Vincent M, Sugernt
1768 Pleasant Lane
Ypsilanti, MI 48197
January 9, 2012

Karen Gorman

Deputy Chief, Disclosure Unit
1.5, Office of Special Counsel
1730 M Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D, C, 20036-4505

Dear Karen,

Thanks again for your time, patience and effort in addressing safety issues and
improprieties with Detroit Tower and the Agency, With the “improprieties with Detroit
Tower” being said, myself and local air traffic management, John Whitehurst and Gary
Ancinec, are in agreement with two of the three issues.

We are in agreement that the FWA SID lacks proper verbiage to allow the issuance of
routing not included on said SID that would eliminate confusion for the pilots and
unnecessary fransinissions thus making the process safer.

We also believe and agree that the wind instruments are not operating properly due to
improper site locations and the lack of updating the WME sofiware as stated in the
Meteorological Survey and Obstruction Analysis dated December 6, 2010.

The following is offered as a response to the Secretary of Transportation, the Office of |
inspector General end the Apency’s iﬁndings and arguments.

%

Allegation 1

FAA Order 7210.56C definition of an operational deviation is as follows, %

“Operational Deviarion, An occurrence attvibutable

o an element of the air fraffic system in which

applicable separation minima as referenced in paragraph
S-1-1 a, Operational Error was maintained, bul:

{1) Less than the applicable separation minima

existed between an aircraft and adjacent aivspace without
4 .

prior approval; or

(2} An aircraft penetraied airspace that was
delegated io smoiher pasition of operation or another



Jacility without prior coordinaiion and approval; or

(3} An aircraf penetraied airspace thai was

delegated o another position of operation or anoiher
Jacility at an alfitude or voute conirary to the altitude or
roule requested and approved in direct coordination or as
specified in a letier of agreement (LOA), precoordination,
or internal procedire; or

. {4} An aircraft is either positioned and/or routed
conirary to that which was coordinated individually or;
as specified in a LOA/directive between positions of
operation in either the same or a different facility”

The transition portion of the local Notice DTW N7118.156(2}, (Attachument 1), states,

“To transition from a West flow to a South flow configuration, the last arvival for Rurnway
27L shall have landed and be clear of Runway 271 priov to a Runway 21R or 221
departure being cleared for takeoff and commencing takeoff roli”.

The OIG makes the following three statements in their findings portion:

"Ensure thai the necessary coordination has been accomplished before you allow an
aircraft under your conivol fo enter another coniroller's area of jurisdiction.”

“What constitutes "necessary coovdination” is generally found in the specific
requirements of FAA Crder JO 7110.65. In some cases, however, the necessary
coordination” is found in FAA Ovder 7210.56C, "Air Traffic Quality Assurance.”
Paragraph 5-1-1.d.(3} of this Ovder, for example, defines the coordination as "direct
coordination or as specified in a [letier of agreement], pre-coordination, or internal
procedure” involved in a specific aivcraft operation. (Attachment 4) Such a letter of
agreemeni exisis between the Detroit Air Traffic Control Tower and the Deiroil Terminal
Radar Approach Control (TRACON} facility, and it imposes reguivemenis on controllers
in both facilities. The letter of agreement siates that wider certain specific conditions,
Detroit Tower controllers will assign specific headings fo aiveraft departing DTW. If a
Detroit Tower controller failed to assign the depariure heading reqguired by the letier of
agreement to an aircraft, and if that aircraff subseguently entered Deiroit TRACON
Jurisdiction withowl the TRACON coniroller knowing the heading was not assigned, an
operational deviation, as defined by FAA Order 7210.56C, would have occurred ”

“AGV officials have again reviewed the specifics of these evenis. Because there is no
requirement to coordingie Rumway 221 departures with the Detroir TRACON Runway
27L final approcch comroller, the AQV officials did not find that the manager’s actions
or inaciions mei the definition of an operational deviation as defined in 7210.56C.
Therefore, since no operational deviafion occurred, there is no evidence the Fromt Line
Manager received preferential reaiment.”



15 no way fea wply with DTW 7110.156 without coordination with

it TRACCHN, Mr. Barttelt coordinated with Dietroit TRACON to provide gaps on
Funway 27 so as to be able to depart Runway 221, When Mr. Bartielt did not request
gaps on Runway 271, given the above three siatements, he commiiied an operational
error. AGY should have heard the coordination in their re-review. All three of the OIG’s
paragraphs support my argument.

My statement, “There is no doubt in my mind they should be ODs (operational
devigiions}”, is accurate and references the voluminous operational deviations [
subinitted that viclated local orders. My point was simply to show disparity. 1 even
stated that. It baffles me as to why an OIG attorney cannot figure out what I was doing,
the meaning of all the documents and then use my statement like a “Hey, look what he
said, we got him!” quip.

In foomote one the OIG states, “In owr December 14, 2009, report, we stated that then-
ACV Air Traffic Investigator Scott Proudfoot confirmed that the events of July 21, 2008,
did noi constituie operational errors ov deviations. This conclusion should have been
atiributed to another AOV official.”

In an email exchange, Attachument 2, 1 was told that Mr. Proudfoot spoke o the OIG and
that a correction was going 1o be sent to the OSC regarding his siatement in the
December report. The OIG even began to recall the exchange during the conversation.
How and why does it go from recalling a conversation to another AOV official making
the statement?

Allegation 2

In the report the GIG states, “"Consequenily, we are unable o conclude that the ASOS
and WME discrepancies have resulted in an “unsafe ond unienable situation for
conirollers and the flying public.”

Attachment 3, Meteorological Survey and Ubstruction Analysis Wind Measuring
Eqguipment (WME} and Automated Surface Observing System (ASOS), states the
following; “A formal survey was conducted io locare a site to co-locate the ASOS and
WME. A location near the ASDS Data Collection Package (DCP) near Runway 048
glide slope tower was selected for both systems. No significant obstructions fo the
prevailing wind in the grea were noted. Both anemometers can be installed on 33-foor
poles ot this location,

it is the recommendtion of AJW-144, with input from DTW Air Trajffic, Tech Ops and
the National Weather Service to proceed with the Needs Assessment Program (NAF)
entry, inftiated by DTW TechOps, to relocate the WME and ASOS wind equipment to the
ASOS Datg Collection Package (DCF) near Rurway 04K giide slope iower. Refer io
poges 11-13 for site detoile, mop and phoiographs.



AJW-144 will begin the process of implementing the LLWAS-IIN wind gust algovithm,
which has ¢ 5 knot threshiold, for wind gust information on the WME software. This is
consistent with all other auiomated wind eguipment in the NAS. DTW will be used as o
keysite for implementarion of ilis modification.”

I absolutely believe that Mr. Turner’s analysis and recommendations was spot on and the
subsequent actions and conduct of the Agency are confemptible.

The DTW Problem Report Analysis, (Attachment 4) is a gem. This time around they
state, “Afier reviewing all the cases provided, it appears that both wind sensors were
performing as designed.” The other odd thing is there are no names or signatures on the
document. Mr. Turner put his name and signature on his report.

Funny how they use a chart showing winds from miles away to support that the ASOS
from around the surrounding areas had no gusts in the hourly reports, METAR's. Then
go on 1o state that the observer determined the gusts were invalid and removed them.
How often is this happening? Why are we not being told that this is being done? Why
was thie not stated earlier? And if the wind sensors were performing as designed, how
could this be happening? Ch yeah, birds. Birds are now one of the factors in inaccurate
readings. See page seven of the DTW Problem Report Analysis. How does the observer
see these birds at night or during inclement weather?

During an October 2611 telocon, the Agency stated that one of the wind incidents was
caused by migrating birds that tock off to feed when the sun rose. To my knowledge, not
one governmental entity was near the wind equipment to observe to the trek.

They again bring up the wind socks. How can a weather observer see the wind socks at
night or during inclement weather? When an accident or incident occurs the reasons are
going to be birds, wind socks and augmentations?

Conspicuously missing from this report, the location of the ASOS and the surrounding
buildings? There is not one comment made about siting in the DTW Problem Report
Analysis. They spoke about it during the July 2011 the telcon, but did not put it into
writing.

The biggest problem 1 have with the way the wind issue has been going the past few
months is the deference and obeisance to outside entities instead of giving the controllers
the proper tools to do their job in protecting the safety of the pilots and the flying public.

From day one the facility bas been in agreement that there are 13sues with the wind
mstruments and the lack of confidence with not ondy both site locations, but the reliability
as weil.

There are sumerous parls to the air traffic system. The flying public wants to go from
point to point and pilots and air traffic exists to accomplish this. Bquipment exists to give
air tratfic and pilote proper information to fulfill this. The solving of equipment issues or
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The following is a quote for the umsigned "DTW Problem Report Anslysis 20117:

"4 closer lock ar the DTW METARs show no gusts reporied in any hourly observation for
the entire day. The DTW ASOS is augmented by a contract weather observer. The
contract weather supervisor, Ed Burney, was contacied and confirmed that the comtract
weather observers have the ability to remove invalid wind gusts if they are perceived io
be inaccurale utilizing other available wind sources (e.g., airport wind socks). If the
peak winds on the ASOS, seen in the ATCT during the problem report, were not
coniained in the hourly METAR then the contract weather observer determined it was
invalid and was removed.”

We received Attachments 5 and 6 as a fix to our problemn. The two main fixes are to have
tower personnel change the wind in the observation and make the WME the primary
wind source. To date neither has been instituted.

The tower should not be augmenting anything that has to do with the weather. The
FLM's and the controllers are busy enough as it 1s working traffic and do not have time to
watch the wind and determine what the prevalling winds should be. That is what the
NWS is here for; to give us the proper information to do our jobs and that appears to be
what they are already doing as stated in the author anonymous document.

I agreed with management in making the WhE the primary wind source, but after finther
investigating, I found that the 7110.65, (Attachment 7), mandates the ASOS to be
considered the primary source of wind divection and velocity.

Until the equipment is moved, put a ribbon display at the location of the weather observer
and they can use the wind socks and WME display to augment the observation as
necessary in doing thelr job. Again, they are currently doing this already.

We are in the separation of aircraft business, not the weather business. That is what the
WNWS is on the alrport for. They need to do thewr jobs and if they are comforiable in the
product that is being put out then their names need to be on and responsible for the
information that is being disseminated.

Encumbrance should not be put on the tower,

During the July 2011 teleon, it was stated controllers were not {0 blame for the aircraft
accident in Denver when a B737 slid off of the runway due io gusty winds. This 1s not
e,

Attachment 8 iz excer

rpis from the NTSB report covering that very incident. The
following are inchuded in

the report:



Recording and Dissemingtion of Wind Information
niver ATCT local comrolier did not provide the accident pilois with any
additional wind informaiion”

“Therefore, the NISE recommiends that the FAA modify FAA Order 7110.65 to reguive
air traffic controllers af airports with mulfiple sources of wind information fo provide
pitots with the maximum adverse wind component, including gusts, that the flight could
encounter.”

" 3. Conclusions

3.1 Findings

“14. If the Federal Aviation Administraiion had published the reguived letter o airmen
describing the sensor locations, operaiional capabilities, and limitations of the low-level
windshear afert system (LLWAS) ot Denver International Airport and the gecident pilots
had been familiar with its content, they might have been more likely to request additional
LLWAS sensor wind information when they sow the clouds moving swifily across their
departure path before they accepted their takeoff clearance and/or began their tokeoff
roll.”

“18. If the accident pilots had received the most adverse available wind information
fwhich was displayed as airport wind on the Denver Internationdal Airport air iraffic
control tower focal controller’s ribbon display terminal and indicated a 33-knot
crosswind with 40-knot gusis), the captain would likely have decided to delay the
departyre or reguest o different runway because the resultant crosswind component
exceeded Continental s 33-knot crosswind guidelines.”

3.2 Probable Cause

“Coniribuiing to the accident were the following factors: 1) an air traffic control system
that did not reguire ov focilitate the dissemination of key, available wind information to
the air traffic controllers and pilots.”

4. Recommendations

“Modify Federal Aviation Administration Ovder 711065 to require air traffic controllers
at airporis with multiple sources of wind information io provide pilois with the maximum
wind component, including gusis, thai the flight could encounter.”

“that o lefter to airmen has been published and is easily accessible describing the
location and designation of the remote sensors, the capabilities and limitations of the
system, and the availability of current LLWAS remote sensor wind information on the
reguest of o pilor, in complionce with Federal Aviation Administration Order 7210.3.7

“Regquire aiv iraffic control towers ic locally develop and implement writien rumvay
selection programs that proactively consider current and developing wind conditions and
include clearly defined crosswind componenis, including wind gusis, when considering
operational advaniage with vespect fo rurway selection.”
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Dietroii’s dissimilar winds are ofien such polar opposites that different runway
configurations could be used. So what miaxireum wind component should controllers
issuie at Detroit; the piece of equipment that is displaying the maximum wind direction
and gusts for the current runway configuration or the piece of equipment that may not be
displaying as strong a wind, but for another runway configuration and correct?

We are an accident waiting to happen, an aircraft sliding off of a runway or flying into an
unexpected tailwind, For the OIG to state “Conseguently, we are unable to conclude thar
the ASOS and WME discrepancies have resulied in an “unsafe and untenable situation
Jor controllers and the flying public.”, and the Agency and Secretary agreeing with such
a statement is deplorable.

Relocate both pieces of wind eguipment and install the LLWAS-IIT wind gust algorithm
as Mr. Turner recommends.

Allegation 3 T

Attachment 9 is an email and document I received from the Agency concerning the FWa
SID. [ had no idea what Mr. Bazman was talking about.

The document ciearly states that we are implementing a change to the FWA 4 departure
and not a temporary revision that Mr. Baziman is talking about.

Unless I missed an email, 1 also have no idea what My, Bazman is talking about when he
states that I need to review the wording before 2 NOTAM could be issued. During the
telcon that generated the document, we all had the undersianding that we were moving
forward with the verbiage in the second Take-Off AU Runways paragraph.

Binding officials review documents after a team that is put together for a specific task
gives them @ product, Collaboratively in this case Tim, Paul, Rich, I and etcetera did just
that. As a matter of fact, if memory serves me correctly, some of those officials were
involved in the Iast telcon, around Octeber 2011, where we agreed to the verbiage. There
wag nothing for me to review because I was one of the ones who settled on the choice of
words.

In this case, 8t the wime, T was vnder ihe tonpression that Gary et al agreed with what we
proposed and were moviang o "‘Wﬁfdn Agein, there wags nothing for me io review nor
should there have been unless there was a change and even then it would have been
fooked over by ws all



orec.

ot 2011, Aftachment 10,
o be ETT(PI?L@Iﬂrmmﬁﬁl and the : F éﬁlﬂp@:“algf changes and test ; :
not what | recalled from i_.. last é;@’ﬁ@@ 1, ‘W Bazmean has been invelved In some facet
with this simple change of the SID for over six vears and hags failed miserably.

I sent the O a recording of just how confusing and wacceptable the issue can become
when avtomation is not whilized, The recording was not even meniioned in the report.

An mteresting note of the email string begins on page five. Mr. Peter Trapp states he
needs 1o provide the OIG with an update. The email was sent on December 20, 2011,
The report was dated August 26, 2011 and was sent to the Special Counsel on Sepiember
23,2011, The string containg numercus OlG references beginming September 7, 2011,

The OIG did not substantiate the FWA SID allegation. So why was there needed
communication with the OIG afier the August 26, 2011 report date?

i believe there are ramerous issues with not-only the safety findings of the report, but the
investigation and conduct of AOY and the OIG. | cannot believe how the statement of
r. Proudfoot was handled and how the controliers were treated, as if we were the ones
who were under investigation during the OI1G visit,

This entive situation is due o pitiful regional and national managerial performance and
oversight and incompetent leadership due to a the lack of air traffic knowledgs,
experience and ability. I cannot believe this is still aliowed 1o continue. 1 really do not
know what more can be said.

Respectfully and Sincerely, /)
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Efective Date:
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Cancellation Data:
March 28, 20082
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BJ: PROCEDURES FOR TRANSITIONING BETWEEN SOUTH AND WEST
CONFIGURATIONS.

1. Purpose of This Netice, Establish defined transition procedures between South and West
Flow configurations and cancel authorization to conduct Southwest Fiow operations.

2. Audience. This notice applies to DTW Tower emplovees, and all associated support
personnet. '

3. Where Can | Find This Notice? This notice is available in all applicable DTW publications
and the FAA Federal Directives Repository, htlps:/lloa.faa.gov/

4. Cancellation. This Notice cancels Notice BTW N7L1IE.152, PROCEDURES FOR
COMDUCTING SOUTHWEST FLOW,

8. Explanation of Changes: This Notice establishes defined transition procedures between
South and West Flow configurations. It also cancels authorization to conduct Runways 21R/27L
Dependent and 22L/27L Independent operations

6. Procedures.
a. Change Paragraph 6-9, page iv, Table of Contents of the DTW 7110.9 to read:

§-9. TRANSITION PROCEDURES BETWEEN SOUTH AND WEST FLOW
CONFIGURATIONS.

5. Heplace paragraph 6-9, RUMNWAY S 21R/270 OPERATIONS of the DTW N7110.9
with:

£-9. TRANSITION PROCEDURES BETWEEN SOUTH AND WEST FLOW
CONFIGURATIONS.

gg;uzsmim wansitions invelving Runway 271 arrivals and Runways 21R/22L1
1 adhere to the following requiremenis:

{1} To transiiion fﬁ’@m South flow to West flow configuration, ihe last departure
I ve crossed the Runway 271 projected center line prior to the

Distyinu




rival crossing the Hunway 270 BLS F

{2) To iransition from s West flow to South flow configuration, the last arrival for
Rusnway 271 shall have landed and be cles of Runway 271 prior to a Runway Z21R or 221
departure being cleared for takeot! and commencing takeoif roll.

Joseph Figlivolo [II
Ajdr Traffic Manager
Detroit Mewo ATCT
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Sent: Wednesday, Oclober 06, 2010 9:25 P4
Subject: AW DTW OIG Report

Hello Vin,

See the message below from Proudfoot.

proudfont@fan.gov Imaittoscott.r.oroudfoot@faa.govl
Sent: Tuesday, October 05, 2010 2:18 PM

Flease ot Vinny lnow thal | spoke with Brian Urvga today from the IG's office. He fold me that the OIG i
going to drafl a regponse and send & comrection fo the O8C regarding my statement. The draft response
will state that inaccurate information was in the first report and he will add the correct information. During
the conversation, he began to recall the events and that Ferranie or ADV didn't agree with me on this. Ha
again apclogized. Thanks for your help and fell Yinny that | would never {on purpuse) throw & bhrother
under the bus. | would have told him i { changed my position. Agein, he can call if he wants. Thanks
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DPW Ade Traffic persosict have reponed prabloms benween the W ind Memsuring Equipeent (W
ansd the Aetosmaied Surface Ohservisg Svetom LASOST wind information, The primsey problem has
hean a ditlerence in wind gost inforymiion, A pumbar of petential casses for the differsncs Iave
been ivvestigmed. The lirst posstiiiin was Ty, ey, The secosd potential difference n
woingh readisgs is shebioring of the ananoseter by obstenctions aad bdldings. Thivd s die difference
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aed at ddifferent helg 59 400 fict pnd AROE 16 38 foatd will detect winds and gues ot Bifferers
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AMALYSIS:

A fowmal site vishl s comfucted on Cutober 27, 3000 by ATW-138 witl assistance and baput from
EXUW Ay Teatfe, TechCips and the Nationad Weather Servics (WS DHscussions with WhiB
iechrieians indicate that the sensor b s been replaced mnmerons tines and is working properly and in
evsapliance with FAA Urder 8360.120°. A ‘ﬁr»’«é.”a prerformred & bench cheok of the syuwe anemomicter
10 ggsen prerer performance and the VochUps rechnicians nsialled i
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| Physical Deseripion:

Condition of Eguipment

U Eeclies %E{j G
i

L Fair

| Comnmenis:

Amemormeter Pale Heloli

[ Standerd Meight  [0m (3303

U1 Other

Teorrain Festores

T Fla 1 Roliing

[ 7 Gieen
Eirgntion:

L Cother

Clormsenis:

@E}s&méﬁf}m

- Manzar (38% 0 5 magnetic
Heldghe 35 feet, Width: 160 feat
Defsinnee; 760 fop,

Mangsr (547 1o 63 magnstic):
tHeights 30 fees, Widde 180 oo
Distanoe: 570 foey,

Hasgar (777 o 98" magnetic):
Plefsht: 50 Gt Widih: 307 foen
Dristance: 361 feel,

Huilding (107° « 124%mamseticn:
Hetohi: 23 foen, Width: 192 foee,
Phigtance: 645 feet,

Viangar (231° o 156 nwgnetick
Height: 57 feer, Wididhn 337 feer
Eristance; 750 fot,

Femunrks

None
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L. Introduction
For the past few vears Alr Traffic personnel at Detroit Metro Airport (DTW} have reporied

- differences in wind readings between the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Wind
Measuring BEquipment (WME) and the National Weather Service’s (NWS) Automated Surface
Observing System {ASOS). Through many discussions between the FAA and NWE, a sumber
of possible reasons for the differences have been identified. Reasons for the differences inchude,
but are not limited to, the distance between the WME and ASOS (approx 7,000 feet), differences
in anemometer technology {ulirasonic vs mechanical), and different wind averaging technigues.

2. Ansiysic Methodelogy

DTW Air Traffic personmel! prepared and forwarded problem reports on the two systems to the
FAA Weather Processors and Sensors Engineering Tean: (AJW-14A). A meteorologist from
AJW-14A gathered the problem reperts and coliected meteorological data to be used in the
analysis.

3. Data Sources

AJW-14A utilized ali possible meteorological data sources to piece together a picture of the
atmospheric conditions at the time of the problem report. Sources used during the evaluation
inchude: hourly surface observations (METAR), one-minute ASOS data, 10-second WME winds
{vig the Integrated Terminal Weather System HTWS]), ITWS reflectivity data, and ITWS wind
shear and microburst alerts (if applicable).

3.1 Hourly Surface Observations (METAR)

Howrly surface observations (METAR) contain meteorological variables, including the wind
speed, direction and gusts obtained from ASOS. For the purpose of this analysis, they were
obtained via various Internet sources for Detroit Metro Airport (DTW), as well as, other
surrounding airports within a 30 mile radius. The hourly observation closest to the Problem
Report time was utilized. Table 1 and Figure 1 include all airports used in the analysis and their
location in reference to DTW.
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e ASOE Data

One-Mimste ASOS dais was obiained from the MNational Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Nationag! Climeatic Data Center (NCDC). Wind data is archived in the
381-6405 file and iz uploaded to the NCDC FIP server cnce a month. The data set inciudes the
two minule average wind speed and divection and the max 3-second wind (gust). The daia was
available for DTW, YIP, ARB, DET, and PTE.

3.3 Wind Measuring Rguipment (WHI)

WME does not routinely archive at DTW, however the data is contained in archives from the
Integrated Terminal Weather System (JTWS). Two-minuie average winds, updated every 10
seconds were available during certain events highlighted in the problem reports. TTWS data is
retained for 15 days. WME winds were utilized in analyzing some problem reports. A delay in
receiving some of the troubie reports within the 15 day ITWS archive window did not allow for
the use of WME data for analysis.

3.4 TTWS Reflectivity and wind shear / microburst repeorts

The 15-day I'TWS archive contained reflectivity and wind shear reports. This data was used to
help reconstruct the weather conditions occwrring at DTW during the time of the rouble reports.
Reports of wind shear and microbursts, and their relative position, helped validate wind readings
at the ASOS and WME.

4, Problem Report Meteorological Aﬁmiys;%@

Numerous problem reports were forwarded to AJW-14A for analysis between mid May 2011
and early July 2011. Many of the discrepancies documentied in these reports were found to have
similar causes. The following sections will provide examples of each.

4.1. May 19, 2011 (15:01 UTC) ~ Bird Interference

The problem report dated May 19, 2011 at 15:01 UTC (Figure 2) identified a discrepancy in the
wingd readings between the ASOS and WME, particularly the gust on ASGOS and lack of gust on
the WME. Mote that the reference to “TD'WR” winds in the problem report were assumed to be
“WME” winds as the WME is the sole source of wind information for the Terminal Doppler
Weather Radar (TD'WR). There appears to be a misconception that the TDWR actvally provides
wind information. The TDWR only provides wind shear and microburst alerts.
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Figure 2 - Problem Report (May 19, 2011 - 15:01 UTC)

The winds reporied on the ASOS were 200° 21 08 knots with gusts to 28 knots. The winds
reporied on the WME were 190° at 09 knots with no gosts. A review of the howrly METARs
from srcund the DTW area (Table 2 and Figure 3) show that the winds were generally light out
of the south with a few sites reporting calm winds. None of the airports reported any gusts.

Alrport Time (UTC) Direction Speed {kis) Gust {kis)
DTW i4:53 216 07 None
CET 14:53 Variable 03 None
YiIP 14:53 180 06 None
ONZ 14:54 17¢ 06 None
ARB 14:53 170 03 Nane
WL 14:55 Caﬂm Calm Nore
PTK i 14:53 Calm Calm None
TTF 14:54 220 06 None

Table 2 — Hourly METAR Summary for May 19, 2011 (15:00 UTC)



Figure 3 — Howly METAR Swamary for May 19, 2011 (15:00 UTC

A cloger look at the DTW METARS show no gusts reported in any hourly observation for the
entive day, The DTW ASOE is avgmented by a contract weather observer. The contract weather
supervisor, Bd Bumey, was contacted and conlirmed that the contract weather observers have the
ability to remove invalid wind gusts if they are perceived to be inacowrate viilizing other
available wind sources (e.g., alrport wind socks). If the peak winds on the ASOS, seen in the
ATCT during the problem report, were not confained in the hourly METAR then the coniract
weather cbserver determined 1t was invalid and was removed.

To determine what caused the false wind gusts, the NWS in Detroit was contacted and they
confirmed having seen bird interference with the nlivasonic anemometer used on the ASOS.
These anomalies involve birds landing on the anemometers. The ulirasonic anemometers use
sound waves transferred between three irensducers o calculate wind speed and direction. When

one or all of these paths are broken, say from a bivd Janding on the avemomeier (Figure 4), the
reports inaccuraie wind

Py At 1
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Figure 4 ~ Example of bird perching on ulirasonic anemometer transducer

It is the belief of the meteorologist investigating this problem report that the cause of the
differences in wind readings between the WME and ASOS on May 19, 2011 at 15:01 UTC was
bird activity on ASOS anemometer transducers.

Other problem reports that were determined 1o be a result of bird activity on ASCS anemometer

transducers include: May 25, 2011 (11:19 UTC).
4.2 Juwe 5, 2011 (22:00 UTC) - Light and Variable Winds

The probler report on June 5, 2001 &t 22:00 approximate (Figure 5) documented a situation
where the winds on the %%@% were OB0° at 08 knots with no gusts and the winds on the WME
were 160° at 05 knots with no gusis.
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Figare 5 — Problem Report (June 5, 2011 —22:00 UTC)






UEE WA @d over northern Michigan (Figure 7). There was a very

! fl recsure grad o Hght winds across the region, In addition to
causing light wind %::a,@m 2 weak pwsgm@ grag dient often leads w variable wind direction.
When the pressure gradient i strong and the resultant wind speeds are high, the moving air has 2
higher momentim which tends fo resisis changes in direction. The wind direction therefore is

" governed by the pressure gradieni and s orientation (synoptic scale flow). However, when the
pressure gradient is weak and the wind speeds are light, small scale featores, such as thermal
eddies and temperature and density boundaries, play a direct role in determining the wind
direction.

Seg iswi F‘i SEATE { mb v"ff}{P qrgdyals for 2 Z JLJN Ei

Lk -
w/ o ST / i T ?&4
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Figure 7 — Surface Pressure Map at 22:00 UTC on June 5, 2011

It is the belief of the meteorologist investigating this problem report that the cause of the
differences in wind readings between the WME and ASOS on June 5, 2011 a1 22:00 UTC was
the fact that the winds were light and variable throughout the Detroit metropolitan area.
Comparisons in wind direction between anemometers should only be made when the prevailing
wind speed is at least 10 knots

Other problem reports hai were determined to be a result of light and variable winds include:
Tune 18, 2011 {15:53 UTC).



4.3, Jwme 25, 2411 28:40 UTC) — Close to § knot Thresheld

The problem report on June 25, 2011 at 20:40 UTC discussed the differences between the WME

and ASOS. Based on the report (Figure 8), it was asswmed that the individual preparing the

report was concernet with the wind gust on ASOS 280° @ 14kes G 21) and lack of gust on
-WME (310° @) 15kis).
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Figure & - Problem Report (June 25, 2011 — 20040 UTC)

A Jook at the hourly METAR observations (Table 4 and Figure 9) indicate strong northwesterly
winds at all locations. Most sites had sustained winds around 10 knots with some sites reporting
gusts in excess of 15 knots. The gust threshold for both the ASOS and WME at DTW is 5 knots.
That means that a gust will be reported if the peak wind observed 1s greater than the two minute
average by 5 knots or mors.
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—r?gﬁ anil gust decreases to less than 3 ke ﬂi& in

wind of (320 @ 12 G 1Ty e 2030 UTC,

timne of the trouble aege@u 20 4,{ the two mmm@ average Sp@@d had increased to 15 kaots, Sﬁu@@
ﬂm@ djm@@ﬁw between the two mingte average and gust was less than 3 knots the gust was not
reported.

t should also be noted that during the hourly METAR observation taken 13 minuies afier the
trouble report, the DTW ASOS no longer carried the gust. Often with this type of situation, cne
system will report a gust and the other do not guite meet the 5 knot criteria for guat.

It is the belief of the meteorologist investigating this problem report that the cause of the
differences in wind readings between the WME and ASOS on June 25, 2011 at 22:00 UTC was
the fact that the wind speed and gusts on both systems were very close to the 5 knot threshold for
wind gust reporting.

Other problem reporis that were defermined to be 2 result of wind gusts close to the 5 knot
threshold include: June 25, 2011 (16:45 UTC) and Jupe 13, 2011 (16:53 UTC).

4.4 July 3, 2011 (§$9:23 UTC) - Wind Shear / Microbarst

Wind differences between the ASOS and WME were documenied on July 3, 2011 at 00:23 UTC
(Figure 10). [t should be noted that the original problem report listed the date as July 2, however
afier reviewing the data archives it was July 2 (focal fime), however just past midnight (UTC) on
July 3. The wind on the ASOS was observed to be 280° at 25 knots with gusts to 55 knots. The
winds from the WME were reported as 290° at 6 knots. At first glance it appears that there
appears to be a problem with one of the two pieces of equipment, however it turmns out that both
were extremely accurate and validated significant microbursts affecting the DTW aerodrome.



Figure 10 — Problem Report (July 3, 2011 - 06:23 UTC)



aAVE

Figure 11 - TTWS Alerts on July 3, 2011 at 00:01 UTC

The three dimensional siructure of a microburst (Figure 12) reveals a rapid decent of air near the
center of the microburst. Upon reaching the ground the air spreads out and ofien produces very
sirong wingds along the periphery of the microburst, Virtually all wind is along a vertical axis
near the center of the microburst. Since an anemometer is designed {o detect only horizontal
winds, an anemometer divectly under the microburst will report very little horizontal winds




W

microburst, Stro
1
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Figure 12 — Conceptual drawing of a microburst
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Figure 13 — ABOS and WME winds on July 3, 2011 at 00:01 UTC

By 66:23 UTC (time of the problem report), the microburst moved to the southeast and is now
centered very close to the WME. Light winds were evident by the WME (290° at 6 knots) as it
wasg located close to the center of the microburst. Two minutes later the WME winds are
repoited as calim, an indication that the microburst is directly on top of the WME. This is
contivmed by the microburst shape and aleris generated by ITWS (Figure 14 and Figure 15). At
the same timne the ASOS is located on the northemn periphery of the microburst and is
experiences strong ovtflow winds. A sirong southerly outflow was evident in the ASOS at 00:23
UTC (190° at 26 knots with gosts o 30) and 15 what should be expected with 2 microburst
located to the south.
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Figure 15 — ASOS and WME winds on July 3, 2011 at 80:25 UTC

In summary, strong outflow winds were observed at both the WME and ASOS as g strong
microburst outflow approached DTW on July 3, 2011, At the tinee of the problem report the
WE was near the center of the nricroburst with virtually calm winds, The ASOS on the
northern periphery of the microburst deiected strong southerly outflow winds. Both senscrs

appear o be providing accurate wind miormation at the time of the event and provided ground
iruth to validate the microbursis genervated by TTWS.

- investigatin iw ét} his problem report that the cause of the
and ASOS on July 3, 20011 a2 00:23 UTC was

/L;, and ASOS appeared to be working pmpﬁﬂy )

1 an ongoing microburst centerad on the east side of




5. Bumpmary

DTW Aijr Traffic personnel have documented differences in the wind readings between the
ABOSE and W ME“ Meanry @}fp]}ammm have been provided for the differences. The cases

described in this document back up many of the explanations provided, from differences in
“location to differences in wind sensor technology.

After reviewing all the cases provided, it appears that both wind sensors were performing as
designed. In some cases, particularly July 3, 2011, they were abie to provide ground truth to an
ongoing microburst event ocourring over DTW. Wiile the differences at first glance may have
appeared 1o represent glaring evidence of a problem between the two pieces of wind equipment,
their differences in location allowed them to measure wind speed and direction from two
difference locations within a hazardous microburst.

It is virtually impossible to provide accurate wind information for all appreach corridors at an
aitpoit the size of DTW from a single wind sensor, particularly during times of rapidly changing
weather. There has been discussion regarding the co-location of the WME and ASOS at DTW,
While this co-location may help to reduce some of the differences seen between the two systems,
there will still be differences in wind readings. Co-located systems, measuring winds during an
active microburst, such as that on July 3, 2011, would not have been able to provide decurate
wind measurements for all ranway threshoids.






Currently, according the IVTW SOP, the official wind source is ﬁae AS@% There have been
many imstances where the primary and secondary sources of wind information do not agree by a
large amnount. We continue o work this issue along with the Office of the Inspecior General. As
one of the sieps towards resolving this problem, we are going to change the primary wind source
to the centerfield wind monitor of the LLWAS systemn, the WME.

This change is being made for the foliowing reasons.

a. The ASOS is partiaily sheltered by nearby buildings., This especially affects the sensor
when the winds are out of the sast. The WME 1 not sheltered.

b, The WME is generally considered 1o be more accurate, While both the ASOS and WME
use a 2 minute average to compute the wind, the WME updates every 10 seconds and the
ASQS updates once per minute. The ASOS uses an ultrasonic device to measure wind and
is knowr 10 be susceptible fo errors caused by birds flapping their wings nearby.

¢. Of the 30 Core Alrports, only 4 (including DTW) use the ASOS as their primary source
of wind information. Portland, San Diego, and Seattie use ASOS as their official wind
beeause they have no other eguipment available.

We will still pursue L'El? m@i

occation of the ASOS sensor and WME fo 2 comimon location. In the
meantime, we

mect the ASOS wind feed to the tower. [t can be reconnected guickly
i the event of a W fv.ﬂj, @umgsf
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Please see me with any questions and thanks for your patience,






SUBS: Primary Wind Source

I. Purpose of This Notice. The purpose of this notice is to amend Order DTW 7110.98 and D
7116.90 by establishing the Wind Measuring Equipment {WIME) as the primery wind source

2. Audience. This notice applies to D'TW Tower employees and all associated support personnel.

3. Where Can I Find This Notice? This notice is gvailable in all applicable DTW publications and the
FAA Federal Divectives Repository, iitps:/licatas.govl .

4. BExplanation of Changes. The Wind Measuring Equipment (WME) is designated as the primary
wind source for operational purposes at DTW ATCT. WME is a sowrce of wind input to the Terminal
Doppler Weather Radar (TDWR), TD'WR shal! ‘?@e the official primary, wind shear and microburst
source for operaiional purposes.

I the eveni the WHME is not available, the ASOS shall become the official wind source for oneraiional

Eouinment Readout Locations:

2 Tower WME - displayed on the top line of the TD'WR Ribbon Displays.

e TRACON WME - 2 displays af the Feeder Positions and 2 displays at the Final Positions

e AROS — displayed on vanous pages of the IDS4 syster as a direct feed from the ASOS.
5. PROCEDURE, DTW7110.98: Change paragraph 2-17 Primary Wind Source (o read:

r-;rﬁq

Lma@ wma source for @p@r@iﬁ@n’;‘é purposes af DTW ATCT. The Terminal Doppler
the mﬁ cial mmmy wingd shear and microburst source for operational
e, the ASOS shall become the official wind scurce for




Gary Ancinec
Air Traffic Manager
Detroit Metro ATCT






2-9-5. COMTENT
include the following in ATIS broadcast as appropriate:

a. Airportfacility name, phonelic lefter code, time of weather sequence (UTC). Weather
Information consisting of wind direction and velocity, visibility, cbstructions to vision,
present weather, siy condition, temperature, dew point, altimster, a density altitude
advisory when appropriate and other pertinent remarks included in the official weather
observation. Wind direction, velocity, and altimeter shall be reported from certified direct
reading instruments. Temperature and dew peint should be reported from certified direct
reading sensors when available. Always include weather observation remarks of
lightning, cumulonimbus, and towering cumulus clouds.

NOTE-

ASOS/AWOS is to be considered the primary source of wind direction, velocity, and
affimeter data for weather observalion purposes al those locations that are so equipped.
The ASOS Operator interface Device (OID) displays the magnetic wind as “MAG WND”
in the auxiliary data location in the lower left-hand portion of the screen. Gther OID
displayed winds are true and ars not to be used for operational purposes.

- B
e






Rt Aviation Accident Report

wag recorded by LLWAS sensor #2, wag also displaved on the local controller’s RBINT, and it
indicated wind from the west atf 34 Tm@

There was no reguirement for ATC personiel to provide wind information from other
sources, nor were there established criferia for controllers to follow n providing aliernate wingd
_ information. As a result, because DEN’s system dictated only that the local controller provide
departing pilots with departure wind information from preassigned sensors, the DEN ATCT local
controller did not provide the accident pilots with any additional wind information. The NTSB
concludes that although the DEN ATCT local controller followed established practices when he
provided the accident pilots with the runway 34R departure end wind information with their
takeoff clearance, he did not (nor was he clearly required to) provide information about the most
adverse crosswind conditions that were displayed on his RBDT; therefore, the pilots were not
aware of the high winds that they would encounter during the takeoff roll. Therefore, the NTSE
recommends that the FAA modify FAA Order 7110.65 to require air traffic controllers at airports
with multiple sources of wind information to provide pilots with the maximum adverse wind
component, including gusts, that the flight could encounter,

During its investigation of this accident, the NTSB noted that FAA Order 7210.3 reguires
LLWAS-equipped airports to publish a letter to airmen, explaining, at 2 nunimum, the following:
the location and designation of the remote sensors; the capabilities and limitations of the system;
and the availability of current LLWAS remote sensor wind information, allowing pilots to have
access to possibly useful information regarding available sources of airport wind information,
However, the FAA was not able to produce evidence that a DEN LEWAS-related Ietter fo airmen
was published, and no such letter for DEN (or other LLWAS-equipped airports} was easily
publically available. The NTSB concludes that if the FAA had published the required letter to
airmen desoribing the sensor locations, operational capabilities, and limitations of the LLWAS at
DEN and the accident pilots had been familiar with its content, they might have been more likely
o request additional LLWAS sensor wind information when they saw the clouds moving swiftly
across their departure path before they accepted their takeoff clearance and/or began their takeoff
roll. Therefore, the NTSB recommends that the FAA review the required documentation for all
LLWAS-eguipped ATCTs to ensure that a letter to airmen has been published and is easily
accessible describing the location and designation of the remote sensors, the capabilities and
limitations of the system, and the availability of current LLWAS remote sensor wind information
on the request of a pilot, in compliance with FAA Order 7210.3.

2.3.2 Use of Runway 34R for Departure

2.3.2.1 Pilot Acceptance of Runway 34R for Departure

Driring preflight preparations, the captain asked the DEN ramp controlier which nmway
to expect, snd the controlier advised him to expect runway 34R. When the pilots subsequently
contacted the DEN ATCT ground controller for taxi clearance, the controller adgvised them to taxi
to sunway 34R, and the pilots acknowledged thai clearance. At the time, with the pilois having
obtained the departure ATIS winds (from the west at 11 knots), the minimal resultant crosswind
component on runway 34Rwould not have prompted the pilots to question the safcty @f a
departure on that runway.

. lea .




Avietion Accident 2
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18.

| The captain’s initiation of a rejected takeoft was delayed by about 2 to 4 seconds because he

was occupied with the nosewheel steering filler and right coatvol wheel input, both of which
weie ingtfective and inappropriate for steering the airplane.

. If air traffic control personnel and pilots operating at alrports Jocated downwind of movntainous

terrain had sufficient airport-specific information regarding the localized and transient nature of
strong and gusty winds associated with mountain wave and downslope conditions, they would
be able to make more informed runway selection decisions.

Although the Denver International Adrport air traffic control tewer local controller followed
established practices when he provided the accident pilots with the runway 34R departure end
wind information with their takeoff ciearance, he did not (nor was he clearly required (o}

‘provide information about the most adverse crosswind conditions that were displayed on his

ribbon display terminal; therefore, the pilots were not aware of the high winds that they would
encounter during the takeoff roil,

If the Federal Aviation Administration had published the required letier to airmen describing the
sensor locations, operational capabilities, and limitations of the low-level windshear alert system
{(LLWAS) at Denver International Airport and the accident pilots had been familiar with its
content, they might have been more likely to request additional LLWAS sensor wind
information when they saw the clouds moving swiftly across their departure path before they

accepted their takeoff clearance and/or began their takeoff roll,

. Although the departure wind mformation the captain received with the takeoff clearance from

the Denver International Airport (DEN) air traffic conirol tower (ATCT) local controller
indicated that the winds were out of 270° at 27 knots {(which resulted in 2
stronger-than-expected 26.6-knot crosswind component), the reported winds did not exceed
Continental’s maximum crosswind guidance of 33 knots, and the captain could reasonably
conclude that the winds, as reported by DEN ATCT, did not exceed cither his or the airplane’s
crosswind capabilities.

If the accident pilots had received the most adverse available wind information {which was
displayed as airport wind on the Denver International Airport air traffic conirol tower local
controller’s ribbon display terminal and indicated a 35-knot crosswind with 40-lmot gusts), the
captain would likely have decided to delay the departure or request a different runway because
the resultant crosswind component exceeded Continental’s 33-knot crosswind guidelines,

None of Denver International Airport’s noise abatement procedures affected the accident
airplane’s departure numway assigmment because the 737-500 was not considered a noise-critical
airplane.

Currently, the Deaver International Airport air traffic control tower ranway selection policy does
not clearly account for crosswind components when selecting a runway configuration.

19. Because Continental’s simulator training did not replicate the ground-level distrbances and

gusting crosswinds thet often occur at or near the runway surface, and it is vnlikely that the
accident captain had previowsly encountered gusting surface drosswinds fike those he
encourterad the night of the accident, the captain was not adequately prepared {o respond fo i;h@
changes in heading encountered during this takeoff.




TSE

20. Becanse theie are no standards for the development of enhanced crosswind guidelines fow
transpori-category airplanes, Boeing did not adequately consider the dynamic handling gualities
of the Roeing 737 during igkesfl or landing in strong and gusty crosswinds; it is likely that the
enhanced crosswind gridelines developed by other manufacturers are similarly deficient.

21, Operational flight data from U.S. airlines regarding high crosswind component encounters could
help the Federal Aviation Administration develop addifional strategies for reducing the risk of
crosswind-related runway excursions.

22. The accident pilots’ injuries would have likely been lessened or eliminated if their seats had
been designed to meet the crashworthiness requirements of 14 Code of Federal Regulations
25.562, to which other airplane seats are designed.

23. A flight attendant jumpseat that is weakened due o undetected metal fatigne could fail under
lower-than-expected crash loads and injure a cabin crewmember who might subseguently be
needed to perform critical safety duties, such as evacuating passengers.

24. The adhesive-only fastening method used for the latch plate in the aft galley of the accident
airplane and similarly equipped airplane galleys was not adequate for securing galley drawers
or other items of mass because it can fail over time and/or with exposure o the elements.

3.2 Probable Cause

The Mational Transportation Safety Board determines that the probable cause of this
accident was the captain’s cessation of right rudder input, which was needed to maintain
directional control of the airplane, about 4 seconds before the excursion, when the airplane
encountered a strong and gusty crosswind that exceeded the captain’s training and experience.

Contributing to the accident were the following factors: 1) an air traffic control gystem
that did not require or facilitate the dissemination of key, available wind information to the air
traffic controllers and pilots; and 2) inadequate crosswind fraining in the airline industry due to
deficient simmulator wind gust modeling.




NTSE Awiation Accident Beport

As a result of this investigation, the National Transportation Safety Board makes the
following recommendations to the Federal Aviation Administration:

Conduct regearch into and document the effects of mountain wave and downslope
conditions at airports, such as Denver International Afrport, that are located
downwind of mountainous terrain (including, for example, airporis i or near
Coloradoe Springs, Colorado; Anchorage, Alaska; Salt Lake City, Utah; and Reno,
Nevada), identify potential mountain-wave-related hazards to ground operations
at those airports, and disseminate the results to pilots and airport air traflic control
personnel to allow for more mformed runway selection decisions. (A-18-105)

Archive all low-level windshear alert systern (LLWAS) datz obtained from
Denver International Airport and other airports that experience similar wind
conditions and make those data available for additional research and the potential
future development of an improved LLWAS- algorithm for crosswind and gusty
wingd alerts on air traffic control tower ribbon display terminals. (A-10-106)

Modify Federal Avistion Administration Order 7110.65 to require air traffic
conirollers at airports with multipie sources of wind information to provide pilots
with the maximum wind component, including gusts, that the flight could
encounter. (A-10-107)

Review the required documentation for all low-level windshear alert system
(LLWAS)-equipped air traffic contrel towers to ensure that a letter to airmen has
been published and 15 easily aceessible describing the location and designation of
the remote sensors, the capabilities and limitations of the system, and the
availability of current LLWAS remote sensor wind information on the request of 2
pilot, in compliance with Federal Awviation Administration Order 7210.3.
(A-10-108)

Require air traffic control towers to locally develop and implement writien
runway selection programs that proactively consider current and developing wind
conditions and include clearly defined crosswind compenents, including wind

ousts, when considering operational advantage with respect to runway selection,
(A-10-109)

Gather data on surface winds at a sample of major U.S. airperts (including Denver
International Airport) when high wind conditions and significant gusts are present
and use these data to develop realistic, gusty crosswind profiles for use in pilot
sitrulator training programs. (A-10-110)

Require 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 121, 135, and 91K operators to
incorporate the realistic, gusty crosswind profiles developed as a result of Safety
Recommendation A-10-110 inio their pilot simulator training programs. (A-10-111) 5% :







Sent: *\fﬁamﬁy Nww abe 6@,2 %‘i 2; %"““\ﬁ
Subject: FWA 4 test

Ron,

My briefing regarding the temporary revisions io the FWA 4 from Tim Funarl when | staried working D21
Bsues was that vou and Vince Sugent naeded (o review the wording and then we could get the NOTAM
ssued. Please advise if vou have had the time to review it and what your comments zre. If vou have not

had the time, could you please give Us an idea of when this could be taken care of?

Thanks in advance,
BAF

Ronald . Bazman
Support Manager

Detroit Melrc Tower (DTW)
T34-784-2167 (Office)
810-923-1308 {Calh)
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b secordanse  winh ms, Sulety MManagemenm Syvstein Manwal, Yersion 20 'eﬁw eyaliaiion
indicuted no Turthor salety aaﬁmﬁwm is recuived z‘m thiv chunge.  As stated previously, o Safsy
Risk Muanagenent { 559%.&%’;? revipw was conducted with representatives from alb jpvoly g:»% porties:
the Panel was unable o identify any bazards as a vesult of this change.

The following individuals were involved in the development of these processes

Alr Traffic Verminal:
Jotin Whitehurst, Operations Manager, ITW
Vincent Sugent, Ceriificd Professional Conteoller, DTW
Jaoff Blow, Cenified Professional Comroller, 371
Hichard Shertdan, Al Tratfic Assistam, D21
Ronald Wood, Support Manager, ZOB
Rick Morris, Certifled Professional € mﬁmEEﬁr TR

We, the undersigned. assure that the change described above does not introduce any new safiery
risk inio the NAS,

SEM Process Beviswed by:

Lrenpis B, Hinton
Safery Risk Managemeni Specialist, AIVAO1H
Contral Service Avea, Qualily @Z.”e,ummﬁ Ciroup

Brocsmend Reviewed hy:

Yuhn Wiitehurs: Dite
Operations Manager (Acting)
Petrait Metro ATCT

Reonakl Wood
Suppeat Manage
Clevelnnd Al Bowe Teaflic Comrol Cersler
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it fonks as if we are good (o go on the temporary changs to the FWA 4 if the wording below looks good.
Please verlly with an email (preferably "Reply to All" and | will then coordinate with Larry Strout {(balow)
through the CBA

Tharnks,
BAZ

Ronald [ Bazman

Support Manager

Detroit Metro Tower (DT
734-TBL-2187 {Office)
B10-823-1306 (Cell)

~ Foryardad by Bonald U Beemen/AGLTFAR o OUOSRE D112 PR oo

Frowe Larmy H StroutiAMOCAAS
AIV3E3, Central Termings Froc & Charting Tm

v Roneld © Bazman/AGLFAADFAS

£ Susan Ruddy/ASWIFAAGFAA, Jose A AlfonsclAMICIFAAGITAA, Sieven M Bamet/AMOIFAAGIFAA
Eaa: T2IZRRGT 0824 AM

Subiect Re: Far BiDs for DTquuegiEﬁn for Susan
Ron,

Your account of the situation below is accurate, We do have the NOTAMs prepared and are ready o
send tham whan advised by vou. [If indesd the test period s successiul and vou ail want to implement the
agde on the exisling S10s we wilh work with you to get that accomplished # the most efficient mannear,

Plesse let me know i you have any guestions and adviss I vou wait o move forward with ssuing the
NOTAMs.

Larry Sirout

Central Proc
@J‘@@ Su }\Wﬂ TX < 470 i M‘)
A
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S ALEDT AL

kr. Shout,

i halieve | was brisfed by the former acting Detrell TRACON Support Managar, Tim Funarl, that we were worldng
a routing issue involving the FYWA 4 S1D out of DTW. The issue stems from the Midwsst Alrspace redasign back
arcund 2005 and | involves sircrafl departing the Detroll ares going 1o OVG and GMH. As [ undersiand i our
origingl effort was very broad in scope and involved redesigning all DTV SiDs. That idea was dismissed by
Clavaland ARTCC. We then tried to narmow the scope by redesigning the FWA SID, and that was again
dismissed., Finally, there was a lentative agreement io change one of the notas on the SID, and thal was going to
be accomplished by a MOTAM 50 we could verify that it solved the issue. | belleve sithar the NOTAM office or
your office initislly agresd o do such a change on a lemporary basis, but afler further consideration, did not
congur with the proposal. As this was also an issue invelving the DOT 16 and the Office of Spacials Counsel,
additiona! consideration was given o the pravious arrangement.

Could vou Hease verly that Termins! Procadures and Charting Services has again agreed v issus a MOTAM for
& temporary/permanant changs to the FWA 4 BID7Y As | understand i, we will test this for 30 days and if # locks
good, the general agreemeant with the NOTAM folks and Terminal Proceduras and Charling is thet it wil be mads
permanent. ¥ the process described s verfied by you oF your repressntative, | would then ke io venrlfy with 208
and our faciity that the following wording works and the NOTAM test pariod is accepiable. The Information that |
have from Jose Alfongo through Tin Funari is as follows. Thanks in advance for your fime and consideration. If

we nesd to discuss this in more detail, | am availabls to meet any scheduling nesd you may have.

LS VG008 900,44

PR EET S0 L0 0000000009900 0004

o

T,
Below is the preliminary draft for vour NOTAM request. Flease review and adviss If you concur,

RO

Tharils You,
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£ ma i 03, Bazmar

Swpp@ﬁ mﬁam@@er

Detrolt Metro Towsr (DTW)
T34-7B4-2167 {Office)
B10-823-1308 (Cell)

Frone Busan Ruddy ASWIFAA
AN-G21, Alrspade & Procedurss North Team

T Lasry H Strout/ 8RO AAEIFSA
e Herman C Rogars/AMCIFAAZIFAL, Jose A Afonsc/AMCIFAAGTFAA, Rongld D Bazman/AGLFAAGFAA
Dot BB BL04 P

R Foe: Si0s for ITW - guestion iy Susan

Ron - ses wa‘s note beiow. | think vou are out next weelk, Could vou ask your guestion vis email and et Lany
answer if hs has thna?

Thank yoi.

Susan D. Ruddy

Operations Support Speclaiist

FAA, ATO Central Service Canter, Operatlons Support Group
Ajrspace and Procedures North Team, AIV-C21
BL7-321-7717 Office

817-321-7744 FAX

Link o Cantral Service Cenber Websile

Feedback o Central Service Center: S-ATO-CSU/ASW/FAS

P fanery I Sroutia MO AL
AHY-385, Ca

Terrins! Proc
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Yes, we aigo worked this issu

@ ““1 fime back. Since & has been awhile since we worked the pmjj ¢l need fo
refvesh my memory on the spe rg,g but o he %:n@;b L of y recollection we are ready 10 go with the %@HA g,
however wa had & time Emit we wouid allow them o remain on the wirs,
Can we gt logether Dec 27, if you scheduie it § will clesr my calendar.
Regards,
Larry Strout

Central Products Team, Manager, ATV-353

6500 8. MacArthur Blvd. ANF-1 - Building 5, Rm 104
Oklahoma City, OK. 73169

Office; 405-254-5070

Vigil AeroMay Products Here

Susan Ruoay/ ASWHAS
ARSC2Y, Alrgpace & Procedures Morth Team

T Lairy M ShroutdAMOFASEIFAA
0 Ronald O Bazman/AGLEFAAGDEAS
Dt 42822120011 1123 AM

Pz S for DTW - guestion for Susen

Larry,

i hwe another guestion from DTW on a separate ssue. The haclkoround and history are below - it involves the

“lest’ NOTAM that Detroit wants for the Fost Wane SITD. Are vou mww%wed in this? The Detroit Support Manager

'”"ﬁ@bagh’t you might be familiar and asked if we cam have & shor telcon with vou fo discuss. He fook over the

W@j@@* from the previcus acling manager and he i tylng to @ngun“@ everyone has the same understanding about
@d@s@ point me in the right direction. IFyeg, please sl me Know

e cail,

rredt steps, W you arent involved in this on F; gn
when you might have a few minutes for a phon

b cali hirn dire et would be fine:




Fatar CTR Trapo/AWALLHTRIFASL
ALS-, Office of Safsly

Ta Susan Ruduy/ASWEAAGEIFAA
e Jef CamaralAWAFAAGIFAA, Brelt Faulkner/AWA/FAAGFAA

1272042041 0648 A
Fe: SI0s for DTW - guestion for Susan

Susan -

Can you help provide some insight a3 1o the change in SiDs from DTW to the south (Ohilo airports) and beyond?
See the emails below, and mavbe you have some knowledge or awareness.

I nesd to provide the OIG an update this month, o mavbe [ need o 9o o John Whilehurst and Gary Ancinec?

Respectivily,
Pater Trapip
(202) 493-5000 - ofiice
{703) 963-2781 - call
e Forgrgpdhed Dy Peter OTR Trapp/AVWACHTRIFAS on TR0 07 40 AR ore
Froge Brad W Rush/AMOEAL
A3, Aeronauiical Products
T Peter CTR TrappAWACHTRFAARFAA
12208001 044 P

e S0 for DT

Patber

=

i the et




Ceality Assurance and Regulatory Support, Manager
5500 South MacArthur Bivd - Bldg 5, Room 103A
Okdlahoma City, OK 73169

Otfice: 405-954-0188

Wiy Aerobigy

Fyop Pater CTR Trapp/AWAICNTRIFAA
' AJS-0, Office of Safety

Ta Brad W Rush/AMCFAAGFAA

[ate: 12108/2041 12:04 P

Re: 51Ds for DTwW

Syl

Brad -

i is time o provide the OIG an update on the DTW siaﬁdarci-insimm@m‘t«d&parﬁum {50} activities we are laldng in
regponss the complaint we responded to earlier this yvear.

Would you please request an u@cﬁa&ed status from the appropriate office so that | receive something by Dec.
19107 This will allow me to prepare an update to the OIG and gat | approved through the SO0 and AAE.

Respectiully,

Peter Trapp
(202} 493-5000 - office
(703) 965-9791 - cail

From: Brad W Rush/AMCIFAS

AJY-3, Asronautical Producis
Ta Petar CTR Trapp/AWSCNTRIFAA@FAA
Diete: 09/G7/2011 04:11 P

Re: Question Regarding G

{.ooks fine.
Brad W. Rush

Regulatory Support and Coordination, Manager
6500 South MacAxthvr Blvd - Bldg 5, Room 103A

V2012



Paier CTE Trano/AWAGKNTRIEAA
AJ5-0, Oifee of Selely
Tin Brad W Rush/aMOFSAGFAS

DOAPIZOTT 0300 PM
e Cusshion Regarding OHG

Erad -

Pearfect responsa . . . ikis helps me exactly 2s | needad tn finish this DRAFT . ...

there are both saffety snd efficlency benefits to publishing standard instrument
13 to alrport locations ¢ zé, are freguent destinations. Our alrspace and procedures
E”fsg:zammmg the steps necessary (o imm @ﬁwmmi changes. I will inke several
s the processes Cover ed by our existing policy, FAA Order 8260.43, “Flig
g 1,” awedd fo bring abowt a published changs in a 51D that

Do you nesd o see more of my responss?
Respecifully,

Petar Trapp
{202) 483-5000 - office
{703, 986-9791 - cell

Fror Brag ¥ RusivAMUCFAS
AdY-3, Asronauticsl Products
T Peter OTE Trapp/AWACHTRIFAREFAA

0356 P

ation Regarding OIG




Frows Pater CTR Trapp/ AWACNTRFAS
AdS-0, Office of Safsly

Fea Brad W Bush/AMCFaAGFAA

ODEFEnT 02:37 P
R Question Fegarding CUG

Thank vou very much for the policy that govern puldished procedures and changes to them . . .. any knowledge

2

of the DTW situation?
£ read the policy correctly, this change i DTW is a Priority 77

That being the case, how long do Priodly 7 changes take in the Central Service Area?  {monthz is fine)

Reapactully,

Fater Trapp
{202% 493-5000 - office
{T03) 985-9791 - call

Brad Y RushiARCF A8

E5-3, Aeronastiont Products

TR Trappf a8 CNTRFASEIFAR

1 3T Pk

R Queation Regarding O
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Prad W. Rush

Regulatory Support and Coordimation, Manager
6500 South MacArthur Blvd — Bldg 5, Room 103A
Oldaboma City, OK 73169

@an@@ 05-9 Séﬂfum 88

Yisit AevolMay Products Here

Pater UTR TrappfAWACNTRFAA
AJS-0, Citice of Safety
Teo: Brad VW Rush/AMCFAABFAA

Daa: BEAF20TY 0148 Pig
Cussiion Regarding CIG

35)

o
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i am brying o respond fo & report from the Gifice of Inspechor General (OIG). The OIG report containg the
following:

CTW has created "zt language” smending the "Fort Wayne Four Dapariure” SI1D that could be issusd to
departures to CVG, The language is currently under review by DTW officials and, I approved, D'TW controllars
will issue the amended SID to piots during a test parlod. i the test proves successiul, the proposed changes will
ba subimithed 1o and reviewed by the Dperalions Support Group, as wall as the Regionsl Alrspace and
Procedures Team (RAPT). The RAPT, which is comprised of interssted stakehoiders within the region, such a3
officlals Fom other faciites whoss aa‘@@a@e would be affecied, must review changes to published air traffic
procadures such as SiDs. IF both the Qeerations Support Group and RAPT agree upon the amended S0, then
FAL Asronautical Products will officlslly amend the SH Wé&%}g condusct a Might checkis] o snsure the Sils]

does not conflic? with existing departure reqguirements such as ground obstacles, and publish the final
nrocedurs.

i is aware of this action at DTW and does the above tesd acourately describe the
aits & Sl change(s }9@ DTy

Can you confirm ’é:hgi your o
activilies necessa ;

ﬁ

Please call if
early responss from

responss o the

o MOT eall anyones
pronass and scheduie |

fial

re we %menf @m Off
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