
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Russ Mortenson 

FROM: Rick Salwen 

DATE: December 3, 1979 

RE: Omni Litigation: Airworthiness of Aircraft 

Enclosed with this memorandum are two copies of a letter dated 
Pebruary 21, 1979 from Ken Lenz, flight enr,ineer for YR-CAN during the trip to 
the Middle-East and back, to Omni International. Please note that Mr. Lenz thanks 
Omni for the opportunity to serve them as flight engineer on the "charter" for Ross 
Perot. This is significant, since a charter operation differs significantly f rorn a 
simple aircraft lease, and requires substantially higher levels of care, and 
equipment reliability. 

Also, please note the twenty-four item list which Mr. Lenz states it would 
be "desirable to correct" before further operation of the aircraft. In my 
conversation with �Ir. Lenz in California, I asked him to evaluo.te the seriousness of 
each item listed. His comments, item by item, were as follows: 

' 

l. This was smelly, and annoying, but did not affect the airworthiness of the
aircraft.

2. Same comment as No. l.

3. This is a nit-picky item.

4. This could result in inability to operate the water system, which would be
annoying and uncomfortable but not affect the safety of flight; or, if
there really is no circuit breaker protection, could create a danger to
anyone toud1ing metal in the vicinity in the event of a short circuit.

5. This Is not an airworthiness item either, but simply makes it inconvenient
to open and close the door.

6. This item requires a crew member to stond outside to start the No. 1
engine. It presents some danger to the crew member who must perform
the starting operation; ho,vever, this was not a pre-existing ddect Omni
should have known about, but rather malfunctioned during the course of
this trip.
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7. This item is more serious. The ADF is a required navigational instrument
for operation in instrument flight; large aircraft such as the r\oeing 707
are required to have two of these. The margin of safety in flight is
derogated if either one fails to operate.

8. This is the primary enroute navigational instrument for use in flight. It is 
a required piece of equipment. The aircraft could not legally operate in 
U.S. airspace in instrument weather conditions with this instrument 
inoperative. The appearance of the "flag" noted by �.fr. Lenz is a
malfunction indicator for the instrument.

9. This malfunction makes it difficult or impo5sible to operate the aircraft
on autopilot during climb and descent operations. It has an impact on
safety, since climb out and descent are the busiest times for the crew,
and the ability to operate the aircraft on autopilot during those operations
is Important.

l 0. This item relates to the inertial navigation system (INS), and the
inoperative system restricts the ability of the aircraft to operate in
transatlantic flight. Under rurrcnt air traffic control rules, the most
advantageous high density flight corridors cannot be used with this
instrument inoperative. As a result, the aircraft must operate dose to its
maximum fuel-range limits for a transatlantic flight, reducing the margin
of safety. This defect rendered the aircraft unfit for its intended
purpose; and Omni's represenatives were well aware that we intended the
aircraft for a transatlantic flight. Incidentally, Lenz noted in
conversation that the INS instrument installed in the aircraft was not the
same as the one for which the operating manuals In the aircraft had been
produced. While it was the same series, the serial number for the
operatini; manual was different from the serial number of the instrument
installed.

11. /\ trnnsponder is a required instrument for flight in U.S. airspace as well
c1s operation in most European countries. This particular malfunction
created serious problems, since the air traffic control facilities were
unable to receive the transponder signal of the aircraft, making radar
identification for air traffic control purp05e much more diificuJt.

12, 13, 
and 14. These items, combined, mc1de it virtually lrnposslble to monitor accurately 

the use of fuel in flight. Because fuel flow v;:i.ri�s signific;:i.ntly depending 
upon atmospheric conditions, altitude, and other aspects of the flight 
regime, accurate fuel flow inforrn;:i.tion is critica..lly important on large jct 
aircraft. Three of the four fuel flow meters must be in proper working 
order for legal operation in U.S. airspace. 

l5. This is a required item of equipment for operation In IFR weather 
conditions. During this trip, its malfunction created a problem in the 
approach to Heathrow Airport in England, under emergency conditions, 
making that approach, in bad weather, much more difficult. 

16. Thls compass was on the captain's position at the beginning of the flight,
and the autopilot dlrectional control used this compass for directi�nal
guidance information. If this compass had remained in the No. l poslt1on,
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17. 

18. 

19. 

20, 21 

22. 

23. 

24. 

it would have made use of the autopilot totally impossible. Even after the 
crew switched It to the copilot position, it derogated safety because of 
the margin-of-safety impact. 

The severe weakness in the VOR receivers was the direct cause, Lenz 
believes, of the malfunctions covered above under Items 8 and 15. 

Accurate air speed indication ls critical to proper flight operation, and, at 
low speeds, this inaccuracy, if not know to and compensated for by the 
crew, could have caused the aircraft to sta11 and crash. 

This gauge is a required item -- however, Its proper functloning is not 
critical to safety of flight. 

Thes� items were annoying, but not critical. 

These lighting malf unctlons made night fllght extremely difficult, since a 
flash light had to be used to read the instruments. Note that the 
malfunction was more serious than just burned out bulbs. 

Proper oxygen supplies are critical to passenger safety in the event of 
failure of the pressurization system in the aircraft. /\s a matter of fact, 
the pressure did partially fail during this flight, necessitating rapid 
descent since not enough passenger oxygen was on board. 

This problem made it difficult to operate the aircraft at any airport which 
was not fully equipped with services for a large jet aircraft. Luckily, the 
airplane did not have to operate from such vehicles. 

In addition, Mr. Lenz and I discussed the malfunction of th.e pressurization 
system, which was a result of a piece of insulation being caught in the "bleed air" 
valves, holding those valves open so that the compressors were unable to maintain 
cabin altitude when the aircraft reached high flight opera ting altitudes. This 
problem, of course, was not one which could have been foreseen. However, once it 
occurred, the other, pre-existing problems aggravated ,m otherwise inconvenient 
situation, turning it into a critical safety hazard requiring emergency action and 
unscheduled termination of the flight at Heathrow Airport. 

I also discussed the malfunctions listed in Mr. Lenz's letter with John 
Carlen, the captain of the aircraft, and he stated that, basically, three factors had 
resulted in his decision to take emergency action terminating the flight, as follows: 

I. Because the compass, flight director, and INS were inoperative (as
discussed above) it was impossible to fly the aircraft using autopilot,
which would have necessitated several hours of transatlantic flying by
hand, leading to severe fatigue on the part of the crew.

2. The failure of the pressurization system required the aircraft to operate
at low altitude, creating an ability on the part of air traffic control to
follow the flight properly and give proper clearances, as well as a fuel
consumption problem (since the aircraft uses more fuel at low altitudes)
aggravated by the lack of accurate fuel flow information discussed above.
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3. finally, the lack of oxygen avallabillty to the passengers over this long
flight with the possibility that the pressurization system would fail
entirely, made continuation of the flight unreasonably hazardous.

Carlen also noted several incidental matters with regard to the flight that
are not reflected elsewhere ln the file as follows: 

a. Omni's contact in London, who rnade all parking and other arrangements
for the aircraft after landing at Heathrow, was named Jeff Fordham;

b. After landing In London, the aircraft was held over, together with the
crew, by direction of Omni, for several days, for the purpose of flying a
trip to Rlo de Janiero after the alrcraf t had been repaired. When the
prospective customer cancelled, the crew was sent home.

c. Also, after the Rio trip cancelled, Ornr.i talked about having the crew
bring the aircraft back to the U.S. after repair, but decided not to do so
because (Omni told Carlen) lt would be ecisier to sell the plane in London.

The above l terns should, with the documents and information previously
sent you, give you access to all the information I currently have with regard to this 
case. As you already know, I arn avallable to assist in any way you deem 
appropriate with further preparation for trial. 

RS:kf 
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