


2 
 

   llance technology in which an aircraft determines its position via satellite 
   sensors and periodically broadcasts it, enabling it to be tracked.  The 
   eceived by air traffic control ground stations as a replacement for secondary 

surveillance radar, as no interrogation signal is needed from the ground. 
 
A Multi-Lat system, on the other hand, uses multiple land-based sensors to triangulate aircraft 
positions based on transponder signals (aircraft-based equipment) to provide a one-second 
update rate for positive identification in all weather conditions.  This system is currently used to 
conduct Precision Radar Monitor (PRM) approaches to closely spaced parallel runways at DTW. 
 
An Agency engineer told the SME that they conducted tests on the ADS-B system during 
geomagnetic storm/solar flare activity and there were no issues of interference.  This contradicts 
my discussion with Congressman Lawrence. 
 
DTW conducted a flight check in March of 2022 of the entire RWY Y ILS system.  The 
glideslope portion failed due to a faulty or damaged cable.  So, in addition to just moving the Y 
localizer to avoid interference, these cabling and other land-based issues would go away if they 
utilized satellite-based equipment. 
 
Remember, there are two other options as well.  Utilize straight-in trip approaches 
simultaneously without the Y offset localizer to closely spaced runways.  To accomplish this, the 
facility would have to request a waiver.  I understand this option was pursued, but for unknown 
reasons was abandoned. 
 
The other is a combination of staggered approaches and simultaneous approaches that I will 
cover later in my response. 
 
In my previous response I stated, “During further review of a different playback, I noticed a pop-
up message alert the D21 Quality Assurance (QA) specialist received while creating the 
recording for the FOIA request…The chances that the EDV mentioned in the message and 
EDV4996 are two separate flights is unlikely, so I will move forward as if they are the same.  
But you never know.” 
 
For clarity, there were two FOIA requests: September 29, 2021, and February 11, 2022.  Any 
video attachments will be excerpts of playbacks provided by the Agency.  The entire playbacks 
can be provided. 
 
A2 is an MOR (Mandatory Occurrence Report) and emails for an issue with the RWY 3R Glide 
Slope (GS).  This issue occurred during dual approaches earlier on the same day as the triple 
approaches covered in my prior feedback.  So, my “unlikely” comment was not accurate. 
 
A3 is an MOR and emails involving the Y offset localizer aircraft, EDV4996, I discussed in my 
first response.  I will refer to this as just “fly-through” from this point forward.  The MOR was 
filed as a pilot deviation, not a fly-through of the localizer.  This is crucial. 
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    ceived from the February 2022 FOIA request.  Both MORs, on page 2 of each 
  n yellow, contain wind from 13 to 16 knots and gusting to 27 to 28 knots with 

   ar wind and weather encountered in previous issues utilizing the Y offset 
localizer. 
 
Although my previous comment was not spot on, there are some abnormalities, peculiarities, and 
oddities between the handling of the two issues. 
 
In A2, page 2, in the QC summary, the Agency states, “After talking to D21 AT, they stated they 
had no issues reported...”  After the MOR in A2 are pages of heavily redacted emails.  On page 6 
of A2, the Agency exchanges the following, “…no previous aircraft had reported any 
anomalies…LNE stated that the monitoring equipment was in the green and asked the next 
aircraft on final…if they were experiencing any issues…that aircraft reported no issues”.  Also, 
on page 6 is, “There was no entry in the facility log regarding the report of nav-aid malfunction 
and second aircraft report.” 
 
The exchanged continued on page 7 into page 8 with, ”…this was passed to Tech-ops, it was 
determined that the GS was functioning properly and there were no other aircraft who reported 
issues…” 
 
On page 9 is the verbiage from the pop-up alert message from my previous response.  Again, this 
supports that my previous statement was not accurate. 
 
Page 11 contains the statement, “…DTW had a public inquiry from the lead mechanic at 
Endeavor.”  My point is, does the Agency consider a FOIA request from the media a “public 
inquiry”? (A4)  By all accounts, the in-depth exchanges over the RWY 3R GS that were 
conducted are pale in comparison to the issue of the fly-through.  Both were equipment issues. 
 
The Agency retained a considerable amount of information in reference to the RWY 3R GS from 
the public inquiry. 
 
A3, as stated above, is the MOR that covers a pilot deviation.  In the MOR on pages 1 and 2, the 
Agency states, “Found during a facility review” under the Pilot Deviation Information heading.  
On page 2, under the Pilot Deviation heading and subheading question, “Was this a possible pilot 
deviation?”, the Agency selected “Yes”. 
 
Later, on page 2, they again mention that this was discovered upon a QC review.  They also state 
that the event is over two weeks old.  I believe the two-week time frame applies to pilot 
deviation investigations.  They also state, “Will forward to FSDO for informational purposes.”  
FSDO (Flight Standards District Offices) is the entity that would investigate pilot deviation 
issues. 
 
“Informational purposes” is a strange selection of words.  Informational for whom and what? 
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    in A3, page 2 under the Summary and QA Summary, only addresses the fact 
   ted the RWY 4L Y approach without being cleared for said approach by the 

    aspects are noted in the MOR. 
 
The Agency hints at another issue on pages 9 and 10 of A3.  On page 9 the Agency states, 
“EDV4996 was issued a 055 heading from the west to join the localizer however the aircraft flew 
through the RWY4L-Y localizer and appeared to align on the straight in final, the trainee asked 
EDV4996 to verify intercept the localizer, the pilot responded intercepting now waiting to 
capture.” 
 
They continued with, “The screenshot is after the pilot responds “it is”, neither the trainee or 
OJTI issued corrective headings for the aircraft to join the Y localizer, the aircraft did eventually 
correct to the left and join the Y final…” 
 
In my opinion, their points are very telling.  The Agency only offers a screenshot to support the 
“appeared to align on the straight in final” comment.  If you play the video I sent of the fly-
through from my previous response, it appears to me that the aircraft was in a constant slow turn 
to join the Y offset localizer and not aligned with the straight-in final.  Therefore, the Agency 
only offers a screenshot and not a video in support. 
 
The Agency has the entire captured video and audio of the fly-through.  Why not supply the 
capture?  They played it up to that point to take a screenshot, so why not? 
 
The Agency continues, “…neither the trainee or OJTI issued corrective headings for the aircraft 
to join the Y localizer…” and offers the pilot’s “it is” response from the approach controller’s 
inquiry.  There was no need for the controller to issue a heading to join the final.  I believe they 
observed what I did and did not see a need.  Plus, the pilot confirmed the Y localizer when asked. 
 
On page 10, the Agency goes on to admit the turn was appropriate when stating, “One aircraft 
EDV4996 did not capture the Y localizer initially, although the location, speed and heading 
given to join seemed appropriate.” 
 
Back to A4 for a moment.  On page 1, paragraph 3, the Agency states, “The retention period for 
data is 45 days...”  So, since the data was requested in February 2022 and the data is from 
September 2021, the 45-day retention period applies? 
 
Page 3 of A3 begins an email string that oddly enough discusses the fly-through issue.  It is 
heavily redacted as well. 
 
Page 5 has the earliest sent date, October 1, 2021, of this email string.  Every part of that email is 
redacted except for the sent, subject, and sensitive signature information.  Remember, this 
information was received from the February 2022 FOIA, but discusses information from the 
September 22, 2021, dual and trip operations.  The February 2022 FOIA was for clarity over 
information received from the September 2021 request. 
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    retired QC specialist, they would review and fulfill all requests from FOIA 
   y met all deadlines.  Given the dates of the captures, this seems to be the case 

   
 
The videos received from the September 2021 FOIA all have one of three capture dates: 
September 30, 2021 (6), October 1, 2021 (5), and October 4, 2021 (1).  None have a date of 
October 6, 2021, the date of the fly-through MOR.  The October 4th date is a capture of dual 
operations from a tower position.  A5 contains examples. 
 
The videos received from the February 2022 FOIA have capture dates of October 4, 2021 (2) and 
October 6, 2021 (1) (Date stamps included in A5).  The two dated October 4th are in reference to 
the RWY 3R GS issue.  The one dated October 6th covers the fly-through.  This is the only video 
capture with an October 6th date from either FOIA.  Why was the October 6th video not given 
with the September 2021 FOIA? 
 
For reference, all D21September 29th FOIA captures are date stamped September 30, 2021.  The 
only D21 capture stamped with other than a September 30th date is the October 6th check in and 
the RWY 3R GS issue captured October 4th supplied in the February 2022 FOIA. 
 
The October 6th capture from the February 2022 FOIA only covers the initial contact with 
EDV4996, the fly-through aircraft, and the only video offering of this flight in the February 2022 
FOIA.  The audio portion clearly states the pilot was told which runway to expect and the pilot 
stated he had ATIS Information E. (A6 Video) 
 
On page 3 of A3, the Agency provides, “Controller Broadcasted ILS PRM Y in use now” and 
EDV4996 checks in with E.  Controller assigns 04L. (ATIS E is in effect).”  ATIS is the 
Automatic Terminal Information Service.  This is a recorded loop broadcasted via frequency to 
inform pilots of what approaches are being conducted, airport weather, as well as other pertinent 
airfield information.  The pilot had all the information when they checked in with “E” which is 
the identifier for the current broadcasted information.  He was then told what runway to expect. 
 
The 45-day retention date from September 22, 2021, is November 6th and the 45-day retention 
date from September 29, 2021, is November 13th.  Both November dates are well after October 
6, 2021, the MOR date of the fly-through. 
 
The Agency requested the ATIS for that arrival bank to ensure the proper approach was 
advertised.  It was.  They reviewed the initial contact to ensure the pilot checked in with the 
proper ATIS.  He did.  The Agency reviewed the initial contact to ensure the pilot was assigned 
the proper runway.  He was.  They established that the location, speed, and heading given to join 
seemed appropriate.  When the pilot was asked to confirm the Y offset localizer after he flew 
through it, he responded with “it is”. 
 
The emails provided over the fly through have dates of October 1st, 4th, 5th, and 6th of 2021.  Not 
one piece of the information above was included in the October 6 MOR.  Not one.  There was 
not an MOR filed over the aircraft flying through the Y offset localizer.  Why compile 
information that appears to be investigating a Y offset localizer issue and then file an MOR over 
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   aring an aircraft for an approach and a pilot executing an ILS without 
 

 
After compiling all the information, finding every aspect in order, and the pilot still flew through 
the Y offset localizer, why cease that investigation prior to finding out why?  Instead, the Agency 
concentrated on a pilot deviation/controller mistake.  These are two separate and distinct issues 
and should have warranted different MORs. 
 
Both MOR email strings have similar dates and subject line verbiage, but one warranted an 
MOR, and the other did not.  That makes no sense. 
 
So, after finding that everything leading up to the fly through was in order, the Agency should 
have reviewed ground radar playbacks to see if there were any aircraft or vehicles in the critical 
area.  They did not.  To me it is clear the Agency knew, on September 30th or October 1st, what 
happened with the fly-through aircraft and had plenty of time to review any additional data and 
conduct interviews as they did with the RWY 3R GS MOR issue.  They did not. 
 
The individuals involved with the email string in A3 are responsible for reviewing and 
investigating findings.  On page 10 of A3, the Agency states, “Other than the Trainee/OJTI 
asking EDV4849 if they intercepted the localizer and verifying it was ILS PRM Y 4L, we could 
not locate any discussion with the pilot on what may have occurred.”  I am not sure where they 
got the callsign EDV4849 from.  EDV4996 is the aircraft in question.  Wow, they really sleuthed 
this one up, huh. 
 
Maybe they should be asking why no one requested the pilot to contact D21 after landing to open 
a dialog.  This is a common practice.  Or better yet, ask why no one reported the incident or if 
they did, who did they report it to? 
 
They knew on September 30th or October 1st what took place, so they had more than enough time 
to continue to move forward with a proper investigation.  Using their “two-week” offering and 
September 30th or October 1st as the start date, you come up with October 14-15, 2021.  So, what 
did they do during the last seven days? 
 
I am not sure of the timeframes, but I believe they are required to retain information from a 
FOIA for at least one year or more depending on the severity of the issue.  There are also 
timeframes for retaining MORs and the supporting documentation. 
 
Again, in the pilot deviation MOR, the Agency states the issue (pilot executed an approach 
without a clearance, not the fly-through) was discovered during a QC review.  The date of the 
review is unknown.  The only time in that email string where the pilot deviation is mentioned is 
on page 8 into page 9 of A2 where the Agency states, “An MOR was entered by QC for a 
possible pilot deviation.”  This email’s subject line is, “Sept. 22 Review FOIA Request TRIPS”. 
Then on page 10 of the same email they discuss the approach clearance omission. 
 
Prior to my retirement in September of 2020, if triple ILS approaches were conducted, the 
Agency would review the operation the next business day.  If this is still in place, the review 
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  ted an email.  For a moment, let us say it is still in place.  So, either they went 
   and did no review, did the review, and did not supply or redacted the 

   her possibility is the practice is no longer in place. 
 
If a facility or QC review was conducted, it would have generated an email with a date and a 
subject line matter stating so.  The earliest date of the emails provided is October 1, 2021.  None 
of the email subject lines contain any “QC-facility-review” verbiage.  All of them contain FOIA 
or FOIA review in the subject line. 
 
Let us look at the timeframe.  The D21 captures from the September 29, 2021, FOIA are date 
stamped September 30th, which is a Thursday.  Page 5 of A3, has a sent date of Friday, October 
1, 2021, at 10:00 AM.  As stated earlier, every part of that email is redacted except for the sent, 
subject, and sensitive signature information.  I am going to assume the redaction of this email is 
probably due to the fact of what was found. 
 
On Monday, October 4, 2021, at 8:20 AM (A3, page 5) the emails continued.  This email is 
heavily redacted.  At 8:34 AM on Monday, October 4, 2021 (A3, page 3 into 4), the string 
continues, heavily redacted, except for “23:42:35EDV4996 does not join the Y 
localizer/corrected by controller- Pilot “waiting for it to capture”. Trainer verified “Yankee PRM 
04L”- Pilot “it is””.  This dialog is oddly in red. 
 
A3, page 3, is dated Tuesday, October 5, 2021, at 2:14 PM.  This is where the initial check in of 
the fly-through aircraft is requested as well as the ATIS information. 
 
On Wednesday, October 6, 2021, at 10:37 AM (A3, page 10 into 11) is where everything about 
the fly-through was abandoned and the decision to file a pilot deviation was made when they 
stated, “…however no approach clearance was issued…The pilot did not say anything…An 
MOR was entered by QC for a possible pilot deviation.”  They had enough information to file an 
MOR over the fly-through as a critical area issue, hell, more than enough. 
 
In A3, page 8, there is another October 6th email sent at 10:48 AM.  It too is redacted, but 
curiously has the red dialog from October 4th. 
 
Not one D21 controller involved with the fly-through said a word to management, or they did, 
and management did nothing.  Given the FOIA email dates, subject lines, and capture dates, 
there is no way this information was found during a facility review.  It was found during the 
review of the FOIA requests.  Why would they capture and review something on the 30th of 
September, then go back and re-review the same date and time frames and then say the 
information was discovered during a facility review? 
 
I will offer this.  The Agency supplied a playback of the C2 position, the arrival end coordinator, 
during the triple approaches and I recognized the voice as a D21 supervisor from my time at the 
facility.  An excerpt (A7 video) captures the coordination when triple ILS approaches began and 
ended. 
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    located at the opposite end of the radar room from where the supervisors’ 
   

 
Since the supervisor coordinated the start and finish of triple ILS approaches with the tower from 
the C2 position, in all likelihood, he physically staffed the C2 position for the entire triple 
operation.  This certainly put him in a position to observe the fly-through.  There is no 
documentation provided by the Agency to prove that anyone reported the incident from D21. 
 
Let us go back to the “Because this was discovered upon a QC review, this event is over 2 weeks 
old” statement in A3, page 2.  If you go back two weeks from the date of the MOR, October 6, 
2021, you will come up with September 22, 2021.  The day requested in the September 29, 2021, 
FOIA.  The event was two weeks old, not over two weeks old.  September 22, 2021, is the date 
of the RWY 3R GS MOR. 
 
If you review the email times and dates in A2 and A3, you will find a lot of similarities showing 
the issues were being discussed during the same timeframes.  In the MOR on page 2 of A2, the 
Agency states they received a phone call from a mechanic with no date or time denoted. 
 
The phone call verbiage on page 2, “LEAD MECHANIC FOR EDV, (Redaction), CALLED TO 
QUESTION THE ILS 3R. HE SAID THAT NUMEROUS AIRCRAFT TODAY WERE 
LOSING GS FUNCTION. I SPOKE WITH (Redaction) FROM NAVCOM AND 
FORWARDED HIM THIS INFORMATION. HE SAID HE WAS GOING TO LOOK INTO 
IT” is identical to verbiage on page 11 of A2.  The date and time of that email is Friday, 
September 24, 2021, at 9:15 AM. 
 
On Monday, September 27, 2021, at 8:33 AM an update request was made. (A2, page 11)  Later 
that day at 3:56 PM (A2, page 10) a response was given with identical verbiage from the MOR 
on page 2 of A2.  Tuesday, September 28, 2021, at 7:55 AM (A2, page 10) the RWY 3R GS 
issue was closed. 
 
The emails are so disjointed and redacted so heavily, and the information so poorly reported, that 
it is difficult to track exactly what happened.  But I think I pieced together a decent timeline.  It 
will be tough to know exactly without unredacted information.  But that is their goal, I guess. 
 
As I mentioned early in this response, the facility has published RNAV (GPS) approaches. (A1) 
After EDV4858 abandoned the approach due to the glideslope malfunction, he was revectored to 
conduct an RNAV (GPS) approach to RWY 3R.  A replay (A8 video) shows EDV4858 being 
cleared for an RNAV approach.  EDV4858 is a CRJ9, an updated version of the type of CRJ2 
discussed on page one. 
 
A1 and A8 are offered to show that RNAV (GPS) approaches are published and utilized at 
DTW.  This is an example to show there is no reason to be utilizing the Y offset localizer. 
 
A9 is a screenshot of the alignment of aircraft, within the red box, during triple ILS approaches 
utilizing the Y offset localizer.  The yellow arrow is the landing direction, and the yellow type 
are the runway assignments for the aircraft in the red box. 
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   on example of staggered and simultaneous approaches I spoke of in the 
   ddendum.  This is a little bit more complicated to explain.  The yellow arrow 

   on, and I will be discussing the aircraft within the blue box. 
 
Instead of the Y offset localizer being utilized, D21 can use a combination of simultaneous and 
staggered approaches using all three straight-in localizers. 
 
At the bottom of the blue box, you have DAL2766 landing RWY 4L.  Paralleling that aircraft on 
the right, denoted with a yellow line, is SKW3706 landing RWY 3R.  They are side-by-side, 
simultaneously approaching their respective runways. 
 
The next two aircraft in the middle of the box are SKW3639, landing RWY 4R and paralleling 
off the right is RPA5601, denoted with a yellow line, landing RWY 3R.  They are side-by-side, 
simultaneously approaching their respective runways. 
 
Ahead and to the left of SKW3639, denoted by a blue line, and landing RWY 4L is EDV4737.  
Under the combination of simultaneous and staggered approaches, those two aircraft cannot be 
side-by-side.  They would be required to be diagonally separated by no less than one mile. 
 
The next two aircraft at the top, denoted by a red line, are EDV4868 and EDV4804.  They would 
not be authorized to be side-by-side, because they are landing RWY 4L and RWY 4R.  Again, 
under the combination of simultaneous and staggered approaches they would be required to be 
diagonally separated by no less than one mile. 
 
This screen capture is from triple ILS approaches utilizing the Y offset localizer, but it is the best 
examples I could find to show the differences between the two types of operations. 
 
So, during the combination of simultaneous and staggered approaches, and utilizing A10 as 
reference, the following separation is as follows: RWY 4L and 3R - side-by-side, RWY 3R and 
4R - side-by-side, RWY 4R and 4L - at least one mile of diagonal separation. 
 
Landing the other direction during the combination of simultaneous and staggered approaches, 
the following separation is as follows: RWY 22R and 21L - side-by-side, RWY 21L and 22L - 
side-by-side, RWY 22L and 22R - at least one mile of diagonal separation.  No screenshot 
included. 
 
After reviewing the latest information, not only does it support my “these people are so 
unqualified not only to hold their positions, but to make safety related determinations and 
decisions” from my previous response, you can add pathetic, incompetent, derelict investigators. 
 
The Agency’s February 1, 2022, report contains the following statements from only seven pages 
in no particular order: 
 

• FAA, through its Office of Safety and Technical Training and Office of Audit and 
Evaluation, conducted the investigation into this matter 
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   been no reports of anomalies or safety incidents related to the use of the ILS-
 e since June 1, 2021 

 
• The FAA investigation did not substantiate the allegations and discovered no additional 

wrongdoing 
 

• FAA uncovered no such wrongdoing during its investigation 
 

• The current investigation was conducted by the Air Traffic Organization’s Office of 
Safety and 

 
• Technical Training, including its Quality Assurance, Runway Safety, and Litigation 

Groups, working with FAA’s Office of Audit and Evaluation…The Office of Safety and 
Technical Training interviewed the Cleveland Air Traffic Services District Manager of 
Operations and the Assistant General Manager, and searched for and reviewed records 
related to this matter. Such records include refresher training briefings, emails, and other 
documents 

 
• During the investigation, a search for any documentation of additional or related 

allegations of wrongdoing was conducted, including Mandatory Occurrence Reports 
(MORs), emails, and other documentation. No such records were discovered 

 
• A review of applicable MORs and Service Integrity Risk Analysis Process (SIRAP) data 

was conducted in October 2021 by the investigative team. MORs are required electronic 
documents the air traffic control facilities complete when certain events happen within a 
facility’s airspace, such as a bird strike, two aircraft losing separation, or a medical 
emergency or equipment malfunction. These reports are reviewed by Quality Assurance 
employees in the region to validate the event and evaluate risk. A search of MORs for 
Detroit identified no noted safety events associated with ILS-Y since June 1, 2021 

 
• As noted above, the FAA investigation did not substantiate the allegations and discovered 

no additional wrongdoing. 
 
In their report, the Agency mentions MOR four times, as if trying to point out there were none 
filed.  They refer to emails twice.  The other words in italic should be spoke and executed by 
individuals in a safety related organization in the highest degree.  They should have meaning, not 
used in a flippant arrogant manner with no conviction. 
 
Thank you very much for your time, patience, and effort in addressing this safety issue at Detroit 
Metro Airport. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

   

 



 
 
 

A1 







 
 
 

A2 



























 
 
 

A3 

























 
 
 

A4 







 
 
 

A5 















 
 
 

A6 



 
A6 

EDV4996 
Check In 

Video 



 
 
 

A7 



 
 

A7 
C2 In Out 

Video 



 
 
 

A8 



 
A8 

RNAV 
Approach 

Video 



 
 
 

A9 





 
 
 

A10 






