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A. AIRCRAFT ACCIDENT 
 
Location: Chicago, Illinois 
Date/Time: December 8, 2005 / 1914 Central Standard Time 
 December 9, 2005 / 0114 Coordinated Universal Time1

Aircraft: N471WN, Boeing 737-700, Southwest Airlines Flight 1248 
 

B. AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL GROUP 

 
Ms. Sandy Rowlett, National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB), Washington, D.C.  
Mr. Barry Anshell, National Air Traffic C ontrollers Association (NATCA), Chicago, 

Illinois 
Mr. Dan Diggins, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Washington, D.C. 
Captain Stan Humphrey, SWAPA, Houston, Texas 
Mr. Patrick Dempsey, SWA, Dallas, Texas 
 
C. SUMMARY 

On Decem ber 8, 2005, 1914 central standard tim e, Southwest Airlines flight 1248, a 
Boeing B-737-7H4 registered as N471W N, overran runway 31C at Chicago Midway 
Airport in Chicago, Illinois, during the landing rollout. The airplane departed the end of 
the runway, rolled through a blast fence, a perimeter fence, and onto a roadway. The 
airplane cam e to a stop after im pacting tw o autom obiles. Instrum ent m eteorological 
conditions prevailed at the time. The airplane was substantially damaged. The flight was 
conducted under 14 CFR Part 121 a nd had departed from  the Baltimore/Washington 
International Thurgood Marshall Airport, Maryland.   
 

                                                           
1All times in  th is report are ex pressed in  Coordinated Un iversal Time (UTC) ex cept fo r the controllers’ 
work schedule, which is in local time. 
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D. DETAILS OF THE INVESTIGATION 
 

1. Group Activities 
 
The ATC Group met at Chicago Midway Airport (MDW) Tower on Friday, December 9, 
2005 and m et with the Greg Hayden, MDW  Air Traffic Manager, Chris Beyer, MDW  
Staff Specialist, and Michelle Behm, the Hub Manager who provided a briefing regarding 
the sequence of events.  The group was advised that the facility is not equipped with an 
Airport Movement Area Safety System  (AMASS), and it does not have a ground radar 
system although the facility is scheduled to  receive an ASDE-X.  The group provided 
Mark Olsen, ATO-S, with a request list fo r inform ation, reviewed training records, 
recorded voice com munications and the radar playback of the accident sequence.  On 
December 10, the group interviewed the local  controller, supervisor and two ground 
controllers.  On Sunday, Decem ber 11, 2005, th e group com pleted the field notes and 
finished the field portion of the investigation. 

 
2. History of Flight 

Radar data for this accident was obtained from the Federal Aviation Adm inistration 
(FAA) Chicago Terminal Radar Approach C ontrol (TRACON), (C90), Chicago, Illinois.  
The radar data used for this report cam e from the ASR-9 (QXM) radar antenna that is 
located at latitude/longitude N41- 37-17.38 / W 087-46-10.12, elevation 669.7 feet, 
magnetic variation 2 degrees west. The radar antenna supplies data to an Autom ated 
Radar Terminal System (ARTS) IIIA at C90.   
 
The “History of Flight” begins with the C 90 Sector 1 approach controller who provided 
services to SWA1248 inbound to MDW. 
 
At 0103:36, the pilot of SWA1248 made initial contact with the sector one controller who 
instructed the crew “…[ATIS 2] Victor current, intercept ILS runway three one center, 
RVR3 5500.”  The crew acknowledged and advise d they would get the ATIS.  A few 
seconds later the C90 controller said, “Southw est twelve forty-eight is eighteen m iles 
from Gleam , cross Gleam  at four thousand, cleared ILS 31 Center approach 4,” and 
confirmed the crew was m aintaining 210 knots.  The crew confirmed their speed and the 
approach clearance. 
 
At 0104:30, C90 advised the crew, “…braking action reported fair except at the end 
where it’s poor.”  The SWA1248 crew acknowledged. 
 
 

                                                           
2 Au tomatic Term inal In formation Serv ice is d efined in t he Aeronaut ical Inform ation M anual (AIM ) 
Pilot/Controller Glossary as:   “The continuous broadcast of recorded non-cont rol information in selected 
terminal areas. Its purpose i s to improve cont roller effectiveness and t o rel ieve frequency  congest ion by  
automating the repetitive transmission of essential but routine information.” 
3 Runway Visual Range.  For further information about RVR, see section 8. 
4 See figure 1 for the MDW ILS Z RWY 31C approach plate. 
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Figure 1.  MDW ILS Z RWY 31C approach plate 
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During the next m inute, the MDW tower cont roller and the C90 controller discussed the 
possibility of permitting the snowplows on runway 31C to remove the snow.   
 
At 0106:26, the C90 controller instructed the SW A1248 crew, “…reduce speed to 170 to 
Runts, contact tower at Runts.”  The crew acknowledged. 
 
At 0109:52, the crew of SWA1248 contacted the MDW tower local controller.  The local 
controller said, “…Continue for three one center, the winds zero nine zero at nine braking 
action reported good for the first half poor for the second half.”  The crew acknowledged. 
 
At 0110:44, the previous arrival, N603KF, a Gulfstream 4, reported braking action as 
“fair to poor”.   
 
At 0112:25, the SW A1248 requested a landing cl earance.  The local controller said, 
“…runway three one center cleared to land, wind zero nine zero at nine braking action 
fair to poor.”  The SWA1248 crew replied, “kay.” 
 
Because of the falling snow, the local controller stated in his interview that he could not 
see the departure end of the runway thus aske d the SWA1248 crew if they were “clear of 
three one center”.  At 0113:50, the crew res ponded, “We went over the end”.  Once the 
controller determined they had gone off the end of the runway and needed the em ergency 
equipment, the Supervisor activated the crash, fire, and rescue phone to notify the 
appropriate personnel. 
 

3. D-ATIS 5 Information 
 

Chicago Midway Airport inform ation victor zero zero five three zulu, 
wind one zero zero at one one, visibility one half snow freezing fog, 
ceiling four hundred broken one t housand four hundred overcast, 
temperature minus three, dew point m inus f ive, altimeter three zero zero 
six.  I L S runway three one center a pproach in use, landing and departing 
runways three one also departing runway  four right.  Notices to airm en:  
runway three one right one three left  closed, runway four left two two 
right closed, runway three one left one  three right closed.  All fixed wing 
departures contact clearance delivery on one two one point eight five.  V F 
R departures indicate type aircraft, field location, and requested heading.  

                                                           
5 Digital ATIS DIGITAL-AUTOMATIC TERMINAL INFORMATION SERVICE (D-ATIS) is defined in 
the AIM Pilo t/Controller Glossary as “Th e serv ice p rovides text messages to ai rcraft, ai rlines, and ot her 
users outside the standard reception range of conventional ATIS via landline and data link communications 
to the cockpit. Also, the service provides a computer-synthesized voice message that can be transmitted to 
all aircraft within range of ex isting tran smitters. Th e Term inal Data Lin k System  (TDLS) D-ATIS 
application uses weather inputs from local automated weather sources or manually entered meteorological 
data together with preprogrammed menus to provide standard information to users. Airports with D-ATIS 
capability are listed in the Airport/Facility Directory.” 
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Readback all runway hold short inst ructions. Advise on initial contact you 
have information victor.6

 
4. Runway Visual Range (RVR)7

 
The MDW  Tower Local controller did not issue RVR inform ation to any inbound or 
outbound flightcrew. 

 
5.  Braking Action Reports8 

 
Local 
Time 

Call Sign Type 
Aircraft 

Controller Issued Braking 
Action for Runway 31C 

Pilot Reported Braking 
Action for Runway 31C 

1847:05 United 1446 EA320 Fair to poor  
1850:11 United 1446 EA320  Fair 
1850:22 Southwest 2920 B737 Fair by an Airbus that just 

landed 
 

1853:10 Southwest 2920 B737  Fair and it’s poor at the 
end here 

1857:42 Southwest 321 B737 Fair and then poor at the end 
by your com pany a couple 
minutes ago 

 

1859:53 Southwest 2947 B737 Fair and then poor at the end None provided 
1901:15 Southwest 321 B737  Braking action at the far 

end of the runway is poor 
1901:33 Southwest 321 B737  Good first half of 31 

Center, poor the second 
half 

1901:52 Southwest 1830 B737 Good for the first half, poor 
for the second half reported 
by your company 

None provided 

                                                           
6 When asked wh y ATIS “V” d id n ot co ntain b raking ad visory in formation, facility m anagement 
responded:  “The Supervisor and c ontroller working the Flight Data position failed to recognize that the 
criteria for braking action a dvisories had been m et.  It is the S upervisor’s responsibility to recognize the 
requirement and ensure they are put on the ATIS.  He did not remember to do it.” 
7 RVR is defined in  the AIM Pilo t/Controller Glossary as: “An i nstrumentally derived value, based on 
standard calibrations, that represents th e h orizontal d istance a p ilot will see d own th e ru nway fro m th e 
approach end. It is based on the sighting of either high intensity runway lights or on the visual contrast of 
other targets whichever yields the greater visual range. RVR, in contrast to prevailing or runway visibility, 
is based on what  a pi lot i n a m oving ai rcraft shoul d see looking down the runway. RVR is horizontal 
visual range, not  slant visual range. It  is based on t he measurement of a t ransmissometer made near the 
touchdown poi nt of t he i nstrument runway  and i s report ed i n hundreds of feet . R VR i s used i n lieu of 
RVV and/or prevailing visibility in  determining minimums for a par ticular runway. 1. Touchdown RVR - 
The RVR visibility readout values obtained from  RVR equipment serving the runway touchdown zone. 2. 
Mid-RVR - The R VR readout  values obtained from RVR equipment located midfield of the runway. 3. 
Rollout RVR - The R VR readout values obtained from RVR equipment located nearest the rollout end of 
the runway.” 
8 Obtained from recorded voice communications at the local control position.  
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1906:44 N565CC C500 Good for the first half, poor 

for the second half 
 

1907:50 N603KF GLF4 Good for the first half, poor 
for the second half 

 

1909:08 N565CC C500  It’s poor right now (crew 
indicated they were 
passed taxiway A) 

1909:56 Southwest 1248 B737 Good for the first half poor 
for the second half 

 

1910:44 N603KF GLF4  Fair to poor 
1912:26 Southwest 1248 B737 Fair to poor  
1913:50 Southwest 1248 B737  Reported off the runway 

 
 
6. Runw ay Use 
 

Bruce Metz was the MDW  Tower Supervisor on duty on Decem ber 8, 2005, at 2047 
UTC when the decision was m ade to use runw ay 31C for arrival aircraft.  He provided 
the following information in a written statement:   
 

“I was the Supervisor on duty in the control tower.  The winds were 
favoring runway 4R.  At 1940Z, the w eather began to deteriorate and by 
2004Z the visibility had reduced to ¾ m ile, below m ost user m inimums.  
At 2020Z, C90 requested approval to se nd a few aircraft to runway 31C 
because of the reduced RVR m inimums.  I advised them  to watch the 
winds and approved the request.  At  2031Z, runway 31C braking action 
was poor and we stopped arrivals due to snow plowing.  Snow was heavy 
at that time.  At 2046Z, C90 requested to change to runway 31C.  I stated 
that I didn’t know if anyone would take runway 31C considering the 
winds but that we would m ake the official change to runway 31C. 
Runways 13C and 4R were still below minimums.  Runway 31C reopened 
at 2100Z and by 2109Z the RVR was 3000 and braking action was poor.  
The option to change to runway 13C was not viable because the visibility 
was below user minimums.” 

 
Chicago TRACON was asked to explain how the traffic flow at MDW impacted ORD, or 
vice versa.  The Safety Board received this reply:  
 

O’Hare International Airport (ORD) and Midway International Airport 
(MDW) both reside in airspace c ontrolled by Chicago TRACON (C90).  
The two airports are just over 13 m iles apart.  The airspace surrounding 
these airports was designed prim arily for ORD. All other airports within 
the C90 airspace arrive separated by ORD arrivals using vertical 
separation, arriving at a lower altitude. 
 

 6



 
MDW has three primary configurations: ILS 31C, ILS 4R, ILS 13C. When 
utilizing the ILS 31C, MDW  will also circle to runway 22L.  The only 
arrival configuration at MDW  that ha s an impact on ORD is the ILS 13C 
approach.  Because of the proximity to ORD and the final approach course 
for 13C at MDW , ORD cannot utili ze runway 22L for arrivals or 
departures.  This restricts the number of arrivals and departures that can be 
accommodated at ORD. 
 
MDW departures to the east and to the west norm al[ly] do not interact 
with ORD departures.  MDW  depart ures to the north and south are 
blended together by C90 prior to be [ing] delivered to ZAU [Chicago Air 
Route Traffic Control Center]. 

 
The C90 Traffic Managem ent Unit (T MU) Log for Decem ber 8, 2006 indicated 
that beginning at 2010 UTC, ORD wa s landing runways 14L and 14R and 
departing runways 4L and 4R.9   

 
 

7. Training Records 
 
Luis Garcia (LC)     Local Control 
 
Entered on duty (EOD) FAA:    August 2, 1991 
ATW ATCT:      Decem ber 20, 1991 
CGX ATCT:      October 5, 1992 
MDW ATCT:      Septem ber 29, 1996 
CTO:       Novem ber 18, 1991 
LAWRS:      June 23, 1992 
Facility rated, MDW:     June 18, 1998 
 
Medical certificate was current with no waivers or restrictions. 
 
Michael Julius (ZT)     Supervisor 
 
EOD FAA:      Septem ber 3, 1985 
Cleveland Center:     Septem ber 3, 1985 
Lunken ATCT:     Septem ber 17, 1987 
Munsie ATCT:     October 17, 1988 
Indianapolis ATCT:     June 2, 1991 
Indianapolis Center:     January 21, 1996 
MDW:       January 25, 1997 
CTO:       January 17, 1989 
Facility rated, MDW:     July 31, 1997 
 

                                                           
9 See section 13 for the C90 Traffic Management Unit’s Log Summary for December 8, 2005. 
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Medical certificate was current with a lim itation to wear corrective lenses for distant 
vision while perform ing ATC duties.  He was also required to have glasses for near 
vision in his/her immediate possession while performing ATC duties. 
  

8.  Interviews10 
 
Mr. Luis Garcia (LG)       Local Control 
Represented by Ron Adamski, NATCA 

 
Mr. Garcia was interviewed by the ATC Group on Decem ber 10, 2005.  In response to 
questions, he provided the following information:  
 
He entered on duty with the FAA in August 1981 at the FAA Academy.  His first facility 
was in Appleton, W I, in Decem ber 1991.  He st ayed at Appleton for 9-10 m onths then 
transferred to Meigs Field until September 1996 when he transferred to Midway ATCT. 
 
Mr. Garcia was qualified as a Controller-in-Ch arge (CIC) and an on-the-job instructor 
(OJTI).  He stated that his m edical certifi cation was current with no restrictions or 
waivers. 
 
Mr. Garcia was not in the military and was not a pilot. 
 
Mr. Garcia had rotating days off from week to week and his days off prior to the accident 
day were Sunday/Monday followed by 1500-2300 shifts on Tuesday and W ednesday.  
On the day of the accident, Mr. Garcia wa s assigned a 1400-2200 swing shift and arrived 
at the facility at about 1245.  (He noted that he  could flex the shift 30 m inutes and earn 1 
hour credit tim e.)  He reported the weather at  that time as cloudy but not yet snowing – 
“snow on the grass from previous storms but no snow on the pavement.”   
 
Mr. Garcia had reviewed the RAPTOR  and listened to the recorded voice 
communications prior to the interview with the ATC Group.  He reported that he signed 
on position by 1300 local tim e and recalled work ing ground control (GC).  He reported 
traffic was steady the whole day but could not rem ember if it snowed while he was 
working GC. 
 
Mr. Garcia recalled signing on the LC positi on approxim ately 35 m inutes before the 
accident and reported the weather as “snowing h eavily”.  He stated that two GC’s, (one 
working aircraft and the other working airpor t vehicles), FD/CD combined, and LC were 
open.  LC was responsible for aircraft depa rting runway 4R and landing runway 31C as 
well as aircraft within a 5-mile ring around the airport.  
 
Mr. Garcia reported that when he assum ed LC, the traffic was “pretty busy” and there 
was sufficient spacing between arrivals on final. 
 

                                                           
10 See section 9 for the controllers’ statements. 
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When asked what he rem embered about th e accident flight, Mr. Garcia reported the 
following: 
 
He recalled seeing SWA1248’s radar target on the bright radar indicator tower equipment 
(BRITE) at about a 10-m ile final and he m onitored the flight’s progress while on final.  
On initial radio com munication with the crew, he issued the wind speed and direction, 
and braking action.  He then stated he was coordinating with another tower controller for 
snow rem oval, obtaining braking action repor ts, and approving runway crossings.  He 
recalled asking preceding pilots for braking ac tion reports and recalled coordinating with 
airport personnel/vehicles.  He stated that  coordination with airport personnel/vehicles 
was not accom plished on the intercom .  Mr. Garcia did not recall the ground speed or 
altitude of the accident flight and reporte d nothing abnorm al about the approach.  He 
recalled the flight paths of the two aircraft that landed before SWA1248 and reported that 
he lost sight of both of them  on runway 31C as they passed runway 4R.  Mr. Garcia said 
that while he could see aircraft lights, he could not see the actual aircraft.  He recalled 
asking the Gulfstream  IV (G-IV) for a brak ing action report and inquired if the G-IV 
could make taxiway A – which the pilot reporte d he could.  As he was about to issue a 
landing clearance to SW A1248, the pilot asked for a landing clearance, which he then 
provided as well as the braking action of “fair to poor”.  He recalled seeing SW A1248’s 
lights as the flight passed over the runway and cross runway 4R. He then cleared an 
aircraft for takeoff from runway 4R. 
 
He becam e concerned that he didn’t receive a position report from  SW A1248 after 
landing because he thought he had sufficient time to exit the runway.  He then asked 
SWA1248 if he was clear of r unway 31C to which the pilot reported that he was off the 
end of the runway.  Mr. Garcia asked the pilo t if they need the emergency equipment and 
the pilot reported “yes”.  He advised the supervisor who activated the crash phone. 
 
When asked how he kept track of braking action reports, Mr. Garcia reported that he 
normally writes them  down on his pad but did not  recall if he did in this case because 
everyone was reporting the sam e information.  When asked if he passed these reports on 
to anyone, Mr. Garcia said he shouted it out to everyone in the cab.  W hen asked if 
anyone acknowledged his reports he said he could not rem ember.  When asked if he ever 
confers with the city guy 11 in the cab, Mr. Garcia said “not usually” but rem embered 
trying to create a gap on final for the snow removal equipment. 
 
After SWA1248, C90 planned to build a gap in arrivals to allow the plows to clear the 
runway. 
 
In response to the question of what conditi ons are required for the city to plow the 
runway, Mr. Garcia said that per a city  m emo, anytim e a braking action report was 
“poor” the city would close the runway.  He di d not recall if they closed the runway prior 
to the accident.   
 

                                                           
11 City Operations assigns a person to the tower cab during snow removal procedures. 
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He reported that all tower equipment, including RVR, was working properly. 
 
Mr. Garcia provided the requirements to issue RVR values (prevailing visibility of 1 mile 
or less or a RVR of 6000 feet or less), but did not know why he failed to issue the RVR 
to SWA1248 even though there was a reportable value.  He stated he was “very busy” 
and had no other explanation for not issuing the information.  
 
He did not know where SW A1248 touched dow n on runway 31C, but stated probably 
between taxiways K and Y.  He could not see wheels, just lights.  When asked to describe 
the lights, Mr. Garcia stated that he saw bright white lights from  SW A1248 that 
illuminated the sides of the runway. 
 
Mr. Garcia said he believed the runway li ghts were on their highest setting and reported 
that he usually does not have any say in th e runway configuration (arrival and departure 
runways) as that is a supervisor’s job. 
 
He was working local control from the LC2 position in the cab12 and reported that he had 
good visibility towards runway 31C with no obs tructions to vision.  He could see the 
runway lights but not the actual runway surface and did not ask to re-position.   
 

 
Figure 2.  Midway Tower Diagram 

 
He reported that GC1 was responsible fo r vehicles operations and that GC2 was 
responsible for aircraft operations. 
 

                                                           
12 See figure 2 for the MDW Tower diagram. 
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While Mr. Garcia knew at the time of the interview, he said he did not know at the time if 
anyone had declined an approach to runway  31C due to the wind and/or weather and 
said, “no one mentioned it”.   
 
He reported that he could see the lights of plows going down the runways but not the 
actual equipment.  He did not recall having ve hicles other than friction tester on runway 
4R prior to the accident.  He did not remember seeing the airport vehicle “sweep” runway 
31C while he was on LC. 
 
Mr. Garcia did not recall anyone com plaining about the ILS or glideslope and did not 
recall hearing the ILS/GS alarm activate. 
 
He said that SWA1248 looked “normal” on final approach and that all he saw was lights 
and did not recall if a friction test was done on runway 31C.   
 
Mr. Garcia configures the BRITE range to “no more than 10-15 miles”. 
 
He recalled hearing someone yell out “snow is coming down fast”. 
 
He couldn’t recall where N5CC touched down on the airport.  W hen asked if anything 
triggered his thought process when a Citation ro lled to the end of the runway, he replied, 
“no”, he was worried about the next arrival.  “Som etimes Citations roll to the end, som e 
exit on taxiway Y som e to the end.”  W hen asked for a braking action report, the pilot 
reported “poor here”.   
 
He didn’t recall where N3KF touched down.  The landing “looked norm al”.  He allowed 
enough tim e for the plane to “com e out of reve rser” to ask if the pilot could exit at 
taxiway A.  Because he was concerned about  the Citation on taxiway F, he instructed 
N3KF to hold short of that taxiway and contact  GC.  Typically he can hear the reversers 
on aircraft as they land but because of th e noise in the tower he couldn’t and just 
calculated in his mind when to ask. 
 
He didn’t hear SW A1248’s reversers because he wasn’t listening for them  and it was 
very noisy in the cab. 
 
He stated that pilots have declined a r unway because of the ta ilwind com ponent.  For 
example:  if a pilot experienced a windsh ear on final they would go-around on their own; 
aircraft 40-50 miles out ask for different runways and they try to accommodate them.  He 
didn’t know the 7110.65 requirem ents for th e tailwind com ponent and runway 
assignment requirements. 
 
He stated that he lost sight of the aircraft (they could only see the lights of the airplane---
not the airplane) while the airplane was on landing roll because of the snow.   
 
He did not ask the operations person or superv isor to conduct a runway check.  He stated 
that is usually between the supervisor and city.  There was no friction test conducted on 
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runway 31C while he was signed on LC; they had done one earlier on 31C while he was 
on GC.  While he was on LC they did a friction test on runway 4R. 
 
Mr. Garcia stated that the supervisor ac tivated the crash phone and the response by the 
emergency personnel was “quick”.  They went out and down runway 31C. 
 
At 2047 UTC, they changed to runway 31C because it dropped below landing minimums.   
 
Snow was coming down very fast.  They were  building a gap between arrivals to sweep 
the runway because ExecJet needed be tter runway conditions.  SW A1952, arrival 
following SWA1248, would be last before they did the snow removal operations. 
 
When asked what kind of a gap is needed on final to allow the vehicles to clear the 
runway, Mr. Garcia said about a 35-mile gap or 20 - 25 minutes. 
 
He was wearing a headset m onitoring frequencies 118.7 and 119.45 (arrival frequency).  
Frequency 121.5 is m onitored off to the right  and behind him  through a speaker.  W hen 
asked whether he was standing or sitting on position, Mr. Garcia said both and said he 
was standing and sitting because he has to sta nd to see arrivals on runway 31C.  He was 
most likely standing for SW A1248 because he was watching the intersection so he could 
depart runway 4R. 
 
Mr. Garcia stated that the snow plows would never plow half the runway, they always do 
the entire runway.  They would not exit at taxiway A unless they were doing a loop to 
cover the entire runway. 
 
He said that MDW  ATCT m akes the runw ay determ ination and did not recall any 
pressure from outside sources. 
 
He said that when the winds are over 10 knots they will go to ILS RWY 31C with a circle 
to runway 22R – “pilots love 31C”. 
 
The only PIREP’s Mr. Garcia solicited were for braking action. 
 
Michael A. Julius (ZT)       Supervisor 
Represented by Mark Tomicich, FAA Legal 
 
Mr. Julius was interviewed by the ATC Group on Decem ber 10, 2005.  In response to 
questions, he provided the following information: 
 
He started with the FAA in 1985; he’s worked for the FAA for 20 years.   He started as a 
co-op at Cleveland Hopkins (up/down facility ), transferred to Lunken; Muncie, IN; 
Indianapolis Approach; ZID TMU.  Transf erred to MDW  in January 1997.  He is a 
certified professional controller (C PC), Supervisor, as well as an OJTI.  In January he’ll 
have 9 years experience as a Supervisor at  MDW.  He had no pilot experience and no 
military ATC experience. 
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His days off were Tuesday and W ednesday prior to the accident.  Thursday, the day of 
the accident, he was assigned the 1400-2200 shift.   He came in 1330 worked in the office 
then went to the tower cab about 1600 and st ated that it began to snow “a little”.  He 
couldn’t recall the accumulation. 
 
He described the traffic as “m oderate”; th ey were landing runway 31C and departing 
runway 4R.  The decision to use that runw ay configuration was m ade by the previous 
supervisor but it seem ed to be logical b ecause of the possibility of the decreasing 
visibility and moving the most aircraft.  He said that it seemed the best setup. 
 
All the tower equipment was working. 
 
Mr. Julius didn’t recall any flightcrews declining the approach to runway 31C. 
 
Weather conditions and traffic determine the runway configuration. 
 
He didn’t recall the arrival rate. 
 
He arranged a gap to get plows on the runway.  Braking action reports or friction tests are 
done regularly.  City Operations keep a l og of when these are accom plished.  City 
Operations advises him if the friction test numbers are going down (mu meter) or if pilots 
report the decreasing braking action and they m ay express concerns on how they will 
operate.13

 
He first recalled SW A1248 when the aircraft wa s 10 miles out.  He stated that it seem ed 
like a norm al approach based on observations  he m ade using the BRITE.  Discussed 
making another gap after 1 or 2 aircraft  behind it landed.  Seem ed like a norm al 
approach.  The BRITE was set on 20 miles.  He never saw aircraft itself. 
 
After SWA1248 landed, the localizer “went into alarm” (which is an audible alert and a 
red light). 
 
He heard the local controller question SW A1248 about its whereabouts.  The controller 
said that the aircraft went off the runway  and he activated the crash phone less than 30 
seconds after he was notified.  The vehicles  came out on taxiway P and up runway 31C.  
He lost sight of the vehicles between r unways 4L and 4R.  He saw the Gulfstream  
(N603KF) land and did not see that aircraft around the same area. 
 
He did not monitor any frequencies. 
 
Runway lights were at the highest intensity. 
 
City operations advised that the aircraft left the field.  They were closer to the accident 

                                                           
13 See Survival Factors Factual Report for this information. 
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site so they found the airplane first.  Becau se of the accident, he decided to close the 
airport. 
 
Mr. Julius determines the best runway conf iguration to accommodate the users based on 
weather and the arrival rate.  They find th e runway m ost aligned with the wind.  ORD 
traffic is taken in consideration when 13C  is requested.  It im pacts ORD traffic by 
reducing their arrival rate from  100 to 70 ai rcraft per hour.  C90 does not override the 
runway configuration decision.  “If we need it, we get it.” 
 
The 4R/31C configuration is not com mon but  it’s not uncom mon either.  They use the 
crossing runway configuration periodically. 
 
Use they runway m ost aligned with the wi nd.  That night runway 4 was m ost aligned 
with the wind but the RVR (5000 feet) was not as good as the runway 31C (4000 feet). 
 
There is no runway use program. 
 
Tailwind com ponent threshold:  typically at or about 10 knots, tailwind/quartering 
tailwind (more than 90 degrees) and that threshold was learned from  his past experience 
at the airport. 
 
He stated that the wind was 090/9 at the tim e of the accident.  W hen asked, “Does the 
runway condition change your thoughts on runw ay configuration? ” he stated that 
thunderstorms or snow would and if they “h ad the ability” to use another runway, they 
would have.  They didn’t have the RVR on a nother runway.  They have to balance wind 
and RVR and m ake a decision.  He looks at tr ends to determ ine if a different runway 
would be beneficial. 
 
Many departures didn’t want to use runway 31C because of the wind and weather. 
 
Could not see aircraft on the runway e nd.  He only knew their position from  their 
position report.  When asked if he would change the runway configuration because pilots 
were using full length he stated that he asks  controllers and controllers would advise him  
if pilots did use full length.  Not sure if it occurred that night. 
 
City Operations plowed many times that evening.  He said the last tim e was about 30-45 
minutes prior to the arrival of SWA1248. 
 
Height of the tower is about 137 feet. 
 
RVR was passed to arrival aircraft all evening. 
 
He wasn’t m onitoring the LC per se because  he was watching the entire operation.  He 
was watching aircraft crossing the intersecti ons, vehicles stopping when they said they 
would. 
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Typically, City Operations would call the supe rvisor who would coordinate with C90 to 
build a gap to allow plows on the runway. 
 
He started using runway 4R because for departures because spacing on runway 31C 
wouldn’t allow departures also.   
 
There is no traffic management unit at MDW. 
 
 
Mike Dreger (Mark Tomicich, Representative) GC1, responsible for aircraft  
Bob Mischke (Ron Adamski, Representative), GC2, responsible for vehicle operations 
 
Mr. Dreger and Mr. Mischke were intervie wed by the ATC Group together on Decem ber 
10, 2005, to explain snow removal operations from the tower perspective. 
 
Mr. Dreger had been assigned to MDW  ATCT since 1987.  Mr. Mischke was first 
assigned to MDW in 1979 when he worked at  MDW for 1.5 years before transferring to 
C90.  He returned in 2002. 
 
Neither recalled seeing SWA 1248 arrival or landing. 
 
Mr. Dreger stated snowplow equipment was holding in northwest corner.  The snow plow 
operator stated that they were waiting for th eir relief and wouldn’t be doing another run.  
Brooms were in southeast corner, getting cleaned. 
 
CIC is involved in coordinating break in traffic to clear runway. 
 
City advises of need to clean runway, excep t when braking actions reports are poor, then 
ATC advises them. 
 
Coordinate with City only in respect to get word on runway being clear. 
 
City doesn’t monitor FAA frequencies, just their own. 
 
The GC1 controller stated that brooms swept the runway prior to him signing on position, 
but he was not sure how long prior.  He stat ed that there are 3 team s involved:  Broom  
Team, Plow Team , and Deice Team  but usually the Sweep and Deice team s work 
together. 
 
They never observed the glideslope antenna being cleaned.  
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9. FAA Order 7110.65P, Air Traffic Control 
This order, effective February 19, 2004, prescr ibes air traffic control procedures and 
phraseology for use by personnel providing air tr affic control services. Controllers are 
required to be f amiliar with the provisions of  this order that pertain to their operational 
responsibilities and to exercise their best judgm ent if they encounter situations not 
covered by it. 

 
Pilot/Controller Glossary 
 
Runway Visual Range (RVR) - An inst rumentally derived value, based on 
standard calibrations, that represents th e horizontal distance a pilot will see down 
the runway from  the approach end. It is based on the sighting of either high 
intensity runway lights or on the visual c ontrast of other targets whichever yields 
the greater visual range. RVR, in contrast  to prevailing or runway visibility, is 
based on what a pilot in a m oving aircraft should see looking down the runway. 
RVR is horizontal visual range, not sl ant visual range. It is based on the 
measurement of a transm issometer m ade near the touchdown point of the 
instrument runway and is reported in hundreds of feet. RVR is used in lieu of RVV 
and/or prevailing visibility in determining minimums for a particular runway. 
1. Touchdown RVR - The RVR visibility readout values obtained from  RVR 
equipment serving the runway touchdown zone. 
2. Mid-RVR - The RVR readout values obtained from  RVR equipm ent located 
midfield of the runway. 
3. Rollout RVR - The RVR readout values  obtained from RVR equipment located 
nearest the rollout end of the runway. 
 
Chapter 2, General Control, Section 8, Runway Visibility Reporting- Terminal 
2-8-1. FURNISH RVR/RVV VALUES 
Where RVR or RVV equipm ent is operational, irrespective of subsequent 
operation or nonoperation of navigational or visual aids for the application of 
RVR/RVV as a takeoff or landing minima, furnish the values for the runway in use 
in accordance with para 2-8-3, Terminology. 
 
2-8-3. TERMINOLOGY 
 a. Provide RVR/RVV inform ation by stating the runway, the abbreviation 
RVR/RVV, and the indicated value. W hen issued along with other weather 
elements, transmit these values in the normal sequence used for weather reporting. 
EXAMPLE- 
"Runway One Four RVR Two Thousand Four Hundred." 
"Runway Three Two RVV Three Quarters." 
 b. When two or m ore RVR systems serve the runway in use, report the indicated 
values for the different system s in term s of touchdown, m id, and rollout as 
appropriate. 
EXAMPLE- 
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"Runway Two Two Left RVR Two T housand, rollout One Thousand Eight 
Hundred." 
"Runway Two Seven Right RVR One Thous and, mid Eight Hundred, rollout Six 
Hundred." 
 c. W hen there is a requirem ent to issue an RVR or RVV value and a visibility 
condition greater or less than the reportable values of the equipm ent is indicated, 
state the condition as "MORE THAN" or "LESS THAN" the appropriate minimum 
or maximum readable value. 
EXAMPLE- 
"Runway Three Six RVR more than Six Thousand." 
"Runway Niner RVR One Thousand, rollout less than Six Hundred." 
 d. When a readout indicates a rapidly varying visibility condition (1,000 feet or 
more for RVR; one or m ore reportable va lues for RVV), report the current value 
followed by the range of visibility variance. 
EXAMPLE- 
"Runway Two Four RVR Two Thousand, va riable One Thousand Six Hundred to 
Three Thousand." 
"Runway Three One RVV Three-quarters, variable One-quarter to One." 
REFERENCE- 
FAAO 7110.65, Furnish RVR/RVV Values, Para 2-8-1. 
 
Section 9. Automatic Terminal Information Service Procedures 
 
2-9-1. APPLICATION 
Use the ATIS, where available, to pr ovide advance noncontrol airport/term inal 
area and meteorological information to aircraft. 
 a. Identify each ATIS m essage by a phonetic letter code word at both the 
beginning and the end of the m essage. Automated systems will have the phonetic 
letter code automatically appended. Exceptions may be made where omissions are 
required because of special programs or equipment. 
   
2-9-2. OPERATING PROCEDURES 
Maintain an ATIS m essage that reflects the m ost current arrival and departure 
information. 
 a. Make a new recording when any of the following occur: 
  1. Upon receipt of any new offici al weather regardless of whether 
there is or is not a change in values. 
  2. W hen runway braking action reports are received that indicate 
runway braking is worse than that which is included in the current ATIS broadcast. 
  3. W hen there is a change in any other pertinent data, such as 
runway change, instrum ent approach in use, new or canceled 
NOTAMs/PIREPs/HIWAS update, etc. 
 b. W hen a pilot acknowledges that he/she  has received the ATIS broadcast, 
controllers may omit those item s contained in the broadcasts if they are current. 
Rapidly changing conditions will be issued by ATC, and the ATIS will contain the 
following: 
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EXAMPLE- 
"Latest ceiling/visibility/altim eter/wind/(other conditions) will be issued by 
approach control/tower." 
 c. Broadcast on all appropriate frequencies to advise aircraft of a change in the 
ATIS code/message. 
 d. Controllers shall ensure that pilo ts receive the m ost current pertinent 
information. Ask the pilot to confirm receipt of the current ATIS information if the 
pilot does not initially state the appropriate  ATIS code. Controllers shall ensure 
that changes to pertinent operational in formation is provided af ter the initial 
confirmation of ATIS information is established. Issue the current weather, runway 
in use, approach inform ation, and pertin ent NOTAMs to pilots who are unable to 
receive the ATIS. 
EXAMPLE- 
"Verify you have information ALPHA." 
"Information BRAVO now current, visibility three miles." 
"Information CHARLIE now current, Ceiling 1500 Broken." 
"Information CHARLIE now current, advise when you have CHARLIE." 
 
2-9-3. CONTENT 
Include the following in ATIS broadcast as appropriate: 
 a. Airport/facility nam e, phonetic letter code, time of weather sequence (UTC). 
Weather inf ormation consisting of  wi nd direction and velocity, visibility, 
obstructions to vision, present weather,  sky condition, tem perature, dew point, 
altimeter, a density altitude advisory when appropriate and other pertinent rem arks 
included in the official weather obs ervation. W ind direction, velocity, and 
altimeter shall be reported f rom certified direct reading instrum ents. Temperature 
and dew point should be re ported from  certified direct reading sensors when 
available. Always include weather observation rem arks of lightning, 
cumulonimbus, and towering cumulus clouds. 
NOTE- 
ASOS/AWOS is to be considered the pr imary source of wind direction, velocity, 
and altimeter data f or weather observation purposes at those locations that are so 
equipped. The ASOS Operator Interface De vice (OID) displays the magnetic wind 
as "MAG WND" in the auxiliary data location in the lower left-hand portion of the 
screen. Other OID displayed winds are true  and are not to be used for operational 
purposes. 
 d. Instrum ent/visual approach/s in us e. Specify landing runway/s unless the 
runway is that to which the instrument approach is made. 
 e. Departure runway/s (to be given only if different from  landing runway/s or in 
the instance of a "departure only" ATIS). 
 f. Taxiway closures which affect the entrance or exit of active runways, other 
closures which impact airport operations, other NOTAMs and PIREPs pertinent to 
operations in the term inal area. Inform  pilots of where hazardous weather is 
occurring and how the information may be obtained. Include available information 
of known bird activity. 
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 g. Runway braking action or friction re ports when provided. Include the tim e of 
the report and a word describing the cause of the runway friction problem. 
PHRASEOLOGY- 
RUNWAY (num ber) MU (first value, sec ond value, third value) AT (tim e), 
(cause). 
EXAMPLE- 
"Runway Two Seven, MU forty-two, forty-one , twenty-eight at one zero one eight 
Zulu, ice." 
 j. A statement which advises the pilot to read back instructions to hold short of a 
runway. The air traffic manager may elect to remove this requirement 60 days after 
implementation provided that rem oving the statem ent from  the ATIS does not 
result in increased requests from aircraft for read back of hold short instructions. 
 k. Instructions for the pilot to acknow ledge receipt of the ATIS m essage by 
informing the controller on initial contact. 
 
Pilot/Controller Glossary 
BRAKING ACTION ADVISORIES - W hen to wer controllers have received 
runway braking action reports which in clude the term s "poor" or "nil," or 
whenever weather conditions are conducive to deteriorating or rapidly changing 
runway braking conditions, the tower w ill include on the ATIS broadcast the 
statement, "BRAKING ACTION ADVISORI ES ARE IN EFFECT." During the 
time Braking Action Advisories are in e ffect, ATC will issue the latest braking 
action report for the runway in use to each  arriving and departing aircraft. Pilots 
should be prepared for deteriorating brak ing conditions and should request current 
runway condition information if not volunt eered by controllers. Pilots should also 
be prepared to provide a descriptive r unway condition report to controllers after 
landing. 
 
Chapter 3, Airport Traffic Control, Section 3, Airport Conditions 
3-3-4. BRAKING ACTION 
Furnish quality of braking action, as received from  pilots or the airport 
management, to all aircraft as follows: 
 a. Describe the quality of braking acti on using the term s "good," "fair," "poor," 
"nil," or a com bination of these term s. If  the pilot or airport m anagement reports 
braking action in other than the foregoing terms, ask him/her to categorize braking 
action in these terms. 
NOTE- 
The term "nil" is used to indicate bad or no braking action. 
 b. Include type of aircraft or vehicle from which the report is received. 
EXAMPLE- 
"Braking action fair to poor, reported by a heavy D-C Ten." 
"Braking action poor, reported by a Boeing Seven Twenty-Seven." 
 c. If the braking action report affect s only a portion of a runway, obtain enough 
information from the pilot or airport m anagement to describe the braking action in 
terms easily understood by the pilot. 
EXAMPLE- 
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"Braking action poor first half of runway, reported by a Lockheed Ten Eleven." 
"Braking action poor beyond the intersection of runway two seven, reported by a 
Boeing Seven Twenty-Seven." 
NOTE- 
Descriptive terms, such as the first or th e last half of the runway, should norm ally 
be used rather than landm ark descriptions, such as opposite the fire station, south 
of a taxiway, etc. Landm arks extraneous  to the landing runway are difficult to 
distinguish during low visibility, at night , or anytim e a pilot is busy landing an 
aircraft. 
 d. Furnish runway friction m easurement readings/values as received from  airport 
management to aircraft as follows: 
  1. Furnish inform ation as receive d from the airport m anagement to 
pilots on the ATIS at locations where friction m easuring devices, such as MU-
Meter, Saab Friction Tester (SFT), and Skiddometer are in use only when the MU 
values are 40 or less. Use the runway followed by the MU num ber for each of the 
three runway segm ents, tim e of report, and a word describing the cause of the 
runway friction problem . Do not issue MU values when all three segm ents of the 
runway have values reported greater than 40. 
EXAMPLE- 
"Runway two seven, MU forty-two, forty-one , twenty-eight at one zero one eight 
Zulu, ice." 
 
3-3-5. BRAKING ACTION ADVISORIES 
 a.  W hen runway braking action reports are received from  pilots or the airport 
management which include the term s " poor" or "nil" or whenever weather 
conditions are conducive to deteriorating or rapidly changing runway conditions, 
include on the ATIS broadcast the statem ent "Braking Action Advisories are in 
effect." 
REFERENCE- 
FAAO 7210.3, Automatic Terminal Information Service (ATIS), Para 10-4-1. 
 b. During the tim e Braking Action Advisori es are in effect, take the following 
action: 
  1. Issue the latest braking action report for the runway in use to each 
arriving and departing aircraft early enough to be of benefit to  the pilot. W hen 
possible, include reports from  heavy jet aircraft when the arriving or departing 
aircraft is a heavy jet. 
  2. If no report has been received for the runway of intended use, 
issue an advisory to that effect. 
PHRASEOLOGY- 
NO BRAKING ACTION REPORTS RECEIVED FOR RUNW AY (runway 
number). 
  3. Advise the airport management that runway braking action reports 
of "poor" or "nil" have been received. 
REFERENCE- 
FAAO 7210.3, Letters of Agreement, Para 4-3-1. 
  4. Solicit PIREPs of runway braking action. 
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REFERENCE- 
FAAO 7110.65, PIREP Information, Para 2-6-3. 
 c. Include runway friction measurement/values received from airport management 
on the ATIS. Furnish the inform ation when requested by the pilot in accordance 
with para 3-3-4, Braking Action. 
REFERENCE- 
FAAO 7110.65, Content, Para 2-9-3. 
FAAO 7110.65, Departure Information, Para 3-9-1. 
FAAO 7110.65, Landing Information, Para 3-10-1. 
FAAO 7110.65, Airport Conditions, Para 4-7-12. 
 
Section 10. Arrival Procedures and Separation 
3-10-1. LANDING INFORMATION 
Provide current landing inform ation, as a ppropriate, to arriving aircraft. Landing 
information contained in the ATIS broadcas t may be omitted if the pilot states the 
appropriate ATIS code. Runway, wind, and altimeter may be omitted if a pilot uses 
the phrase "have numbers." Issue landing information by including the following: 
NOTE- 
Pilot use of "have numbers" does not indicate receipt of the ATIS broadcast. 
 a. Specif ic traffic pattern inf ormation (may be om itted if  the aircraf t is to circle 
the airport to the left). 
PHRASEOLOGY- 
ENTER LEFT/RIGHT BASE. 
STRAIGHT-IN. 
MAKE STRAIGHT-IN. 
STRAIGHT-IN APPROVED. 
RIGHT TRAFFIC. 
MAKE RIGHT TRAFFIC. 
RIGHT TRAFFIC APPROVED. CONTINUE. 
 b. Runway in use. 
 c. Surface wind. 
 d. Altimeter setting. 
REFERENCE- 
FAAO 7110.65, Current Settings, Para 2-7-1. 
 e. Any supplementary information. 
 f. Clearance to land. 
 g. Requests for additional position reports. Use prom inent geographical fixes 
which can be easily recognized from the air, preferably those depicted on sectional 
charts. This does not preclude the use of th e legs of the traffic pattern as reporting 
points. 
NOTE- 
At som e locations, VFR checkpoints are depicted on sectional aeronautical and 
terminal area charts. In selecting geographical fixes, depicted VFR checkpoints are 
preferred unless the pilot exhibits a familiarity with the local area. 
 h. Ceiling and visibility if either is below basic VFR minima. 
{New-2004-12 3-10-1i Revised February 19, 2004} 
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 i. Low level wind shear or microburst advisories when available. 
{New-2004-19 Reference Revised August 5, 2004} 
REFERENCE- 
FAAO 7110.65, Low Level Wind Shear/Microburst Advisories, Para 3-1-8. 
 j. Issue braking action for the runway in use as received from pilots or the airport 
management when Braking Action Advisories are in effect. 
REFERENCE- 
FAAO 7110.65, Braking Action Advisories, Para 3-3-5. 
 
3-10-3. SAME RUNWAY SEPARATION 
 a. Separate an arriving aircraft from  another aircraft using the sam e runway by 
ensuring that the arriving aircraf t does not  cross the landing threshold until one of  
the following conditions exists or unle ss authorized in para 3-10-10, Altitude 
Restricted Low Approach. 

1. The other aircraft has landed and is clear of the runway. Between 
sunrise and sunset, if you can determ ine distances by reference to 
suitable landm arks and the other ai rcraft has landed, it need not be 
clear of the runway if the following m inimum distance from  the 
landing threshold exists. 

 
Chapter 4. IFR 
Section 8. Approach Clearance Procedures 
4-8-1. APPROACH CLEARANCE 
 a. Clear aircraft for "standard" or "sp ecial" instrument approach procedures only. 
To require an aircraft to execute a par ticular instrum ent approach procedure, 
specify in the approach clearance the na me of the approach as published on the 
approach chart. Where more than one procedure is published on a single chart and 
a specific procedure is to be flown, am end the approach clearance to specify 
execution of the specific approach to be flown. If only one instrument approach of 
a particular type is published, the appro ach needs not be identified by the runway 
reference. An aircraft conducting an ILS/MLS approach when the 
glideslope/glidepath is reported out of se rvice shall be advised at the tim e an 
approach clearance is issued. Standard Instrument Approach Procedures shall 
commence at an Initial Approach Fix or an Intermediate Approach Fix if  there is 
not an Initial Approach Fix. Where adequate radar coverage exists, radar facilities 
may vector aircraft to the final appro ach course in accordance with para 5-9-1, 
Vectors to Final Approach Course. 
PHRASEOLOGY- 
CLEARED (type) APPROACH. 
(For a straight-in-approach- IFR), 
CLEARED STRAIGHT-IN (type) APPROACH. 
(To authorize a pilot to execute his/her choice of instrument approach), 
CLEARED APPROACH. 
(Where m ore than one procedure is published on a single chart and a specific 
procedure is to be flown), 
CLEARED (specific procedure to be flown) APPROACH. 
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(To authorize a pilot to execute an ILS/MLS approach when the 
glideslope/glidepath is out of service), 
CLEARED (type) APPROACH, GLIDESLOPE/GLIDEPATH UNUSABLE. 
EXAMPLE- 
"Cleared Approach." 
"Cleared V-O-R Approach." 
"Cleared V-O-R Runway Three Six Approach." 
"Cleared F-M-S Approach." 
"Cleared F-M-S Runway Three Six Approach." 
"Cleared I-L-S Approach." 
"Cleared Localizer Back Course Runway One Three Approach." 
"Cleared R-NAV Runway Two Two Approach." 
"Cleared GPS Runway Two Approach." 
"Cleared BRANCH ONE R-NAV Arriva l and R-NAV Runway One Three 
Approach." 
"Cleared I-L-S Runway Three Six Approach, glideslope unusable." 
"Cleared M-L-S Approach." 
"Cleared M-L-S Runway Three Six Approach." 
"Cleared M-L-S Runway Three Six Approach, glidepath unusable." 
NOTE- 
1. Clearances authorizing instrum ent appro aches are issued on the basis that, if 
visual contact with the ground is m ade before the approach is com pleted, the 
entire approach procedure will be followed unless the pilot receives approval for a 
contact approach, is cleared for a visual approach, or cancels their IFR flight plan. 
2. Approach clearances are issued base d on known traffic. The receipt of an 
approach clearance does not relieve the p ilot of his/her responsibility to com ply 
with applicable Parts of  Title 14 of  th e Code of  Federal Regulations and the 
notations on instrument approach charts which levy on the pilot the responsibility 
to comply with or act on an instruction; e.g., "Straight-in minima not authorized at 
night," "Procedure not authorized when g lideslope/glidepath not used," "Use of 
procedure lim ited to aircraft authorized to use airport," or "Procedure not 
authorized at night." 
3. The name of the approach, as published, is used to identify the approach, even 
though a component of the approach aid, othe r than the localizer on an ILS or the 
azimuth on an MLS is inoperative. W here more than one procedure to the sam e 
runway is published on a single chart, each  m ust adhere to all final approach 
guidance contained on that chart, even though each procedure will be treated as a 
separate entity when authorized by ATC.  For exam ple, Instrum ent Approach 
Procedures published on a chart as either HI-VOR/DME or TACAN 1 would be 
stated as either "HI V-O-R/ D-M-E 1 Runway Six Left Approach" or "HI TACAN 
1 Runway Six Left Approach." The use of  numerical identifiers in the approach 
name, or alphabetical identifiers with a letter from the end of the alphabet; e.g., X, 
Y, Z, such as "HI TACAN 1 Rwy 6L or HI TACAN 2 Rwy 6L," or "RNAV 
(GPS) Z Rwy 04 or RNAV (GPS) Y Rwy 04," denotes m ultiple straight-in 
approaches to the sam e runway that use the sam e approach aid. Alphabetical 
suffixes with a letter from  the beginning of the alphabet; e.g., A, B, C, denote a 
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procedure that does not m eet the criteria for straight-in landing m inimums 
authorization. 
4. 14 CFR Section 91.175(j) requires a pilot to receive a clearance for a procedure 
turn when vectored to a final appr oach fix or position, conducting a tim ed 
approach, or when the procedure specifies "NO PT." 
5. An aircraft which has been cleared to a holding fix and prior to reaching that fix 
is issued a clearance for an approach, but  not issued a revised routing; i.e., 
"proceed direct to. . ." m ay be expected to proceed via the last assigned route, a 
feeder route (if one is published on the approach chart), and then to commence the 
approach as published. If, by following the route of flight to the holding fix, the 
aircraft would overfly an IAF or the fix associated with the beginning of a feeder 
route to be used, the aircraft is exp ected to com mence the approach using the 
published feeder route to the IAF or from  the IAF as appropriate; i.e., the aircraf t 
would not be expected to overfly and return to the IAF or feeder route. 
6. Approach nam e item s contained with in parenthesis; e.g., RNAV (GPS) Rwy 
04, are not included in approach clearance phraseology. 
REFERENCE- 
FAAO 8260.3, United States Standard for Terminal Instrum ent Procedures 
(TERPS). 
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9.  Controllers’ Statements 
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10.  Braking Action Letter of Agreement 
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11. National Safety and Operational Criteria for Runway Use 
Programs
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12. Copy of the Memorandum Requesting an Amendment to ILS RWY 

31C at MDW, dated January 29, 2004 
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13. C90 Traffic Management Unit Log Summary for December 8, 2005  
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