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MR. BUSEY: -- got a cup of something to warm you
up in this nice chilly place here this morning. Either the
air conditioner works when it's cool and cloudy outside or
it doesn't work when it's hot and dusty outside, so you're
joining us in one of the times when it does really work.

Welcome here with us this morning. I've been
on-board officially now I think about five weeks, and we
thought that it was time to have an informal get-together
so you could get to know who I am and what I'm all about
and I could respond to some of your questions. What I
thought I'd do this morning is lay a few words on your
concerning my objectives as the new administrator of the
FAA. I'll try to be very brief. I'll touch on some of the
key issues that I'm sure are on your mind as they are on
mind and then we'll devote as much time as we've got left
to deal with your questions, and I'll take as many as I
can.

I'll apologize up front and tell you that I've got
to leave at exactly 10:45 because I've got to go over to

the Department for the swearing-in this morning of Mr. Tom
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to civilian life. Now let's talk a little about the FAA.

Let me share with you what I consider the key
issues facing the FAA in the near term, and I'll try to be
brief on those but it'll give you an idea, I think, of
where I'm coming from.

System safety is, of course, the primary concern
and objective that I have. I think any administrator has
to have safety within the air transportation system as his
number one objective, and I'm certainly no different in
that regard. I think it's very important for us to
continuously work to do the best job we can to project to
the public -- since we are a public administration -- to
project to the public our perceptions and help them develop
their perceptions of how well they think we're doing here
in the FAA.

Secondly, procurement is a primary issue of mine.
I bring some experience in the procurement arena and, as
you all well know, we in the FAA have been embarked since
the early 1980s on a major procurement program to upgrade
and modernize all the tools that we need in the air space
that we're responsible for maintaining. We've got big

bucks to continue to invest in modernizing and upgrading
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The trends are all moving in the right direction. I feel
very good about the reduction in the near mid-air collision
and the actual mid-air collision statistical data that we
have, but I need to also say that we won't be satisfied
with anything less than zero as far as actual mid-air
collisions are concerned, and I want to continue to see
this near mid-air collision reporting statistic decrease.
We think that the results are primarily due to educational,
regulatory and enforcement measurements, and I want to tell
you that we will continue to work very hard to pursue all
avoidance measures possible. But I feel very good and very
positive about the trends that we see in the statistical
data that's coming in.

And the last issue that I want to mention to you
before we open up for questions is the task force that I
created last week consisting of government and industry
that will explore ways of improving survivability of
wide-bodied aircraft following in-flight structural
damage. I felt it was time for us to get all the best

minds in aviation together so that we can learn from new

technology and see if there is any opportunity offered by

new technology to improve the backup flight control systems
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aviation, there were a number of changes that were already
underway in that regard as a result of some recommendations
that the users provided several months ago. Are those
changes going to keep on going, or is everything going to
be frozen until you get your report back from ?

MR. BUSEY: Oh, no. Those changes will continue,
and I expect for those changes to be highlighted for me in
Keith Potts' report. We're not going to stop anything
we're doing right now, but what I again want is knowledge
of the factual basis for these complaints and concerns that
I've heard expressed from the general aviation community.
We're not going to change anything until we have a chance
to analyze the facts.

QUESTION: Well, now, I want to make sure I
understand this. The ongoing changes will keep going?

MR. BUSEY: Yes.

QUESTION: All right.

MR. BUSEY: Yes.

QUESTION: All right.

MR. BUSEY: Yes.

QUESTION: Yes, sir, Jim Bob Gardner, Aviation

Daily. The general aviation people aren't the only ones
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forces, and we've been successful in getting the modest
increases that we see we need. I think, though, today we
have an adequate inspection force to provide the
certification oversight in the maintenance and in the
flight deck area that we need to -- and you can rest
assured that if I become aware that we do have significant
shortages in that regard, we're going to continue to ask
for increases in the budget process. In fact, I can share
with you that as we work the '91 budget submit, we're doing
just that, in some areas that we see where we need more
staffing.

Yes?

QUESTION: Jack Cliff of the New York
Times. This latest Northwest incident is surely going to
raise engine (inaudible) already some people have gone so
far as to suggest that these planes be grounded as a
precautionary measure. How do you go about considering
whether to ground a D.C. 10 in the face of two events that
might be unrelated but bear some resemblance (inaudible)?

MR. BUSEY: Well, as you know, the responsibility
for investigating the causes resides with the NTSB. We

participate by providing expertise to the NTSB team. As
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facts.

And I might just add again that it's the
occurrence of these incidents that has led me to creating
the task force that I mentioned earlier, to look at what
new technology may offer us to consider changing the design
of backup control systems on wide-bodied aircraft first. I
want to try to take a good hard look and see if theré's
something, some knowledge available to us that would lead
us to make fixes on all these systems today or, if there is
not, then we'll know that too.

QUESTION: Has anybody suggested to you that there
is in fact something that's specific that could be
examined?

MR. BUSEY: No. There is nothing specific
available to us other than the incidents that we've been
experiencing. As you know, we've got millions of miles of
safe operations on all these wide-bodied aircraft that are
moving our traveling public around in larger and larger
numbers. I think it's just prudent for us, the FAA, to
take a look at where we stand, what our requirements are,
and see if there are any changes that we might make that

would be positive towards creating better avenues for
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is what powered the United aircraft in Sioux City, the GF-6
engine. So there's no engine similarities. And we simply
don't know what happened. But I feel that we should all be
very positive that the flight deck crew handled an emerging
situation exactly in the right way. The control systems
were clearly available to them and they made a safe and
uneventful landing.

Yes, sir.

QUESTION: What's your response to the GAO report,
which is very critical of the Mod&(?) C Rule of the
Schedule? It also suggested that the system cannot
accommodate all of the information that it's now going to
be getting from the Moat C transponders.

MR. BUSEY: Yeah. My response there i1s that some
of the points that the GAO made in their report are exactly
right. We agree. I agree. With their complaints, their
concerns, that we didn't have a good capacity measurement
system in place. We have that now, we have hardware
monitors on the devices. You know, the work that the GAO
did is more than a year old, as I recall, and the final
data-gathering was about six months ago and we shared all

of these findings with them at that time and I think the
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that I'm comfortable and confident that, first of all, we
do have the capacity in our computer systems in the high
density areas to deal not only with present traffic but
with the so-called avalanche of new traffic that we will
have visible to the controller with the advent of the Moat
C Rule. The capacity is there and I'm satisfied that of
what I know thqs far in our procurement programs that we
are planning for and procuring the fixes necessary to stay
ahead of the capacity requirements, comfortably ahead.

QUESTION: Yes, sir. Are you going to have to
back off of the MLS program now because of contract
terminations with Hazleton?

MR. BUSEY: Good question. And a quick answer to
that is no. I don't intend to back off from it. We're
still committed to our Ikio (phonetic) agreement to be
ready to implement MLS at international airports in the
late '90s. We're going to have a little slowdown in that
with the recent termination for cause of the ongoing
contract, we will have to slow down our acquisition of
systems but we still intend to go commercial off-the-shelf,
pick up the necessary MLSs in that way so that we can go

with an operational demonstration project. I intend to
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parallel. The president's commission of course will be
informed of that and will be aware of all that, so I think
it's a good tool and we fully support it.

QUESTION: Can you tell us anything about what the
FAA has found so far in its own security look at Pan Am, or
YOUur ««.?

MR. BUSEY: I think we've shared everything'that
I'm aware of, that we have found that is releasable in an
unclassified way. Of course, it's led us to intensify the
placement of the first six TNA devices. I was up at
Kennedy field yesterday, in fact, and viewed the site and
the machinery that's to go in place there within the next
two weeks, and we hope to be operating, using that device
to screen bags on international flights at TWA by the 1lst
of September. So I don't have anything new on our
investigation to share with you.

QUESTION: On this point, can you say at this
point that the FAA has determined that before the bombing
Pan Am was in compliance with its security plan that was
filed with the FAA?

MR. BUSEY: To the best of my knowledge at this

stage of the game I can't add anything to that. Yes, they
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requirement and our desire to specify the standards of
response that these devices must perform to, and will of
course continue to work to explore new technologies as they
come, the so-called vapor detection devices and others, and
as that technology matures we will then take steps to
implement that.

QUESTION: Bob Trout at Reuters. Are the airlines
happy about paying for these now?

MR. BUSEY: Well, I think there's still some
diséussion there, but our position continues to be that
historically in our way of doing business in our country we
put the expense and the responsibility for those types of
security systems out in the public domain. We don't want
the government to get involved in that kind of oversight
and security, contrary to what some of our allied nations
do. So yes, I think you're right, there is grumbling about
paving for these devices. There are those that would like
to see these systems paid for by the government, but the
bottom line is it's the user community that will have to
pay for this increased security one way or another. I
would rather continue to follow our procedures wherein the

public domain handles the expense and the implementation of
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MR. BUSEY: No, I don't think we're talking about
several years. I think what we're looking for are the
possibility of changes that can be made more quickly than a
few years. Are there alternative fixes that would add to
the possibility for controllability for maintaining control
of the aircraft in the event of catastrophic failures. You
know, we've got some pretty tight design requirementé for
engines, the.ccntainment of engine problems, but none of us
believe that you can contain a failure of a fan where

you're dealing with a 300-pound or more titanium disk and a

- lot of mass out there on the front of the engine that might

break loose. We haven't been able to figure out how to
deal with that kind of an uncontained catastrophe in the
past and, fortunately, we haven't experienced many of those
because of the extensive design and certification process
that engine manufacturers and airframe manufacturers must
go through.

But what I want to do is see is there anything
that new technology that offers us now that wasn't

available to us 20 years ago when some of these aircraft

that we're currently flying were on the design boards, that

we should be considering. And once we get the answers to
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need to look at. You know, in the last ten or so years,
new developments, new technology has offered us
opportunities using Kevlar (phonetic) armor, you know, the
Defense Department has new lightweight armor devices, and
those are the kind of things I want this task group to look
at to see if the application of any of this new technology
is feasible for us. Or, if it's not feasible from a’
retrofit Standpoint, it's certainly something that we
should consider in new design applications. So nothing is
beyond the realm of possibility.

QUESTION: Has McDonnell-Douglas expressed any
concerns about the task force?

MR. BUSEY: No, McDonnell-Douglas is cooperating
and participating.

QUESTION: Are they going to have their MD-11
experts in the task force?

MR. BUSEY: They have -- I don't know specifically
what experts on their MD-11 are available, but I am
confident that they've got engineering talent available and
participating that can certainly communicate and consider
that, yeah.

QUESTION: Is there a Pratt and Whitney
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