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Vincent M. Sugent . " . e

7768 Pleasant Lane o

Ypsilanti, M 48167
November 26, 2012

Karen Gorman

Deputy Chief, Disclosure Unit

U.S. Office of Special Counsel

1730 M Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D. C. 20036-4505

Dear Karen,

Thank you again for your time, patience and effort in addressing safety issues and
improprieties with Detroit Tower and the Agency. The foliowing is offered as comments
for DI-11-0165 and DI-11-1673.

Di-11-0165

The Agency has not made one change to our SIDS. We have been told the changes
would be in February or March of 2013, Changes are made to our missed approaches
with immediacy in order to comply with the idiocies of the corrective action addressing
my operation error, but the Agency cannot even form a proper sentence let alone amend a
Standard Instrument Departure procedure when it comes fo this issue.

The changes made to our missed approaches actually required a flight check aircraft to
arrive at the facility and fly certain aspects of the missed approach to authorize the
changes. Departing aircraft were actually delayed until this could be accomplished. All
we have ever needed was a simple signature for the SID changes to be made.

We continue to have directional discrepancies of 30 degrees or more and speed
differences up to 15 knots. Attachment | is two reports and photographic evidence. The
photo actually shows a difference of 160 degrees and a 17 knot difference between the
ASQOS and WME which occurred the morning of November 7, 2102, This continued for
20 minutes, These irregularities or anomalies or whatever the Agency wants to call them.,
were supposed to be corrected by the software update. They continue.

Attachment 2 is correspondence from the Agency to Senator Levin’s office responding to
- our wind instrument concerns.

The Agency states that the “FAA's aviation safety record is built on redundancy of
sysiems. At DTW, the controliers use the Wind Measuring Equipment (WME) and the
Awomated Surface Observing System (ASOS) as their primary and secondary tools.”



Primary and secondary tools are different than redundancy systems. A redundancy
system should operate the same if the primary system fails.

The Agency continues with, “The ASOS and WME are two separate systems which are
not designed to be used at the same fime or in comparison with one another because of
their design differences. Moreover, the WME and the ASOS are separated by nearly
7,000 feet, and the FAA does not expect wind readings to be exactly the same speed and
direction at both wind instrument locations.” The Agency once again ignores the
sheltering issue with the ASOS as a reason for discrepancies. We are not complaining
about exact speed and direction. We are complaining about discrepancies of 30 degrees
or more and 10 to 15 knot differences in wind displays and gust differences. Fven afier
the WME software update, we are still encountering these issues.

In the July 2011 document, (Attachment 3), the Agency states, “The ultrasonic
aremometers use sound waves transierred between three transducers to calculate wind
speed and direction. When one or ali of these paths are broken, say from a bird landing
on the anemometer (Figure 4), the internal sensor firmware occasionally reporis
inaccurate wind speeds.” 1t is also our opinion that if they cannot control the birds and
the incorrect readings they cause, the ASOS wind should be taken out of service,

If the Agency wants to have redundancy, then collocate the equipment in the location at
the approach end of Runway 4 Right. The Agency even admits that the systems are
nearly 7,000 feet apart, or over 7,000 feet apart depending on what page you read, and
does not expect the readings to be exact. Why are wind redundancy systems 7,000 feet
apart, being sheltered by buildings and effecied by birds?

The Agency states, “The recent change making the WME the primary wind information
source appears fo have caused uncertainty with some personnel at DTW.” The
designation of the WME as the primary wind is not causing uncertainty, it is
inconsequential.

“The WME updates readings six times per minute, providing controllers with 36(

readings per hour. It is less susceptible to rapid wind direction changes during instances

of severe weather.” I am not sure what the Agency is trying to convey here. The WME
is less susceptible than what, the ASOS? And why would we not want to display rapid
wind direction changes, or speeds for that matter, during severe weather?

In the same paragraph the Agency continues with, “We are developing a training
package fo....what wind conditions reguire pilot notification, whar wind conditions
warrant a change in runway selection....” Controllers are more than aware what wind
conditions to notify pilots of; a tailwind and wind shear and what conditions require a
runway change. We display two entirely different wind readings derived from two
different sources that routinely clash. Detroit’s dissimilar winds are often such polar
opposites that different runway configurations could be uttlized. To date, we have pot

received any such training. The Agency has ceased all communication concerning the
wind msiruments.
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DI-11-1675

in the Summary of incident section of the Final Operational Error/Deviation Report it
states, “The controller failed io ensure the FLG3845 Runway 4R departure course
diverged from NWA7332 41 missed approach course immediaiely by ai least 30
degrees.”

The Agency from the facility to Washington is on record at least twice stating that I did
not “ensure” divergence from the missed approach course. in the Agency’s own
corrective action they want us 1o assign a heading that turns towards the arrival runway.
Again, the Agency has also stated that “....would have constituted an error even if the
missed approach aivcraft had promptly turned to the west”. My departure did not even
commernice a turn and the missed approach and departure aircraft courses paralleled.

The Agency is acknowledging the lack of a (prompt) turn of the missed approach aircraft.
My departure did not turn, nor did the missed approach aircraft, yet they want us to turn
towards the arrival runway which would create the same scenario that [ had or even
worse if the departure turns and the missed approach does not. What difference does it
make what the missed approach course heading is if the aircraft cannot turn, promptly or
not? This makes no sense at all.

Given the logging of missed approaches during ICM conditions direction and the
statements of not ensuring divergence, | wonder what the Agency is looking for. Not
enstring divergence and not ensuring divergence when a missed approach occurs are two
entirely different things. Is it okay to not ensure divergence as long as there isnot a
missed approach or does the Agency want us to ensure divergence at all fimes? If the
Agency wants us o ensure divergence at all times then they shouid be monitoring ali
operations during ICM, not just when there is a missed approach. Again, is the issue
“ensuring™ or that there was a missed approach involved? At what point on final do we
begin and cease ensuring divergence and how is the Agency determining noncompliance?

Both controliers have to turn towards their respective arrival runways to be compliant
with paragraph 5-8-3 of the 7110.65. That is why the Agency in their corrective action
plan instructs the controllers to “....assigned a heading within the confines of the “jet
departure airspace”. The Agency has stated, “....the failure to ensure any divergence
between the depavture and the missed approach aircragfi, much less the required 30
degrees, would have constituted an evvor,...”. How are we ensuring any divergence by
turning toward the arrival runway? Out of one side of their mouths the Agency is
damning me for what I did and out of the other side telling us to do it again.

If the missed approach aircraft does not or cannot turn, whether promptly or not, the
“....assigned a heading within the confines of the “jet departure airspace ™ again would
create the same scenaric that I had or even worse if the departure tumns and the missed
approach does not. The Agency wants us to follow their direction and be efficient up
until something goes awry and then they want us to be heid responsibie. '
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Also in the July 26 memorandum the Agency states, “During the monitoring and

auditing period, it appeared that duplication of the same circumstances thai preczpzrared
the event in the OIG complaint would be rare.

The Agency utilizes a Safety Risk Management (SRM) process. This process has been
used in selecting our new tower location and Simultaneous Triple PRM ILS Approaches
(STPRM). These approaches can be conducted during reduced ceiling and visibility.
The Agency pulls together a panel to discuss severity and likelihood of risk, and

mitigations. If the risk can be mitigated low enough, the Agency will accept the risk and
allow the action.

The foliowing is an excerpt, (Attachment 4), from the STPRM Letter of Agreement,
“...after the traffic confliction necessitating the breakowut is resolved, an altitude of 4,000
Jfeet.” This is when an aircraft unexpectedly turns towards one or both of the other
aircraft on final. Two of the runways, RY 4R and RY 41, the two runways that were
involved in my incident, are only 3000 feet apart. These aircraft will be side by side and
if either turns unexpectedly towards the other, the radar room controliers are expected to
resoive the confliction and then establish some form of separation. The Agency has
accepted this procedure and the risk involved due to the low likelihood of this occurring.

Again, the July 26 memorandum states, “....the event in the OIG complaint would be
rare.” If the Agency can establish that the event was rare without conducting a SRM
process, then incorporate the rare occurrence nte our corrective action plan, allowing us

1o turn towards the arrival runways as an accepted risk by the Agency or conduct a proper
SRM process.

Thank vou agam for your time and patience.

Respectfully and Sincerely,

Vincent M. Sugent
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NEW D21/DTW PROBLEM REPORT
[0-3{ -1 72345 VA

DATE: e e TIME @) INITIALS: - POSITION: DTL‘/
*STARS EFSTS ETVS ASDE-X FREQ SS8CS ROUTING (OTHE

{cirtle epprupriate problemis) {similar call signs)

DUPLICATE FLIGHT PLANS - provide fiight progress sirips i able.

STARS CONFIG: FIXED PAIRS (multi func, D, siew & enter)
ACID: COMBINED: Y /N WITH:
EFSTS CONFIG:

* TRAN *RECV TYPE AC
FREQ: MAIN STBY MAIN STBY LOCATION

PROBLEM: T0un, ARWND  (booL.  AXD ow
THe #SeS OC5PLBRven GusTS
Babd THE WME  pro o7
T THoUGHT THE  Sofrulre o bose
WS SUPPeSED  To  CorRécT  Trrg
PlodLem.

o
13

ATTACH FLIGHT STRIP HERE WHEN APPLICABLE
{ STARS ~ EFSTS — 83CS — ROUTING issue’s must be actompanied with & fiight strip)

Duplicate Flight Plans - FiLMs fax to airiine ASAP and fhen forward form to front office.
DELTA; 404-773-3857, Attri: Ed Gisen, COMAIR: BSS 767-2081, PINNATLE: 801-348-4352,
Skywest 435-834-3706, Shutile America 317-484-2326, Compass 512-713-8628,

Go Jet 314-222-4775 (Please circle sitfine 10 whom you faxed)

CONTROLLERS - FORWARD TO FLM/CIC.
Miandatory information — Date, Time, intlials
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NEW D21/DTW PROBLEM REPORT

H=1-1C De3o V’M DTl
DATE: +2i= o TIMEZ: © . INITIALS: . POSITION:

*STARS EFSTS ETVS ASDE-X FREQ S8S8SCS ROUTING l

{circle appropriate proplemis} {simniiar call signs}

DUPLICATE FLIGHT PLANS — provide fiight pmgre;;s sirips if abie.

STARS CONFiG: FIXED PAIRS (multi func, D, slew & enten)
ACID: COMBINED: Y /N WITH:
EFSTS CONFIG:

* TRAN *RECV TYPE AC
FREQ: MAIN STBY MAIN STBY LGéATEGN
PROBLEM:

ALMPST  DURING THE ENTZRE
SHIFT, THE Wme Dzo woT AT
WHILE Ju¢e #S0S Lo,

THE $IECTIon ALSo DEFFERED
Y 20 7o b DEGREES

ATTACH FLIGHT STRIP HERE WHEN APPLICABLE
{ STARS — EFSTS — 8828 - ROUTING issue’s must be accompanied with & filght strip)

Dupiicate Fiight Plans — FLMs fax {c airine ASAP and then forward form to front office.
DELTA: 404-773-3857, Aurn: Ed Olsen, COMAIR: 858 767-2081, PINNACLE: 801-348-4352,
Skywest 435-634-3706, Shuttle Amenca 317-484-2335, Gompass 612-713-6829,

Go Jet 314-222-4775 (Please circle eirine 1o whom you faxed)

CONTROLLERS - rGRWARB TO FLM/CIC.
Mamﬁaw mﬁg ikl ',-Bama 'ﬁ‘ime, ﬁm&a&a













Offiee of Audit and Evaluation (AAE) 80 Independence Ave SW

Room 911 F
Washington, DC 20591

LS. Department I28EP 13 oK 257 2022679660

of Tronsportation

Fedaral Aviotion

Adminigiration

September 5, 2012

The Honorable Carl Levin
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510-2202

Dear Senator Levin:

Thank you for your August 10 letter inquiring about matfers pertaining to your constituent
Vincent Sugent, ar: air traffic controller at the Detreit Meatropolitan Atrport Air Traffic
Control Tower (DTW}. Mr. Sugent raised concerns to your office that discrepant readings
of wind instruments continue to be reporied by controliers at Detroit Metropclitan Airport’s
tower, and that the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has failed to respond to these
concerns by not providing controliers with reliable equipment, or adequate instructions to

perform their duties during instances of wind instrument reading variances or equipment
faijure.

FAA’s aviation safety record is built or redundancy of systems. At DTW, the controliers
use the Wind Measuring Equipment (WME) and the Automated Surface Observing System
{ASOS) as their primary and secondary tools, The ASOS and WME are two separate
systems which are not designed to be used af the same time or in comparison with one
another because of their design differences. Moreover, the WME and the ASOS are
separated by nearly 7,000 feet, and the FAA does not expect wind rnadmgs to be exactly the
same speed and direction at both wind instrument locations.

On July 10, 2012, the FAA designated the WME as the primary source of air wraffic
controlier wind information, instead of the ASQS. WME is the source of wind input to the
Terminal Doppler Weather Radar (TDWR.), which is the official primary wind shear and
micraburst source for air traffic control operational purposes. The WME updates readings
six fimes per minute, providing controliers with 360 readings per hour. It is less susceptible
to rapid wind direction changes during instances of severe weather. In the event that the
WME is not available, the ASOS is the backup wind source until the WME is again
available. Prior to the July designation, DTW was one of two major air {raffic towers in the

country with more than one wind measurement sysiem that used ASOS as the primary
system. '

The recent change making the WME the primary wind information source appears to have
caused unceriainty with some personnel at DTW. We are developing a training package o
help everyone better understand what changes are associated with the change in the primary



sysiem, what wind conditions require pilot notification. what wind conditions warrant 2
change 10 runway selection. and what anomalics and conditions warrant a trouble report and
sitbsequent repatr actions,

In response o Mr. Sagent’s previous whistieblower disclosures regarding wind insiruments,
the FAA deploved o WME sofvware update at DTW in Mareh 2012, 1w adjust the algorithms
for the WME svstem to closely mmateh the ASUS outpats, and to faciinate collecton of wind
information to support further wind sensor comparison and understanding.of reported
discrepancies bewween the ASOS and the WME wind sensor data. The FAA will comtinue to
collect and analyze wind informaton from bolh sensor svstems inte the Ioresecable future:
however, the FAA has thus far concluded that the wind sensor performance is consistent
with performance at other major aurports geross the coumry.

The FAA considers the winkd-sensor performance at DTW as rominely normal, and we do
not consider the reported or observed inslamaneous differences betwean the ASOS and the
teenter-fiekd) WME 1o be caused by the snecific weation of either sensor. What has been
reported by vour constituent is consistent with two systems physically separated by over
7000 feet and does not endanger public salety.

The FAG 1s committed to ensuning the salfeny of our alr traffic comro! system and w0
promoting an organizational culture winch encourages the reporting of satety concerns. We
recoenize Mr, Sugent’s contributions and appreciate his effons m supporting FAA's
mission.

H we can be of further assistance, please contact Roderick 1) Hall, Assistant Adminisirtor
for Government and Industry Affairs, at (2023 267-3277,

Sincerdly. P
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~ Figure 3 ~ Hourly METAR Summary for .May 19,2011 (15:00 UTC)

A closer look at the DTW METARSs show no gusts reported in any houriy observation for the
entire day. The DTW ASOS is augmented by a contract weather observer. The contract weather
superviscr, Ed Burney, was comtacted and confirmed that the contract weather observers have the
ability to remove invalid wind gusts if they are perceived to be inaccurate utilizing other
available wind sources (e.g., airport wind socks). If the peak winds on the ASOS, seen in the
ATCT during the problem report, were not contained in the hourly METAR then the contract
weather observer determined it was invalid and was removed.

To determine what caused the false wind gusts, the NWS in Detroit was contacted and they
confirmed having seen bird mterference with the ultrasonic anemometer used on the ASOS.
These anomalies involve birds landing on the anemometers, The ultrasonic anemoemeters use
sound waves transferred between three transducers to calcuiate wind speed and direction. When
one or all of these paths are broken, say from a bird landing on the anemomerer (Figure 4), the
internal sensor firmware occasionally reports inaccurate wind speeds. The FAA uses the same
styie ultrasonic anemometers on a number of automated weather systems and has documented
similar problems with birds. No gusts were falsely reported on the WME because the
anemometer used is mechanical in nature and not affected by birds.



Figure 4 — Exampie of bird perching on ultrasonic anemometer transducer

It is the belief of the meteorologist investigating this problem report that the cause of the
differences in wind readings between the WME and ASOS on May 19, 2011 at 15:61 UTC was
bird activity on ASOS anemometer wansducers.

Other problem reports that were determined to be a result of bird activity on ASOS anemometer
transducers include: May 25, 2611 (11:19 UTC).

4.2 June 35,2611 (22:00 UTC) - Light and Variabie Winds
The probiem report on June 5, 2001 at 22:00 approximate (Figure 5) documented 2 situation

where the winds on the ASOS were 080° at 08 knots with ne gusts and the winds on the WME
were 160° at 05 knots with no gusts.






D21/DTW LOA 01/23/114

SUGGESTED PHRASEQLOGY ~
Breakout complete

3) Once informed the breakout is complete, DTV must issue control instructions to
contain the airgraft in Tower airspace and deliver as a prop depariure on the depariurz side of the airpor.

4) Handoff to appropriate sateliite position: DTV must initiate the handoff on
breakouts initiated within fower airspace; D21 must initizte the handoff on brealouts initiated cutside of
tower airspace.

5y After the handoff specified in subparagraph 4} above, DTW will initiate

communications transfer as appropriate and_dusring SILES aniv, ref s to D21 controf for turns away . { Formatied: Font: Bold, Highlight
from he extengded runway senteriine on the depariure side of the g

o STILS:
1y Non-Blunder Breakouis:

&) Outboard runway:

b Inboard runwayFissue the igstruciion to track the“la::.alizer and, afier the
traffic confliction necessiating the breakowt is resoivéd. an alfitude of 4,000 feet if théiircralt will enter
Tower airspace Thenas per8.ai2yp SILS [ SDPRM i

NOTE: Release of control from theiofitofiback to the tocal controlier (complefion of the areaxout} can
not be completed uniil menitaring dithe o Transaression Zongd4ds no longer required,

2)

Biunder Induced B sakoL

a) Ottboard runweys

‘| Deleted: <#>RWY 41 7 21L when
| autside the Dust Sar: 1ssue & 20
degree wm away irom the adiacent
¢ final approach course and, after the
| traffic confliction necessitafing the
| breakout is resoived, an aittude of
| 5,000 feet§

et @i\f) and, after ma trafftc confliciion necessitating the breakout i

resoived, an a!mude of 4 000 feet

Assian subseguent sontrol mstruciions and fransfer
commuriications as coordinated.

riboard runway,

i, Execute a precautionary breakout to gircrafi on the opposite
outboard whan the a;rcraﬁ on an ouiboard runway generaies a cautionary FMA alert {vellow) and the
track of the aircraft indicates ji is not responding fo instructions to return to the localizer in a manner that
will keep # in the Normal Operatinag Zane (NOZ),

NOTE: The purnose of the precautionary breakout is to befter allow for vectars 4ff the inboard final
approach course o aircraft in botential conflict with the biundering aircraftif there is not a threatensd
aircrafi on the inboard runway, the orecautionary breakoul is not required.

il dssue a turm away from ihe final approach course in considsraiion -
of the pasttion of arrcrafi on hoth outheard runways and. after the traffic confliction_necessitating the
braakout is resoived . an aliitude as cooidinaied.

1. ©
it Assign subseguent control insirusiions and franster i Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

communications as coordinated. .
8

| Deteted: coordinated by C2




