SERVED: March 2, 1995
NTSB Order No. EA-4331

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BOARD
WASHI NGTQN, D. C.

Adopt ed by the NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BQARD
at its office in Washington, D.C
on the 24th day of February, 1995

DAVI D R HI NSON,
Adm ni strator,
Federal Avi ation Adm nistration,

Conpl ai nant
Dockets SE-12030 and
V. SE- 12049
MAURI CE BAI LEY and
G LBERT E. AVI LA,

Respondent s.

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

ORDER DENYI NG RECONSI DERATI ON

Respondents have filed a petition seeking reconsideration of
our decision in NTSB Order No. EA-4294 (served Decenber 13,
1994). In that decision we affirnmed orders suspendi ng
respondents' mechanic certificates for 120 days each based on
their inproper approval of a Piper PA-32 for return to service
after a 100- hour inspection (signed off by respondent Bailey) and
annual inspection (signed off by respondent Avila), when the
aircraft was unairworthy due to nunerous discrepancies.® The
petition is denied.

'we affirmed violations of 14 C.F.R 43.13(a) and (b), and
43. 15(a) agai nst respondent Bailey, and of 43.15(a) agai nst
respondent Avil a.
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Al t hough respondents' petition is somewhat difficult to
understand, it appears to reiterate many of their earlier
argunents, all of which we rejected in Order No. EA-4294. They
continue to assert nonconpliance with a variety of |aws,
regul ations, and policies, on the part of the FAA inspector who
investigated this case (in not "grounding"” the aircraft), the
Part 135 owner of the aircraft (in allegedly not repairing the
di screpancies), and the pilot who flew the unairworthy aircraft
(in not noting the discrepancies alleged in the Admnistrator's
conplaint). Respondents' primary argunment appears to be that the
actions of these individuals were inconsistent with the
Adm nistrator's position that the aircraft was unairworthy. W
di sagree. The evidence at the hearing overwhel m ngly established
t hat respondents returned an unairworthy aircraft to service,
inproperly certifying that it was airworthy. The subsequent
actions of others are irrelevant to respondents' violations. To
the extent that respondents' petition raises additional
argunents, they are either repetitive or neritless.

In sum respondents have not raised any matter in their
petition that would warrant reconsideration of our decision in
this case.

ACCORDI NGY, IT I S ORDERED THAT:

The petition for reconsideration is denied.

HALL, Chairman, FRANCI S, Vice Chai rman, and HAMVERSCHM T, Menber
of the Board, concurred in the above order.



