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Interview:   Mr. Bob Hildreth, Fire Chief, 66th Civil Engineer Squadron,  

Hanscom AFB, Bedford, MA 
Date:   23 July 2014 
Location:  Fire Station, Hanscom AFB, Bedford, MA 
Representative: None 
Present: Peter Wentz (NTSB), Deputy Chief Dan Dillon (HAFBFD), Bob Kenyon 

(HAFBFD), Glen Haffner (HAFBFD), Keith Leonhardt (Massport), Ted Costa 
(Massport Fire (BOS)) 

 
Chief Hildreth was asked how the primary “crash” phone was operated. He stated the primary 
emergency phone rang down to five locations: 1) Hanscom fire 2) Massachusetts State Police 3) 
Airport Operations 4) Air Force Command Post and 5) Action Ambulance.  
 
Chief Hildreth was asked why the tower called back to the fire dispatcher 27 seconds after the 
initial call and asked if they (the fire department) received the initial call. Chief Hildreth stated 
that he could not explain the second call.  He asked his dispatcher and the dispatcher had no 
explanation. Chief Hildreth stated “he (the dispatcher) was confused.” 
 
Chief Hildreth was asked if there was anyone in the Air Force that would be the equivalent of an 
FAA Part 139 inspector.  Chief Hildreth stated that the Inspector General (IG) conducted 
inspections every 3 to 5 years at Hanscom AFB.  Chief Hildreth was asked if the IG conducted 
timed ARFF response drills. Chief Hildreth replied “no, and I can tell you why, it’s because I do 
not have an ARFF mission. I’m only structural.”  Chief Hildreth was asked if the Air Force IG 
knew about the Massport DoD contract.  Chief Hildreth replied “no.”  Chief Hildreth was asked 
if anyone conducted timed ARFF trials.  Chief Hildreth responded by pointing to Mr. Leonhardt 
and stated that the airport operator can.1 
  
Chief Hildreth was asked about Lexington fire trying to enter cockpit at 23:28:08 and why it 
took 1:47:46 to try and gain entry to the airplane. He stated he was not at the airport but that 
Deputy Dillon may know. Deputy Dillon stated that he arrived on scene and asked Ms. Kerry 
Fadden several times for a manifest.  He stated she called for the manifest but she never 
received it.  Keith Leonhardt stated that Kerri Fadden called flight support and they did not give 
her a number of persons onboard. 
 
Deputy Dillon stated he asked Commander Seguin about the flight deck and whether someone 
could be alive.  Deputy Dillon was asked at what time he left the airport property and went 
outside the fence to locate the airplane on the other side of the ravine.  Deputy Dillon stated 
they did not know how to get around to the other side so he requested a map.  Chief Hildreth 
stated that “we have never physically been over to that side of the ravine.” Chief Hildreth also 

                                                           
1 Mr. Leonhardt explained that each year the Hanscom fire department conducted? actual timed events from 
throughout the year and that those times were averaged and provided to the FAA before the annual Part 139 
inspection. 



stated that if the accident had happened at the other end of the 11/29 runway he would have 
known how to get off of the airport property because he had responded to an accident at that 
end in the past. 
 
Chief Hildreth was asked about radio communications.  He stated that the Air Force has a low 
band VHF primary radio and a mid-band UHF mutual aid radio.  Chief Hildreth stated that all 
four mutual aid fire chiefs were working under unified command with Deputy Dillon.  Chief 
Hildreth was asked if mutual aid can talk directly to the HAFBFD dispatcher or the ATCT and he 
replied “no.”  Chief Hildreth was asked if there is a standard operating procedure (SOP) or 
procedures manual that mutual aid companies would follow while assisting HAFBFD.  Chief 
Hildreth stated “no,” although the HAFBFD had a number of mutual aid radios to hand out to 
incoming mutual aid fire departments. Chief Hildreth stated that did not happen on May 31, 
2014.  Chief Hildreth stated that this was a known problem and they have been trying to fix it 
for ten years. 
  



Interviewee:  Mr. Jim Podolske, Air Force Fire Chief 
Date / Time:  November 21, 2014 10:01am – 10:57am 
Location:  Telephone interview 
Representative: None 
Present: Peter Wentz (NTSB), Phillip Davenport (FAA), Keith Leonhardt (Massport), 

Ted Costa (Massport Fire (BOS)) 
 
Mr. Jim Polodiske was the Air Force Fire Chief and was responsible for policies and procedures 
for 180 Air Force installations and just under 10,000 firefighters. He had oversight for the entire 
Air Force firefighting organization. He stated Chief Bob Hildreth’s supervisor would be the base 
engineer or a GS 13, GS 14 equivalent at Hanscom AFB. Mr. Polodiske stated that the Air 
National Guard had 67 bases and 57 were joint use facilities, meaning that the airfields wre 
combined with FAA and municipal airports. The Air Force had installations in all 50 states and 7 
continents. Hanscom Air Force Base’s ARFF contract was unique and “the only one like that.” 
The others were joint use where the Air National Guard and civil aviation both use the airfield.  
Mr. Polodiske was asked if Hanscom Air Force Base had any military aircraft that flew in and out 
on a daily basis. He stated that Mr. Mike Davis (the commander at Hanscom AFB) told him that 
only one Boeing 707 flew once or twice a month.  It was housed in a hangar at Hanscom. 
 
Mr. Polodiske stated that his predecessor, Chief Warner, worked with the FAA to develop an 
approved document for inspecting joint use airfields and developed the DoD contract. Both the 
Air Force and the FAA looked at the training and the inspections and Chief Warner signed the 
document that was in place at the time of the accident. Mr. Polodiske was asked if the two 
firefighters and one crash truck designated in the contract would be enough fire support to 
effectively fight an aircraft fire. He stated that the Air Force fire department would, in addition 
to the two firefighters, send other resources to support the incident and that the contract only 
paid for those two firefighters and one truck. 
 
Mr. Polodiske was asked about IG inspections. He stated that the IG no longer conducted 
physical inspections of installations. The IG process used a a management inspection criteria 
tool (MICT) software program where the commander checked off lists of items.  He stated it 
was a lot of point and click and the information was saved in a software-style report. The local 
installation then performed a self-inspection. The Air Force had completely changed the IG 
inspection from what they used to do. The IG started doing the MICT process for a few years 
ago.  It was being critiqued and changed on a daily basis.  The software program is used to 
manage risk. 
 
Mr. Polodiske was asked if Chief Hildreth had an ARFF mission. He stated that because of the 
contract with Massport that the Air Force was responsible for fire protection of the Bedford 
airport. When told that Chief Hildreth stated in an interview that he did not have an ARFF 
mission, Mr. Polodiske stated that because the Air Force does not fly in and out on a daily basis, 
Chief Hildreth’s main responsibility was to protect the structural buildings of the installation, 
but that because of the DoD contract the fire department was also responsible for airfield fire 
protection under the DoD contract. 



 
He was asked if the IG reviewed the DoD joint use airfields triennial exercises as part of their 
inspections. He stated that they did review the triennial exercisess and it was part of the MICT 
inspection.  He was asked whether would the IG question the local department if, during a 
triennial inspection, there were discrepancies found with the Air Force fire department. 
 
Mr. Polodiske was asked whether he knew about the VHF/UHF radio communication issues. He 
stated that he had never heard to the radio issue but that the Air Force had a communication 
squadron to take care of issues like this and, if needed, the HAFBFD could file an Air Force form 
132-15. The communications squadron would then come up with a solution to enhance radio 
communications.  Mr. Polodiske was asked why the HAFBFD had problems finding the gate to 
leave the airport property and locate the accident airplane.  He stated that HAFBFD should have 
done an AFTO form 88 study to predict and plan for an off-airport incident. He stated they 
would then know how to conduct ARFF operations off-airport.  The Air Force has an FDS 
training plan that was used to train all 180 installations. 
 
Mr. Polodiske was asked how the Air Force trained for aircraft entry and rescue.  He stated they 
performed aircraft familiarization egress drills on all mission-assigned aircraft and hands-on 
firefighting drills. He also stated that the Air Force would do familiarization training on civil 
aircraft at joint use bases.  When asked about how much foam the HAFBFD used on the night of 
the accident, Mr. Polodiske stated he did not know how much was used but that he had read an 
email stating they had 300 gallons left over and that they used 3% foam.  He also stated the 
ARFF vehicle should have been able to resupply with water two times before running out of 
foam.  He was asked if the FAA had ever reviewed the Air Force’s FDS training program and he 
was not certain if that had been done. Mr. Polodiske was asked about the risk analysis and if 
they follow the NFPA standards for off-airport operations training and he stated that the fire 
chief should have a plan of attack for both on-airport and off-airport incidents. He stated that 
each fire chief should have a standard of cover plan for their base of operation. 
  



 
Interviewee: Laurie J. Dragonas (Federal Aviatin Administration, Lead Airport 

Certification Safety Inspector, New England Region) 
Date / Time:  September 26, 2014 10:06am – 11:03am 
Location:  Telephone interview 
Representative: R. Brook Lewis (FAA Senior Attorney) 
Present: Peter Wentz (NTSB), Phillip Davenport (FAA), Keith Leonhardt (Massport), 

Ted Costa (Massport Fire (BOS)) 
 
Ms. Dragonas started with the FAA in Decemeber 1991.  She worked as support staff in general 
aviation.  In 1996 she worked in the FAA airport planning unit in Alaska and became an FAA Part 
139 inspector in New England later that year.  She became the lead inspector for the New 
England region in 2010. 
 
Ms. Dragonas attended the FAA Part 139 inspector course twice, once while working in Alaska 
and again in April 1996.  Ms. Dragonas also attended recurrent FAA 139 training annually. 
 
Ms. Dragonas stated that the New England region oversaw 21 airports with 6 of those airports 
operating under DoD ARFF contracts. The 6 DoD contract airports are Portsmouth, MA (PSM), 
Westover Metropolitan (CEF), Westfield-Barnes Regional (BAF), Bangor International (BGR), 
Burlington International (BVT) and Hanscom Field (BED).  Ms. Dragonas stated that Part 139 
required an annual inspection. Twenty of the 21 airports were inspected on an average of every 
12 months while one airport was inactive (Bridgeport, CT). 
 
Ms. Dragonas stated an FAA Part 139 inspection was conducted every year starting in July.  Ms. 
Dragonas set the schedule for the year starting Oct 1st. She coordinated 6 months ahead of 
time.  Two weeks ahead of the inspection she sent out a letter to the airport manager and 
reminded the airport manager about the airport paperwork that will be reviewed during the 
inspection.  She also informed them if other inspectors would be joining the inspection. 
 
On the day of the inspection she conducted an in-brief with the operations manager, airport 
manager, representatives from the FBOs, control tower and the USDA biologist if there are 
wildlife issues.  During the in-brief the different inspections (such as the fueling inspection) are 
scheduled. They coordinated what night they will do the lighting inspection and let the tower 
know time to schedule the tower manager interview. 
 
When there was a DoD contract for ARFF at the airport, the FAA did not inspect the fire station, 
perform timed vehicle responses or examine firefighting equipment.  It was up to the airport 
operator to provide the paperwork to the FAA inspector per the Part 139 CertAlert that was 
issued in July 2012. Depending on the size of the airport, an inspection could take 1.5 days to 
1.5 weeks.  Boston Logan took about 1.5 weeks, but for most airports it usually took 3 days.  
Bedford’s last inspection was March 2014.  It was a joint inspection done by Ms. Dragonas and 
John Mercq (a part time inspector and also a project engineer).  He did just enough inspections 
to keep his qualification. Ms. Dragonas stated that she gave him the Bedford inspection 



because it was close to his home and so that they could work together to evaluate each other’s 
skills.  The inspection was March 25 through March 27, but Ms. Dragonas did not attend on the 
26th. 
 
Ms. Dragonas stated that the Bedford inspection was simplified due to the DoD contract, and 
that they “followed the CertAlert.”  FAA inspectors will not inspect DoD facilities, equipment, 
vehicles, or timed drills.  In accordance with the agreement, the airport operator provided the 
inspector with 3 pieces of paper which are reviewed.  In almost every instance they looked the 
same. The only difference was the types of vehicles and the names of firefighters.  Ms. 
Dragonas stated that in one instance the FAA inspector did not like the paperwork and returned 
it because it only had the last names of the firefighters.  It was resubmitted the next day. 
 
Ms. Dragonas stated the last full inspection of the fire department at Bedford by the FAA was 
Jan 2009 by an inspector named Luarie Supmeyer who is no longer in the region.  The CertAlert 
provided information on what FAA inspectors can and cannot do in an inspection. It did not 
provide any guidance to the airport operator on how to conduct an inspection. It also did not 
give the FAA inspector any guidance on how to work with a DoD contract operator.  
 
Ms. Dragonas stated that all 6 airports in the region with DoD contracts operate the same as to 
the Part 139 inspections. She also stated the airports in the region have revamped their airports 
emergency plans (AEP) to be in line with NIMS. The airport emergency plan advisory circular 
was rewritten to provide current information.  All the airports AEP’s were in review. It generally 
took several reviews, submitting back and forth, before the FAA felt the plan was acceptable.  
In this region Mr. Kelly Slusarski reviewed all airport emergency plans.  Ms. Dragonas reviewed 
all of the wildlife plans.  She had not reviewed the AEP for Bedford.  At the time of the accident 
Bedford was operating under an old plan and were probably going back and forth with Mr. 
Slusarski about their revision.  The current plan in their manual was dated 2005.  The March 
2014 inspection had one discrepancy and it had to do with fuel trucks that did not meet NFPA 
standards.  Two of the trucks were owned by Signature and did not have a forward hinge on the 
dome cover.  When a violation was discovered the FAA inspector will give the operator a letter 
of correction (LOC) and date to fix the discrepancy that both agree upon. The letter was written 
on March 14, 2014 and was corrected by April 15, 2014. 
 
Ms. Dragonas stated that firefighter services can be provided to an airport by different means, 
city owned, airport operator provided or contractor provided. There are three sections in the 
AEP that refer to ARFF requirements – 1.) Index, Equipment and Agents, 2.) Operations, and 3.) 
Personnel.  ARFF personnel were required to know the safety and movement areas of the 
airport.  The movement area does not go outside the airport and was the runways and taxiways 
on the airport.  ARFF personnel should be familiar with all areas on the airport and anything on 
the grid map which was in the AEP.  Bedford had a grid map in their AEP.  Ms. Dragonas 
expected that firefighters were training with a grid map as part of their familiarization training.  
She stated “as an inspector, I don’t look for a grid map. A grid map is for firefighters, EMS, 
control tower personnel to explain quickly where things are located.”  Ms. Dragonas was asked 
if ARFF personnel should know where all the emergency gates were located at each airport, she 



responded that all ARFF operators should know the layout of the airport and where all the 
gates are located. 
 
Ms. Dragonas believed firefighters should receive aircraft familiarization on every air carrier 
aircraft that flies into their airport.  GA aircraft familiarization is not required.  FAA inspectors 
inspect the airport operator’s ability and knowledge of their own airport.  When she inspected 
an operator she rode along and watched that the airport was following the 139 inspection 
checklist.  Ms. Dragonas would have the operator tell her what is correct or incorrect about 
each portion of the 139 inspection and what would pass or fail. 
 
When looking at light systems, she first ensures it is operational.  For anything that was 
mounted in the safety area, she checks to see that the mount is frangible and no more than 3 
inches above grade. Items outside of the safety area may have a frangible mount but it’s not 
required by 139.  The FAA does not oversee the airport triennial drills, but they do try to attend 
as many as possible.  The FAA only requires certain class airport to conduct triennial drills, but 
the airport operator does not have to have the FAA approve the drill and there is not a time 
limit when the airport must report any drill discrepancies to the FAA. The 139 inspector will 
review the triennial drill or tabletop at the next 139 inspection. 
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