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OPINION AND ORDER

Appellants have petitioned for review of the initial
decision dated December 23, 1982, which sustained their removals
by the Federal Aviation Administration from positicns as Air
Traffic Control Specialists at the Air Route Traffic Control
Center, and towers at Love Field, Addison, Meacham Field and
Redbird in the greater Dallas/Fort Worth area. The agency based
the removal actions on charges of participating in a strike
against the United States Government in violation of 5 U.S.C.

§ 7311 °and 18 U.S.C. § 1918, and unauthorized absence {(AWOL;.

1/ Eighty-eight appellants were included in this petition for
review but ten have withdrawn their petitions and sought review
in tne U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. Apvellants
herein were consolidated at the Regional Office under the caption
Michael E. Guest, et al., Docket No. DA075281F1050. George

J. Martinez, whose appeal was consolidated with the above
mentioned appellants at the regional office level for purposes
of hearing and issuance of an initial decision, filed his own
petition for review. That case is hereby severed from this
consolidated case and will be adjudicated in a separate opinion
and order. See 5 C.F.R. § 1201.36. The remaining seventy-eight
appellants are listed in Appendix A.
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Appellants' petition for review and brief on "Common Issues
in Support of Appellants' Fetition for Review" are identical to
the submissions of other arpellants who are represented by the
law firm of Leighton Conklin Lemov Jacobs & Buckley, Chartered.

In addition, the Board also permitted the filing:of a suppleriental
petition for review which is also identical exc;pt for

the appendix which identifies particular issues or factual matters
unigue fo an appellant or group of appellants. The common legal
issues raised by the appellants have been addressed and resolved

by the Board in Bangerter v. Department of Tra:sportation,

MSPB Docket No. SL075281F0279 at 1-14 (September 27, 1983).2/
Accordingly, the petition for review is GRANTED pursuant to 5

U.S.C. § 7701 (e){1) to consider only the specific factual

2/ Fifty-six appellants specifically claim that they were
required to present their oral replies prior to or on the seventh
day after they received their proposed removal notices, in
violation of 5 U.S.C. § 7513(p)(2). However, the presiding
official determined that appellants did not establish that the
alleged error had been harmful. Initial Decision (I.D.) at 13-17.
We agree with the presiding official's disposition of this issue.
See Baracco v. Department of Transportation, MSPB Docket

No. DC075281F0895 ({April 25, 1983); Bangerter v. Department

of Transportation, supra, at 8-9. In addition, eleven
appellants argue that the Federal Aviation Administration did

not prove that a strike was in existence on the dates on which
they were charged with striking. However, the presiding official
determined that the evidence presented by the agency established
that a strike was still in existence at least through August 31,
1981. I.D. at 8-9., We see no reason to disturb these findings
of the presiding official. See Ketchem v. Department of

Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, MSPB Docket
No. DAC75281F0713 (May 28, 1982); Bangerter, supra, at 5-6.
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arguments. These are addressed below grouped by categories of
situations present-~d or by individual defense.3/

Claims of "llness

Appellants Cox and Page4/ claim that they were sick and
-unable to work during the various periods that they were charged
with striking and AWOL. They assert, in essencé: that proof of

‘illness rebuts the agency's prima facie case. The presiding

official found that none of the appellants was orn sick leave;

in fact, no evidence was presented that they were on any type of
approved leave. As to appellant Cox, the presiding official found
that he had neither claimed nor shown he was unable to report

to work and, by his own admission, had failed to call his employer

3/ The presiding official erroneously concluded that the issue

of improper suspension was not properly before him for
consideration because it was not raised in the petition for
appeal. In the Board's recent decision in Edgar D. Smith v.
Department of Transportation, MSPB Docket No. DE075281F0337
(August 24, 1983), it was determined that the issue of suspension
‘was properly raised if put at issue prior to the closing of the
record. Because appellants in the instant case raised the
suspension issue in a Statement of Facts and Issues submitted
prior to the hearing, Vol. III, Tab 51, it was timely raised.

The evidence of record supports the conclusion that only
appellants Bonacki and Wolfe meet the standard for establishing
a suspension as set out by the Board in Martel .v. Department
of Transportation, MSPB Docket No. BNO75281F0558 (April 25,
1983). See Hearing Transcript (H.T.) at 555-557; 523-528.

'In light of our findings, infra, concerning these appellants’
iremovals further discussion of their suspension claims is
‘unnecessary.

fg/ Appellant James D. Coy also raised the specific allegation
0f illness in his petition for review of the initial decision.
'Prior to the issuance of this decision, appellant withdrew his
petition before the Board in order to file a petition for review
in the U. 8. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit.
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during his absence. I.D. at 28-29. The presiding official found
that appellant Page offered no evidence that he was physically
unable to report and, by his own admission, had failed to call

in on August 3 as he was instructed and knew he was not on
‘approved sick leave. I.D. at 29-30.

Appellants have not submitted additional aféument or evidence
which was not considered by the presiding official. Accordingly.
we conclude that the presiding official correctly found that
appellants Cox and Page did nct rebut the agency's prima
facie case of strike participation, and that the agency proved
its charges by a preponderance of the evidence.

Claim of Annual Leave

Appellant Koebrick claims he was on annual leave on
August 3, 1981, and that the presiding official erred in finding
him striking and AWOL on that date. However, the presiding
official found that the agency established, by “uncontrovetted

evidence," that appellant had assigned shifts on August 4 and
7, and was absent without leave on those scheduled days.5/ I.D.
at 18. Since appellant has submitted no additional evidence, we
.find that his claim is without merit. The presiding official

correctly found that the charges were sustained.

_7'Appellant appears to argue that, since he missed two rather
than three shifts, the penalty imposed should be mitigated. The
'Board has determined that a charge of striking against the
.government supports the penalty of removal. 35ee Schapansky

v. Department of Transportation, MSPB Docket No. DA075281F1130
at 11 (October 23, 1982,




Denial of Qppgg&ggity to Return

Appellant Greene claims he was denied the opportunity to
meet his deadliﬁe‘shift at 2:00 p.m. on August 5 because, at that
time, he was in «nurt for violating a temporary restraining order

"against striking. The presiding official found appellant’s
argument specious and "an attempt to interpose Eﬁe very criminal

hmisconduct for which he was removed and convicted in defense to

the charges herein." 1.D. at 25. We agree with the presiding
official. The Board finds that appellant's own actions rather
than those of the agency caused him to be in court. Thus, his
resultant inability to work was a consequence of his illegal
action and cannot serve as a defense to the agency's charges.
Accordingly, the agency proved its charges by preponderant

evidence and appellant failed to rebut such. See Bangerter,

supra, at 20.

Appellant Bonacki also claims that he was denied the
opportunity to return %o work. Appellant testified that he called
his supervisor, Bill Chambers, at home the night of August 5 to
determine whether he could return to work on August 6. Appellant

;further testified that Mr. Chambers informed him that he could
inot return because his deadline shift had passed. H.T. at 5355-
f557. .Appellant's deadline shift, in fact, was August 6 at 7 a.m.
lH.T. at 26. The agency attempted to refute this evidence with
3rebutta1 testimony ty Donald Kneram, Chief of the Dallas/Fort
”Worth Tower. Mr. Kneram testified that, although he had

instructed his supervisors to inform him when any air traffic

controller called regarding returning to duty, Mr. Chambers
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never informed Mr. Kneram that appellant had called him at home.
H.T. at 600.

The presiding official determined that appellant's direct
testimony was entitled to greater weight than Kneram's, but
. that appellant “subtantially destroyed the credlblllty
ilof his earlier testimony when on cross-examlnatlon he evaded
" counsel's questions regarding his absences on August 3 and 4."
~I.D. at 27. The presiding official, therefore, found that the

appellant failed to rebut the agency's prima facie case.

The Board acknowledges that the presiding official's
credibility determinations are accorded due deference. Weaver

v. Department of the Navy, 2 MSPB 297 (1980). However, the

Boargd

is free to substitute its own determinations

of fact for those of the presiding official,

giving the presiding official's findings

only so much weight as may be warranted by

the record and by the strength of the

presiding official's reasoning.
Id. at 298. After a complete review of the reccrd,
the Board concludes that the presiding official's finding that
appellant "evaded . . . questions" is unsupported. Appellant
.Bonacki testified at length concerning his decision-making process
"in deciding to call his supervisor regarding return to duty,
explaining that such a decision was in great part precipitated
by his August 5 summons to court where the seriousness of the

" charged offense of striking was made clear. H.T. at 553-557. The

cross-examination of appellant consisted of only the five
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questions cited by the presiding official in the initial decision
at 27-28. H.T. at 56l. This abbreviated cross-—-examination is
insufficient to overcome appellant's earlier testimony that he
called in with the intent to return to duty and was erroneously
- told his deadline had passed.
We find that appellant has demonstrated th&f he attempted
' to return to work during the grace period but was not permitted
due to the agency's misinformation. Accordingly, we conclude
that appellant constructively met his deadline and that the
agency's action removing him cannot be found to promote the
efficiency of the service.6/

As to appellant Comer C. Wolfe, the Board REOPENS and

RECONSIDERS his case on its own motion pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
§ 7701(e)(1)(B) and 5 C.F.R. § 1201.117.7/

Appellant's unrebutted testimony and the agency watch
schedule demonstrates that he had worked on July 28, 1981, and
thereafter was on combined regular days off and annual leave
through August 20, 1981. Appellant was due back to work on August
21 at the 3:00 p.m. shift. H.T. at 515. Appellant testified
tha* he left the state on August 2, returning late in the evening

of August 19. Id. In further unrebutted testimony, appellant

'6/ Controllers legally similarly situated to appellant Bonacki
‘either did not have their removals proposed in the first instance
or had such proposals cancelled during the notice and reply
period. Agency response to national interrogatories, MSPB
‘Discovery No: ALJ-1l, Appendix 1.

7/ Appellant Wolfe was not specifically addressed in the
Supplemental Brief.
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stated that he was never informed that his leave was cancelleqd.
H.T. at 471. Further, the notice that was placed in the required
reading binder relating to leave cancellation was dated July 31,
1981--three days after appellant's final shift prior to vacation.
H.T. at 209.

The record supports a finding that appellan£ did not have
notice of leave cancellation and, indeed, the agency appears to
;concede.as much in that it did not charge him with strike
participation until August 21, the date of his first post-vacation
shift. H.T. at 520. The record further indicates that appellant
contacted Mr. Kneram, Chief of Dallas/Fort Worth Tower, on the
morning of his deadline shift to inquire about a discrepancy in
his paycheck. Appellant testified that Mr. Kneram said appellant
was considered striking and there was nothing appellant could
say to convince him otherwise. H.T. at 523-524. Having heard
appellant testify, Mr. Kneram said he could not deny the
substance of this conversation as related by appellant. H.T. at
612. While appellant Wolfe admitted that he did not specifically
ask if he could return to work, he testified on direct and cross-
'examination that he was surprised by Kneram's response and
‘considered himself fired. H.T., 524, 527-529. Appellant stated
that his intent was to report for work at 3:00 p.m. on August
21 until his telephone conversation with Kneram that morning.
H.T. at 528.

In light of the testimony, record evidence, and Kneram's

admission, we conclude that appellant would have reported to work
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on August 21 at 3:00 p.m., his first shift after the deadline,
but for the conversation with Kneram. Appellant's reliance on
the chief's statement was reasonable under the circumstances.

Compare Bangerter, supra, at 10-11,and cases cited therein.

Accordingly, the agency's action removing appellant Wolfe cannot
be sustained.

Other Issues

Appellants allege that the presiding official limited his
review of issues presented to him. They cite rebuttal evidence
and affirmative defenses raised in their pleadings but do not
state which were not ‘addressed or considered. They admit that
their presentation of documentary evidence, witness examination,
and cross-examination was not limited. Each issue and defense
raised by appellants in their supplementary brief was, in fact,
addressed and resolved by the presiding official. Appellants
fail to identify any issue not addressed or, if addressed
generally by the presiding official, how the outcome of the appeal
of any specific appellant would have been different.8/ A
remand is sought but appellants have not demonstrated which cases,
based upon specific facts, should be affected by this request.

This allegation of error is without merit.

‘87 Indeed, appellants admit in the supplemental brief their

lack of knowledge concerning any errors of the presiding official.
" "Without a remand, how does one tell in which appellants' cases
‘the presiding official erred by not considering the arguments
"advanced on. their behalf in appellants' c¢losing brief and the
‘separate evidence summaries for each?" Supplemental :i:.ilef,
Appendix B, at 9.
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Appellants also allege that the presiding official
erroneously stated that some appellants had misrepresented dates
concerning receipt of or reply to notices of removal. The
presiding official listed two examples of such misrepresentation,
appellants Jones and Cloud. Without regard to whether these
appellants actually misrepresented any dates ofl;eceipt or reply,
‘they have failed to show any harm. Similarly, appellants assign
error to certain statements concerning the effect of the FAA-PATCO
agreement but allege no harm therefrom. Without any showing of
harm caused by the alleged error these allegations are

insufficient to require reversal. See Baracco v. Department

of Transportation, MSPB Docket No. DC075281F0895 (April 25,

1983).

Accordingly, the initial decision is hereby REVERSED with
respect to appellants Bonacki and Wolfe and AFFIRMED with respect
to the remaining appellants. The agency is hereby ORDERED to
cancel the actions removing appellants Bonacki and Wolfe. The
agency is also ORDERED to furnish proof of compliance with this
Order to the Office of the Secretary, Merit Systems Protection
Board, 1120 Vermont Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20419, within
20 days of the date of the issuance of this opinion. Any petition
for enforcement of this Order shall be made to the Dallas Regional
Office in accordance with 5 C.F.R. § 1201.181(a).

This is the final order of the Merit Systems Protection Board

in this appeal. 5 C.F.R. § 1201.113(c).



=11~

Each appellant is hereby notified of the right under 5 U.S.C.
§ 7703 to seek judicial review of the Board's action by filing
a petition for review in the United States Court of Appeals for
the Federal Circuit, 717 Madison Place, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20439. The petition for judicial review must be received by the
court no later than thirty (30) days after the éépellant's recelipt
of this order.

FOR THE BOARD:

J%N B oo e
Date) oron E(’l}:y}cf
Washington, D.C. , SeoiEdNE

Attachment: Statement of the Board's policy on service of its
opinion and orders.
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SERVICE OF BOARD OPINIONS

AND ORDERS

Under Federal regulations set forth at 5 C.F.R.

§ 1201.26(b) (1), the Board has discretionary authority to
determine the persons to be listed in a certificate of service

of a Board decision. The Board has determined to serve the

decision in this case on both the appellant personally and

.. the appellant's representative. An earlier notice which the

. parties may have received from the Secretary of the Board
appears to suggest that the law requires service upon the

- appellant personally at his or her personal address. The

. Secretary's statement is incorrect and should be disregarded.

" To ensure a timely filing with the court, the 30-day time

- 1imit should be calculated from the date this decision is

first received, whether by the appellant or the representa-

“tive. The court has not yet decided whether service on the

appellant or the representative controls the time for an

appeal to the court.



APPENDIX A

Allmon, Leonard E.
Anderson, Robert D.
Andrews, Karl
Anselm, Samuel T.
Blalock, Robert R.
Bonacki, Thomas C.
Brown, Curtis L.
Brown, George E.
Brown, Michael F.
Campbell, Dennis A .
Cavaretta, Vicent J.
Clark, Harry M.
Cloud, Wesley P.
Coalson, Jewel A.
Cook, James L.

Cook, Keith B.
Cocper, Terry B.
Cosline, David W.
Cox, James E.
Cravey, Neal M.
Dalla, Jerry G.
Daugherty, Gary
Dockery, Douglas F.
Earle, Mark N.
Finer, Ben T.

Foy, Gary D.

Garcia, Ricardo
Germata, John

Grant, Rena J.
Gratzke, William D.
Green, Gary L.
Hammond, Frederic P.
Harbison, Richard D.
Harper, Douglas E.
Hawking, Clarence D.
Heard, Travis W.
Henry, Betty F.
Hetrick, Gary R.
Holloran, Joseph H.
Howard, Horton L.
Hunble, Larry G.
Isabel, Columbus L.
Jones, Wallace
Josephson, Thomas B.
King, William E.
Kirby, William R.
Koebrick, Richard A.
Loman, George F.
Madey, Andrew V.
'iller, Morris A.

DAO75281F0946
DA075281F10€8
DA075281F0998
DAO075281F0947
DA075281F1075
DAO75281F0948
DAO75281F0951
DA075281F0952
DAO75281F1079
DA075281F1284
DAO75281F: ? 59
DA075281F. 084
DAO75281F1285
DAO75281F1286
DAO75281F1265
DAO75281F1287
DA075281F1085
DAO75281F0956
DAO75281F1058
DAO75281F0688
DAO75281F1268
DA075281F1143
DA075281F1288
DA075281F1091
DA075281F1276
DAO75281F1223
DA075281F0960
DA075281F1114
DA075281F1227
DA075281F0962
DAO75281F0943
DA075281F0965
DAO75281F 1266
DA075281F1267
DAO75281F0967
DAO75281F0971
DA075281F1170
DAO75281F1270
DAO75281F1172
DAO75281F1173
DAQ75281F0974
DAO75281F1231
DAO75281F1116
DAO75281F1094
DAO75281F1002
DAO75281F0976
DA075281F1009
DAO75281F0978
DAO75281F1148
DAO75281F1179
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Murray, Richmond K.
Oden, Maurice 0.
Ogg, Lawrence H.
Orr, Alan

Owens, Phillip E.
Page, John M,
Portley, Gene R.
Poskey, Patrick
Pounds, Tyrone C.
Rayburn, Jerry D.
Sanders, Guy A.
Schroeder, Robert D.
Settle, Carl

Silva, Peter S.
Sims, John M.
Smith, Guy P.
Stadler, Terry
Steszewskil, James A.
Strebeck, Ronald L.
Thomas, Terry G.
Trotter, John F.
VanMeter, Ted E.
Vaughn, Gary W.
Wartchow, Leland P.
Weber, Edward R.
Wing, Danie S.
Wolfe, Comer C.
Wolgamott, Roka D.

DAO75281F0980
DA075281F1123
DAO075281F1180
DAO75281F1017
DAQ75281F1125
DAO75281F0981
DAO075281F1262
DA075281F1101
DAQO75281F1128
DA075281F0985
DAO075281F1129
DA075281F1191
DA075281F0942
DAO75281F1013
DAO75281F1193
DAO075281F1195
DAO75281F1145
DA075281F1133
DAO75281F1297
DAO75281F11 37
DAO75281F1205
DAO75281F0990
DA075281F1208
DAO75281F1210
DAO75281F1211
DAC75281F1283
DA075281F0992
DA075281F1238



CERTIFICATE CF SERVICE

I certify that copies of the foregoing Opinion and Order were sent

this date to the following:
- By certified mail:

Allrmon, Leanard Elliston, Jr.
- 7404 Meadowdale
Watauga, Texas 76143

Anderson, Robert Dean
1604 Trinity Court
Bedford, Texas 76021

Andrests, Karl Joseph
7837 Clark
Fort Viarth, Texas 76118

anselm, Samael T.
616 Springhill Ct.
Hurst, Texas 76053

Blalock, Robert Ray
7316 McCain Road
Colleyville, Texas 76034

Bonacki, Thamas C.
3316 Pin Qak lane
Bedford, Texas 76021

Brovn, Cuitis
504 Holder
Hurst, Texas 76053

Brown, George Ernest
1804 Ridgeside Dr.
Arlington, Texas 76013

Brown, Michael Francis
2713 Creskwood Dr.
Grapevine, Texas 76051

Campbell, Dennis A.
3611 Ravenhill ILane
Arlington, Texas 76016

Cavaretta, Vincent Joseph, Jr.

912 Circle Lane
Bedford, Texas

Clark, Harry Mitchell
1000, Holly Hill Ct.
Arlington, Texas 76014

Cloud, Wesley P.
1001 Rosewood Lane
Arlington, Texas 76010

Coalson, Jewel Angeline
1929 Overbrook Dr.
Arlington, Texas 76014

Cook, James Larry
5124 Grove 5t.
Fort Worth, Texas 76118

Cock,Keith Brett
2619 Charolais Way
Arlington, Texas 76017

Cooper, Terry Bill
4101 Glenrcse Dr.
Garland, Texas 75042

Cosline, David Wells
2118 Clearbrook Ct.
Arlington, Texas 76013

Cox, James Edward
1140 Trailwood Dr.
Hurst, Texas 76053

Cravey, Neal M.
3111 Abbey Rd.
Carrollton, Texas 75007

Dalla; Jerry Glen
572B Avenue J East

Gran Prairie, Texas 75050

Dauwgherty, Gary S.
617 Louvella Dr.
Hurst, Texas 76053

Dockery, Douglas Frank
7345 Meadowbrook Dr.

N. Richland Hills, Texas

Earle, Mark Neil
4406 long Acres Court
Arlington, Texas 76016



Einer, Ben Tennis
2700 Ridge Top Lane
Arlington, "owas 76011

Foy, Gaxry Dee
337 e. Pecan #1040
Hurst, Texas 76053

Garcia, Ricardo
740 Tord Lr.
Hurst, Texas 76053

Germata, John Ronald
5709 Carolyn Dr.
N. Richland Hills, Texas 76118

Grant, Rena Jo
6001 Saddleridge
Arlington, Texas 76016

Gratzke, William Dennis
50 Devonshire
Bedford, Texas 76021

Greene, Gary JTee
6800 Shadydale
N. Richland Hills, Texas 76180

Harmmond, Frederic Porter
2141 Mountain View Dr.
Hurst, Texas 76053

Harbison, PRicher? Dale
705 Parway Dr.
Fort Worth, Texs.s 76118

Harper, Douglas i
5625 MacDougall
Haltam City, Texas 76148

Hawkins, Clarence David
3309 Bobwhite Dr.
Bedford, Texas 76021

Heard, Travis V.
2108 Hill Country Dr.
Arlington, Texas 76012

Henry, Betty Faye
7645 Blue Carriage Lane
Fort Worth, Texas 76112

Hetrick, Gary Richard
2615 lMonterey Court
Arlington, Texas 76015

Holloran, Joseph H.
4408 Crabapple St.
Fort Worth, Texas 76137

Boward, Horton L.
7532 Lisa Court
Fort Worth, Texas 76112

Huwble, Larry Glenn
309 Baker Dr.
Hurst, Texas 76053

Isabel, Columbus lee
5234 Cua=rricge Dr.
Arlingt:-n, Texas 76017

Jones, Wallace Eugere
1562 Meadowlane Terrace
Fort Worth, Texas 7¢ll2

Josephson, Thamas Bruce
5736 Bonnie Viayne Or.
Fort Worth, Texas 76117

King, William Edward
608 Dennis Dr.
DeSoto, Texas 75115

Kirby, wWilliam Robert
313 Rambling Court
Fuless, Texas 76039

Koebrick, Richard Arthur
14044 Marsh Lane
Dallas, Texas 75234

Loman, George Franklin, Jr.

360 Harwood Court
Bedford, Texas 76021

Madey, Andrew V.
7525 Red Oak St.
Fort Worth, Texas 76180

Miller, Morris A.
1600 Cherbourg
Piano, Texas 75075

Murry, Richmond Kyle
2526 Huntwick Dr.

Grand Prairie, Texas 75050

Oden, Maurice Odell
7593 Terry Dr.
Fort torth, Texas 76118



Ogg, lawrence H.
2400 Glacier
Irving, Texas 75062

Orx, Alan B.
8400 Springbrook
M. Richland Hills, Texas 76118

Owens, Phillip Eugene
1600 Meadowlane Terrace
Fort Worth, Texas 76112

Page, John Miltm

1624 lexington, Place
Bedford, Texas 76021

Portley, Gene Pogers
1801 Crooked I.ane
Fort Worth, Texas 76112

Poskey, Patrick
1910 Elmhurst
Arlington, Texas 76012

Pounds, Tyrone Cozell
1608 6th Avenue
Fort Worth, Texas 76104

Rayburn, Jerry Dougias
104 W. Oak Valley Dr.
Colleyville, Texas 76034

Sanders, Guy A., Jr.
Post OFfice Box 171
Euless, Texas 76039

Schroeder, Robert Dale
5309 Roberts Road
Colleyville, Texas 76034

Settle, Carl Elsworth

7594 Terry Dr.
Fort Worth, Texas 76118

Silva, Peter S.
121 South Montclair
Dallas, Texas 75208

Sims, John Michial
2707 Monterey St.
Arlington, Texas 76105

Smith, Guy Paul
3106 Monties Lane
Arlington, Texas 76105

Stadler, Terry L.
2126 Hendricks, Apt. 216
Arlington, Texas 76011

Stezewski, James Andrew
1128 Georgian Road East
Saginaw, Texas 76179

Strebeck, Ronald Lenn
204 Warbler Court
Bedford, Texas 76021

Thamas, Terry Gordon
1207 Oakwood Trail
Southlake, Texas 76092

Trotter, John Freeborn
1200 Donley Dr.
Euless, Texas 76039

Van Meter, Ted E.
3404 sheffiecld Dr.
Arlington, Texas 76013

Vaughn, Gary, W.
5631 Boca Raton Blvd.
Fort Worth, Texas 76112

Wartchow, Leland P.
2120 Mountainview
Hurst, Texas 76053

Veber, Edward Ruell
1201 Overhill Dr.
Bedford, Texas 76021

Wing, Danie S.
6524 Sherri lane
Fort Worth, Texas 76180

Wolfe, Camer C.
2959 Oak Farest

Grapevine, Texas 76051

Wolgamott, Roka Dean
2812 Creekwood Dr. North
Grapevine, Texas 76051
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& Buckley, Chartered
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Washington, D.C. 20036

Diane R. Liff, Esq.
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Litigation

Department of Transportation

400 Seventh Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C., 20590

Joseph A. Kovarek, Esq.
Regional Counsel, ASW-7

Federal Aviation Administration
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