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1. The complainant will show that The Boeing Company continues to violate regulations (CFR
Title 14, §21.137 Quality system (c) Supplier control) for which it was cited with formal
findings in 2008 — 2010 and which it failed to correct despite another investigation in 2014
following a complaint to the FAA Chief Counsel Office (docket 2014-2). Current Safety
Management System processes are failing to provide for timely correction of regulatory
violations in 2021. Boeing’s Regulatory affairs organization is still not providing notification
to the Certificate Management Office. Boeing will no longer meet the conditions of Advisory
Circular AC_. Details are provided in Chapter 1.

2. The complainant will show that The Boeing Company refuses to take accountability for the
ineffectiveness of their Ethics Compliance Processes (14 CFR § 21.137 - Quality system (i)
Corrective and preventive actions) and Investigations regarding retaliation (US Code 29
§42121). Details are provided in Chapter 2.

3. Top management was notified of the issues in items 1 and 2 and did not take accountability
of resolution as required in AS9100 to which the company committed through their FAA
approved procedures. The culture of regarding procedural violations as an issue to be dealt
with when it is convenient is endemic at Boeing and within its executive management.
Details are provided in Chapter 3. In particular the “The accountable manager” specified in
§ 21.135 (a) did not ensure that “the production approval holder satisfies the requirements
of the applicable regulations of subchapter C, Aircraft.” (§ 21.135 (b)).

Besides the continuing violation stated in Chapter 1., some of the events in this complaint
are about 10 years ago. Yet, Boeing closed Ethics investigations in 2015 on these issues and
The Boeing Company’s legal department confirmed The Boeing Company’s 2015 position on
these events in 2021 and stated that all processes were followed. As such Boeing continues
the denial around the events regarding the Production Certificate Extension for the 787. The
prior incidents are provided in detail in appendix E.

4. The Boeing Company continues to engage in conduct in conflict with the Boeing — US
Department of Justice Deferred Prosecution Agreement® and the Boeing FAA settlement
agreement, dated May 25, 2021.

None of these allegations are new to Boeing. The Boeing legal department has investigated
these allegations and the legal department stated that Boeing is fully adhering to their internal
processes. As such, it should be expected that The Boeing Company can reply to this complaint
in a timely fashion.

The complainant is filing this complaint now, due to The Boeing Companies legal department
position that Ethics processes were performed correctly in all the prior cases. If Boeing does not
acknowledge their failures, how can they correct and improve their Corporate Compliance and
internal Culture?!

5 Case 4:21-cr-00005-0O Document 4, UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS,
Fort Worth Division, Deferred Prosecution Agreement, Filed January 7, 2021
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1.b Process and Systems Requirement Flow Down to Suppliers continues to fail in

2021.

The complainant noticed in December 2020 that two of the items from 2008 (see appendix A,
items 3 and 4 related to Commonality Matrix (CMx) and 14 CFR 21.137) were continuing to be a
systemic problem. The CMx is the formal contract vehicle used by the 787 program to flow
down process and system requirements to suppliers. Boeing has not updated the CMx since
2017 and doesn’t emplace and enforce the CMx systemically in the supply base. As of October
2021, the Boeing internal investigation is 10 months long without understanding the extent of
the violation, immediate corrective action nor is there a completed root cause analysis. Details
are in appendix D-2.

1.c Failure of Safety Management System to address the violation.

The complainant made a formal submittal to Boeing’s safety management system for the
violation in 1.b. The safety system record was closed within days, the regulatory affairs
department didn’t deem a notification to the FAA necessary until a direct impact to the airplane
is proven. The issue is now tracked at a non-executive level with slow progress towards
resolution. This demonstrates that Boeing does not consider every violation of federal
regulations important enough for immediate disclosure. (Details in appendix D-2, items 12-16)

2. Failure of Boeing’s Ethics and related investigative processes

The complainant will show below that Boeing has failed to institute an effective corporate
compliance process with respect to regulatory violations of complex technical issues.
Management judgement is overriding technical assessments, corrective actions are only
occurring at the discretion of executives, removal from assignments are being performed when
the technical assessments are a hinderance to schedule and the complainant is forbidden to file
further Ethics cases.

All these issues were condoned by the Boeing legal department as appropriate in April 2021.

The complainant was responsible as a Technical Fellow for Configuration Management
compliance for 787 suppliers in 2008 —2011. He was removed from this position in 2011.

During 2007 - 2009, executive management was aware of the need to achieve configuration
management compliance in the supply base.’® The FAA had cited Boeing with violations*! and
the complainant was asked to lead the technical teams towards corrective action.

10 performance Management Evaluations included “far exceed expectations”, e.g. “Martin has demonstrated
outstanding leadership in supporting the config management requirements for 787 Partners to ensure a sound
QMS” (Quality Management System).

11 See appendix A.
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effectiveness of the suppliers’ corrective actions developed in response to Boeing’s supplier
audit findings.”.

Supplier Quality did not discover the issues related to the Commonality Matrix over the last 4
years. Supplier Quality was a direct participant in the violations described in the various Ethics
Cases, see appendix E. The complainant pointed these issues out to his executive director in
person and in a requested email, to suggest, that they should be addressed as part of the
settlement agreement’s SRM.%

Conclusion

When an organization does not acknowledge internally to its employees that violations of
regulations occurred, even though the regulatory agency confirmed the technical correctness of
the allegations, then the organization is not willing to really solve the issues and continue with
the overall approach to business. Managers who “got away” with retaliation are still in
leadership positions in the company without any consequence to their actions. Boeing
internally does not have a statute of limitations.

A culture change can be accelerated by addressing mistakes of the past. Appropriate
enforcement action will help to correct some of these behaviors and increase aviation safety.

Sincerely,

Martin Bickeboeller

Paper Copies to the FAA and District Attorney signed.

23 Email M. Bickeboeller tol subject FAA — Boeing Corrective Action Plans for Supplier Oversight, dated
June 1, 2021.
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Appendix B — FAA Memorandum on results of prior complaint

April 28, 2016

Dear Mr. Bickeboeller:

Lhe Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAAS) Aircralt Certification Service has completed its
investigation of your concerns related to configuration management issues at Alenia. a Boeing
supplier in Italy, which the FAA has documented as Formal Complaint Y.n-\'nu
communicated your concemns by letter, dated May 22, 2014, to the FAA’s Office of Chief
Counsel and Boeing Certificate Management Office.

In your letter, you alleged that Bocing failed to conduct proper oversight of Alenia, which
resulted in failures of the configuration management process. You also alleged that Boeing
provided misleading information to the FAA relating to configuration control issues. You
alleged these issues occurred during the centification program for the Boeing model 787-8
airplane,

We conducted an investigation regarding your allegations. The allegations related to
configuration management and supplier oversight were confirmed by Boeing and the FAA
Boeing provided a corrective action plan to the FAA to address the identified issues. The FAA
has verified that the corrective action plan was implemented and effectively corrects the issues
Our investigation did not substantiate your allegation associated with Boeing providing
misleading information to the FAA relating to configuration control issues

Thank you for bringing this matter to our attention

Sincerely,

Acting Manager, Transport Airplane Directorate
Aircraft Certification Service






Appendix C — FAA Memorandum on Alenia Issues found October 25, 2021
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Appendix D — Events related to the Production Certificate Application



















through the “Speak-Up” portal into the Aviation Safety Action Tracking System as ASR:

























Appendix E - Ethics Investigations October 25, 2021

from assignments to make it simpler to force incorrect closures. Ethics complaints filed after
Boeing achieved the 787 production certificate extension yielded a small amount of correction.
But executive management including the Quality VP responsible for the effectiveness of the
quality system refused to engage and see proper closure of corrective actions. Details see
appendix E.2.

2013-2015 the complainant tried to address the continued failures, both of the Ethics
processes, the behavior of the quality executive leadership and the actual situation at Alenia.
After one year of no action through the Ethics processes, the complainant engaged the Boeing
internal regulatory affairs office. Again, after no action, the complainant filed the violations
with the FAA Office of Chief Counsel (see appendix xxx), docket-. Boeing kept the ethics
cases open, and closed them while denying any wrongdoing in 2015, after the FAA had
confirmed the technical issues at Alenia. (see appendices B and C). Details see appendix E.1.
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required to be corrected. Underjjjjjjjjj direction, there was no action taken to address
“ineffective corrective action” (see [INIIll, nor were all the nonconformities formally









ensures that each product and article conforms to its approved design”.
e Boeing’'s Quality Management System ensures that a) every element in the Engineering





















































































































Appendix H — Reply Boeing to FAA regarding 2014-2 FAA Chief Counsel Docket

| Tha Boaing Company
te . P.O. Box 3707
| Seatte, WA 90124-2207

August 20, 2014

Yia U8, Minil snd Electronically

Fedoral Aviation Administration
800 Independence Avenue, S.W,

@ Washington, DC 20591
' Attentlon: Auiumn Killiogham, AGC-30

FOEING -!

| Dear Ms. Killingham,

|

" "This is in response to your letter dated July 9, 2014, to Michas! P, Delancy
enclosing a copy of a complaint filed by bMentin Bickeboelier, 2ud requesting su
snswer to the allegations contained in that complaint. Dr. Bickeboelier's allegations
ia his May 24, 2014, complaint letter about configuration management isvues at
Alenia and Bosing's response to those issues ane not new to Bosing. Boeing Brhics,
787 Engineering, Suppher Quality lesdesship, Corporete Audit and the Law
Department have all investigated and responded to Dr. Bickebostier’s nomerous
complaints and epparent dissafisfaction with ihe sieps Boging has taken (and is
continting to take) to assure that all 787 sirpiancs submitted for airworthiness
cestification &e fully compliant with the spproved type design. As explained below,
while Boeing continues to work sappiier contro! Issues with Alenia, Dy, Bickeboeller's

partnership with the FAA, have bean successfully directed ot echicving complisace
with those regolations. Finally, there is absolutely no merit to the allegation that
Boeing violsted FAR 21.2 by communicating false or incomplete information to the
FAA.

While there beve been configurstion and mansgement control challenges with
Alenia's work stalement, Bosing at all timees has exercised sufficient and appropriate
configuration costrol and oversight. Namerous times since the program's imceplion,
Alienia’s progress has besn assessed by Boelng as In nesd of comrectionft
(See attachment A for an overview of that ectivity). The implementation of the

i sl s Bl s TR aVihe b nscnccsnsni s mancie bae Basem siani alflflastlssn e

CVIAVOYE IO M Or PrOCcss 153Ucs (WICH TUYE SINCE TFOpy] ey el j 1o Inmor

performance and quality issues that are monitored and corrected as they ocour.




G-

HOEING

Throughout the duration of this interaction with Alenia, Boeing has foliowed the
applicable FAA spproved processes o identify and sddeess performance issues ot its
mippliers, Additonally, the production sysiem in 13 entirety bas fusctioned
appropriately to peoperly docuizent and manags the delivery conflguration of the
sirplanes. Coaformity to type design of the mirplanes has been continuously

5t s raised numerons compleints within Boelng, lergely related 10
; 6 of years. These complaings have been extensively investigaved
hyﬁ?mpnedn'udmﬁwmmmumﬂuhmlﬁpkmby
Boeing Bthics, Corpomate Aadit and the Law Department. These sliegations have
govesed the detriled process issues involving Alenis, as well as Boeing management's
response 1o those issues. Ore series of allegations, which tend 1o be cumulative, is
ﬂumhmwmmmummwmwm
of the 787 program. However, seversl pravious complaints by Dr,

Bickeboeller have been closed as unsubstantiated, particularty in regard to
management’s responsivensss (o, and responsibility for, alleged procesy viclations, In
each case, afier en extensive and detailed veview of all available information, the
investigative reporis concluded that management had demonstraied due diligence in
pursuing and addressing Dr. Bickeboeller’s concerna, This is also true with regard to
the allegations of improper closuse of Supplier Evaluation Reguesta, During the
course of these investigations, it wes determined that some of Dr. Bickebosliler's
detailed concems about certain process issues, for exampls thoee involving Bill of
Materinl problems, were valid end needed 1o be addressed through appropriate
chagnels. Dr. Bickehceller was asked (o participate in ongoing discussions, and did
50, but it is clear that he remaing unhappy with Boeing’s approach 10 msolving those
concerns, it is worth noting that io dealing with complex processes involving aitplene
configuration managemant and supplier oversight, there {2 not necessarily 3 single
correct answer that is the exclusive path toward achieving a complient, conforming
product. While Bosing’s approsch may not have addressed the conceras in the precise
manner desived by Dr, Bickeboeller, that does not make Boging’s approach wrong or
poncompiiant to process, and certainly does not constitute 8 violation of the FARs.

A tubstantial amount of meterial relsted to the content of sttachment A, including
all SERs writien at Alenis. has besn fumished to the CMO. This exiensive



















Appendix | — Analysis of Boeing’s reply to Complaint Chief Counsel Docket 2014-2 October 25, 2021

9. “Itis worth noting that in dealing with complex processes involving airplane configuration
management and supplier oversight, there is not necessarily a single correct answer that is
the exclusive path toward achieving a compliant, confirming product.”

a. 787 had a culture of “making it happen”. The tone of the program was captured best
in the Ethics result regarding the MHI wings: “Boeing and Suppliers don’t have to
follow procedures until the production certificate is issued.

10. “While Boeing approach may not have addressed the concerns in the precise manner
desired by Dr. Bickeboeller, that does not make Boeing’s approach wrong or noncompliant
to process.”

a. The FAA approved procedural system of Boeing must be followed. The complaints
captured in the SERs and Ethics cases are all about not following Boeing process
requirements originating from the FAA approved Quality Manual.

“Making it happen” does not provide a license to violate.

c. Inspections, Notice of Escapements are not alternative methods to be just as a

matter of normal business because other procedures are violated.
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Appendix J — Participants in the violations and their various responsibilities.

sQ Italy Technical Fellow Configuration
Management

I | Martin Bickeboeller
sQ italy
























