |
asked the participating PPMs to finish this job by the end
of Cctober. | gave them nore than sufficient anount of
tinme to do a thorough review of that program

At that tinme, we took -- do you have a copy of

it? | believe you have a copy of that letter.
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M5. HANSON:. OF ?

VR. -: The letter that we produced from

M5. HANSON: | don't think so. That's what | was

this --

going to -- maybe | can get a copy of that.

VR. -: kay, yeah. |'mpretty sure we
have a copy of that letter for you. 1In the letter, we
described all the findings as a result of that -- of that
activity. And M. - EM i ssue here was nost likely in
that docunent. | can't say for sure. But | think you
understand the concerns with this statenent, his closing
statenent, that he had not conpleted this audit.

M5. HANSON: So it was based -- he didn't
conplete that, and then he didn't conplete the EWS.

MR. -: Didn't conplete the EWS.

M5. HANSON: That was part of the discussion on
April 14th.

MR, -: Yes, ma'am

M5. HANSON: Ckay. I'mjust trying to get all ny
-- there are so many dates and stuff in here.

MR -: | know. | understand, |
understand. But | think you see the pattern of his
activities. He seenms to launch into these whistl ebl ower

activities when he's critiqued for failing to do his work
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913 as an inspector.
914 M5. HANSON:. Ckay.
915 MR. -: Now, we can find that letter. [I'm
916 sure they've got a copy here.
917 M5. HANSON: |I'mmarking things that | want to
918 get copies of, and when we finish the interview, 1'll nake

919 a list for you.

920 MR. -: Okay, okay.

921 M5. HANSON: Ckay. So let's get into sonme of the
922 specific questions that | have. |1'mgoing to use this. |
923 think there's a -- | didn't put the attachnment nunber in
924  here.

925 VR. -: " mnot sure -- the docunents that
926 | sent to Ms. -and M . -

927 M5. HANSON: Ckay. Here's your February 4th

928 letter.

929 VR. -: kay, that's EWS.

930 M5. HANSON: Again, so we're tal king about EWS

931  NOW.

932 VR. -: kay.

933 M5. HANSON: So | think there's a copy of this e-
934 mail in there, too, but he pretty nmuch | ooked |ike he copy
935 and pasted the whole e-mail into the PTRS docunent.

936 VR. -: Yeah.
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937 M5. HANSON: And this has all his issues. So
938 what | was trying to do is kind of wal k through what you
939 included in here, and that's what ny notes are. So we're
940 | ooking at the PTRS attachnment and the first date on here
941 is January 18th, and these are like his review results.

942 Then on January 31st, he wites a note that, "Supervisory

943  Principal Avionics Inspector” -- which is you, right? --
944 MR. -: Uh- huh.
945 M5. HANSON: -- "requests conpletion of EWS.

946 The foll ow ng discrepancies were provided by neno to FAA" -

947 - to you, the SPAI.
948 MR. -: Yep.
949 M5. HANSON: So the first one, |I didn't really

950 mark it, but basically he was just saying, "M/ evaluation
951 is inconplete due to | ate subm ssion of EWS task cards, a
952 conplete PVDB report, revisions to TOPPs, and training."
953 VR. -: That's referenced back to the fact
954 that he was so unprofessional with the conpany that they
955 refused to work with himanynore. And like | nentioned
956 earlier, M. - was going to be his point of contact,
957 and he was told that, and M. - said he never called
958 him

959 M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

960 VR. -: So, again, it reflects on M.
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- failure to do the work according to his
responsibilities as a safety inspector.

M5. HANSON: So the first one here, "Delta has
not submtted their open and cl osed panel task card for
eval uation. The Boeing ICAs for installation panels
contain a caution prior to installing panels.” |'m not
exactly sure. |s he saying that there's not a caution
there? So this one addresses that, right?

MR, -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: So I'mcorrect. And this is one,
this is one. And then they responded on March 1st. Now,

let me ask you this, are these - i ssues? So this

is the Delta Legacy --

MR. -: Yeah, because we broke them out.
This is Legacy Delta, and these are Legacy Northwest.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. So that's what | was assum ng
when | | ooked at it.

MR, -: Okay?

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

MR -: Because | asked -- the information
that he had provided in an e-mail, | still to this day
haven't figured out why he didn't put it in his PTRS, but

he didn't. Also, |I took that information and provided it

to Ms. - and M. - to identify the legitimcy of
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it, because he often gives ne stuff that's not legitinmte.
They reviewed it, like I mentioned earlier --
M5. HANSON: And that was fromthe March 8th

nmeeting or --

M5. HANSON: -- or was that something different?

VR. - That was a followup. This was
before this letter was produced. That was anot her
incident. Later on, on March 8th, we had the sanme
circunstance, like | nentioned earlier, and | gave it to
those two individuals, they came back with the sane
statenent about sone of it had already been addressed, sone
of it was inconsequential and had no relationship to the
program

M5. HANSON:. Ckay, so --

MR. -: But anyway.

M5. HANSON: So let's just go through this just
to make sure that | did this accurately.

- oo

M5. HANSON: So the second one tal ks about the
cleaner. | guess, fromreading it, it sounded |ike they
used to have a cl eaner position, and that's all they did.

MR, -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: |'mnot -- naybe now the nmechanic
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does it or sonething.
MR. -: As | recall, that issue was
resol ved.
M5. HANSON: So on page 2 -- | nean, page 4, |I'm

not sure if this is what was supposed to be related to

t hat .

VR. -: (Reading.) Yes. Yeah.

M5. HANSON: So here it's saying the current TOPP
sections -- so that's addressed as nunber 2.

MR, -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: Ckay, now, for 3, | didn't see any
of this, and maybe it's in there, but this relates to
training, cleaning tasks, and then --

VR. -: Cl eani ng tasks are required by us.
Yes, they provided the training, but that was cl eaned up.
That was probably done before the letter went out. It's
not in here.

M5. HANSON:  Huh- uh.

-: It's not in there?

HANSON: No, | didn't notice it.

-: Then it nust have al ready been

M5. HANSON: It m ght not be because it tal ks

2 & 3

addr essed.

about EWS training. But these seemto be nore like
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statenents of m |l estone.

VR. -: Right. This was during our
di scussions with the conpany to assure the training was
acconplished and their conmtnents, and this would identify
what the commtnents were in our agreenent so that they
were aware of the discrepancies and the prograns that we
expected themto conply with.

M5. HANSON: So this says, "The Delta training

presents protect and clean as a phil osophy and not as a

task requirenent.” |Is that a valid --

VR. -: | don't -- |I'"mnot sure about that.
That nmay be M. - opinion. | can't speak to that.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. | was just trying to

determ ne whether 3 and 4 was sonething al ready conpl et ed,
or is it sonething that you just didn't agree --

MR. -: It could have been. | can't say
off the top of ny head.

M5. HANSON: |Is there a way to find out?

MR, - | suppose we coul d go back and
rehash it again.

M5. HANSON: So these were either acconplished
prior to --

MR. -: Uh- huh.

MS. HANSON: -- or considered -- what's the word?
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Not valid or not --

VR. -: Not really -- | can't say for sure
about the piece about the training requirenment, protect and
cl ean phil osophy. That may be his own phil osophy, | don't
know. It's nothing | can -- I'd have to go back and | ook
at that.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. |If you could follow up on
that. Okay. And then this one |ooked like it was
addressed. It tal ked about Zone 543.

MR, -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: Right? And then this one | ooked

like it was addressed in the 2/4 letter also --

MR, -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: -- related to MRB 20-051 through 20-
62.

MR -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: And nunber 6.

MR, -: Yeah, that's done.

M5. HANSON: And then that woul d have been nunber
7.

MR, -: Uh- huh.

MS. HANSON: And nunmber 8 woul d have been rel ated

to this, PMD Task Nunmber 70938.

VR. -: Uh- huh, yes.
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MS. HANSON: Right?

MR, -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: Ckay, so 9 and 10, this one said the
work cards were not found on the SharePoint for nunber 9.

MR. -: Ckay. | don't know whet her that
program-- it may have been already there or --

M5. HANSON: And then nunber 10 relates to the
"zone inspection programtask in which our systens which
are steps which our system are standal one tasks." So |
didn't really see nunber 10 addressed.

MR. -: This doesn't even make any sense.

M5. HANSON: And | think later on -- |'mnot sure
if that's related to the sane thing. They're still saying
t hese general visual inspections, GvVI, DET, which | guess

is the detailed zone (ph) inspection requirenents, that the

training for that is still not acceptable.
VR. -: M. - finds no training
acceptable on all levels in everything. So the training

was reviewed by M. - and Ms. - and ot her

i nspectors, and found accept abl e.
M5. HANSON: Ckay. Because | didn't see that in
there, so |I'massum ng naybe you didn't consider that to be

a significant issue to include it in the --

VR. -: | guess not. | may have been --
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like | said, | used ny inspectors as tools to assign work,
and if any issues, | expected themto bring to the table to
t he conpany, because they nmet with the conpany regularly, |
didn"t. 1 only net with the conpany naybe three tines
during the EWS process, but they net al nost every week.
So any issues or concerns that were brought up were brought
to their attention, they brought it to the conpany's
attention, and nost of the tinme the issues were worked out
right there, the conpany either took it away or they
offered to fix right there at the table. And I'mnot sure
if every case that M. - brought up was brought back to
him and nmay be the reason why it lists this stuff in here.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

VR. -: A lot of this may be al so because
of his unprofessional behavior with the conpany, they
woul dn't deal with him so when he brought these issues up
with them they just -- they wouldn't have anything to do
with him and he wouldn't take the path that | recomended.
So he would go this other route. And |I'd have to take it
to the two individuals working the programto go back to
the conpany and try to resolve it. 1In nost cases, that's
t he reason why not every one of those issues in there ended
up in the letter, because they were either resolved or

found to be already spoken to or not really relating to the
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program

M5. HANSON: Resolved or -- what did you say?

VR. -: O not -- doesn't really affect the

programin any way, very mnor, M. - opi ni on,
regul at ory support, whatever.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. So | guess that mght be like
nunber 12? | guess he had sone issues with the training.

MR. -: (Reading.) Again, everything does
not | ook good for himin the training, it never is and it
never wll be.

M5. HANSON: It says, "The exanple given the
training for zonal inspection actually detailed inspection
for a system MRB task."

MR. -: If | recall, we did address the
zonal inspection piece, and the conpany went back and added
a slide to their training programidentifying the
requi renent of the zonal inspections to answer that
particular issue, as | recall. I'mdoing this off the top
of ny head. (Laughing.) There's a lot going onin this
program

M5. HANSON: | guess -i s going to be here

VR. -: - is in training, and she's

going to be gone for the next couple of weeks.
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1153 M5. HANSON: OCh, okay, because soneone nentioned

1154 she was going to be here next week.

1155 VR. -: Wel 1, she woul d have except that

1156 she had training down in Cklahoma that she's in right now

1157 M5. HANSON: Ch, okay.
1158 VR. -: So she won't be able to
1159 participate. It's a 2-week SM5 training, so she won't be

1160 able to partici pate.
1161 M5. HANSON: Oh, okay. So | won't be able to

1162 interview her for a couple weeks then.

1163 MR -: Yeah, she won't be back until the
1164 week after next. She'll be back in Mnneapolis, | think.
1165 1'11 have to doubl e-check her schedul e, but | think she's

1166 due back in M nneapolis.

1167 M5. HANSON: So that woul d address nunber 13,

1168 too, do you think? It tal ks about the zonal inspection

1169 programs. O is that sonmething --

1170 MR. -: (Reading.) We've addressed this
1171  over and over again. He's nmade this argunent that they

1172 didn't understand, yet that was spoken to in the training
1173 and in the actual -- in the docunents. |[|'ll have to nmake a
1174 copy for you. | think that's in their actual |CA

1175 docunents, it speaks to zonal inspections and such, but

1176 1'1l have to go back and | ook at that.
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M5. HANSON: Ckay.

VR. -: That was al ready spoken to.

I ncidentally, the audit team has di scovered zonal
i ssues, that there were sone mi ssing portions to the 757
program for zonal inspections, and we're going to do the
vi ol ati on based on what's missing in the docunents.

M5. HANSON: Is it related to this or is
sonet hing --

VR. -: No, not really. This is a -- he's
nore saying that the nmechanics aren't given the training
requi renment to conduct a zonal inspection, and it's part of
the training program That's --

M5. HANSON: So that woul d have been one that was

al ready addressed, so you didn't include it in the February

MR, -: No.

M5. HANSON: And this is another training, "Does
not present AMDS task cards.”

MR. -: Those are Northwest training --
Nort hwest task cards, Legacy Northwest task cards.

M5. HANSON: And that's been addressed?

MR, -: | -- 1 would assume so. If it
wasn't addressed in the letter, it's been addressed.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. And then this one, it |ooked
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like this TOPP manual

51

m ght have been addressed? But |

wasn't sure about the other one. If you | ook here --

NR-

70.

-

M5. HANSON:

We --

| think -- which one is that? 20-

30-20-70, yeah.

So right here it looks |ike training

is not addressed in this TOPP

-

M5. HANSON:

<

M5. HANSON:

related to training.

That's --

<

Yeah. They nade that change.

So, and the other two TOPP manual s -

40-10-10 --

The only thing about 40-10-10 really

| have 40-10-10 here.

So that's not really training.

It's a detail ed inspection process,

and he's identified that in here. Those were addressed in

the letter.
MS. HANSON:

t here, section --

-

But that's a training docunent

No, it's an inspection docunent,

i nspection standards docunent, and we addressed it there.
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M5. HANSON: But this says the Delta training
does not provide for the inspection standards. So | wasn't
sure that that really addressed it because it's not
addr essi ng trai ning.

MR -: Vell, | don't know, unless we
didn't -- that may not have gotten into the docunent, |
guess. |'Il have to go back and look at it. |'mnot sure
that this TOPP needs to speak to that. The TOPP t hat
controls the programis 30-20-70 because it has all the
training programrequirenments. |'mnot sure about this
40-10-10. | haven't got a clue.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

VR. -: | may have to go back and revisit
it. That may have been, like | said, another issue where
we went back and | ooked and said, no, the training is
really spoken to in this TOPP and not in that TOPP

M5. HANSON: June 14th, 15th. So maybe ot her
TOPPs did not need to address, 30-20-70. Ckay.

Then in February, he sends you another e-nail,
think, or the followng e-mail was sent to the SPAI. So he
brings up the TOPP 40-10-10 does not conply with -- it did
not provide the TOPP docunent to SharePoint site for FAA
review So what did they do? They just limted his access

on what he could | ook at on the SharePoint or --
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1249 MR. -: No. They didn't linit anybody's
1250 access. He could | ook at whatever he wanted to.
1251 M5. HANSON: Because he said he couldn't, but I
1252 guess | nspect or - has a copy, and he said it did not
1253 conply.
1254 VR. -: Qobvi ously, Inspector - didn't
1255 agree with that.
1256 M5. HANSON: But it | ooked |ike they addressed
1257 the TOPP 40 here because it sounded like this was the sane
1258 thing, it doesn't include |language to identify, and he's
1259  saying, "which contains inspection standards and

1260 term nol ogy does not conply with the (inaudible) program?”

1261 1'1l have to -- | guess |I'Il talk to her, but | know --
1262 VR. -: You'll have to talk to her. Li ke |
1263 said earlier, | wuld forward these issues to team menbers

1264 who worked the program and if it was valid, they took it
126s forward. |If they' ve already addressed it or it's not

1266 valid, that was it. | rely on the integrity of those

1267 people to do their job.

1268 M5. HANSON: One of the ones that | think you
1260 were tal king about, that they still had to revise those
1270 procedures, and | guess you were saying they had to have it
1271 done by March 10th or 11th, or you weren't going to sign

1272 the --
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MR, -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

MR. -: Like | said earlier, M. -
confirmed all of the itens that had dates approaching the
10th in their response letter, | can't recall which ones
exactly where they were, and | think they were all related
to publications because they had committed to all the other
actions. | told himl had to -- at first, | think he said
that they would be sonetine after the 10th. | says, no,
they had to be published before the 10th. He said he
didn't think he could neet that deadline. |If | don't get
notice fromyou that it's been acconplished, it won't get
approved. So he called nme on the 10th, al nmost m dnight and
said that it's been published effective today. So based on
that statenent, that he had published all his manuals, |
approved it on the 11th.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. So on this one, | guess there
were deficiencies wwth the CAMP related to the MA90. So |

guess | shoul d ask M. - about that.

VR. -: Yeah. You can probably talk to M.

-. Have you tal ked to M. -’?

M5. HANSON: | did talk to himyesterday.

MR, -: Did he --

M5. HANSON:  You know, | really didn't go through
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this docunent with him

VR. - He nost |ikely was inforned of

that, he was part of the discussion.

M5. HANSON: Oh, because he's the MD-88, right?

MR. -: He's assigned to MD-88 and maybe

even --
M5. HANSON: | can always call up to him
And this is back to the EWS trai ning was not

acceptable as it relates to general -- | think we just

t al ked about that.

MR. -: The training was reviewed by all
pertinent parties. M. - doesn't like training, | don't
care what it is, and any programl've ever experienced with
him he's never accepted any training. It was revi ewed by
all people working the process, and they all accepted it.
There were sone m nor changes, they were incorporated
because of his suggestions, like | told you, the zonal
pi ece, he still didn't like that, but we noved forward.

M5. HANSON: And this one relates to -- well,
he's criticizing your February 4th |etter because you
referenced the MPD instead of the MRB.

MR, -: Okay.

M5. HANSON: And | know you did change the

conpliance plan to reference the MRB.
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MR. -: Unfortunately, sonmebody -- | won't
mention the nane -- but sonebody fromthe ACO AEG group in
Seattle talked to M. - i mplying that the docunent being

used by Delta to develop the EWS plan was w ong.

e oo I
VR. -: Yes. | had a conversation with

him The docunent that we were provided as the guidance
tool from Washi ngton, and confirned by Washi ngton, spoke to
t he docunent that was quoted in that --

M5. HANSON: The MPD.

MR -: -- that Delta Airlines used. And |

tal ked to M. - and | says, first off, we're

approaching the approval for this program and if you're
changing the -- was that it?

M5. HANSON: The e-mail.

VR. -: Was that the e-mail | sent? | was
very upset about the AEG and the ACO arguing about the
approval docunment when the entire industry is converting
over to this process in a few days, and here they're
telling us it's the wong tool to use. And | talked to M.
-, and | talked to M. - and | talked to himon
t he phone --

M5. HANSON: Now, who is M. -? Is he in the

sane office as --
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MS. HANSON: - - _? He's the AEG or is

MR. -: He's the ACO person. He approved

the docunent. | directed ny attention to himand says, "Do
you approve this docunment as the tool for this EWS
progran?” and he said, "Absolutely. It's an approved
document. That's the docunent to use." M. - says
no. | said, "I need to talk to your supervisor. Dd I
mention his supervisor in here? | got a letter fromhis
supervisor. D d you get a copy of that?

M5. HANSON: This was the Attachnment 2. | don't
know if they included it in there?

VR. -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: Unless it's this one back here.

MR. -: | talked to M. - super vi sor,
and | said, "Sir --

M5. HANSON: It wasn't him was it?

MR, -: Yes.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

VR. -: "Are you telling me that this
document si gned by M. - is the (enphasis) document for
conpliance in EWS and the conpany is supposed to use that

docunent for the approval process?" and he said,
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"Absolutely." | said, "Thank you." M. - said to ne,
wel |, yeah, the instructions for continuing airworthiness,
whi ch is what we based our program the conpany is expected
to incorporate it into their program are the sanme on

ei ther docunent. So essentially you could use either one
and still get the same result. | told M. - "I will
use the docunent that |1've been directed by this gentl enman,
by his supervisor, who says it's approved, Washington said
it's approved. That's the docunent to use. You guys can
argue all you want." M. - obviously ran with that and

tried to use it as a derogatory issue, but it isn't,

believe nme, and if you can -- | don't know, did you talk to
MS. HANSON:  Yes
MR. -: Did you bring that up with hin®
M5. HANSON: | think we m ght have discussed it.

VR. -: We had the di scussion about the
sane issue with M. - and | told M. -that I

was going to conply with the gui dance docunent that directs
me to do this, and he said fine.

M5. HANSON: Because | know the MRB -- and maybe
you need -- | guess -- and | don't knowif this is the sane
issue, it's kind of confusing to ne, but | know like the

conpliance plan referenced the MPD, and it got changed to
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reference the MRB, but those two docunents are essentially
the sane. There's really no --

VR. -: The instructions for continuing
ai rwort hiness were essentially the sane.

M5. HANSON: The only difference would be is
maybe Boei ng coul d change the MPD without approval fromthe
ACO, where they can't change the MRB

MR, -: Ri ght .

M5. HANSON: So |I'massuming that's why the
conpl i ance plan was changed to reference the MRB

MR, - Coul d be.

M5. HANSON:. But as far as your inspectors doing
all your work, and conparing those docunents, there was
not hi ng that woul d have been any different that woul d have
resulted in anything different in that process.

MR. -: The instructions for continuing
airwort hiness were the same for both areas, but the
argunment between those two groups | wasn't going to get
involved in, and | wasn't going to deviate from what the
original plan was, it was approved, and the policymakers
said it was okay, then I'"'mnoving forward with it. |
wasn't going to argue with them about who had oversi ght
over what and what was the best way to go around it.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.
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MR -: And the biggest problem-- and this
is an FAA issue -- is this should never have gotten to this
point, it should never have been brought to that position
that we're questioning what docunent we're using for a
final approval --

M5. HANSON: Right, the guidance should have been
cl ear.

MR. -: -- when you're within a week or so

of approving a program which they have spent 5 years

developing. It's just -- it was just m nd-boggling when I
first got -- got aware of that issue, that we even -- why
now?

M5. HANSON: Was it the guidance for the QpSpecs
that referenced the wong docunent? That happened in
anot her review | |ooked at, they referenced the wong
docunent in the guidance to the --

MR. -: That could be. | don't recall.

M5. HANSON: -- OpSpecs, where it gives you the
exanples of what to put in your QpSpecs and --

VR. -: The gui dance tool that was provided
as the tool to use for EWS quoted -- described this plan
as the tool to use to build the programfor. And it was
only late in the process when it was -- this is February,

m d- February, within a couple weeks of the approval. Now
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they've tried to change the plan.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. And this nunber 4 tal ks about
the sane stuff, but what about this 6-digit versus 12-digit
AW reference? This is nunber -- on the PTRS, page 10, ny
circle nunber 5.

VR. -: (Reading.) | don't know. | don't
recall this one. | don't recall.

M5. HANSON: | can follow up with - or -

MR, -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON. Let's see, that's all | had for
that. Ckay.
Let me get this report out. | think you answered

this already, but I want to ask you specifically fromhere
just to make sure. \Wen you talked to the ACteam-- it's
on page 4 of this report, | think this is referencing the
March 8th neeting, and they say the ASI reported sone nore
di screpancies on March 8th, and |I'massumng that's -
-.

MR, -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: And he noted the ASI's concerns,

brought themto the attention of the avionics PPMs. Now,

when they say that that's - and _
MR, -: Yes.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. | just wanted to nmake sure.
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MR -: - is in the south and- is
in the north.

M5. HANSON: And then the PPMs, which is really

-, right?
MR. -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: -- advised you that the ASI's

concerns were unfounded or addressed previously.

MR -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON. So that was - and --
-

MS. HANSON: - - -

MR

-: Yep.

M5. HANSON:. \When - canme in, was he by hinself

or was he with other people?

MR. -: He was by himsel f.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

VR. -: Does he say he was wi th sonebody?

MB. HANSON: Vel I, did_bring you

sone issues also prior to this?

VR. -: - had been in conmmuni cation with

-, and he didn't provide anything of substanti al

findi ngs other than he was talking to - and - was

saying this and that. And he hadn't done any research to

support any of that.
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1489 V5. HANSON: - or -?
1490 VR. -: - Just that he was in -- -

1491 was calling himup and trying to tell himall his concerns.
1492 Up until that point in time, as far as | know, - didn't
1493 have anything other than what he had al ready provided, the

1494  findi ngs.

1495 M5. HANSON: That was in the February 4th letter.
1496 MR -: Yes, uh-huh.

1497 M5. HANSON: So he didn't bring any concerns

1498 during the March timefrane, _

1499 MR. -: O her than reflecting what he heard

1500 from-. And like | said, | took those issues to M.

1501 - and Ms. -e for review.

1502 M5. HANSON: Were those docunented in an e-mail
1503 or sonething you said?

1504 MR. -: He, M. - had wal ked over there
1505 and given Ms. - a docunment and explained to her the

1506 issues before | even got an opportunity to talk to her. So
1507 she just took what she got, as | recall, yeah. As I

1508 recall, she had already gotten it from M. - So |

1509 asked her to run it down and give ne a response, and she --
1510 | asked her to contact - to make sure that they were

1511 both in agreenent.

1512 VB. -: |s there a docunent that | could
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| ook at that shows what those were?

MR. -: | can't -- | don't -- | don't think
he brought a docunment in ny office, | think he just brought
a pile of paperwork.

MS. HANSON: | nean, that - had, or --

MR, -: That he had, that - had,
and was explaining it to ne. There was no pi ece of paper
with a laundry list of itens, no.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

VR. -: It was just a stack of paperwork

that he was showing nme, and | think he did -- he may have
done the same thing with - | can't say for sure,
because - when | talked to her right after, was
al ready aware of it, so |I'massum ng that he had al ready
tal ked to her about it. And | asked her to get with -
and find out whether any of that was substantiated. So.
But he would bring nme --

M5. HANSON: What | was | ooking for is which ones
did you consi der, okay, these are unfounded, or these are
m nor, we can address |ater?

VR. -: | don't recall.

M5. HANSON: Do you think --

MR. -: | didn't get a -- | didn't get a

docunent with a list of findings, he just had a stack of
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paperwor k and he was just going through each piece of
paperwor k and expl aining the problemhe had with this or
the problemhe had with that. There was no docunent, no
Iist of findings, nothing.

M5. HANSON: And ny question was going to be, for
t hose that maybe were adm nistrative, you know, did you go
back later to nmake sure that those were corrected?

MR, -: Did he?

M5. HANSON: O sonebody.

MR. -: As | recall, the itens that he
brought to our attention, like | said, were already fixed
or they were not pertinent to the issue. Like it says
here, unfounded or addressed previously.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. And | guess the reason --

maybe in this one. (Reading.) Gkay. For sone reason,

was thinking that there was -- oh, maybe it was here. It
says, "The SPAlI acknow edged" -- this is the I AC report on
page 4 -- "the 1AC teamdeterm ned this allegation was not

i mredi ate safety of flight issue. Wile the SPAI" --
that's you -- "acknow edged the reporting ASI had sone
valid adm ni strative concerns with the inplenentation of
EW S requirenents, he was under the opinion those concerns
(ph) were not significant enough to inpact the safety," et

cetera, "and woul d be addressed through subsequent
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managenent of the program So that's what | was really --
| was wondering what were these issues and were they
addr essed?

MR, -: He had a concern, and it took nme a
while to finally figure out what it was because he never
brought it to ny attention specifically with a copy of the
docunent, it actually canme out after discussing with -
-. VWhat the conpany had done in the zonal inspection
cards, they copied the Boei ng docunent, which they were
required to do, and they added steps to the docunent,
"While you're there, look at this; while you're there, | ook
at this."

M5. HANSON: Right. Since you have it open, go
ahead and do these other steps.

MR. -: Exactly, but they put it on the
sane card. M. - position was that that's not
conpliant, the program says you have to copy the Boeing
docunent as it is. | said they did, they just -- the
Boei ng docunent just says, "Performa general" -- one
sentence. Below those sentence, they added these ot her
statenents. And M. - position was this was a human
factors thing and that whoever the nechanic is would not
performthe general visual, that he would just perform

t hese other tasks and -- (Laughing.) -- | didn't agree with
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t hat . | said the task is there, it's identified, and the
ot her tasks under it are additions to. It's hard for ne to
go to the conpany and say you can do -- you can't do any

| ess, but you can't do nore either.

MS. HANSON: Ri ght.

MR -: | had a discussion with the | AC
about this. The only thing that I would reconmmend -- and
we haven't approached the conpany about it yet -- would be
just to identify those tasks as an addition to the zonal,
to add a sentence to that effect. But personally, the
mechanic is obligated by his responsibilities as a nechanic
using a certificate to do all the tasks assigned to him
i ncluding the GvVI and any ot her tasks the conpany wants for
himto do. There was no hunman resource docunentation or
support to that kind of issue. Nobody, including M. -
did an inspection where this task was bei ng perfornmed where
he observed that the nmechanic did not do a GVI inspection.
Soit's difficult for me to step up to the conpany and say
you can't do nore.

M5. HANSON: So you net with the conpany.

VR. -: No, | did not neet with the

M5. HANSON:  You did not neet with the conpany?

VR. IIIIIII: No, | did not.
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M5. HANSON: Ch, that was just your --

VR. -: Let ne explain to you --

M5. HANSON: That was an idea, naybe you coul d
meet with them --

VR. -: We could neet with them tonorrow
and bring it up as far as a discussion item | want to
make it clear that | wasn't going to take any inmediate
action unless it was FAR rel ated --

M5. HANSON: Ri ght.

VR. -: -- until all these activities were

M5. HANSON: Ckay. Well, 1 just want to -- I'm

conpl et ed.

trying to wite my notes --

VR. -: Al'l these inspections, your
i nspection, | wasn't going to take it -- there was no
reason for ne to send a whole series of letters to the
conpany follow ng every one of these activities. | wanted
to conplete the process all at one tinme. Now, we did part
of that today. | told you earlier we had a discussion with
M. - the results of his audit, along with the other
i nspectors. And the result has been that we're going to do
El R agai nst the conpany to address those probl ens that
we' ve identified.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. So basically you were just
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1633 saying you could go to the conpany and say, "Hey, add a

1634 statenent to make sure.”

1635 VR. -: Yes, | coul d.

1636 M5. HANSON: In addition to that, that's what you

1637 were sayi ng.

1638 VR. -: | coul d.

1639 M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

1640 MR. -: l"mnot saying I will or wll not,
1641 | don't see any value in that.

1642 M5. HANSON: And |I'm not suggesting one way or
1643 another, | was just trying to address those --

1644 MR. -: I'mjust telling you that was what
1645 | was -- that's what | understand was the intent of this

1646 st at enent .

1647 MS. HANSON:  Ckay.

1648 MR, -: And as you can see, they didn't --
1649 M5. HANSON: And that's what | wanted to find
1650 out .

1651 VR, -: -- the IAC couldn't substantiate

1652 any allegation as it is.

1653 M5. HANSON: Because as it was witten, it nmade

1654 it sound to ne like there was other adm nistrative issues,

1655 |1 ke they docunented in here that was never addressed or --

1656  but, okay, but now | understand.
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VR. -: Like | said earlier, |I didn't
address anything unless it was FAR rel ated, and |
i nstructed everybody that's been doing it, the audit, for
exanpl e, that's been going on for the | ast 60 days, at any
time if they found or discovered an issue that was FAR
rel ated, we would do i nmedi ate action agai nst the conpany
for that issue. And until today, | didn't |earn any of
that until today, and then after discussion with -
and he showed ne his findings, we're going to take the EIR
route for those issues.

M5. HANSON. Ckay. The last thing -- and
actually, | asked - for this, and he may have
mentioned it to you, | don't know -- but did you ever go
back through -- and they nention it here -- let's see, |
don't think it was here, sorry. They nention it in the
Sout hern Regi onal review on page 4, that there were seven
itens |left open. This was when you said they called you on
March 10th and said, okay, we conpleted all these TOPP
docunents. Did you ever go back and verify that those
seven things were actually done?

MR -: Yeah, but | didn't record it, |
didn't nmake a record of it, no.

M. HANSON: Was that done by you or - or --

MR, -: | think-didthat.
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1681 M5. HANSON: Ckay.

1682 MR. -: Yeah, we confirmed that it was all
1683 done. | didn't wite it dowm. Wat's the code here?

1684 M5. HANSON: | can ask her about that.

1685 VR. -: Wll, there is, as far as the Fuel

1686 Tank Safety program docunent is concerned, there's a

1687 portion that the conpany's response on the Legacy North --
1688 Legacy 757 Delta fleet that we had concerns with, and M.
1689 - has been working with the conpany on that as an
1690 addition to that process because, like | told you earlier,
1601 we did that audit, and he wanted to go back and do -- redo
1692 his audit on the Legacy Delta fleet to confirmhis issues
1693 wth the response that we got fromthe conpany for the

1694 first FTS docunent. | said fine, go ahead --

1695 M5. HANSON: That's fromthe ConDOR. So he redid
1696 that portion?

1697 VR. -: Yeah, he redid his inspection and
1698 confirmed the problemhe had. So I told him okay, let's
1699 do the EIR, reference the letter, that they have not done
1700 the conplete corrective actions as they spoke to in the
1701 original response that we got for the FTS, and we'll nove
1702 forward with that. So as far as the Fuel Tank Safety

1703 response fromthe conpany, to the best of our know edge,

1704 all the issues were resolved except for that one on the
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Legacy 757 Delta fleet, which M. -has been wor ki ng.
M5. HANSON: Ckay. So was that a letter of
correction?
MR, -: No --
M5. HANSON: That letter that you sent that had
all the --

VR. -: No, | sent the FTS audit

di screpancies to the conpany. The conpany responded back -

MS. HANSON: So that wasn't an enforcement action
at that point.

VR. -: No, it was an enforcenment.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

VR. -: It was just a general letter
notifying of the deficiencies we discovered in the program
We didn't have -- at that tinme, we didn't have anything
that would constitute a letter of investigation or
enforcenment action. As a result, their response of the
Legacy 757 Delta fleet wasn't adequate enough. | told M.
- at that tinme to pursue it further. Wen we got
into this audit business like |I nentioned earlier, he
wanted to redo his audit again. | said fine, and that
woul d confirm his concerns fromthe response fromthe

conpany for the original FTS. So he did that, and we had
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that discussion today, like | said earlier, and we're
t aki ng enforcenent action on that issue.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

MR, -: And we' || reference back the
response fromthe original FTS. And that's the only
portion of the response that the conmpany provided that we
took that we had a problemw th, was that one piece.

M5. HANSON: Ckay. Now, one of the things, one
of the allegations -- and this is really ny last thing for
you --

MR, -: Okay.

(Laughter.)

M5. HANSON: | found this --

VR. -: You know, I'mtrying to do all this
off the top of ny head, I'mtrying to renmenber.

M5. HANSON: | know, but anything you have that
you can help ne that supports anything, send ne, | can add
to ny docunent.

- o

M5. HANSON: But the last -- one of the
allegations is that the CASS system because of all these
deficiencies identified in the EWS and the FTS, that the
air carriers' CASS system Continuous Anal ysis and

Surveill ance System --
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VR. -: Surveill ance? Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: -- is not effective because of the
conpliance issues that they found in these two prograns.

MR. -: Vel |, judging on what we found
today in our discussion, |I'd have to agree with that, and
that's going to be the discussion issue tonorrow norning.
M. - is comng over at 9:00 tonorrow norning, and one
of the issues we need to speak to, I'll bring that up as
far as the discussion. Cbviously, they didn't do due
diligence to assure the programwoul d stay as approved.
Apparently, frommny perspective, | think they changed the
program After we initially approved it, there had been
changes incorporated, and that's what we have the neeting
to address. That shouldn't be happeni ng.

MS. HANSON: Right.

MR. -: So hopefully we'll get that squared
away tonorrow after we have our discussion with M. -

M5. HANSON: And | know that the office is com ng
up with an action plan to address the Headquarters report?

MR, -: Uh- huh.

M5. HANSON: The recommendations? And | think
m ght have nentioned this when | was talking to M. -
yesterday, that it would be good to -- because whatever you

come up with that action plan, 1'Il incorporate it into ny
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report, and that way | can say FAA is, or whatever, they're
addressing these issues. And if there is sonmething you're
going to do to address that, it would be good if that's
incorporated into the action plan.

MR. -: Let me put it in-- it my -- 1"l

have to discuss it with M. -because he's going to

be the one that's going to run the EIRs agai nst the conpany
for the Fuel Tank Safety and EWS, and we can include it as
part of our findings, that the CASS process shoul d have
prevented these issues from occurring.

MS. HANSON: Right.

VR. -: And we could work that into the
vi ol ation.

M5. HANSON: And then | could say, you know,
gi ven these other things that were identified, not
necessarily -- for whatever reason, they were identified,
you know, that -- you know, and it's sonething you already
have initiated.

MR. -: We haven't done anything, |ike I
said, until -- | wanted to nake sure everythi ng was done
before | addressed anything to the conmpany, and the audit
piece, like | nentioned earlier, for the 757 was because
M . -di dn't do the job adequately, both for the Fuel

Tank or the EWS. So | had to nmke sure that that was

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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conplete and in enough detail so we could assess whet her
that fleet was well done or not, and obviously it wasn't.

M5. HANSON: Ri ght.

MR. -: So we're noving forward with
vi ol ati ons agai nst that.

M5. HANSON: And based on that, too --

VR. -: At the sane tinme, we're going to
address the conpany, try to force the conpany to do a
review of all their fleets, and we'll see where it goes.

| will say this, if we're forced to do so, 1"l
have to commt a lot of resources to do it, but | don't
think I should be put in a position to have to revisit that
programall over again. | think it's the conpany's
responsibility to take it and run with it and make sure
that they're in conpliance, and that's going to be the
direction I'"'mgoing to take with the conpany on this issue.

M5. HANSON:. Ckay.

MR. -: And we' Il mention the CASS.
Qobviously CASS didn't work well.

M5. HANSON: At this point, | think, to nme, as
long as it's all addressed, you know, given that you found
all these problens with the 757, it's nore than likely

occurring on other fleets.

VR. -: Coul d be, but we don't know, we

1821 Jefferson Place, NW, 3™ Floor, Washington, DC 20036
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don't know for a fact. One of the problens is that --

M5. HANSON: But the conpany has a responsibility
to prove to you yes or no.

MR. -: Yes, yes, they do, and --

M5. HANSON: And as long as you provide the
oversight to ensure that they do that, to nme, that's stil
t he appropriate action.

MR. -: Yes, yes. And the reason why |I'm
saying it may or may not be a problemacross all fleet
types, each fleet has their owm tech witers, their own
programwiter, program people, that manage that fleet
type, and though one fleet may have made a |l ot of errors in
their process, it doesn't necessarily mean another fl eet
did the sane. There may be degrees of problens. But we'l
have to look into that. But I'"'mgoing to try to get the
conpany to pursue a review of all the fleets and report
back to us of the condition. That nmay be a big battle, but
we'll see where it goes.

M5. HANSON: Eventually this report gets
publ i shed, you know, publicly, it will be a while. OSC
gave us a real short deadline, so | had to drop everything
else | was doing to try to address this and see if | can
have ny report done, including sonething from FAA, by

Sept enber 22nd, unless OSC will give us an extension, but
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18499 we'll see. But | don't know if that gives you any --
1850 VR. -: But I want to nake it clear that we
1851 will do everything in our power to correct any of the

1852 i ssues and nmake sure the conpany is conpliant with the

1853 program This -- we've never shook that responsibility
1854  ever.

1855 M5. HANSON: Right, all right.

1856 MR. -: kay? And that, like | nentioned

1857 earlier, | think a lot of this was driven by M. -
1858 failures and not by our office failures.

1859 M5. HANSON. Ckay. At this point, let's go ahead
1860 and turn off the recorder. And it's 2:10.

1861 (Whereupon, at 2:10 p.m, the sworn interview of .
1862 - was concl uded.)

1863

1864

1865

1866

1867

1868

1869

1870

1871

1872
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CERTI FI CATE OF TRANSCRI BER
|, DEBORAH JEAN ARBOGAST, do hereby certify that this
transcript was prepared fromaudio to the best of ny

ability.

| am neither counsel for, nor party to, this action,

nor am| interested in the outcone of this action.

DEBORAH JEAN ARBOGAST
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ATTACHMENT 4 - FAA Response

Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum

Date: APR 0 3 2012

To: - Ronald Engler, Director, Special Investigations, JI-3@?
From: Clay Foushee, Director of Audit and Evaluation, AAE-1
Subject: The Office of Inspector General (OIG) Supplemental Report:

U.S. Office of Special Counsel (OSC) Request Dated March 1, 2012
(File Nos. DI-11-2238 and DI-11-2709)

The Flight Standards Service (AFS) prepared the attached memorandum in support of the OSC
request for supplemental information to the Department’s November 30, 2011 response in the
above matter. This supplemental information has been reviewed by AFS management, to
include those from the affected regional division and headquarters policy divisions. In this
regard, AFS will provide regular updates to the Office of Audit and Evaluation until all
corrective actions are completed.

Attachment
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Federal Aviation
Administration

"Memorandum

' Date: APR 03 201

o  Michael F. McCafferty, Manager, AFS-10 ‘
‘Frqm': o Thomas A. Winston, Division Manager, Flight Standards, ASO-ZOO@-/ ‘

, Pfépared by:  Don Dodge, Aviation Safety Inspector, Technical Branch, ASO-230 |
Subjebt: OSC Investigation DI-11-2238 & DI-11-2709 OSC Requesting Additional

Information for 18 Questions

Attached is the Report of Investigation (ROI) for OSC investigation DI-11-2238 & DI-11-2709
Requesting Additional Information for 18 questions. Of the 18 questions AFS-10 staff personnel
advised Southern Region that questions 1 through 5 and question 14 were answered by the

Office of the Inspector General and no effort was made by Southern Region Inspectors to answer
-them. Additionally, questions 11, 12 and 13 were deferred to AFS-300, AFS-500 and AFS-900

as appropnate for answering. Southern Region collected their responses and 1ncorp0rated their
answers in thls report :

' Please note, the Southern Region Technical Branch (ASO-240), in coordination with the Delta
Certificate Management Office (CMOQ), are tracking the progress of Delta’s corrective actions.
In this regard, we will be providing Flight Standards Service (AFS), Deputy Director (AFS-2F),

~ routine updates of our progress until all Delta CMO actions and mllestones are complete.

'The information answering the remaining questmns 6 through 10 and 15 through 18) are
detailed in this report. If you have any questions please contact Danny Moon at 404-305-6028. -

Attachment
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Federal Aviation
Administration

'Memorandum

Date:

PR 03 01 : ‘
To: omas A. Winston, Manager, Southem Region Division, ASO 200
From: Jose E. Gueits, Acting Manager A1r Carrier Branch, ASO- "’é/

Prepared by Daniel J. Moon, Aviation Safety Inspector, Air Carrier Branch, ASO-240

Subject Re: Request for Suppleméntal Information Lund/Mirau, OSC File
 Numbers DI-11-2238 and DI-11:2709

v
o~

~This memorandum provides the FAA’s responses to 18 questions asked of us by the U.S. Office
of Special Counsel (OSC) through the U.S. Department of Transportation Office of Inspector
General (OIG). These questions concern the FAA’s oversight of Delta Air Lines Fuel Tank
Safety and Electrical Wiring Interconnection System Maintenance Programs

B Questlon 1 Please provide a written Justlﬁcanon for the omission of the names of federal
' employees from the report

Response The OIG has prepared the response for this question.

Question 2. In the discussion of allegation No. 1, please clarify the reference to the previous
FAA regional and headquarters review teams—were these reviews initiated by the OSC referral
in2009?

Response The OIG has prepared the response for this question.

Question 3. On page 4, the report notes that investigations conducted after two airline accidents
showed that corrosion and deteriorated wiring, among other thlngs, were common EWIS
conditions and one of the accidents was attributed to an in-flight wiring fire. In response, FAA
determined that the EWIS ICAs lacked sufficient detail and required that additional information
on inspection tasks, methods, etc., be included in the EWIS program. Given the concerns with
the EWIS programs and the SIgmﬁcant impact the faulty or corrosive wiring can have on the
‘safety of flight, please provide additional explanation for why the errors and inaccuracies
identified in the EWIS programs by the audits are considered administrative concerns and not
safety of flight concerns, especially when the review found that 63% of the legacy Northwest
task cards contained discrepancies. Report at pp. 8-9.
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Response The OIG has prepared the response for this question.

" Question 4. Who were the FAA technical experts who provided expert opinion discussed on p.
10? Did they provide an expert opinion that the errors and discrepancies in task cards did not
involve safety of flight issues? Did they provide a written opinion? If so, please provide a copy
of that opinion. If they provided the opinion in an interview, please provide a copy of the
interview transcript.

Response The OIG has prepared the response for this question.

Question 5. Did SPAIJJij provide any further explanation for his determination that the
discrepancies in the task cards were administrative? If so, please provide a copy of the interview
transcript or his written explanation. If not, can he please provide an explanation of how he made
this determination including the cr1ter1a for considering whether an issue represents a safety of
flight concern?

Response: The OIG has prepared the response for this question.

Question 6. In the ongoing joint review of all ADs, the CMO and Delta review of FTS ADs is a
priority. The report notes the review will ensure that all AD requirements are accurately
transcribed in work documents, all initial and repetitive requirements are scheduled, and all
maintenance properly recorded.

The report states that the projected completion date for this review was December 31, 2011.
Please prov1de the status of this review and any corrective measures planned or taken in response
to the review. :

Response Delta has completed their review of the FTS AD’s by December 31, 2011 and ‘
reported to the Delta CMO on January 6, 2012. Delta identified 52 findings, of which 1 resulted
in a Voluntary Disclosure. The remaining 51 findings were administrative in nature. Corrective
actions varied from initiating corrections to Delta’s TOPP Manual to reporting discrepancies to
aircraft manufacturers for correction. The single Voluntary Disclosure was handled through the
FAA Voluntary Disclosure Reporting Program (VDRP) process and was administrative in nature
when Delta failed to document repair actions propetly, not a safety of flight issue. ~

Question 7. The CMO began an audit of FTS and EWIS maintenance task cards for the B757
fleets in April 2011. The deficiencies uncovered warranted the initiation of an Enforcement
Investigation Report. The CMO required Delta to evaluate FTS AD deficiencies that may result
in a mechanic performing a task incorrectly against all fleet types to determine if the deficiencies
are systemic. The report notes that Delta’s projected completion date was December 31, 2011.
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As of November 8, 2011, Delta had completed the review and finalized a corrective action plan

- in conjunction with the CMO. The corrective action plan for revising the task cards is

dOCumented in Delta Engineering Report 10-100511-20, dated 10/12/11.

‘What are the corrective measures proposed and what is the expected completion date of those

, ,correctlve actions?

Response The Delta Engineering Report #10-100511-20 is the agreed upon corrective action
plan and includes the script to audit the Legacy NWA & Legacy Delta B-757 fleets. The
purpose of the Delta Engineering Report is to document the FAA findings / concerns with the
FAA accepted Corrective Action Plan Compliance Checklist to address those specificand
~systemic findings. This Corrective Action Plan (CAP) addressed the systemic findings identified
in the Compliance Checklist per the script contained in this Engineering Report from Delta. '

‘The audit was completed, using this script, on the Pre-Merger North West fleets (PMNW) by
December 31, 2011 and will be fully applied to the remaining Pre-Merger Delta Fleets (PMDL)
by May 31, 2012. Delta has submitted corrected PMNW FTS and EWIS Maintenance Task
. Cards for FAA review (a 100% card review). The DC-9. B-747-400, A319 / A320, A-330 and
the Legacy NWA — B757 fleet FTS/EWIS/Zonal reviews are complete. ,

Question 8. The CMO required Delta to address FTS and EWIS administrative errors across all
ﬂeet types and prepare a comprehensive corrective action plan. The report states that Delta’s
: pl‘Oj jected completlon date was December 31, 2011.

As of November 8 2011, the corrective action plan for revising the task cards was completed
and documented in Delta Engmeermg Report 10-100511-20 and being coordinated with Delta
CMO. :

What are the corrective measures and what is the expected completion date? Does th1s mean that |
all task cards have been corrected?

Response Delta is accomplishing 2 corrective measures. First, they are converting their existing

PMDL Maintenance Task Cards from the current computer based program called “EARTH” to

the Pre-Merger NWA maintenance program identified as “AMDS”. Second, , they are applying

an Audit Script to the Pre-Merger Delta (PMDL) fleets’ Maintenance Task Cards. The Delta

CMO Partial Program Managers will conduct a 100 % review for compliance. - The expected
completion date is May 31, 2012

Question 9. The CMO inspectors will evaluate the effectiveness of the FTS and EWIS
mamtenance task cards beginning the first quarter of 2012.

" What is the status of this review? Are there any additional ﬁndlngs or corrective actlons
vproposed as a result of the review?
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As of November 8, 2011, ATOS Constructed Dynamic Observation Report (CONDOR)
inspections assigned to inspectors to evaluate the effectiveness of the FTS/EWIS maintenance
and repair organizations in first quarter of 2012. CONDORs in Hong Kong, Pekmg, and
Guadalajara '

: What were the results of the CONDORs? Are additiohal inspections of this type planned?

Response The DALA CMO has assigned numerous FTS/EWIS — CONDOR mspectlons

- directly after the Ops Spec approval of the EWIS program on March 10, 2011. Survelllance

assignments have been conducted in the above locations to include domestic stations in San
Antonio, TX, Dothan, AL and Atlanta, GA. 18 ConDORs were assigned which resulted in 4
findings and one Enforcement Investigative Report. The four findings involved technician
correction on the spot and did not result in any program changes. The Enforcement Investigative
Report (#201180275213) was when a technician failed to follow the Aircraft Maintenance
Manual procedures prior to accomplishing the EZAP tasks. The Delta CMO plans 11 additional -
FTS / EWIS — CONDORS for the Third Quarter of 2012.

Question 10. Delta is conducting a comprehensive review of Enhanced Zonal Analysis
procedures (Part of EWIS) and SFAR 88 tasks to ensure they are properly identified. The report
states the projected completion date was December 31, 2011.

As of November 8, 2011, corrections to the Enhanced Zonal Analysis procedures were to be
incorporated into corrective action plan in Delta Engineering Report, 10-100511-20.

Have these corrections been incorporated into Delta’s corrective action plan? If not, when will
they be incorporated? If so, what is the expected completion date of the corrective actions
planned?

Response Yes. The corrective action plan, mentioned in earlier answers, incorporated the
requirements of EZAP. All of these Zonal task items, as stated in the Report #10-100511-20 are
applied to the maintenance task cards by Delta Air Lines Inc. (DALA) and are being reviewed
for accuracy by the DALA CMO PPM(s). The current status of this review is described in
response to item #7. The review is due to be completed by May 31, 2012.

Question 11. FAA plans to revise data collection tool (Element Performance Inspection 1.3.1)
for FTS and EWIS to address dlscrepanc:les determined to be administrative concerns.

~ As of November 8, 2011, the data collection tools for element 1.3.1 were to be revised once
- Advisory Circular 120-97 is revised and the accompanying inspector guidance (FAA Order
8900.1 FSIMS) is published by the AFS-300 Policy Division.

The anticipated publishing date for the revised data collection tools was September 2012. What
is the present status and anticipated publishing date of the revised data collection tool?
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Response The Continual Improvement‘ Program Office in AFS-900 reported that the revised
- Element Performance Inspection 1.3.1 for FTS and EWIS is still targeted to be released during

e 'September 2012, or at quarterly release prior to September, 2012 once AFS-300 revised pOlicy

~ is published. The drafts have been developed in a coordinated effort with AFS- 300 revision of
the 8900.1.

Question 12. FAA to revise FAA Advisory Circular 120-97 to ensure airlines clearly understand
‘the program requirements, including reminding operators to identify AD-mandated ALI numbers
in maintenance programs and that these procedures or references to other manufacturers '
' procedures are FAA approved and cannot be changed without FAA approval FAA will also

‘ ,revrse re]ated FTS inspector guidance.

Accordmg to the report, the completion date for this revision was March 2012. If the revision is =~
complete, please provide a copy of the revised FAA Advisory Circular 120-97. If the revision is
not complete, please provide the current status and expected completion date.

Response The Air Carrier Maintenance Branch, AFS-330 anticipates a June, 2012 publishing
time frame for FAA Advisory Circular 120-97A. The revision is presently in the AFS-140
Branch for dispositioning of comments. AFS-140 gathers and groups all the comments, then :
- routes it back to AFS-320 for dispositioning of the comments and then AFS-330 routes it back to
" AFS-140 for final write and publishing. In addition, AFS-330 received a concurrence from the

* Office of Inspector General on January 26, 2012 that the issue in FAA Adv1sory Circular 120-97
has been adequately addressed by the revision.

Question 13. FAA will address three review team recommendations relating to procedures for
inspector disclosures and reporting of safety concerns. FAA plans to reinforce these procedures
as part of a new recurrent advanced comphance and enforcement training course under

‘ developrnent :

a. Are the three recommendations referenced in this corrective action the recommendations
noted by the IAC Team in Attachment 3, p. 2, in response to Allegation 2‘.?

b. The report states that the prolected release for course prototype is May 2012. Is th1s stlll the
; prolected release date? :

-Response to a. Yes. The IAC Team reported the recommendations referenced in the corrective
action are the recommendations noted by the IAC Team. :

Response tob. AFS-SOO reports the prototype of the course has been delayed until August,

2012. The plan is to incorporate the issues raised as IAC Team Recommendations for Allegatlon -

2 into the new Recurrent Compliance and Enforcement training course currently under
development. When the development workgroup did the walk-through of the course material at-
" the end of November 2011, the course mentor and the workgroup discussed the material and
identified addltronal changes that needed to be made to the course. The changes were 51gn1ﬁcant
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enough to require addltlonal development work and a second walk—through before prototyping
the course.

Questmn 14. Allegation No. 3, report at pp. 10-11. In the referral of July 22, 2011, the

~ whistleblowers alleged that FAA failed to complete the implementation of the recommendatlons
from the OIG’s report of December 7, 2009, and thus, the previously substantiated safety
concerns remained outstanding. The report states that the allegation is not substantiated.

However, the report goes on to state that the whistleblower’s contention that FAA’s actions were - "

 ineffective had merit and notes the discrepancies identified in the task card review for the FTS
program. The report also states that FAA’s review of all ADs with a priority on FTS ADs

supports the whistleblowers’ contention that AD compliance issues remained unresolved despite

the findings of the OIG’s 2009 report.

Please explain the agency’s finding that the allegation is not substantiated. What is the agency’s
finding with respect to the whistleblowers’ allegations that concerns with non-compliance and
related safety issues persist? Report at p. 11.

, Response The OIG has prepared the response for this question.

Question 15. Allegation No. 5. The report states that Delta’s failure to comply with FTS and -

EWIS maintenance program requirements demonstrates a failure of Delta’s CASS system.

Report at p. 12. However, the report does not include any information on an action planned or

‘taken in response to this finding. In Attachment 4, in the FAA’s Response to the OIG

Investigation Report, FAA notes that this project will not be considered complete without
necessary changes to Delta’s CASS program to validate new or major maintenance program

~ changes. Again, no information is provided as to corrective actions planned or taken to complete
~ this task.

- Please provide- an update as to the status of corrective action on this issue.

Response Delta is currently revising their Safety R15k Management (SRM) process to define the

thresholds for major program changes to ensure the SRM process is invoked. Addltlonally, the

- CASS Program is under review to ensure resources are allocated to validate new or major
changes to maintenance programs and once in place, ensure they achieve the desired results.

- These two enhancements are in addition to their existing technical coordination process, defined
in TOPP 50-20-10 which ensures all affected departments concur with proposed program
changes. This corrective action is part of Delta S ﬁnal close out plan to be completed by May 31,
2012. ,

. Question 16 EIR 2009S0270159 issued in response to Delta’s operauon of legacy Northwest
| ?B’? 57 fleet without complying with AD 2008 10-11.

k Response The matter is currently bemg rev1ewed by the Southern Region, Regional Counsel,
- and that office anticipates completing its review during the week of April 9, 2012.
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Q‘uestion, 17. EIRs 201180275337 and 20118027533 8, dated August 19, 2011 and issued as a :
result of deficiencies discovered in the audit of FTS and EWIS maintenance programs which
constituted regulatory non-compliance but not safety of flight issues.

Response While both investigations are currently ongoing, both are expected to be finalized
with recommendation action(s) by June 30, 2012.

Question 18. EIR 201080270173 against Delta A320 aircraft for failing to comply with FTS
‘safety requirements and EIR 201150275199 against legacy Delta B757 for failing to comply -
with the FTS requirements of December 2008, were also identified by the whistleblowers as

enforcement actions that had not been enforced by the agency. The report does not provide any

. updates as to the status of these actions. Please provide a response from the agency on these
EIRs. ~ ;

Response EIR 2010S0270173: The Office of Regional Counsél for Southern Region issued a
Civil Penalty Letter on November 22, 2011. Delta A1r Lines has requested an informal
conference during May, 2012. ‘

FIR 201180275199: EIR 201180275199 is presently under initial review by The Office of
Regional Counsel for Southern Region. They expect to complete their review the week of April
9,2012. ;

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Danny Moon at (404) 305-6028, or Jose
- Gueits at (404) 305-6012. :
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