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Abstract 

 

 

This paper strives to elaborate, how are  group decisions interpreted and how do 
they occur in processes related to new technology implementation, specifically 
at Copenhagen Airport (CPH). The role of technology plays an important role in 
today’s world, especially in the aviation industry. It is, however, crucial to 
understand what implications can a change of technology cause, in regard to 
how do humans interpret such change, especially on a large scale and what 
business and economic advantages can changes of this kind bring. Sense making 
is a process that has been widely studied by various scholars and it is the most 
important component of this paper. Due to the fact, that Copenhagen Airport is 
deemed as a High Reliability Organisation (HRO), it is especially essential to 
understand how is consensus directly or indirectly reached among key 
stakeholders, in situations such as new technology implementation. Moreover, 
we endeavor to understand the overall implications of this change, with tangible 
evidence gained from Copenhagen Airport. Last but not least, apart from 
incorporating sense making, we additionally emphasize the role of evidence-
based management, as we aim to justify that our collected information is valid 
and reliable. Hence, the aim of our Master’s Thesis is to answer the following 
research question: How did group decision making affect implementation of 
new technology at Copenhagen Airport (CPH)?  
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“Technology is not destiny. We shape our destiny’’ (Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 
2014:114) 

1. Introduction 

Technology is improving at an accelerating rate (Berman & Dorrier, 2016). As 
the strength of technologies increases, the external and internal environment of 
organizations adapt to these changes by altering the way they conduct their 
businesses. Stakeholders involved in any processes and transitions adjust their 
overall involvement in these processes based on the current trends, and expect 
the best possible outcomes for the organizations they are involved with. 
Information technologies are human creations that embody social purposes, 
and their potential to improve social conditions is enormous (Sahay & Robey, 
1996:255). 
 
A social constructivist approach assumes that information technology does not 
directly ‘’impact’’ upon the social system in which it is developed and used. 
Rather, information technologies are subject to social interpretation by actors 
implementing and using them, and the social meanings of technology affect the 
manner in which they are implemented and used (Sahay & Robey, 1996:256). 
  
The usual expectations of companies are, that the use of new technology 
significantly improves the effectiveness and efficiency of their firm, with 
subsequent gaines in the competitive market as well as an overall improved 
strategy (Delaney & D’Agostino, 2015). Being up-to-date with newest trends is 
crucial for companies as the competition is fierce and customers in today’s 
world are more demanding as ever. 
 
It is however not solely technology that shapes today’s world. Social 
determinism is theory that claims that social interactions determine individual 
behavior as opposed to technological determinism where technology imposes 
rules on the society (techspirited, n.d.). We do lean towards the social 
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deterministic view, as sensemaking and group decision making are phenomena 
we will mostly focus on in this Master’s Thesis. 
 
Karl E. Weick is a scholar who has been dedicating his attention to studying the 
theory of sensemaking in organizations. “Sensemaking involves the ongoing 
retrospective development of plausible images that rationalize what people are 
doing” (Karl E. Weick, et. Al. 2005:409). Hence, sensemaking allows us to 
understand the underlying meaning and assumptions of why is something done 
in a certain way. 
 
We will use the theory of sensemaking to help us analyze the following research 
question: How did group decision making affect the implementation of new 
technology at Copenhagen Airport (CPH) ? 
 
Copenhagen Airport has approximately two years ago implemented A-CDM, 
which stands for Airport Collaborative Decision Making (A-CDM). Copenhagen 
Airport has hence become one of the 26 airports in Europe that began using A-
CDM (Eurocontrol, n.d.), and the implementation of this system changed the 
airport’s principle for communicating with aircrafts from “First come, first 
served’’ to “Best planned, best served’’ (Magnussen, L.T., 13:40). Even though 
A-CDM represents an opportunity to deal more efficiently with air traffic 
control, different obstacles currently prevent CPH from using the full potential 
of A-CDM for a truly environmentally friendly and hassle-free take-off, taxiing, 
landing, de-icing and communication between all stakeholders depending on A-
CDM. 
 
Airports like cities are never static (Khairulfatin Zulhaimi M., n.d.). Therefore, it 
is crucial to assure that all stakeholders who have the power to handle processes 
at airports, get a common sense of understanding, what ought to happen in 
order to provide the best safety and day to day operations to clients. 
Stakeholders are defined as “any group or individual who can affect or is 
affected by the achievement of the organisation’s objectives” (Mitchell et al. 
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1997:856). Khairulfatin Zulhaimi has published a report about effective 
collaboration and cooperation among airport stakeholders, where the main 
points include the importance of ‘living the brand’ which refers to 
“establishment of internal branding where airport employees are seen as 
asset/product that aims at inculcating the brand identity to the employees” 
(Khairulfatin Zulhaimi M., n.d.).  
 
Figure 1  exhibits the necessary steps for successful engagement. Hence, keeping 
all aspects of the business operation in balance. The Malaysian Airports report 
provides an example of the key understanding of the importance of involving 
stakeholder satisfaction and unity for a successful airport management. 
Moreover, it is one of many reports, where scholars have been trying to 
understand ‘group work and collaboration’, therefore our work strives to 

inquire the importance of  
 
Illustration 1 (Khairulfatin Zulhaimi M., Successful collaboration, n.d.:13)                
 
this collaboration as it is an area not yet fully examined by scholars. 
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This report also briefly mentions the concept of A-CDM, thus it is intriguing to 
observe that airport managers worldwide have observed the role of people in 
connection with technology, concretely in this case at airports. 
 
Another intriguing fact is, that scholar Karl E. Weick has been focusing on 
analyzing the concept of sensemaking in various settings, but to our knowledge, 
current published research has not yet explored the role of sensemaking in the 
process of implementing A-CDM. 
 
The ‘effective collaboration and cooperation among airport stakeholders’ 
report clearly displays interest in understanding the concept of human 
involvement for a successful engagement at airports, but our paper on the other 
hand strives to look at the concept from a different perspective in order to 
include valuable insights in how can sensemaking affect group operations at 
Copenhagen Airport. 
 
The content of this thesis will analyze the potential advantages and drawbacks 
of A-CDM as well as potential complications while managing the system 
together with suggestions for overall improvement will be present in this paper 
as well. Due to the fact that we assume it is humans who have the power to make 
decisions, based on interviews with an A-CDM manager, a traffic controller and 
a ground handler at CPH, we will strive to present an objective answer to our 
research question How did group decision making affect implementation of 
new technology at Copenhagen Airport (CPH)? 
 
Last but not least, we will deepen our understanding of the role of shared 
meaning, backed up by thoughts and theories included in the theoretical 
framework to understand what role does group decision making play at CPH. 

2. Literature review 

The literature review presented in this paper is divided into two sections. The 
first section brings into focus a distinct overview of the collaborative decision-
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making phenomenon and the second part of the review revolves around 
sensemaking. These sections emphasize deploying these phenomena in an 
airport setting, similar to what we focus on. The main aim of this literature 
review is to compare views of various scholars in regards to their interpretation 
of collaborative decision-making and sensemaking in a business setting. 
Moreover, we endeavored to highlight the gaps in lieu of general introduction of 
what has been done so far. Most importantly, our aim is to outline the existing 
literature that is directly or indirectly connected to the notion of sensemaking 
and group decision making at airports. 

 2.1 Part I  

2.1.1Collaborative decision making 

Collaborative decision making is a phenomenon that has been described by 
various scholars in different organizational settings. Goetz A. and Szyliowicz J. 
had in 1997 undertaken a research for the benefit of understanding decision 
making processes connected to building the Denver International Airport (DIA). 
In 2002 Milan Janic and Aura Reggiani wrote a paper about Multiple Criteria 
Decision Making (MCDM), which is also a form decision making to understand 
MCDM methods in the choice of hypothetical European Union (EU) airline, 
presumed to operate within the airline industry of the EU (Janic, M. and 
Reggiani). 
 
Goetz and Szyliowicz strove to find answers to two research question; Why did 
Denver build a new airport and why did problems occur in the implementation 
of DIA? They initially began analyzing the procedure and outcomes of a new 
airport building plan, and explained the meaning of various approaches that 
could be applied while making important decisions prior to building an actual 
airport. They made a distinction between strategic and adaptive approaches as 
well as a differentiation between adaptability, which is a one-time change 
within an organization and flexibility, continuous adjustments in constantly 
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changing conditions) regarding occurring changes in an organization, that 
impact the decision making itself.  
 
The issues concerning building the new Denver airport revolved mainly around 
the fact that various airlines had their own agendas which were not aligned with 
those of the city and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Thus, it was 
difficult finding a ‘middle ground’ for settling various issues. The decision and 
implementation processes were deeply influenced by the nature of the political 
system. 
 
Goetz and Szyliowicz dedicated their attention to diligently describe the 
importance of careful planning in a decision making process; seeing planning as 
a “critical element in the development and implementation of sound 
transportation projects” (Goetz and Szyliowicz, 1997:263).  
 
Second, Goetz and Szyliowicz claim that “the multiplicity of actors and their 
differing strategies and interests ensured that the decision would actually be 
determined primarily by political and cognitive factors” (Szyliowicz and Goetz, 
1995:273). Hence, they state the decision making depends on external 
circumstances. 
 
Additional suggestions made by the authors were, that flexible approach was 
necessary in the DIA building process, as “the newer the technology is, the more 
likely are people to encounter problems” (Goetz & Szyliowicz, 1996:274).  
Moreover, inclusion of the general public was deemed especially important in 
regard to decision making. They stated that a more centralized responsibility for 
airport planning at the local level must exist in order to diminish uncertainty in 
aviation forecasting. Last but not least, apart from centralizing decision making 
tasks, the authors argued that incorporating flexibility was another crucial step 
due to improvement at decisional approach oriented towards the need for rapid 
adaptation. 
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We, on the other hand, want to analyze decision making processes at 
Copenhagen Airport from a different perspective. Shared awareness comes from 
a common understanding, therefore we will aim to analyze decision making 
processes at Copenhagen Airport. 
 
We argue, that the points they made about the necessity of including flexibility 
in decision making processes, may not always be feasible to implement despite 
the positive approach of the authors. Large projects are ‘inflexible’ by nature 
(Goetz & Szyliowicz, 1997) as they claim, and due to the hierarchical structure 
and the number of stakeholders included in the process of building an airport, 
there are limitations in terms of how flexible may one be in the decision making 
process. We are certain that the scholars emphasize flexibility mainly due to the 
advantages in situations when one needs to reevaluate forecasts and predictions 
due to changing circumstances.  
 
However, being cautious about flexible decisions is crucial, because making 
sudden decisions without an in-depth evaluation of the potential consequences 
can be costlier than one might expect and flexibility may not be the best suited 
option for improving decision making processes in a large organization. 
 

2.1.2 Multiple Criteria Decision Making 

In contrast to Goetz and Szyliowicz’ article, Janic and Reggiani endeavored to 
discover how to select a new airport hub for a hypothetical EU airline? 

 
The authors claim to have an innovative approach (Janic, M. et al., 2001). We 
do not question the innovative part of the article,  however we do not consider 
the study to be sufficient enough in accordance with how data can be 
interpreted. 
 
MCDM methods, which is a mathematical decision making system that uses 
algorithms to give decision makers choices based on data (Janic, M. et al., 



											
     

COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL | Digitalization | Copenhagen Airport | 2018: 14 

  

2001). In accordance with the author’s conclusion about using MCDM, this 
method can be used in the beginning stage to get multiple outcomes, however 
because the method is sensitive to getting different kind of data, reliance solely 
on this method should not prevail. Consequently, it can be assumed that MCDM 
methods rely too heavily on data instead of taking into consideration 
collaborative decision-making or the sense making processes.   
 
It can therefore be deducted, that the authors have an objectivistic outlook on 
decision making instead of considering how individuals in decision making 
position make sense and interpret data, such as Weick states “sensemaking 
involves the ongoing retrospective development of plausible images that 
rationalize what people are doing” (Karl E. Weick, et. Al. 2005:409). It cannot 
be considered feasible to solely base decisions on numerical data as individuals 
interpret it in various ways depending on “previous discussions (…), (…) 
interaction” (Karl E. Weick, et al. 2005:413) various social factors such as 
upbringing, social norms e.g.  

2.2.1 . Part II 

2.2.2Sensemaking 

The concept of sensemaking has been widely influenced by scholar Karl E. 
Weick in the 2oth century. Ever since this introduction, scholars pursued to use 
and evolve the benefits of sensemaking for the purpose of improving 
organizational well-being or using this concept for understanding matters that 
have not yet been thoroughly analyzed. “Sensemaking is a critical activity for 
individuals (Dervin, 1992) within organisations (Weick, 1995) involving the 
creation of order from unknown. The process of sensemaking is tacit and 
related to cognitive and socially constructed meaning. The methodological 
rationale of sensemaking is best described by Dervin” (1998:39). 

Weick has dedicated most of this professional life uncovering the phenomenon 
of sensemaking. Sensemaking has long been a phenomena studied in various 
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field especially in organizational theory and various situations within a 
company. A situation that multiple scholars have taken interest in, is 
sensemaking within risk situations. Karl E. Weick has studied sensemaking in 
risk situation comprehensively in his 1988 paper, Enacted sensemaking in crisis 
situation. In the paper Weick explains how “Sensemaking in crisis conditions is 
made more difficult because action that is instrumental to understanding the 
crisis often intensifies the crisis” (1988:305). While the scholar likewise comes 
to conclude that “it is our contention that actions devoted to sensemaking play 
a central role in the genesis of crises and therefore need to be understood if we 
are to manage and prevent crises” (1988:308). Therefore, Weick suggests that 
is it necessary to understand the causing event and the ways small sensemaking 
actions can nurture huge meaningless disasters. 

Weick has found a vast curiosity in understanding sensemaking processes in 
crisis situations not solely in his 1988 paper. Likewise in 1990 Weick studied the 
horrific collision of two aircrafts in Tenerife. Weick came to conclude that the 
reasoning for the horrific disaster was based on the bad sensemaking of the pilot 
(1990) and if there had been a ‘collapse of sensemaking’ (Weick K. E., 1990) 
just five seconds prior, the tragedy could plausibly have been evaded (Weick K. 
E., 1990). 

In 1993 Weick suggested that “the basic idea of sensemaking is that reality is 
an ongoing accomplishment that emerges from efforts to create order and 
make retrospective sense of what occurs” (Weick K. E., 1993:635. Weick then 
further elaborated the aspect of sensemaking in 1995 where he argues that 
“accuracy is nice, but not necessary (...) sensemaking is about plausibility, 
pragmatics, coherence, reason, creation, invention, and instrumentality” 
(Weick K. E., 1995: 56–57). This is an interesting aspect as Weick in 
collaboration with Sutcliffe tried to reveal how retrospect could prevent 
disasters.  

Even though Karl E. Weick is considered to be one of the most influential 
scholars of sense-making theory and a leading international scholar, other 
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scholars have elaborated on Weick’s thoughts on sensemaking (LSA University 
of Michigan n.d.). In a 2014 paper on sensemaking in organizational studies 
Brown et al., advocates for sense-making to be “The experience of equivocality 
leads individuals to extract and interpret environmental cues and to use these 
in order to ‘make sense’ of occurrences and to enact their environment” (Brown 
D., E., et al, 2014:3). Hence, the scholars strived to explain how sensemaking 
not only focuses on the interpretations created by the individuals and the 
creation of meaning. However, the scholars suggest sensemaking to be “the 
active authoring of the situations in which reflexive actors are embedded and 
are attempting to comprehend (p.3)”. The aim of the paper was to highlight 
how people within organizations would react towards being confronted by 
conflicting events.  

The paper researched how these people would seek to negotiate and maintain a 
certain level of  meaning that would attain rational action. As a conclusion on 
the 2014 paper Brown D., E., et al. uncovered how “‘the micro processes that 
underlie macro processes” focuses on small localized processes created by the 
individual to have an immense impact on sensemaking” (Brown D., E., et al, 
2014). Likewise a profound finding in the study was that sensemaking theory 
should not solely be investigated by scholars, nonetheless “in increasingly 
turbulent times there is in contemporary organizations a requirement for the 
sophisticated combination of requisite sensemaking complexity and simplicity 
of action (‘simplexity’) (Colville et al., 2012 in Brown D., E., et al, 2014)”.  

Price et al had written in 2017 a paper focusing on the similarities between 
design-led innovation and sensemaking as well as the role of sensemaking in 
regard to strengthening the implementation of design-led innovation (DLI).  

The authors found that “the application of DLI framework in an organizational 
context can enhance an organization’s ability to find capabilities that relate to 
design in order to support how design is applied, hence positively affect 
innovation performance” (Price et al., 2017). The role of sensemaking is 
important in this process, as  scholars argue that the implementation of DLI is 
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fairly new. Hence, sensemaking could provide valuable information regarding 
approaches to managing this design process. Australian Airport Cooperation 
(AAC) had been chosen for the DLI implementation. Qualitative data analysis 
has shown, that similarities among the practice of DLI and mandates of 
sensemaking exist. Sensemaking can help to enrich interactions between people, 
thus positively influence the design process and strengthen DLI via the use of 
conscious sensemaking. 

It is perceivable that DLI and sensemaking coconstitute each other as they are 
similar and distinct simultaneously. DLI attempts to make a positive change via 
the outcomes of the design process with a focus on the future. Whereas 
sensemaking is retrospective with an emphasis on developing knowledge and 
emancipating humans (Price et al., 2017).  
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Extract 1 (Price et al., 2017) 

Price et al introduced an intriguing topic of intertwining design practices 
together with sensemaking in an airport context. The feasibility of their study 
has certain limitations as it has not been fully analyzed yet.  On the other hand, 
the application of sensemaking is similar to our project as we intended to apply 
sensemaking at an airport setting. Nonetheless, with the use of different 
technology.  

2.4 Additions 

One author, Waldrop M. M., 2003, has tried to take sensemaking a step further 
and tried to unfold whether sensemaking potentially could be used by artificial 
intelligence while stating that we have entered a new era of the knowledge 
society “Over the past decade, the business market has seen extraordinary 
advances in data mining, information visualization, and many other tools for 
“sensemaking,” a broad-brush term that covers all the ways people bring 
meaning to the huge volumes of data that flood the modern world” (Waldrop 
M. M., 2003:3).  Likewise an agency is introduced that have taken a step in the 
direction of creating a sensemaking technology “Advanced Research Projects 
Agency upped the ante by systematically developing sensemaking technology 
through its controversial new Information Awareness ” (Waldrop M. M., 
2003:4). 

Moreover, the innovative author to the field of sensemaking likewise unfolds 
that “In many ways, sensemaking is an essentially human process-one that’s 
not going to be automated anytime soon, if ever” (Waldrop M. M., 2003:16). 
As well as “(…) the most difficult aspect of sensemaking. Working from 
fragmentary clues to develop an understanding of the how and why (…)”. 
Which is “You need good human judgment,” emphasizes In-Q-Tel’s Louie, “and 
an ability to draw sensible conclusions,” qualities that must be built on 
knowledge of history, religion, culture, and current events” (Waldrop M. M., 
2003:17). These are the things technology cannot do, however as the article 
states technology could potentially help with this sensemaking process and 
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unravel potential future benefits that artificial intelligence in connection with 
sensemaking could bring.  

2.5 Limitations of the literature of sensemaking 

When Weick in 1988 wrote about sensemaking in crisis conditions the focus of 
the paper was to get an understanding of sensemaking in crisis situations. To 
explain more into depth Weick suggest that crisis situations are more difficult 
due to the how situation commonly is intensified once it has been 
comprehended and realized what it is about in reality. While likewise, proposing 
that it is the human contention that allows humans to understand crisis because 
the conflict is challenging status quo of the human understanding. 
Notwithstanding, when Weick in 1988 wrote the paper technology was not to 
the extent as it is today, embroiled in the social setting of possibly all aspects of 
human life. We, in this thesis, accept the sensemaking aspect of the human 
minds’ process and how it is “the basic idea of sensemaking is that reality is an 
ongoing accomplishment that emerges from efforts to create order and make 
retrospective sense of what occurs” (1993:635). Nevertheless, we have not been 
able to come across literature that investigates how sensemaking  is represented 
in the process of collaborative decision making within an airport setting with 
multiple stakeholders involved in a situation where a change of technology 
occurs. 

According to Weick, sensemaking is widely about retrospect, but that implies 
the limits of  the sensemaking perspectives to account adequately for human 
experience hence would this be considered embodied sensemaking? We will try 
to unfold these aspects of sensemaking as this was not something we were able 
to discover in the literature we came across. 

We therefore, find that there is a neglecting aspect of sensemaking in a 
collaborative decision making setting where stakeholders have a different view 
on the world they live in as well as differing agendas for the collaboration. 
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We do find Waldrop’s 2003 article on artificial intelligence of sensemaking to be 
of an intriguing nature, as this article highlights how the development of 
systems and technology could have an effect on how humans make decisions in 
regard to terrorism and airports. However, due to the immature state of 
artificial intelligence, especially in the year when the article was written, we do 
not believe computer generated sensemaking to be possible, just yet. Likewise 
Waldrop defines “sensemaking,” as “a broad-brush term that covers all the 
ways people bring meaning to the huge volumes of data that flood the modern 
world” (Waldrop M. M., 2003:3). This we believe to be a sensemaking definition 
based on the analysis of data and not to be the reflection upon past human 
experiences. Hence, the article lack the human touch of the sensemaking 
process.  
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 Decision 
Making Theory 

Airport Setting Sensemaking 

Goetz & 

Szyliowicz 

(1997) 

X X  

Janic & 
Reggiani 

(2002) 

X X  

Price et al. 
(2017) 

 X X 

Brown  et al. 

(2014) 

  X 

Weick, K. E. 
(1988)  

  X 

Weick, K. E. 

(1990a)  

X X X 
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Weick, K. E. 
(1993)  

  X 

Weick, K. E., 

and K. M. 

Sutcliffe 

(2003)  

X  X 

Waldrop M. M. 
(2003) 

 X X 

 
Table 1: literature review overview 

 

2.6 Part conclusion: 

Within the literature review the reader should be able to differentiate this 
Master’s Thesis from other literature work on collaborative decision making 
within airports. The focus of this thesis is on the individual sensemaking 
processes of decision making within Copenhagen Airport after the 
implementation of a system designed to enable collaboration between various 
stakeholders in the airport. The table above illustrates an overview of the 
different papers we have included in our literature review. The table is 
constructed in a manner where one can understand what the various articles are 
predominantly about, and what are the main commonalities and discrepancies 
between them. 
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3. Theoretical Framework  

Throughout this paper the theoretical foundation will profoundly rely on Karl E. 
Weick, Kathleen M. Sutcliffs’ and David Obstfeld’s views on Sensemaking 
followed by the 5 Principles of High Reliability Organization by Karl E. Weick 
and Kathleen M. Sutcliff in their book Managing the Unexpected: Resilient 
Performance in an Age of Uncertainty. Moreover, the importance and relevance 
of Evidence-based Management will be thoroughly explained as well. The 
theoretical framework will also consist of definitions of key terms used 
throughout the dissertation. 

3.1 What does ‘Sensemaking’ mean? 

According to Oxford Dictionaries the definition of sense-making is “the action 
or process of making sense of or giving meaning to something, especially new 
developments and experiences”. The origin of the term dates back to the late 
19th century with the first accounts of it made by George Gould (Oxford 
Dictonaries, n.d). 

3.2 Sensemaking described by scholars 

In 1993 Professor Karl E. Weick unfolded his theory about sensemaking in 
organizations by emphasizing on the process of sensemaking as “The basic idea 
of sensemaking is that reality is an ongoing accomplishment that emerges 
from efforts to create order and make retrospective sense of what occurs" 
(Weick, 1993: 635). 
  
“Sensemaking involves the ongoing retrospective development of plausible 
images that rationalize what people are doing” (Weick K. E., et. Al. 2005:409). 
The construction of sensemaking is considered to be a meaningful array in 
which individuals make sense of their surroundings in a social context by 
engaging in constant situations which the individuals comprehend and obtain 
signs to reflect upon circumstances as well as endorse newly discovered 
situations or conditions (Weick K. E., et. Al 2005). In addition to this aspect, 
sensemaking is also produced on an organizational level. 
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The Organizational sensemaking has its core in interpreting how events are 
developed for organizational members as well as trying to comprehend what 
these events mean (Weick K. E., et al. 2005). In addition, the events that 
organizational members will encounter in the context of everyday life makes 
them able to comprehend unintelligible events from the organizational sphere 
by bringing events into existence in their minds, and therefore they are able to 
make sense of a situation (Weick K. E., et. Al, 2005). 

The underlying assumption of sensemaking is that the interplay between action 
and interpretation determines how the new interpretation is created. Thus, 
action should be the essential focus of the researcher. The interpretation of the 
action is the core of sensemaking (Weick K. E., et. Al 2005). Therefore, when 
emphasizing sensemaking one ought to reveal the modeling of understandings 
from a continuously ongoing stream of incomprehensible, unpredictable 
experiences in a quest to comprehend interferences of the individuals’ 
perceptions of “what’s the story?” behind the interference (Weick K. E., et al. 
2005). 

The idea of Sensemaking is that the process “occurs when a flow of 
organizational circumstances is turned into words and salient categories. 
Second, organizing itself is embodied in written and spoken texts. Third, 
reading, writing, conversing, and editing are crucial actions that serve as the 
media through which the invisible hand of institutions shapes conduct” (Gioia 
et al. 1994:365). Accordingly, the sensemaking process is significant due to the 
creation of meaning and construction of identity and action (Mills 2003:35). 
Weick et al., suggest “that sensemaking is, importantly, an issue of language, 
talk, and communication. Situations, organizations, and environments are 
talked into existence” (Weick K. E., et. Al 2005:409). Hence, this process is 
affected by all influencing, engaging and interacting with the individual. While 
furthermore, the individuals will give an account of “plausible stories animate 
and gain their validity from subsequent activity” (Weick K. E., et. Al 2005:412). 
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The authors henceforth advocate that sensemaking tends to take place while 
“the current state of the world is perceived to be different from the expected 
state of the world, or when there is no obvious way to engage the world. In 
such circumstances there is a shift from the experience of immersion in projects 
to a sense that the flow of action has become unintelligible in some way” 
(Weick K. E., et. Al 2005:410). Therefore, for an individual to comprehend the 
interference of his or her world perception, he or she tends to firstly seek an 
understanding of the interference to allow him or her to return to the interfered 
perception of an activity and therefore stay in action.   

When the individuals’ continuing perceptions are drawn away from their 
contexts, the sensemaking could potentially be influenced by prior experiences 
either towards identifying substitute action or towards deliberation (Weick K. 
E., et. Al 2005). Above mentioned contexts could be the following suggested by 
Weick et al., : institutional constraints, organizational premises, plans, 
expectations, acceptable justifications, and traditions inherited from 
predecessors (Weick K. E., et. Al 2005:410). 

To elaborate further, the authors explain how the process of sensemaking occurs 
and what the process of sensemaking is about.  Sensemaking enables the 
organization to change: “Sensemaking starts with chaos. (…) “clusters of things 
that go wrong”—part of an almost infinite stream of events and inputs that 
surround any organizational actor” (Karl E. Weick, et al. 2005:411). In other 
words, when the sensemaking process instigates, individuals are likely to 
organize potential and plausible experiences and outcomes of an event, thus 
organize flux (Karl E. Weick, et al. 2005:411).   

Once this organizing flux has transpired, the sensemaking process starts with 
the individual noticing and bracketing events that are considered to be out of 
the ordinary routine (Weick K. E., et al. 2005). Within this stage of the 
sensemaking process, interruption leads to the individual noticing and 
bracketing these abnormalities and as a consequence they will lead to new 
meaning of events. “In this context sensemaking means basically “inventing a 
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new meaning (interpretation) for something that has already occurred during 
the organizing process, but does not yet have a name has never been 
recognized as a separate autonomous process, object, event” (Magala 
1997:324). 

After the events have been given new meaning the stage of labeling and 
categorizing the flood of experiences come into play in order to get an enhanced 
understanding of events (Weick K. E., et. Al. 2005). When an individual starts 
labeling the approach, it initiates a “differentiation and simple-location, 
identification and classification, regularizing and routinization [to translate] 
the intractable or obdurate into a form that is more amenable to functional 
deployment” (Weick K. E., et al. 2005:411). The intention of applying these 
labels on events is in order to comprehend possible actions of “managing, 
coordinating, and distributing” (Weick K. E., et al. 2005:411). 
  
A foundation of the sensemaking process is the aspect of retrospect. After an 
event happens, individuals will take time to reflect upon the circumstances and 
incidents that have previously occurred. Retrospect takes place subsequently 
after events and is heavily influenced by the success or failure of the process. 
Moreover, this aspect of sensemaking focuses on the way, individuals observe 
patterns that could potentially be significant and meaningful to them and which 
have been established by experience. Hence, these occurred events and 
observations can solely be made in a retrospective manner. 
  
Weick et al., explain that the notion of presumptions is connected to 
sensemaking. Presumption is explained by Weick et al., as a concept, that is 
used by individuals to make sense of something conceptual by connecting the 
abstract with something tangible and specific (2005). The presumptions are 
explained as “Interpretation and experimentation engage the concrete, 
idiosyncratic, and personal with the abstract and impersonal” (Paget, 
1988:51). Henceforth, sensemaking initiates with an instant event that will be 
followed by presumptions to manage and make sense of the instant event.   
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The sensemaking process is proposed to be social and systemic.  Thus, the 
authors suggest that the multiple variables of social factors that influence the 
individuals could feasibly be “previous discussions (…), (…) interaction” (Karl 
E. Weick, et al. 2005:413), upbringing, educational background, culture, 
refinement as well as social norms and patterns that formed the individual, as 
well as the existing social circle of a person and social interactions both within 
and outside of an organization. All off the mentioned factors are an ongoing 
influence on the individual in a social and systematic manner, that directly or 
indirectly, depending on the situation, influence how is reality interpreted. 
 
Once the above-mentioned stages have been realized, Weick et al., essentially 
explain that sensemaking is about action. “Acting is an indistinguishable part 
of the swarm of flux until talk brackets it and gives it some meaning, action is 
not inherently any more significant than talk, but it factors centrally into any 
understanding of sensemaking” (Weick K. E., et. Al., 2005:412). Thus, it is 
significant to ask questions such as “what’s going on here?” (Weick K. E., 
2005:412) together with similarly significant question “what do I do next?” 
(Weick K. E., 2005:412). When the individual questions what should be done 
next, it concerns what action should be taken. Action can be both verbal and 
physical, and is an ongoing cycle by talking, discussion or yelling, but likewise in 
a physical sense. When elaborating on the phenomenon of action, elaboration 
revolves around the notion that “talk that leads to a continual, iteratively 
developed, shared understanding of the diagnosis and the persuasive talk that 
leads to enlistment in action both illustrate the “saying” that is so central to 
organizational action” (Weick K. E., et. Al. 2005:412). 

In result, “the underlying assumption (…) is that ignorance and knowledge 
coexist, which means that adaptive sensemaking both honors and rejects the 
past” (Weick et al., 2005:413). Sensemaking is not striving for accuracy and 
extensiveness, however it is about plausibility and sufficiency created by 
“organized flux, noticing and bracketing, labeling, retrospect, presumptions, 
the social and systematic, and action” (Weick K. E., et. Al. 2005:413).  
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Sensemaking involves turning circumstances into situations that can be 
understood and elaborated on explicitly in words and that can subsequently 
serve as a springboard into action (Weick et al., 2005:409).  The endeavor is to  
include the development of reasonable, meaningful images that attempt to 
explain or justify, what individuals are doing. (Weick et al., 2005:409).  
 
As it was mentioned before, sensemaking occurs when organizational 
circumstances turn into explicit words and they can be  identified by belonging 
to a concrete category. Secondly, they are embodied in written and spoken texts 
and third, reading, writing. Conversing and editing are unavoidable actions that 
assist with shaping demeanor via the use of media. 
 
Situations, organizations and even environments are talked into existence. The 
language of sensemaking captures the realities of agency, flow, equivocality, 
transience, re-accomplishment, unfolding and emergence, realities that are 
often obscured by the language of variables, nouns, quantities and structures 
(Weick et al., 2005:409). The main idea in both organizing and sensemaking is 
that humans endeavor to make sense of ambiguous inputs while practicing this 
sense back into the world to make it more orderly (Weick et al., 2005:410). 

3.3 The cooperative role of Evidence-based management and 
Sensemaking 

When talking about a thorough digitalization and system change on a large scale 
such as Copenhagen Airport, we must reconsider several questions before or 
during undertaking of a project of this kind. Evidence-based management 
(EBMgt) is a concept that can help managers with a decision-making process 
(Briner et al., 2009). EBMgt does not represent a single way of decision-making, 
but rather a family of approaches that can support this process (Briner et al., 
2009). “Evidence-based management is about making decisions through the 
conscientious, explicit, and judicious use of four sources of information: 
practitioner expertise and judgment, evidence from the local context, a critical 
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evaluation of the best available research evidence, and the perspectives of 
those people who might be affected by the decision”. (Briner et al., 2009:19). 
EBMgt incorporates the most suitable scientific evidence while making 
managerial decisions (Briner et al., 2009). 
 
In order to assess evidence reasonably, the importance of validity and reliability 
ought not to be forgotten. Furthermore, critical judgment about the collected 
evidence is also necessary, as applicability of each evidence may change 
depending on the circumstances (Briner et al., 2009). 

3.4 How to proceed with an Evidence-based management approach ? 

Initially, a practitioner or a manager should specify and explicitly articulate his 
or her problem, question or issue. The next step is to gather and examine 
internal data or evidence within the organization, depending on the topic 
delimitation. This course of action can help to specify the issue even more. 
Afterwards, external evidence from published research about the problem could 
be gathered and critically appraised as a system review or a rapid evidence 
assessment. Moreover, stakeholders’ standpoints must be taken into 
consideration along with the ethical implications of the decision. Last but not 
least, once the necessary information has been gathered and evaluated, an 
endeavor to integrate all sources of information can embark. A thorough review 
is crucial for an EBMgt approach and the best evidence can be either 
quantitative, qualitative or theoretical.  
 
Synthesis can involve aggregation, integration, interpretation or explanation. 
The discussion and conclusion ought to serve as an assistance to people who 
seek understanding of the implications of the collected evidence in connection 
to the actual practical decisions (Briner et al., 2009). Evidence can come in 
various formats such as surveys, public opinions, research, experience, financial 
information ano others. 



											
     

COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL | Digitalization | Copenhagen Airport | 2018: 30 

  

3.5 Role of Information Technology 

Rajiv Kohli and Varun Grover have in year 2008 conducted an in-depth 
research about the value of IT and the conditions under which IT can be 
perceived as a valuable asset. Kohli and Crover acknowledge that IT might not 
necessarily be examined directly, yet IT can be conceptualized as an umbrella 
term for: “digital option, infrastructural capability, or an IT management 
variable like business-IT alignment” (Kohli & Grover, 2008:25). This research 
on value creation through IT ought to improve how decision makers use 
practical findings to improve the value that potentially could come from IT 
(Kohli & Grover, 2008).   
 

The authors come to certain findings and these findings can be found below:  
  

❖ IT Does Create Value. Within this finding it should be considered that 
there is a connection between firm’s value and IT. The connection to be 
found is the relationship between IT and some aspects of a firm’s value, 
which can be financial, intermediate or affective (Kohli & Grover, 2008).  

 
❖ IT Creates Value under Certain Conditions. IT itself does not create 

value as it is an invaluable piece of software or hardware. However, to 
make IT valuable it has to be part of a business value creating process 
(Kohli & Grover, 2008:26) with other Information Systems and 
organizational factors that work in a collaborative manner in order to 
achieve opportunities for creating value. The factors mentioned can be 
IT-based or non IT-based (e.g. culture, relationship assets etc.) (Kohli & 
Grover, 2008). 

 
❖ IT-Based Value Manifests Itself in Many Ways is the finding of how IT 

creates value in the aspect of productivity as well as  in other forms of 
capital (Kohli & Grover, 2008:26). Value could potentially “manifest 
itself in the form of process improvements (e.g. cycle time), profitability 
(return on assets), or consumer surplus” (Barua and Mukhopadhyay, 
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2000 in Kohli & Grover, 2008:26). Last but not least, the authors found 
that value can potentially be produced through optimization in 
innovation at the inter-organizational level, which can be found on 
many levels (e.g. on an individual level, group level, organizational level 
etc.) (Rai, 2006 in Kohli & Grover, 2008:26).  

 
❖ IT-Based Value Is Not the Same As IT-Based Competitive Advantage. 

Heterogeneous resources and capabilities can possibly create differential 
value. The aim is to create differential and heterogenous value. Hence, 
there has ongoing research on measuring IT -based capabilities to 
understand what value and under what circumstances it can actually 
create  (Kohli & Grover, 2008).  

 
❖ IT-Based Value Could Be Latent  and it may certainly take a certain 

amount of time to create IT-based value. When adopting, implementing, 
and accepting IT it is a reality that latency (lag) effect can be created 
(Santhanam and Hartono, 2003 inKohli & Grover, 2008). One very 
interesting finding was that “IT (e.g., infrastructure) can be treated as 
an option that is valuable because it provides an opportunity to reap 
benefits if or when the need arises” (Benaroch, 2002 in Kohli & Grover, 
2008:26). Hence, it is of great necessity for management to embrace 
flexibility as well as cope with possible uncertainties that may be created. 

 

❖ There are Numerous Factors Mediating IT and Value. These can be 
factors  such as IS-strategy alignment, organizational and process 
change, process performance, information sharing and IT usage among 
others. The above-mentioned factors play a great role in understanding 
the value “the translation process and conversion effectiveness of IT 
assets” (Kohli & Grover, 2008:26) 

 

❖ Causality for IT Value is Elusive- it is strenuous to capture the value 
generated by IT investments as granular data of the IT investment can be 
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difficult to obtain . “IT with its complementary resources can create 
value manifested at different levels (...) ” (Kohli & Grover, 2008:27). 

 
Apart from the above mentioned factors, the authors also illustrate how IT’s 
value is changing and what we must do to capture, measure and demonstrate it 
(Kohli & Grover, 2008). These facts are of special interest to our paper as apart 
from demonstrating the importance of collaboration and group work, we also 
intend to analyze whether the A-CDM software actually helped to mitigate 
problems at Copenhagen airport.  
 
Furthermore, what we found to be alluring about this essay is that the authors 
suggest that different companies with different IT systems can cooperate and 
create a joint value by this cooperation  (Kohli & Grover, 2008). Thus, we would 
like to elaborate on this notion based on our interviewees’ perceptions. 
 
The authors also emphasize that firms do no longer have traditional boundaries 
as strategic bonds with other firms steadily increase (Kohli & Grover, 2008). 
Hence to sum up, IT can in plausible circumstances directly or indirectly affect 
the business capabilities of an organization depending on the circumstances of 
the deployment (Kohli & Grover, 2008).  

3.6 Part Conclusion: 

In the first part of the theoretical framework Karl E. Weick is introduced with 
his perspective on sensemaking. According to Weick, sensemaking is a 
psychological process that occurs within the mind of the individual in order to 
make sense of the world. The sensemaking process involves reflecting upon 
prior experiences to understand current events. The theory has been thoroughly 
explained in details through the theoretical framework on how the individuals’ 
sense-making process occurs. In the second part of the section Evidence-Based 
Management is introduced as a method to analyze the collected data. Moreover, 
we elaborate on the role of information systems and the importance of the 
process of an IT implementation and its potential advantages. 
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4 .Research Domain 

4.1 Introduction to the Research Domain 

The research domain is the framework for studying Airport Collaborative 
Decision Making. The section is illustrated as an upside down triangle starting 
with explanation of what a High Reliability Organization is. Subsequently, it is 
explained how to make successful IT strategizing. The research domain should 
give the reader a conceptualized understanding of terms, organizations and 
thoughts used within the research. Once the reader is finished with the research 
domain, s-/he should be able to clearly comprehend all necessary terms used 
within the Thesis. The research domain should first give the reader an overview 
of the framework, then an understanding of the terminology used within the 
thesis. This should be followed by a sense-making process within the reader and 
once the reader is finished with the research domain there should be an 
understanding of the framework for this master thesis.  
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Figure 1 structure of research domain (Jespersen & Turianska, 2018) 

4.2 High Reliability Organization (HRO) 

“High reliability organizations (HROs) are harbingers of adaptive 
organizational forms for an increasingly complex environment” (Weick et. Al., 
1999). Drawing on Weick and Sutcliffes’ (1999) research, an HRO is an 
organization that manages to evade errors, in the method of accidents and 
concerns, in high-risk environments or high-risk industries. In these risky 
environments, misfortunes could potentially happen and they are seen as an 
immense threat due to innate risk. An HRO ought to be able to “manage and 
sustain almost error-free performance despite operating in hazardous 
conditions where the consequences of errors could be catastrophic with a 
positive safety culture” (Lekka, C., 2011). 

An interesting aspect of how Weick et al., strive to unfold the practices and 
processes undertaken in the successful HRO are the cognitive processes of our 
minds (Weick et al., 1999). Weick et al., state that HROs “operate in an 
unforgiving social and political environment, an environment rich with the 
potential for error, where the scale of consequences precludes learning 
through experimentation, and where to avoid failures in the face of shifting 
sources of vulnerability, complex processes are used to manage complex 
technology” (Weick et al., 1999:32). Hence, the authors favor the 
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accomplishment of an HRO to their determination in the efforts to act in a 
mindful manner. Therefore, the degree of the effort that individuals lay in an 
HRO, regardless of the hierarchical organizational level, has to be in order to 
make sure that procedures are harmless and safe. This is to ensure, that the 
HRO can comprehend the immensely intricate and risky environments 
surrounding it (Weick et al., 1999). Hence, as a consequence of working for or 
being a part of an HRO, it is necessary to be mindful and make sense of the 
environment of the HRO based on multiple criteria. 

4.3 Airport 

In accordance with the World’s leading digital dictionary (Dictionary.com, n.d.) 
an airport is “a landing field for airplanes that has extensive buildings, 
equipment, shelters” (Dictonary.com n.d.). Likewise, according to the 
Cambridge Dictionary an airport is “a place where aircraft regularly take off 
and land, with buildings for passengers to wait in” (Cambridge Dictionary, 
n.d.). In relation to the two definitions stated we would like to introduce an 
airport as a high reliability organization (HRO). This we do as we argue an 
airport is an HRO, due to the immense importance it faces in terms of airlines 
safety, passengers safety and safety on ground among other intricacies. 

4.4 Copenhagen Airport 

The history of Copenhagen Airport dates back to year 1925, when this airport 
became officially one of the first civil airports in the entire world, primarily used 
by privileged individuals (CPH,n.d.). Copenhagen airport caught the attention of 
not only the passengers, but also people who did not have the available means 
or opportunity to fly. With the outbreak of World War II, the airport 
temporarily stopped offering its services, however after the war ended in 1945, 
Copenhagen Airport was prepared for a tremendous expansion and from 6000 
take-offs and landings in 1932, nearly 258 000 aircrafts had landed and taken 
off in 2007 (CPH,n.d.). 
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At the moment, Copenhagen Airport, or Kastrup has IATA code CPH 
(Copenhagen Airport,n.d.). It is the biggest airport in Scandinavia and the 
busiest airport in North Europe (Copenhagen Airport,n.d.). The number of 
passengers flying through CPH has been continuously increasing for the past 
eight years, and the number of passengers that have been handled in year 2017 
reaches almost 29.2 million (Copenhagen Airport,n.d.). CPH is an extremely 
busy airport considering that over sixty airlines fly into Copenhagen. The 
destinations passengers can fly to from Copenhagen are not only European 
cities, but intercontinental destinations as well.  
 
Tha airport is positioned strategically, because of its close proximity to southern 
Sweden. Hence, passengers from Sweden use Copenhagen Airport as their 
major airport for transportation as well. 
 
There have been recent expansions of sections of the terminal and runway to 
enable the handling of the Airbus 380, which is the world’s largest passenger 
plane (Copenhagen Airport,n.d.). These expansion plans will create an 
opportunity for the airport to expand not only in size, but only in the number of 
handled passengers. The future goal is to serve forty million passengers a year. 
 
The airport currently offers 133 self-service check-in machines to assist 
passengers with the check-in process. Furthermore, there are more than eighty 
shops selling different kinds of goods including delicacies, souvenirs, fashion 
clothes, electronics and jewellery (Copenhagen Airport,n.d.). High-end 
restaurants, fast food takeaways, an Irish pub and a free Wi-Fi service are also 
present at the airport making the journey of all passengers more pleasant. 
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Illustration 2 ( Jespersen & Turianska, 2018, Copenhagen Airport- High Reliability 

Organization) 

4.5 Copenhagen Airport information and data 

The total number of passengers that flew through Copenhagen Airport in 2017 
reaches 29,177,833 (CPH, 2018). Based on the information provided on CPH’s 
official website, this concrete number of passengers that used Copenhagen 
Airport for their journeys meant that the airport had its busiest year in the 
airport’s history and the eighth year of steady passenger growth. The busiest day 
in 2017 was July 10th when 104,609 passengers passed through the airport 
terminals (see appendix 1). 
 
These facts and data provide a tangible evidence that the role of CPH and the 
aviation industry in general plays a very significant role in Denmark.  In 2016, 
CPH contributed to Denmark’s GDP DKK 5.7 billion (Key Facts & Figures 2016, 
2016). Despite growing numbers of passengers every day, we ought to take into 
consideration that the competition in acquiring new routes and retaining 
existing routes is considerable. Especially larger airports in London, Paris, 
Amsterdam and Frankfurt attract many routes and are bases for large airlines 
(Ministry of Transport, 2017:9). Hence offering outstanding services and 
customer orientation is inevitable. 
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4.6 The International Air Transportation Association  (IATA) 

The International Air Transportation Association  (IATA) was founded after 2nd 
World War in April of 1945 in Havana, Cuba to promote transnational aviation 
as a “safe, reliable, secure and economical air services - for the benefit of the 
world's consumers” (IATA, n.d.). When the association was founded, it had 57 
members from primarily Europe and North America, however since its 
establishment the association has grown 100 times greater and is now (2018) 
representing approximately 280 airlines worldwide, which is 83% of the 
industries’ Airlines (IATA, n.d.) The association of IATA supports multiple areas 
within the aviation industry such as to frame and formulate regulations and 
policies regarding aviation to set industry standards as well as international 
scheduled services (IATA, n.d.). 
  
IATA prides its brand values in building standards through expertise while 
having a global big picture and acting with a simple touch in order to partner for 
mutual benefits (IATA, n.d.). As the organization states on its official website, 
iata.org, the above-mentioned values are rooted in the organizations mission 
“To be the force for value creation and innovation driving a safe, secure and 
profitable air transport industry that sustainably connects and enriches our 
world” (IATA, n.d.).  
  
The mission of IATA is to represent, lead and serve airlines. The first mission, to 
represent the airline industry is deemed to be accomplished by striving to 
enhance understanding of how to create awareness of the benefits of air 
transportation for both national and international economy. A part of 
representing the industry is likewise to promote Airlines’ interest while putting 
a focus on “unreasonable rules and charges, hold regulators and governments 
to account, and strive for sensible regulation” to create an improved and more 
pleasant air transportation industry (IATA, n.d.). The organization's second 
mission is to lead the airline industry by developing global commercial 
standards on how the mentioned industry should be built as well as creating 
streamlined processes to enhance convenience and effectiveness while reducing 
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cost for the airlines (IATA n.d). The third mission is to serve the airline industry 
by helping professionally with clearly defined rules for safety, security and 
efficiency (IATA, n.d.). 

4.7 Airports Council International (ACI) 

Airports Council International (ACI) is the sole international trade 
representative for all the airports in the world (ACI, n.d.). The organization was 
founded in 1991 and represents the interests of governments and international 
organizations to create regulations and benchmarks for global airport practice 
while also offering guidance and education opportunities to advance airport 
standards across the globe (ACI, n.d). 
  
The organization’s mission is to improve “the collective interests of, and acts as 
the voice of the world’s airports and the communities they serve, and promotes 
professional excellence in airport management and operations” (ACI, n.d.). 
ACI was created to serve all members effectively and efficiently. Thus, the 
organization has produced a list of objectives that the organization strives to 
reach as well as the organization’s role as the sole transnational airport trade 
representative. 
  
Primarily, the organization emphasizes on intensifying the contributions of 
airports to sustaining and increasing safe, secure, environmentally compatible 
and efficient air transport system (ACI, n.d.). As well as attaining improved 
collaborations between all divisions of the air transportation industry including 
stakeholders, governments, international organizations and other airports by 
amplifying cooperation besides mutual assistance. 
 
Furthermore, ACI’s aim is to be a voice in the international and national 
creation of “legislation, rules, policies, standards and practices based on 
established policies representing airports’ interests and priorities” (ACI, n.d.). 
The organization offer its “members with industry knowledge, advice and 
assistance, and foster professional excellence in airport management and 
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operations” (ACI, n.d.). As well as enhancing public awareness of the economic 
and social importance of airport development by explaining how the advanced 
development of the aviation system is increasing economy and welfare 
initiatives (ACI, n.d.). 

4.8 Eurocontrol  

Eurocontrol is a transnational organization with more than 40 Members 
delivering air traffic management performance (Eurocontrol, n.d.). When 
implementing A-CDM, there are multiple phases the airport has to overcome in 
order to implement the system in the most efficient manner. The phases consist 
of five specific and necessary phases starting from the time an airport choses to 
integrate A-CDM, that might be essential for the airport. 
  
Eurocontrol states that the first phase is the Information Phase. In the 
Information Phase various organizational decisions have to be made in the 
persuasion of gaining support to the A-CDM from all stakeholders involved. 
Second phase is called Analysis Phase. In this phase it is necessary to 
thoroughly analyze what needs to be carried out in order for the A-CDM to be 
implemented in a rightful and efficient manner. Eurocontrol suggests making a 
Gap analysis1, however multiple analyses can be chosen. The next phase is the 
Cost-benefit analysis. Here the airports management should get an 
understanding of what the return of investment potentially could be. The phase 
that follows is the Implementation Phase. This phase consists of a bottom-up 
approach where the implementation should constitute the airports’ processes 
and concepts chosen in the run phase. The last phase is the Validation and 
operation of the CDM elements. This phase therefore consists of validating the 
systems and checking prerequisites in order to evaluate if the system is 
operational in connection with other airport networks for the system to become 
a fully implemented A-CDM airport (Eurocontrol, n.d.). 
 

                                                
1 A Gap analysis is a method used to determine which steps should be taken next in order to 
reach the desired future state (business dictionary, n.d.) 
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In the successful implementation of the A-CDM it should result in: “once the 
system is in place consensus emerges through the process of collaboratively 
considering alternative understandings of the problem, competing interests, 
priorities and constraints” (Karacapilidisa N.,  Papadiasb D., 2001).                                                    

4.9 Collaborative Decision Making (CDM) 

CDM is according to Gartner, who is the world’s leading research and advisory 
company, a system that has the ability to combine social software and business 
intelligence (Sallam R. L., 2011). The combination of social software and 
business intelligence have the potential to radically increase the quality of future 
decision making by connecting business intelligence-related information 
directly into the systems with collaborative input collected through the use of 
social software (Sallam R. L., 2011). 

4.10 Airport Collaborative Decision Making 

Airport CDM (A-CDM) is as the CDM, a combination of social software and 
business intelligence that aims at increasing efficiency, but with a specific focus 
on the operations of the airport. Improving the use of various resources as well 
as improving the certainty of future events will enable the optimization of the 
operations solely by A-CDM. The A-CDM focuses particularly on turn-round 
and pre-departure sequencing processes of the planes. Hence, the system can 
enable an increase in predictability that can potentially be of great significance 
for airports and processes while also increasing productivity by enabling more 
cost effective solutions to operations. Hence, ”the main objective of Airport 
Collaborative Decision Making (A-CDM) is to allow the stakeholders working 
together in more efficiently and transparently way to share data and to 
enhance Air Traffic Management (ATM) processes” (de Arruda, A., C., Jr., et al.  
2014).  Additionally, according to ICAO (DOC 9971) “Collaborative decision-
making (CDM) is defined as a process focused on how to decide on a course of 
action articulated between two or more community members” (ICAO, n.d.). 
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4. 11 World Class Hub 2.0  

In 2011 CPH has launched a business strategy called World Class Hub 1.0 
(Annual report 2016, 2016). Currently, an updated version of this strategy called 
World Class Hub 2.0 is created with four new strategic breakthrough areas. The 
focus lies in creating efficiency, capacity, extraordinary customer experiences 
and competitiveness. 
 
The  main aim of this business strategy is to develop competencies in managers, 
employees and developing a strong service culture. Furthermore, efficient 
processes are crucial due to competitiveness as well as increasing capacity at the 
airport in a cost-efficient manner (Annual report 2016).  Last but not least, 
orchestrating mutual benefits between CPH and business partners in addition to 
using new technologies innovatively and strengthen the digital infrastructure, 
stabilizing digital processes and solutions is core for CPH.                        

4. 12 What is digital transformation? 

Digital transformation for airports is about evolving processes and services to 
deliver a better experience to all passengers and customers through the 
adoption, integration, and implementation of new technologies with existing 
ones (ACI World, 2017:5). From a passenger’s standpoint, a better experience 
comes from a more personalized, individual experience and seamless flow 
through the airport (ACI World, 2017:5).  

4. 13 How was digital transformation created at Airports? 

Airports are vital economic generators providing a getaway to their city, state, 
region, country (ACI World, 2017:4). Airports are important for the transport of 
people, for business, tourism and transportation of goods among others. In 
2014, aviation’s total contribution to the global GDP exceeded $2.7 trillion (ACI 
World, 2017:4). Due to the fact that we live in a competitive environment, 
airports are focusing more and more on expanding and enhancing their services 
as well as the inclusion of innovation and positive customer experience. Safety 
and security do remain the top priority, however airport leaders devote their 
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attention to streamlining the business and operations as well as leveraging 
technology to meet and exceed goals and objectives (ACI World, 2017:4).            

4.14 Challenges connected to Digital Transformation (DT)  

Illustration 3 (Jersepsen & Turianska, 2018) explains how initially a business 
case is created, and once ideas are well communicated, airports can be 
positioned in a broader ecosystem together with other partners and 
stakeholders and recognize existing data as an asset that is crucial for 
digitalization. Thus, deriving value from it and influence regulation by updating 
existing standards and recommended practices involving international 
dialogues with industry partners and airports. This allows a space for 
developing a digital culture and agility together with promoting new ways of 
managing projects by taking risks and experimentations that create a desired 
learning process. Hence, this figure illustrates the processes we aim to elaborate 
in throughout the analysis and discussion. 

4. 15Digital disruption 

Digital disruption occurs when digital technologies and business models affect 
the value proposition of existing goods and services (Rouse & Tucci, 2014). That 
means that by deploying innovation, existing products and services can be 
vehemently transformed. Expectations of customers and other stakeholders 
change, hence digital disruption is inevitable. 

4.16 Successful strategizing 

According to Grant, there are several characteristics that the elements of 
successful strategizing possess. All of the elements are divided into two groups: 
the firm and the industry environment, with a strategy creating a connection 
between the two (Grant R., 2010:11). The first element described in Grant’s book 
called Contemporary Strategy Analysis, is connected to the notion of goals that 
are simple, consistent and long term (Grant R., 2010:10). This means that a goal 
ought to be pursued resolutely and single-mindedly. 
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The second element describes the necessity of a deep understanding of the 
surrounding environment (Grant R., 2010:10). The third element is an objective 
appraisal of resources (Grant R., 2010:10). Leveraging internal strengths as well 
as simultaneously protecting areas of weakness is core for a thriving strategy 
implementation. 
 
Last but not least, in order to accomplish a desired goal, effective 
implementation is a key, as without an actual execution all strategies are of little 
or no worth (Grant R., 2010:10). The success of individuals and organizations is 
seldom the outcome of a purely random process (Grant R., 2010:10). Grant 
emphasizes the importance of possessing prompt learning capabilities and an 
endeavor to be committed, consistent and determined (Grant R., 2010:10).  
 
Hence, if we aim to analyze the digitalization at CPH, we need to take into 
account the actual strategy implementation, which would happen in case new 
technologies and processes were to take place.  
 
Another framework proposed by Grant is the basic framework: strategy as a link 
between the firm and its environment. According to Grant, a firm contains three 
key components: goals and values (long-term goals), resources and capabilities 
(objective appraisal of resources), and structure and systems (effective 
implementation) (Grant R., 2010:12). The industry environment (thorough 
understanding of the competitive environment) is defined by an organization’s 
relationships with clients, competitors and suppliers (Grant R., 2010:12). This 
basic framework views strategy as a link between the firm and its industry 
environment (Grant R., 2010:12). The main goal of business strategy is to assess 
how a firm can deploy its resources within its environment and achieve its long-
term goals, and how to organize itself to implement that strategy (Grant R., 
2010:12).  
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4.17 Part Conclusion      

To sum up, this research domain includes an overview of information regarding 
various terms and organizations relating to aviation industry, for example a 
description of Copenhagen airport and airport in general, or world class hub 2.0 
that are beneficial in order to fully comprehend the aim of this research. 
Moreover, apart from these terms, successful strategizing tips are included as 
well, to help us understand the underlying reasons of what could eventually 
create an airport that fully deploys its strategies on today’s technological world.  
Last but not least, an overview of how technological evolution affects digital 
transformations of Copenhagen Airport is included as well to get a general 
overview of how external circumstances can potentially affect any technological 
changes in a given a moment. 

5. Methodology 

The following section will explain in detail, what methodology have we chosen  
for this Master’s Thesis. Once the reader has read through the section, s/he 
should be able to understand how the research has gone about. The thesis is 
based on the perspective of interpretivism and social constructivism with a 
focus on qualitative data conducted through interviews with individuals in order 
to be able to create constructive proposes for the future.  

5.1 Enactment Theory 

Sensemaking can be treated as reciprocal exchanges between actors, that is the 
Enactment, and their environments, namely Ecological Change, that are made 
meaningful , which is the Selection, and preserved, the Retention. These 
exchanges will nevertheless continue only under the conditions if the preserved 
content is both believed (positive causal linkage) and doubted (negative causal 
linkage) in future enacting and selecting (Weick et al., 2005:414). Ambivalent 
knowledge use is crucial for creating benefits from lessons learned and updating 
their actions or meanings and adapting to changes in the system and its context 
(Weick et al., 2005:409). Weick furthermore, wrote about his view on 
enhancement in 1988 where he would describe that the enactment, namely the 
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term of enhancement, is representing the approach, that when individuals act 
and especially act within their social setting these individuals bring structure 
alongside events into existence. From doing so they are able to set events into 
action (Weick K. E., 1988). 
 
The reciprocal relationship between ecological change and enactment includes 
sensemaking activities of sensing anomalies, enacting order into flux, and being 
shaped by externalities. The organizing process of enactment incorporates the 
sensemaking activities of noticing and bracketing. The acts of noticing and 
bracketing, triggered by discrepancies and equivocality in ongoing projects, 
begin to change the flux of events into the orderliness of situations.  
 
We emphasize “begin” because noticing and bracketing are relatively crude acts 
of categorization and the resulting data can mean several different things. The 
number of possible meanings gets reduced in the organizing process of 
selection. Here, a combination of retrospective attention, mental models, and 
articulation perform a narrative reduction of the bracketed material and 
generate a locally plausible story. Though plausible, the story that is selected is 
also tentative and provisional. It gains further solidity in the organizing process 
of retention. When a plausible story is retained, it tends to become more 
substantial, because it is related to past experience, connected to significant 
identities, and used as a source of guidance for further action and 
interpretation.  
 
The close fit between processes of organizing and processes of sense-making 
illustrates the recurring argument (e.g., Weick K. E., 1969:40–42) that people 
organize to make sense of equivocal inputs and enact this sense back into the 
world to make that world more orderly (Weick K. E., 1969, referencing Aldrich 
1999, Baum and Singh 1994, Ocasio 2001). 
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5.2 Epistemology  

Crotty states that epistemology deals with the ‘’ nature of knowledge, its 
possibility, scope and general basis’’ (1998:8). Furthermore, epistemology 
provides a philosophical grounding for deciding what kinds of knowledge are 
possible and how could we ensure that they are both adequate and legitimate 
(Crotty, 1998). Epistemology endeavors to make sense of this world and allows 
us to understand how do we know what we know. Different ranges of 
epistemologies exist, such as objectivism, which revolves around discovering a 
meaningful reality within our consciousness. Another epistemology is  
constructionism. Constructionism differs from objectivism in a way that it 
rejects the view of human knowledge and an objective truth waiting to be 
discovered. Truth, or meaning, comes into existence in and out our 
engagement with the realities in our world (Crotty, 1998:8). 

5.3 Theoretical perspective 

Crotty defined in year 1998 the term theoretical perspective as “(...) a way of 
looking at the world and making sense of it” (Crotty, 1998:8 in Durmus et al., 
2016). Theoretical perspective is interconnected with a chosen methodology, as 
it provides a context for the process and grounds its logic and criteria (Durmus 
et  al., 2016). By elaborating on our theoretical perspective, we are, therefore, 
able to state the assumptions we bring to our research task reflected in our 
methodology, as we understand and deploy it (Crotty, 1998 in Durmus et. al., 
2016). Theoretical perspectives can be divided into categories such as Positivism 
and Post-Positivism, Interpretivism, which covers Symbolic Interactionism, 
Phenomenology and Hermeneutics, Critical Inquiry, Feminism, Postmodernism 
(Crotty, 1998). The essential part of various theoretical assumptions is how they 
are underpinned by different epistemologies (Durmus et. al., 2016). 

5.4 Interpretivism and Constructionism  

Interpretivism and constructionism are concerned with shared and subjective 
meanings. How do people either as individuals or as a part of group interpret 
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and understand social events and settings (Eriksson, P. and Kovalainen, A., 
2008) ? 
 
Qualitative research focuses on human action and understanding. However, it is 
important to understand the reasoning behind interpretation in a qualitative 
analysis. Interpretive and constructionist research claims, that language and 
shared meanings are the reason why shared dynamic, and changing and 
individually constructed reality can exist. Hence, researchers also focus on how 
the content is produced through language practices. Sensemaking is crucial as 
well as an openness towards a possibility of interpreting the same data in many 
different ways (Eriksson, P. and Kovalainen, A., 2008).                

5.5 Social constructionism 

Social Constructionism aims to comprehend how certain ‘objective’ features, 
such as industries, organizations and technologies are comprised by subjective 
meanings of individuals and intersubjective processes such as discourses. 
 
Vivien Burr (1995) identifies four basic assumptions of the social constructionist 
philosophical position: 
 

❖ World does not present itself objectively to the observer, but it is 
perceived through human experience, which is mediated by language 
(Eriksson, P. and Kovalainen, A., 2008) 

 
❖ Categories in language used for classifying our surrounding environment 

are produced through social interaction within individuals at a specific 
time and place 

 
❖ Knowledge is sustained by social processes and  communication 

 
❖ Knowledge and social action co-constitute each other 
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Therefore, reality is socially constructed by interconnected patterns of 
communication. Constructionism emphasizes the close relationship between 
researcher and research field, interaction and understanding as basic tenets of 
research (Eriksson, P. and Kovalainen, A., 2008:21).                           

5.6 The Functionalist Perspective 

Functionalism affirms that each aspect of society is interdependent and 
contributes to society’s functioning as a whole (CliffsNotes, n.d.). Functionalists 
claim that a society is held together by social consensus or cohesion, in which 
members of the particular society concur to collaboration and achieve what is 
best for society as a whole.  

5.7 Two types of social consensus 

Emile Durkheim suggest that two forms of social consensus exist in the world. 
The first form of social consensus is Mechanical solidarity (Shortell, n.d.). This 
form of consensus is a form of social cohesion in which individuals in a society 
maintain similar values and beliefs and engage in similar types of work. This 
type of solidarity exists mainly in traditional and simple societies, such as the 
Amish (Shortell, n.d.). 
 
The second form is Organic solidarity. Organic solidarity is a form of social 
cohesion what arises when individuals in society are intrinsically 
interdependent, however their belief and values vary, as well as the type of work 
they engage in. This type of solidarity is more typical for industrialized and 
complex societies (Shortell, n.d.). 

 
Functionalism does not insist nor encourage people to take a role in changing 
their social environment, instead functionalism perceives active social change as 
undesirable because the distinct elements of society should compensate 
naturally for any problems that may arise. 
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5.8 Qualitative research methods 

There are distinctions between qualitative and quantitative types of research 
methods. While quantitative research methods focus predominantly on the role 
of numbers, hence present numerical forms of information, qualitative methods 
are not numerical in nature. Qualitative research is empirical research where 
the data are not in the form of numbers (Punch, 1998:4). The main aim is to 
study the subject that is being researched, in a natural setting with an attempt to 
make sense of and interpret this specific phenomenon in terms of what 
advantages or disadvantages does it bring or cause (McLeod, 2017). Qualitative 
researchers use for example diary accounts, open-ended questionnaires, 
documents, participant observation and ethnography to gather information 
about people’s perception of their social realities and their everyday actions 
(McLeod, 2017). 

5.9 Limitations 

Qualitative designs are timely, costly and of subjective nature, therefore it is 
difficult to apply conventional standards of reliability and validity when 
conducting solely qualitative design. However, given that the A-CDM 
implementation at CPH has been comparatively ongoing for a shorter period of 
time in comparison with other airports as Munich Airport, access to quantitative 
data is at this time difficult. Nevertheless, our aim is to understand the ongoing 
thought processes at CPH, hence qualitative method is deemed as the most 
appropriate research method for this particular research. 

5.10 Inductive Approach    

The beginning process of an inductive approach are observations in the research 
field one endeavors to explore. This approach is also called ‘bottom-up’’, 
because of the move from abstract to concrete ideas and results.  These 
observations can help a researcher to generalize abstract ideas observed from 
the observer’s external world. During this process it is expected that a 
researcher will develop generalizations and identify preliminary relationships 
throughout his or her systematic investigation (Dudovskiy, n.d.). Towards the 
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end of the research process, theories are proposed based on the observations 
that have been previously made and the nature of the research findings is 
specified once the study has been completed (Dudovskiy, n.d.).  
 
Once the research begins, the researcher is free to change the direction of the 
study and no theories nor hypotheses are applied at the beginning of the study, 
as it is usually done in a deductive approach (Dudovskiy, n.d.). The main idea of 
an inductive study is to generate meaning from the collected data for the 
purpose of identifying patterns and relationships to construct a theory 
(Dudovskiy, n.d.). This means that various patterns that are observed can assist 
with reaching a theory, thus reaching conclusions. Inductive reasoning is based 
on learning from experience (Dudovskiy, n.d.).  

 
Illustration 4 ( Jespersen & Turianska, Inductive reasoning, 2018) 

 

5.11 Semi-structured interviews 

Semi-structured interviews allow the interviewer and the interviewee an 
engagement in a formal interview, where the interviewer uses an interview 
guide with a list of topics and questions that are supposed to be covered during 
the conversation in a specific order.  
 
An advantage of this type of interview is, that the conversation may stray from 
the guide, and when appropriate, it could provide an opportunity to identify new 
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ways of seeing and understanding the topic that is being researched, hence 
providing valuable qualitative data (Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, n.d.). 
Likewise, by choosing to use semi-structured interviews we assume the 
interviewees can provide as reliable, comparable qualitative data as possible due 
to the the interview questions not being structured, but namely semi-structured.  

 
Illustration 5. (Jespersen & Turianska, semi-structured interviews, 2018)  

5.12 Documentation      

Throughout the research, second hand data was collected from various sources 
to support this project as well as give a comprehensive understanding of the 
subject. This was conducted as desk research where multiple literature was used 
along with a wide range of academic articles from journals and websites.  

5.13 Part conclusion 

Within the section of methodology, the reader should now be able to 
comprehend how the research for this dissertation has been conducted and 
likewise which perspective the dissertation is rooted in.  The enactment theory 
is used as a means to make sense of how individuals within organizations makes 
sense of their environment.The theoretical perspective should enlighten the 
reader in the fundamentational perspective of this dissertation in e.g. two types 
of solidarity, functional perspective and how the qualitative research method is 
used. Furthermore, the section should have given a description of how the 
dissertation will unfold through the senses of interpretivism, constructionism 
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and social constructionism. Last but not least, the section revolves around the 
type of interviewing we used as well as our inductive approach. 
 

6. Analysis 

The following analysis will focus on investigating the impact of group decision 
making during an implementation of a new technology, more concretely 
speaking,  the A-CDM. Apart from the interviews we conducted, various leaflets, 
booklets and online material proposed by our interviewees and found from 
other sources helped us to thoroughly understand, highlight and compare the 
views of the interviewees. Last but not least, our findings are backed up by 
theories proposed in this thesis, hence we argue for a complete validity and 
reliability of this work. The methods for the analysis are rooted in the 
sensemaking theory on how individuals make sense of their environment. 
Furthermore, the analysis will unfold how Evidence-Based Management can be 
used to understand if a technology was implemented in an optimal manner to 
enhance group collaboration. 

6.1 Execution plan 

The analysis is based on the execution of the research and how that research 
came around. We did have an idea about what would be interesting to 
investigate and therefore, we composed the following research question based 
on our interest: How did group decision making affect the implementation of 
new technology at Copenhagen Airport (CPH)? We contacted Copenhagen 
Airport to get an understanding of whether it would be possible to collaborate 
on this topic of interest. Multiple stakeholders, concretely speaking three, 
agreed to be part of our investigation and consequently, we had interviews with 
these individuals. This section will go into depth with what was investigated and 
it will elaborate on the various stakeholders’ perspectives regarding the 
implementation of a new technology that in favorable conditions should 
enhance collaboration.  
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Illustration 6 (Jespersen & Turianska, Execution plan, 2018) 

6.2 A-CDM steps 

There are various steps that must be fulfilled in order to proceed with A-CDM at 
CPH accordingly. Step one is the most important step, where airlines request an 
entire year slot, which ones is given to the airlines, it is reserved for a period of 
12 months. Step one includes filing a flight plan and an ‘EOBT” which stands for 
estimated off block time. Before the actual EOBT, a TOBT (target off-block time) 
must be calculated, as if TOBT is missing, an aircraft cannot leave the ground. 
TSAT (target start-up approval time) is given in connection with TOBT and the 
system manages the sequence of aircrafts based on various circumstances. For 
example, if the weather is snowy, time spent on de-icing must be taken into 
considerations as well as, what can subsequently affect both how many aircrafts 
can simultaneously depart as well as their sequence. Once a TOBT time has 
been calculated, the pilot calls within a 5 minute range to approval startup 
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request time (ASRT), which will determine when will the aircraft be towed. The 
next step involves taxiing and a last stamp, will determine the actual take off 
time (ATOT). See appendix 1 for the whole list of abbreviations.  
 
 
Illustration 7 (Huet D. et al., 2015:9) 

6.3 Airport Collaborative Decision Making through the lens of 
Evidence-based management 

Airport Collaborative Decision making is a system, and as each existing system, 
it is used by humans who tend to tame or adjust systems to their needs if 
possible. This is all based on the culture that exists within an organization. 
Copenhagen Airport as mentioned previously, is a High Reliability 
Organization, hence the chance of amending A-CDM or any kind of other 
system is minimal, nevertheless existing. High reliability organizations operate 
in a risky environment, therefore any changes that occur in such organizations 
are subject to a multitude of approvals. 
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In order to understand how can the A-CDM system at CPH be shaped, and what 
role do individuals and groups of individuals who use the system regularly play, 
it was necessary to collect evidence of the system use as well as dedicate 
significant amount of time to analyzing the system from an external point of 
view in order to get the most precise results. Our initial step during this analysis 
was to evaluate the nature of problem and base it on the consensus with 
Evidence-based management. 
 
In the table below, we summarize on the left-hand side the key points of EBMgt, 
and on the right-hand we assess whether there is an existing consensus between 
the nature of our project and EBMgt: 
 

Evidence-Based 

Management is.. 

(Briner et al., 2009, 

p.21) 

Research evidence (based on interviews, 

online/offline secondary data) 

Validity/ 

Usefulness 

Something Managers 
and practitioners do 

Consensus among intervieews about the nature of their 

work: (see interview transcript) 

YES and NO 

Something 
practitioners already 
do to some extent 

Consensus among interviewees. A-CDM has been 

implemented at CPH for 2 years. The system is actively 

incorporated at CPH. 

YES 

About the practice of 
management 

Despite some disagreements about the use of A-CDM, all 

interviewees shared and discussed their management 

practices, hence evidence was collected  

YES 

A family of related 
approaches to 
decision making 

The nature of our interviewees’ work is intertwined. Due 

to strict rules and regulations, a common sense of what 

ought to be done and how must exist. 

YES 

A way of thinking 
about how to make 
decisions 

All interviewees offered a valuable insight into how 

decisions are made in regards to A-CDM 

YES 

About using different The nature of everyone involved in the ongoing A-CDM YES 
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types of information process slightly varies depending on the role. Therefore, 

varied perspectives can be gathered during such 

analysis. 

About using a wide 
range of different 
kinds of research 
evidence depending 
on the problem 

The scope of our project provides us with an opportunity 

to analyze our project from different angles related to 

our research question. 

YES 

Practitioners using 
research evidence as 
just one of several 
sources of 
information 

Both primary and secondary data have been used for an 

in-depth research. 

YES 

A means of getting 
existing management 
research out to 
practitioners 

Use of various resources eradicates limitations. EBMgt 

plays a vital role in offering an objective viewpoint on  

YES 

Likely to help both 

the process and 
outcome of 
practitioner decision 
making 

EBmgt ought to assist with an in-depth research analysis 

and direct steps towards achieving an unambiguous 

answer to the research question.  

YES 

About questioning 
ideas such as ''best 
practice'' 

An in-depth research provides us with an opportunity to 

discover best practices to answer our research problem 

YES 

Table 2 (Evidence-Based Management is.. (Briner et al., 2009:21) 

 

Now that we have assessed the connection of our research to Evidence-based 

management, the next step is to use the gathered data and information using the four 

elements of EBMgt.  
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Figure 2 (Briner et al., 2009,  The four elements of EBMgt: 22) 
 
Initially, a practitioner must find out what is the issue s/-he wants to resolve. As 
Briner et al., state “the accuracy of the problem statement would be discussed 
and challenged so that it could be articulated as clearly ad explicitly and 
possible. (2009)’’. In the beginning, the scope of our project was vague, however 
progressively we managed to narrow down our research to a specific question.  
 
Second, as it is mentioned in table 2 above, measures were taken to assure that 
the evidence gained internally from the organization was valid and relevant. 
Once our interviews were gathered, we have slightly rephrased our research 
question to use our gained data more efficiently. 
 
Moreover, external evidence was used from secondary sources (Eurocontrol, 
IATA, CPH Airport) in a systematic review form. Apart from the use of these 
sources, one of the most important aspects of this project were the interviewees, 
as they had direct access to stakeholders’ perspective about A-CDM and this 
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gave us an opportunity to analyze the outcomes of this implementation as well 
as offer possible suggestions.  
 
Last but not least, upon collecting the necessary information, the next step was 
critical appraisal that will be elaborated in the discussion, and a decision can 
afterwards be made (Briner et al. 2009).  

6.4 Evidence-based management analysis 

As we have mentioned before, analyzing such an in-depth concept as the 
implementation of A-CDM and the role of collaboration at CPH is a tremendous 
project. Therefore, it was of utmost importance to us to have a predetermined 
strategy to make as precise and in-depth research as possible. 
 
Evidence-based management consists of various elements. We will therefore 
explain and elaborate on these elements, as well as determine whether our 
research contains these elements, in order to be assessed as evidence-based 
research. 
 
First element is the practitioner expertise and judgement. In this research we 
have conducted several interviews with experts from the field of collaborative-
decision making. They have many years of experience and they are directly 
involved in the processes revolving around A-CDM. The choice of our interviews 
was conscientious. The involvement of various interviewees from different 
departments allowed us to have an independent opinion from each of them 
regardless of what the others have mentioned before, as the interviewees were 
questioned at different times in isolation.  
 
Second element is evidence from the local context. As we are based in 
Copenhagen and the interviews were done in person, tangible evidence from the 
local context exists as we have been personally able to obtain this kind of 
evidence.   
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Third, a critical evaluation of best available research evidence. This paper 
contains not only in-depth information about the topic Airport-Collaborative 
Decision making and sensemaking, but also comparison of previous research 
done on this topic. Thus, we were able to find the gaps in lieu of our research 
and come up with suggestions, results and recommendation as objectively and 
thoroughly as possible. 
 
Last but not least, the element of the perspectives of those people who might be 
affected by the decision is included  in this paper too. A-CDM is a vast topic and 
if we could consider all people who are either directly or indirectly affected by 
any actions or changes connected to A-CDM, the list would be very long. 
Nonetheless, our approach was to focus on people who are directly impacted by 
A-CDM such as pilots, airlines and airport employees, as their dedication, 
collaboration and effectiveness determines the consequences of their actions 
that may impact passengers as well as others. 
 
The paper includes justifications as to why this research is valuable and 
unprecedented. Hence, critical appraisal is included in this research in form of 
arguments throughout the paper and the analysis of our data will be presented 
in the following section. 

6.5 Interviewees 

A total number of three interviewees were interviewed throughout the course of 
writing this paper. A deliberate decision was made regarding the importance 
and validity of the involvement of each interviewee as well as the relevance of  
interview questions for the thesis. 
 
Lene Tang Magnussen is a Traffic Specialist at Copenhagen Airport. She has 
been involved in the A-CDM process for the past two years. Among Ms. 
Magnussen’s responsibilities are meetings with stakeholders and other 
european airports that have already implemented A-CDM. Her view on the A-
CDM is vital, as she can objectively delineate the stance of various stakeholders 
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towards the A-CDM implementation at CPH. She has also been directly involved 
in shaping A-CDM and providing us with a revelation about the daily 
procedures connected to A-CDM. 
 
Nicolai Musante Larsen is a part of the SAS Ground Handling Denmark A/S at 
Copenhagen Airport. He has been working for SAS for over 17 years and he is 
involved in various projects and processes such as passenger check-in, self 
service and mainly SAS ground handling, hence managing operational aspects 
at the airport. Larsen is one of the four ground handlers at Copenhagen Airport 
and his insight about the A-CDM implementation is crucial, as he is expert in 
his field and offers a valuable insight into the day to day operations at CPH as 
well as expertise in the field of A-CDM in connection with SAS airlines and 
others. 
 
Kasper Naess-Schmidt is the Head of Procedures at Naviair located at 
Copenhagen Airport. He has been directly involved in the implementation of A-
CDM at CPH besides his responsibility for managing daily procedures as well as 
developing existing systems. Naess-Schmidt, K. is an expert in field of A-CDM 
as he is the main coordinator from Naviair possessing knowledge about A-CDM 
eversince it has been implemented. 

6.6 Interview questions 

All interviewees were asked the same set of questions with minimal adjustments 
based on their work roles and involvement in the process. The key objective for 
us was to understand the perspective of various departments and stakeholders 
towards the implementation of A-CDM. Moreover, we endeavored to unravel 
the conscious and subconscious beliefs of our interviewees regarding the 
collaboration among the stakeholders and the effects of A-CDM on the daily 
work of airport ground employees, managers, air traffic controllers, airlines and 
the pilots.  
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The questioning (see appendix 2) began with introductory questions that 
compelled the interviewees to tell something about their role and involvement 
at CPH. Afterwards, the interviewees naturally introduced new idea and 
information during the interview, hence the interview can be perceived as semi-
structured. The questioning lasted approximately 40-60 minutes and each 
interviewee was asked about his/her idea about how could the system be 
improved even in cases if they had the sole power to do so immediately. The 
questions allowed us to understand whether there are any potential 
discrepancies between what the various interviewees perceive to be the most 
important, and where are possibly the biggest flaws in the system. The interview 
questions allowed us to not only understand the perception of our interviewees 
regarding the system, but the semi-structured form opened space for 
spontaneity, which helped us overall to form our recommendations and 
suggestions.  

6.7 Making sense of the A-CDM language 

As earlier mentioned in the theoretical framework, sensemaking relies heavily 
on the interpretations of how events are established for organizational members 
as well as how they are trying to understand what these events mean (Weick K. 
E., et al. 2005). It is therefore necessary to give organizational members an 
understanding of the reasoning behind the implementation. According to 
Eurocontrol, the reasoning behind implementing A-CDM was to improve 
operational efficiency, predictability and punctuality to the Air Traffic 
Controllers and other airport stakeholders (Eurocontrol, 2017). It was likewise 
important to remember that sensemaking is created on an organizational level, 
hence a certain consensus of agreements is crucial. 
 
Therefore, a very interesting aspect of the A-CDM implementation was that 
when CPH implemented A-CDM, it was not merely a choice of the airport. 
However, it was a decision made by the European Union as Magnussen T. L. 
states in the interview ”(…), so the initiative regarding in went to implement it 
or why to implement it basically came as a requirement from Eurocontrol 
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(Magnussen T. L.:01:40)”. And further goes to explain why the European Union 
and Eurocontrol decided to enforce A-CDM at CPH ”It's uh community of 25 
countries now and actually the 25 biggest airports in Europe have to have it, 
so it's not a question about if you want to do it or not you have to implement it” 
(Magnussen T. L., 00:01:10).                  
 
Magnussen T. L. likewise gives her own understanding of why the 
implementation had to happen “(…) A-CDM was implemented also due to 
environmental things” (Magnussen T. L., 14:20). This is interesting as 
Magnussen T. L. is making sense of the implementation also due to 
environmental reasons,  which is not the main reason Eurocontrol emphasizes 
the importance of A-CDM. According to sensemaking theory, justification can 
become an important source of social structure, culture and norms within an 
organization and why the A-CDM system was good and not just that “it was a 
decision made by the European Union” (Magnussen T. L., 01:10).           
 
Implementing the A-CDM system was not negotiable due to the size and 
importance of CPH. Naviair’s Naess-Schmidt, K. the Head of Procedures, who 
stated the following that aligns with what Magnussen T. L. said previously 
“Actually, it was decided in the EU. I think that that they made a calculation on 
which airports would be beneficial to have this A-CDM, and I think that part of 
that reasoning behind that was think they were looking at the maybe they 
calculated that 24 airports. The biggest 24 airports in Europe to implement in 
order to ease the load on the capacity and the airspace over Europe and 
Copenhagen was part of the 24  largest airports in EU. I think that is a the 
reasoning behind it” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 01:08:40).     
 
Likewise due to the size of the implementation,  A-CDM would not solely affect 
one group of people, however the A-CDM project would affect multiple 
stakeholders “you can see if we talk about the implementation of the project 
then then it was of course it was um a project involving not only airport and 
handlers, but others um participants from other areas as well” (Larsen M. N., 
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09:00]).   
 
The pre-implementation phase included trainings for the stakeholders who were 
going to use or come in contact the A-CDM system. The preparation for the 
usage of the system was a mini seminar “We had that day a mini Seminar or 
something so we were quite well prepared, once CPH kick started the A-CDM 
group I suppose you can call us and so so we but we had a pretty good 
understanding of A-CDM opposed to properly the rest of the people in that 
work group. So we spent a lot of time in the beginning talking about what was 
going to happen on the different milestone and stuff like that and that was 
quite a frustrating time because we at least I already knew exactly what was 
the idea behind A-CDM was” (Naess-Schmidt, K., part 1). However, due to the 
fact that nobody knew anything about A-CDM as stated “They don't know 
anything about ACDM, and they're not supposed to know anything about  
ACDM manual is 350 pages so they just need (...) different highlights in order 
to provide this sort of pilots, and then it's also one of the topics that we have 
discussed in the harmonization task force, and that's just one of the issues that 
people don't want to get aligned on and I don't understand why because that 
cannot be the biggest issue to just deliver some basic information to the 
airlines (...) it’s easy for them (...) (09:40)” (Larsen M. N., 06:00). 
 
The pre-implementation phase of training all the stakeholders involved was a 
crucial phase due to the introduction of many new terms and abbreviations (see 
appendix 1) necessary to know in order to manage the A-CDM system in a 
respectful manner of a high risk environment “So what we made was we had to 
come up with a way of uh of displaying this even so and that so that's training. 
That was a big issue and everybody had to learn all these new abbreviations, 
and we had to teach them how to operate the sequence manager and wants to 
do when, and that was a big burden for our staff and I think it was also hard 
for us because we have been involved with A-CDM for at that point in time for 
almost two years and our first time we heard about this was three or four 
years before we actually took the system live (...) in Copenhagen locally” 
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(Naess-Schmidt, K., 01:00:20). This pre-implementation phase between the 
various stakeholders involved or affected the upcoming system that can be 
considered as “a flow of organizational circumstances is turned into words and 
salient categories” (Gioia et al. 1994:365). 
 
The reasoning for this training was to make sense of the A-CDM and consider a 
new way of talking the environmental and organizational change into existence 
and making change of a reality in the minds of the affected (Weick K. E., et. Al 
2005). In extension to making the change into verbal format the training 
likewise organized itself into embodied written and spoken texts (Gioia et al. 
1994) through the communication about the implementation as well as after the 
A-CDM was implemented. 
 
The training phase (as Larsen M. N. states it) itself was conducted for 
approximately half a year “So, but it was just part of a what should I say a 
training period for half a year call it a test or a training period and we were of 
course (...) supervised by Eurocontrol learn this processes here the six months, 
(...) and they liked what they saw and finally (...) the airport was certified” 
(Larsen M. N., 15:40). This training should enable stakeholder to use the same 
“language”  as Larsen M. N. states “so it was a it was a bit of a learning process 
in the beginning, but then after a while we all started to speak the same 
language if you know what I mean (…)” (Larsen M. N., 14:20).  
This sentence favors the language of sensemaking as sensemaking is about 
turning circumstances into comprehendible words as well as being able to speak 
the same “language”. Therefore, by giving the stakeholder the same training it 
enabled the stakeholders to speak the same language and hence, create 
somewhat of a shared understanding of the system.  
                
By having this kind of training the stakeholders involved were able to label and 
categorize the flood of new acronyms, the system’s purpose as well as making a 
differentiation from past labeling of important terms from the previous system. 
The purpose of applying these on to the event of A-CDM implementation was 
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for the stakeholders to comprehend the possible actions of “managing, 
coordinating, and distributing” (Weick, K. E., et al. 2005:411). During the 
training, stakeholders were given a list of all the discussed abbreviations and 
acronyms. These were given to the stakeholders to understand the new language 
of the A-CDM system. By having this kind of identification and classification of 
acronyms and abbreviations the stakeholder could make sense of the language 
by remembering them and putting them into various categories that made as 
much sense to the stakeholder as possible. Figure 6 shows some of the 
abbreviations given to the stakeholders. The picture is from Eurocontrol’s 2016 
A-CDM Assessment Final report. The full list can be found in appendix 1. 

 
  
Extract 2 (Eurocontrol, 2016 List of abbreviations) 

 
During the interview with Larsen M. N., he explained how the system was 
functioning and he provided an example of a language abbreviation use within 
the system “(…) when we get to that time they file what's called a flight plane 
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which in A-CDM language is called the estimated off block time (...)” (Larsen 
M. N., 18:10). What Larsen M. N. did by explaining the system and the 
abbreviations is called retrospect. This is part of the ongoing sensemaking and 
as Weick et. al state “Sensemaking involves the ongoing retrospective 
development of plausible images that rationalize what people are doing” 
(2005:409). Hence, Larsen M. N. was part of an ongoing process of making 
sense of the A-CDM system without giving it further notice as this process 
happens mentally. This occurrence of the retrospect of Larsen M. N. is an 
essential aspect of sensemaking. It emphasizes the way individuals observe 
patterns that could potentially be significant and meaningful to them. These are 
established by experience, hence these occurred events and observations can 
solely be made in a retrospective manner.  
 

As illustrated below, one can get a visual understanding of how the sensemaking 
process works from a seminar perspective. 

 
Illustration 8 (TOBT sensemaking, Jespersen & Turianska, 2018)  
 
The stakeholders had training prior to the A-CDM implementation a 
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collaborative spirit was already part of the CPH spirit. Henceforth, the 
collaborative mindset was already in place as Magnussen T. L. mentions during 
the interview: “(In) Copenhagen we always have had that collaborative spirit. 
So that was why it went kind of smooth and but it's still an issue for especially 
the ground handlers who have the most work with this. They have to update 
this timestamp as I said the TOBT. It's in another system as they normally 
working, so they have two different systems now that they have to align and 
update” (Magnussen T. L., 16:40).       
 
It can therefore be considered, by the statement made by Magnussen T. L. 
during the interview, that when the individuals’ continuing perceptions of a 
collaborative spirit are applied to the A-CDM system, sensemaking could 
potentially be influenced by prior experiences either towards identifying 
substitute action or towards deliberation. This collaborative spirit was further 
backed up by Naess-Schmidt, K. who stated a similar interpretation of the 
collaborative nature of the environment surrounding Copenhagen Airport “So it 
has has been more of a collaboration, if you call that collaborative decision 
making then yes, we have been doing that not me (...) but Naviair as a whole 
has been doing that along with the stakeholders of the airport for many years, 
but A-CDM involved in doing that only since A-CDM was introduced. I think 
that I would say that at least now we have a collaborative decision-making 
philosophy built into our procedures” (Kapser, 41:10).   
 
Similarly, Larsen M. N. states that  “(…) in that sense we had a (inaudible) 
collaboration about it we could work and we sorted out together and everyone 
brought in something from their organization and we learned from each other 
(...) ” (Larsen M. N., 09:10). Continuing to explain that there is collaboration 
between stakeholders, however not to a degree where everything is shared due 
to the fact that they are still competitors. This is an interesting view Larsen M. 
N. represents due to his role within SAS. Larsen M. N. takes his role and context 
into consideration when expressing his thoughts due to his involvement with 
SAS, that  is an airline company that competes with other airlines. Hence, from 
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Larsen M. N.’s perspective of being part of an airline ‘’ (...) they would like that 
this information is the same and structured in the same way overall from each 
airport, so it's easy for this chart providers to just take out the information” 
(Larsen M. N., 09:00), which goes against the organizational context of SAS. 
 
It can be considered a prime example of Larsen M. N. making sense of his 
environment in a social context by engaging in continuous circumstances while 
also reflecting upon the context and still endorsing new circumstances. These 
new circumstances for Larsen M. N. would be the implementation of A-CDM, a 
new shared language across the various stakeholders. The sensemaking process 
could possibly be influenced by former experiences either towards identifying 
substitute action or towards deliberation (Weick K. E., et. Al 2005). Hence, the 
reasoning for Larsen’s statement about collaboration is influenced by the 
organizational premises, plans and expectations he is met with from SAS and 
Eurocontrol in regard to competition and collaboration.   
 
In addition, creating an environment through learning and teaching is a positive 
way of creating a “common” understanding for the A-CDM stakeholders, as this 
would be a social process. All the stakeholders come in to the seminar with 
different social context e.g. upbringing, education, culture and working norms 
within their respective line of work. All these mentioned factors are a continuing 
influence on stakeholders in a social and systematic manner, therefore by 
interacting with other stakeholders to use A-CDM, reality interpretation could 
be influenced. 
 
Here, in the seminar, the stakeholders were able to ask questions such as “what 
is going on here?”, “how do I use this system?” and “what do I do next?” (Weick 
K. E., 2005). This kind of action of having the seminar for the stakeholders 
enabled them to be prepared for the implementation “We had that day a mini 
Seminar or something so we were quite well prepared” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 
05:50). Furthermore, stakeholders affected by A-CDM spend time on verbally 
understanding the system  “So we spent a lot of time in the beginning talking 
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about what was going to happen on the different milestone and stuff like that 
and that was quite a frustrating time because we at least I already knew 
exactly what was the idea behind A-CDM” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 06:10).  

6.8 Being part of something bigger 

The European union has “enforced” the A-CDM on the biggest airports in the 
European Union, as stated above. This enforcement of A-CDM actually had a 
positive effect on Larsen M. N. Larsen as his belief in the system was to be part 
of a community of A-CDM certified airport “all airports are these days many 
airports within Europe within the EU to be A-CDM certified because the more 
airports that are A-CDM the more collaboration can be done and the more 
optimization can be done, so they would actually want as many airports 
possible to become certified (...) ” (Larsen, M. N. 22:10).  
 
Becoming part of the A-CDM project involved becoming part of a big A-CDM 
community of airports “The biggest 24 airports in Europe to implement in 
order to ease the load on the capacity and the airspace over Europe and 
Copenhagen was part of the 24  largest airports in EU” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 
01:10:00). Likewise, becoming part of something bigger in the sense of 
collaboration between airport operators, aircraft operators, ground handlers 
and air traffic control. This collaboration is illustrated below and is representing 
the collaboration of the EU initiative of airport collaboration. 
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Illustration 9 (Communication in the A-CDM system, Jespersen & Turianska, 
2018). 

6.9 Discrepancies on a larger level 

Magnussen T. L. described the discrepancies that various A-CDM airports in 
Europe face due to the collaborative system. “Yeah a lot of my time in the daily 
goes with having meetings in Brussels with Eurocontrol and the other airports 
in order to try to harmonize the concept” (Magnussen T. L., 04:00). As 
Magnussen T. L. mentioned a large proportion of her daily tasks goes to 
harmonizing A-CDM between CPH and other airports. ‘’So for one airport they 
have to do this and for another airport. They have to do that, and it's just 
difficult for them to remember and sometimes that just results in delays, yeah 
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(Magnussen T. L.:04:40)”. The alignment ought to create ‘oneness’ among the 
airports as currently their concerns and priorities are in misalignment, which 
causes delays and dissatisfaction at various airports. 
 

Apart from harmonizing the A-CDM between airports, Magnussen T. L. clearly 
states that airlines also face visible difficulties. ‘’ It's a big problem for the 
airlines that it's not the same way throughout the entire or all the airports 
meaning that there are different rules  (Magnussen T. L., 04:20)’’.  

6.10 Contrasting opinions 

On the contrary, Nicolai began the interview in a more positive manner by 
clearly acknowledging his positive attitude and affiliation to challenges. ‘’Oh, 
yeah, otherwise we wouldn't be here. I mean we like changes and we like 
challenges, otherwise. We're in the wrong business. (Larsen M. N., 07:00).’’ 
These discrepancies can be considered to become apparent due to the various 
social context of the employees at the other airports as well as the idea of all the 
biggest airports in the EU collaborating could potentially face a lot of retrospect 
from the employees.  
 
In order to cope with the rules CPH is facing, a so-called Harmonization Task 
Force was established. Magnussen T. L.: “We are trying in Eurocontrol to try to 
harmonize them we have um recurring meetings in a group called the A-CDM 
harmonization task force yeah, but basically it means that we meet up discuss 
different topics and try to get harmonized, it's a big problem’’ (Magnussen T. 
L., 05:20). When asked if the system could ever work perfectly Magnussen T. L. 
responded “it's kind of ambitious, and if you for example participate in one of 
the harmonization task forces. This is the struggles that all airports have and 
we've been implementing for two years and Munich has been implemented.. I 
think it's since 2007 if I remember correctly or something like that so I mean 
it's the same issues that we're all struggling with. When or if you're talk to 
Naess-Schmidt, K. he would also say that de-icing is really difficult for them 
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and that A-CDM should have helped them more than they think it do right 
now’’ (Magnussen T. L., 35:40). 
 
On the other hand ‘’Uh but again talking to all the other airports who have de-
icing as well Helsinki, Stockholm, Oslo. It's even worse than in Copenhagen so 
I mean.There will always be some difficult struggles, and you can't always 
yeah, you can't find a way that to make it work. Just like that (...)” (Magnussen 
T. L., 36:00).  
 

This harmonization task force was created to align A-CDM between airports and 
likewise be able to create a A-CDM reality through ongoing reflection of the A-
CDM project, training and booklets were given to the stakeholder affected by A-
CDM. By doing so, the stakeholders could shape and create organizational 
structure and behavior in correlation with A-CMD. Hence, a fundamental stone 
in the sensemaking theory foundation. 

6.11 mplementation guide 

When the actual implementation was happening, CPH did not have a specific 
guide on best practices to the implementation or what would be the most 
beneficial for the airport “Eurocontrol didn't really have a guide saying. This is 
how you should implement it” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 05:40). The aspect of not 
having a guide of how to implement the system could be seen as a chaos for the 
stakeholders and especially for the ATMs at Naviair who were going to use the 
system next to a current system “It's in another system as they normally 
working, so they have two different systems now that they have to align and 
update” (Magnussen T. L., 17:00).  
 
Henceforth, this A-CDM implementation could potentially be seen as chaos, 
which is the very beginning of the sensemaking process. In this chaos of not 
knowing how to use the system, not knowing the A-CDM language or having to 
use two systems at once would start multiple thoughts in the minds of the 
individuals affected, hence the stakeholders would most likely have organized 
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potential and believable experiences and outcomes of the use of A-CDM, thus 
organizing flux. Moving forward, the stakeholders were able to organize their 
own thoughts of the chaos by participating in trainings as well as inventing a 
new meaning or an interpretation of the systems.  
 
Furthermore, as a prime example of the retrospective process, Magnussen T. L. 
states “I'm not sure whether I should start from the beginning or look back. 
You (...) go back in time, and then tell you about the obstacles. But If I go 
backwards first. So just before implementation the main issue (...) was to to 
train people and to this is a you know when we when you talk a timeline and 
reasons for why is (...) we doing this and why are we doing that at the house at 
the work” (Magnussen T. L., 59:40). 
 
The point of not having a guide to follow during the A-CDM implementation is 
acknowledged by Magnussen T. L. who mentions that they received no guidance 
from Eurocontrol regarding the actual implementation ‘’(...) Eurocontrol didn't 
really have a guide saying. This is how you should implement it, so someone 
calls at the TOBT as I said. Others knew something called the TSAT, which is 
targets of approval time, and then you can just yeah implement it kind of the 
way you want to the different roles that you have to send (...)” (Magnussen T. 
L., 06:00). Moreover, “so we need some kind of way to harmonize things and 
in order to do that it costs a lot of money because people have already 
implemented different systems as I said we have two systems, so if we need to 
change something it will cost some money” (Magnussen T. L., 06:20). As this 
change requires financial resources as well as deployment of other changes, 
Magnussen T. L. states that “(...) there's airports in Spain Portugal, Sweden 
Norway. I mean it's a lot of different countries, and it's just difficult for people 
to get harmonized about it and well basically just to to get aligned” 
(Magnussen T. L., 07:00).  
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6.12 Part Conclusion 

Following a comprehensive analysis of the implementation of A-CDM and the 
affected by the implementation we have been able to get a view into how the 
stakeholders perceive A-CDM. Here we have been able to get an understanding 
of each of the interviewees sensemaking process, how this affected and still 
affects their everyday lives at work, namely CPH.  
 
In the first part of the analysis we dedicated time to analyzing evidence based 
management-related techniques and whether there was an existing consensus 
between our research and evidence-based management.  
 
We were able to prove that our research is evidence-based with a thorough 
walkthrough of the collected data  to support our research and claims of validity 
and reliability. In the second part we focus on the sensemaking process and we 
meticulously describe how was sensemaking involved throughout the 
implementation of A-CDM at CPH. 
 

7. Discussion 

In the following discussion, we will attempt to exhibit practical application of 
sensemaking in group decision making with various discussion regarding this 
implementation. Furthermore, we will introduce new findings in this section 
together with certain suggestions and ideas that could impact the future 
evolvement of A-CDM, if applied. 

7.1 Collaborating despite differences 

It is intriguing to observe that after conducting our semi-structured interviews, 
we can seemingly observe certain discrepancies among various airport 
stakeholders, that have been occurring throughout the implementation of A-
CDM. These discrepancies are enlightening, as our focus was to reveal how do 
we know what we know, thus conduct our research with an epistemological 
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focus. It was necessary to conduct a research of this kind and get results that 
would be beneficial in connection with A-CDM implementation and 
sensemaking. 
 
Because epistemology strives to reveal what is rational and justified, the 
difference between interviewees’ opinions ought not to be neglected. On the 
contrary, difference in views leads us to a discussion, as to how can these 
differences be analyzed. 
 
Meanwhile Larsen M. N. appraised the system and clearly anticipated the 
growing advantages at CPH caused by A-CDM  “(...) before everybody had to do 
it we had to do an effort everyone had to to pitch in and of course we did that 
and and we also did it because we we believed in that that on the longer-run 
that we would actually benefit (...)  from A-CDM (...)” (Naess-Schmidt, 
K.,17:00). Naess-Schmidt, K. intelligibly detested the whole implementation “So 
we spent a lot of time in the beginning talking about what was going to 
happen on the different milestone and stuff like that and that was quite a 
frustrating time because we at least I already knew exactly what was the idea 
behind A-CDM (...) ” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 07:00). 
 
Initially, this discrepancy led us to believe, that this disharmony of opinions 
prevented us from understanding the nature of their group work. However, we 
have realized that if we lean towards social constructionist philosophical 
position, the world does not present itself objectively to the observer. That 
means that we can construct valuable information and understanding by the use 
of communication and language, however it is extremely important to discern 
what is being communicated and how it is being communicated as well as take 
into consideration that reality is subjective (Eriksson, P. and Kovalainen, A., 
2008).   
  
Another intriguing perspective that can be used to look at the collaboration and 
impact of group decision making can be done with the use of Enactment theory 
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introduced by Weick. Weick posits that exchanges between ‘actors’ that are in 
our cases the stakeholders, is perceived as enactment, and this enactment is 
preserved only if the content is both believed and doubted in enacting and 
selecting (Weick et al., 2005). This ‘doubting’ creates ambivalent knowledge 
that is beneficial for learning new lessons and adapting to changes in the system 
as well as updating own actions based on the lessons learned. Hence, the 
interviewees allowed us to understand, that despite having differing opinions 
and preferences for what should be improved and what should be changed, 
group decision making can exist. Moreover, doubting can be advantageous, as it 
can in a long-term help to come up with revelations that could otherwise be 
overlooked. 

7.2 Value in IT 

Throughout this thesis, our main focus has been to understand the way airport 
stakeholders have been affected by the implementation of a new technology 
system at Copenhagen Airport. While the human aspect of understanding our 
research is crucial, we ought not to forget that A-CDM is a set of IT systems, and 
as each technology, it derives certain value if used and implemented properly. 
 
Kohli and Grover dedicated their attention to explaining how crucial it is to 
recognize the value IT can bring, as in logic terms, if we state that IT does not 
have any value, then we could claim that we do not have any value either as we 
are engaging in something invaluable (Kohli & Grover, 2008). Implementation 
of A-CDM brought many critical changes to Copenhagen Airport as well as every 
other airport where it was implemented. According to the authors, IT does 
create value that can be either financial, intermediate or affective. In this case, 
A-CDM brought immediate changes to CPH, that were process-related, hence 
intermediate value of the IT system is presented at CPH. Moreover, some of our 
interviewees stated numerous times that they felt a change ever since A-CDM 
was brought to use, and the system diminished fuel use for airlines among other 
advantages, thus apart from bringing intermediate value, the new IT system 
brought affective and financial value as well. 
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Moreover, the authors state that IT does create value under certain conditions 
(Kohli & Grover, 2008). The underlying meaning of this statement is, that IT 
operates in a synergy with other information systems and organizational factors. 
Therefore, taking this theory into practice, we can see that the whole A-CDM 
implementation has been done on a large scale and it was imposed by the 
European Union  “it's community of 25 countries now and actually the 25 
biggest airports in Europe have to have it, so it's not a question about if you 
want to do it or not you have to implement it” (Magnussen, L.T., 01:20). The 
reason for the “enforcement” was to create more efficient and economic airports 
in the A-CDM by improving operational efficiency, predictability and 
punctuality (Eurocontrol, 2017). This means, the IT system itself; A-CDM, 
might not have such value if it did not have a financial backup from the 
European Union and other entities that support financing and promoting this IT 
system. Hence, in this situation we can seemingly observe that the conditions 
for creating value have been fulfilled. 
 
In addition, IT value manifests itself in many formats (Kohli & Grover, 2008), 
and these formats can be for example profitability, consumer surplus and 
others. A-CDM has been fully implemented at CPH for a short period of time, 
however we do possess empirical data (see appendix 3) about the advantages A-
CDM can bring in a long run. Hence, we argue for validity of the A-CDM IT 
manifestation at CPH, as well as the fact that certain amount of time is needed 
for the manifestation of this IT value as it is not immediate, especially on such a 
large scale as internal airports. 
 
Apart from stating the above-mentioned facts, we must take into consideration 
that value derived from IT is elusive, because it can be easily copied (Kohli & 
Grover, 2008). However, we argue that due to the testimony of our 
interviewees, we have tangible evidence that even though A-CDM has been 
implemented in various airports, there are certain amendments each airport has 
done, hence the value derived from A-CDM can not fully be copied away due to 
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these adjustments. This creates an opportunity for each A-CDM airport to 
transcend competition, and find a managerial way, that is most suitable for each 
and every one of them based on the internal and external factors affecting these 
decisions. However, even though both Magnussen T. L. and Larsen M. N. state 
that A-CDM does have a positive impact, they do likewise acknowledge the 
issues and ways to optimize the system. Nicolai’s suggestions for improvements 
include amending the information in the ‘docking guidance system. “(...) which 
is a system that when the aircraft arrives at the gate. (...) and for quite a long 
time we ask the airport to put up one of the timestamps the time, so it's called 
TOBT, target of block time, to have that under GGS system because we believe 
that that would be of major importance for all the stakeholders in the 
turnaround to be able to actually see the TOBT time, which is one of the most 
important time stamps. Um and finally we got that and then that was so we 
got a lot of positive reactions from everybody that okay, finally it's here” 
(Larsen M. N.:34:00). Hence, we argue that ameliorating the system is possible, 
however it is time consuming, hence not immediate in many cases. 
 
Last but not least, the authors claim that causality for IT value is elusive (Kohli 
& Grover, 2008). Relationship between cause and effect can in certain situations 
be difficult to reveal. However, we deemed it to be important to analyze the role 
and impact of information systems in this paper, as this analysis gives us a 
deeper understanding of how IT as a tool, can mediate the outcomes of the 
group decision making.   
 
Understanding the role of IT can increase mutual understanding between 
stakeholders. IT is affected by the environment and its elusiveness depends on 
the stakeholders’ ability to achieve consensus and deploy the IT systems, in 
order to create as much benefit as possible. Magnussen T. L. argued that ‘’I think 
it's due to the culture. (...).’’ (...) in Copenhagen we always have had that 
collaborative spirit (...).’’ We have in common other countries have difficulties 
with stakeholders and cooperating and collaborating which is one of the yeah, 
you know collaborative decision-making’’ (Magnussen T. L.:16:20). 
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This can further be supported by Nicolai’s perspective as he states that the 
actual collaboration has changed after the implementation “(interviewer) (...) 
and so do you personally think that the this implementation has changed the 
collaboration at the airport?” Interviewee: “Yes, I do. Honestly believe that that 
it has an effect” (Larsen M. N., 27:20). Hence, it can be argued the A-CDM has 
enabled more collaboration in the airport and therefore it can be claimed that 
the A-CDM has created value as a mediating factor between multiple 
stakeholders.  

7.3 A constructionist perspective 

Eriksson, P. and Kovalainen, A. suggest that the world does not necessarily 
present itself objectively to the observer, however it is experienced through 
human eyes and action, hence it is subjective. This argument, we propose, can 
support the argument that Naess-Schmidt, K.  
 
Naess-Schmidt, K. has been working as an air traffic controller for many years, 
hence he has been exposed to the A-CDM system as one of the first individuals 
at CPH. The testimony about the system use has been provided solely by him, as 
the only air traffic controller, hence we may argue that uncertainty regarding his 
statements could be questionable. On the other hand, due to his long-term 
exposure to the system and his overall experience, we suggest that despite his 
subjective understanding of A-CDM, he does represent a shared understand that 
is created among the group of air traffic controllers at CPH. Therefore, we argue 
for the truthfulness, validity and reliability of his statements. 
  
This constructionist perspective can be seen throughout the discussion. The 
analysis provided a deep understanding of the necessity to create a shared 
consensus of Airport Collaborative Decision Making. This can be understood 
through the interviews with our three interviewees.  
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7.4 Thoughts on Collaboration 

The three interviewees would give variation of their perceptions regarding A-
CDM collaboration. For instance, Larsen M. N. would be opposed to Magnussen 
T. L. in regard to his belief as Larsen M. N. states that the actual collaboration 
has changed after the implementation “(interviewer) (...)  and so do you 
personally think that the this implementation has changed the collaboration at 
the airport?” (Interviewer, 26:50) Larsen M. N.,. answered: Yes, I do. Honestly 
believe that that it has an effect” (Larsen M. N., 27:20). 
 
On the other hand Magnussen T. L. argued that “So in so in the beginning. It 
was like you know we uh trying to (...) get information from each other from 
all stakeholders, and uh how do we how? What are our experiences from other 
airports from other partners from other? Etc etc.” (Magnussen T. L., 26:40). 
There can henceforth be perceived a difference in the sensemaking of the two 
stakeholders and how they both perceive it differently, as Magnussen T.L. 
questioned the usability of the system in the beginning, whereas Larsen M.N. 
straightforwardly stated that the system had immediate implications. 
  
Larsen M. N. has an understanding of the airport and the collaboration being “I 
you know the one of the principles of A-CDM is that if you are prepared well, 
and then you get served well (Larsen M. N., 27:20), and further elaborates on 
the thought “Best plan serve that's the motto we have for the airport here, and 
that philosophy is extremely important because it says a lot about what 
aviation is. You know being professional operation or whatever. That's just 
you know if you just if  you prepare yourself, and if you're will planed Etc.” 
(Larsen M. N., 28:00). Having this kind of understanding of the collaborative 
decision making can arguably be ‘’of the action or process of making sense of or 
giving meaning to something, especially new developments and experiences” 
(Oxford Dictionary n.d). 
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7.5 A-CDM Impact 

It is interesting that when Magnussen T. L. is asked about the impact of the 
system in regard to the pre and post-implementation as well as if the 
implementation had enabled collaboration, she answered that she was very 
certain that a group collaborative decision enhanced the implementation of A-
CDM, even though Magnussen T. L. would still insist on that CPH had always 
been a collaborating airport, even before the implementation. 

How come the stakeholders have different perspective of the impact of the 
collaborative decision making system? The reasoning can be that Magnussen T. 
L. from the beginning of the implementation had an understanding of the 
collaborative mindset of the airport and likewise has processed the A-CDM 
system to an extent where there has been made sense of the system 
“Sensemaking involves the ongoing retrospective development of plausible 
images that rationalize what people are doing” (Karl E. Weick, et. Al. 
2005:409) 

In addition to Magnussen T. L. explaining her view on the collaborative mindset 
of the airport, Naess-Schmidt, K. supported Magnussen T. L.’s statement about 
whether the system has enhanced collaboration.  “So it has has been more of a 
collaboration, if you call that collaborative decision making then yes, we have 
been doing that not me as personal but Naviair as a whole has been doing that 
along with with the stakeholders of the airport for many years, but A-CDM  
involved in doing that only since  A-CDM was introduced. I think that (...) I 
would say that at least now we have a collaborative decision-making 
philosophy build into our procedures” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 40:50). 
  
Due to the above mentioned statement it can be argued that the application of 
sensemaking in managing group decisions as well as the processes behind the 
group decision making in Copenhagen Airport has been a philosophy deeply 
embedded in the culture of the airport prior to A-CDM. As Naess-Schmidt, K. 
states, that A-CDM became deeply embedded in the physical processes of A-
CDM in CPH, but the collaborative spirit was always a part of the airport. 
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Similarly, it can be argued that even though the airport collaborative decision 
making system was imposed on the airport, it had to a certain extent an impact 
on the way the system was made sense of.  

7.6 Enforced implementation 

Since none of the stakeholders had the opportunity to opt out or chose a 
different kind of collaborative enhancing system, it was difficult to create an 
idea-sharing environment “(...) I think the hard part about it because you have 
to start sharing your concerns and problems and also we have to realize your 
concerns and problems before it actually turns into a problem so that you have 
you know thinking ahead and more than we're used to and that's not only for 
us, but it's concerning everybody involved” (Magnussen T. L., 38:00).  
 
The stakeholders need to be able to make sense of what they are doing in their 
job and predictive thinking can enable interpreting situational circumstances  
that can be turned into situations that are comprehended explicitly in words and 
that serve as a springboard to action (Weick et al., 2005:409). Hence, making 
sense of a situation prior to it happening. In addition, it is interesting to 
understand that not every stakeholder in reality comprehends the vital system 
as the pilots have problems understanding the system (Magnussen T. L., 36:40). 
It could be argued, that the pilots did not have enough training and hence have 
had difficulties making sense of the system. 
 
However, on the other hand, when looking at the ‘forced’ implementation, it 
could be argued that the nature of the collaborative spirit at CPH  improved the 
way the ‘forced’ change was perceived and we could potentially say, that this 
change was perceived in an accepting manner. “(In) Copenhagen we always 
have had that collaborative spirit. So that was why it went kind of smooth and 
but it's still an issue for especially the ground handlers who have the most 
work with this. They have to update this timestamp as I said the TOBT. It's in 
another system as they normally working, so they have two different systems 
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now that they have to align and update’’ (Naess-Schmidt, K., 16:40). Hence, 
this allowed the transition into the system to be as smooth as possible. 
  
However, even though there is a clear understanding that there is collaboration, 
Naess-Schmidt, K. expresses his frustration with the system ”We (...) still have 
freedom, but it (...)has become sort of amputated or a little restricted. (...) so 
people are some sort of frustrated about that” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 25:40). “(...) 
that main concern is to get aircrafts on stand” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 31:40). The 
system has not been fully accepted as Naess-Schmidt, K. states “(...) we don't 
have A-CDM and collaborative decision making enough in our blood yet (...)” 
(Naess-Schmidt, K., 34:20). 
 
Hence, an immensely interesting finding that what in theory should have been 
the perfect solution, is not in practice the perfect solution. 
 

7.7 Ex-ante implementation 

Another exceptional finding is when we interview Naess-Schmidt, K. about how 
A-CDM has proven to work in practice compared to how the system was 
supposed to work from Eurocontrol’s statement “CDM airports realise 
significant local operational benefits through the adoption of A-CDM 
processes, not to mention a dramatic improvement in levels of take- off 
predictability” (Eurocontrol, 2016:1). After reading statements from the A-CDM 
Impact Assessment from 2016 one can understand that Eurocontrol’s’ own 
analysis is immensely positive “Several CDM airports showed tactical delay 
cost savings amounting to near €1 million in 2015, including some of the lesser 
constrained CDM airports such as Prague, Venice and Milan Malpensa” 
(Eurocontrol, 2016:2.). Likewise, it is from Eurocontrol’s side stated that by 
implementing A-CDM, de-iceing times would prove to become better “The 
predictability of landing and off-block (departure) times is now very high. This 
enables a more efficient use of airport infrastructure (e.g. Stand & Gate 
Positioning, De-icing pads)” (Eurocontrol, 2016:96). We do find this to be 
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immensely fascinating as we on the other hand have Naess-Schmidt, K. who 
would give his opinion about how supposedly A-CDM would improve both 
collaborative decision making as well as efficiency in airports. 
 
After the training and receiving a booklet about A-CDM the stakeholders should 
speak the same A-CDM language and likewise be able to make sense of the 
system in a like-minded manner. However, due to the difference in work of the 
interviewees we are able to understand that the representative of the ATMs were 
not pleased with A-CDM. Even less after thinking retrospectively about the pre-
implementation and post-implementation of A-CDM. The reasoning for this is 
that Naess-Schmidt, K. argues A-CDM in certain periods have slowed down the 
aircrafts departing as well as increasing the ATM’s workload “The standard 
location to make better plans, but of course the sooner, that the handlers  have 
a good plan and an updated a plan into the TOBT into the system as early as 
possible as precisely as possible. I know those two factors sort of act different 
and in different directions” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 14:40). 
  
If the TOBT is not updated a so-called tsunami effect can happen due to 
aircrafts lining up on the runway “After the delay of this aircrafts TOBT it 
might sort of make a what they call a sort of a tsunami effect so that it is 
maybe the TSAT of 20 other aircrafts. Because they all all all the capacity is 
used in the next half hour or so no so you see what so do I have to give him half 
an hour delays because he was the one who not who didn't appear to his plan?” 
(Naess-Schmidt, K., 16:20). Naess-Schmidt, K. goes deeper into the pain point 
of the deicing issue and explains that due to ground handler’s inefficient 
updating of the system, pilots may find themselves in ambiguous situations “So 
if a pilot tell us "I'm ready, but his uh he's calling 20 seconds after the TOBT 
window should we then really tell him to go back and update his TOBT, or 
should we let him go? And I think that is something that is really tearing 
people up inside to tell an aircraft who has  been fighting to become ready, 
maybe I was busy on the radio for the the last minute, and he couldn't get 
through. And now he is calling and he is outside should I then ask him to 



											
     

COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL | Digitalization | Copenhagen Airport | 2018: 86 

  

update?” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 18:40). Naess-Schmidt, K. keeps elaborating “But 
now his number three and what order should  I  then,  when should I push 
him? Because TSAT  has not updated and that is something that we are we 
have identified as an issue, and it's something that we're [00:24:40] gonna fix 
and it has a high priority because it's getting a lot of problem what we should 
do in order to get around this problem is that we should update the TSAT (...)” 
(Naess-Schmidt, K., 25:00). Hence, in this situation, we can understand that the 
A-CDM instead of effectivising the departure under de-icing have proven, from 
Naess-Schmidt, K.s perspective, to be more inefficient. 
  
It is furthermore essential to understand, that if you do not depart from the 
airport in the TOBT window the plane cannot leave the airport “You are not 
allowed to leave the airport if you don't have insert TOBT okay. Yeah, so that's 
why it's the work for the ground handlers. They have to update this if they 
don't do that and the pilot calls Naviair, ATC. They are not allowed to lie so 
that will also cause a delay if they don't do that um. Then 30 minutes before 
the TOBT you get the TSAT the target start of approval time quite often or 
almost all the time the TOBT and the TSATs are the same, but in situations like 
today when it's snowy and we have deicing for example the sequence manager 
the system uh calculating TSATS. Based on how many aircrafts, can we uh 
have departing from the one way how many aircrafts needs to have deicing 
how long time does the deicing take for each flight is, and then calculating the 
entire flow so we don't again have flights piled up at the platform city icezing 
platforms fueling away, and we will much rather keep them on stand as long 
as possible” (Naess-Schmidt, K., 18:40). Hence, in the situation of de-icing even 
if a plane is ready for takeoff it cannot due to the strict system. 
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Illustration 10 (Jespersen & Turianska, Illustration of how the system works compared to how it works in 

theory, 2018) 

  
It is interesting that Naess-Schmidt, K.’s statement is supported by Magnussen 
T. L. with “When when or if you're talk to Naess-Schmidt, K. he would also say 
that de-icing is really difficult for them and that ACDM should have helped 
them more than they think it do right now” (Naess-Schmidt, K. 35:40) and 
elaborated further to explain that the de-icing situation is better compared to 
other airports with A-CDM “It's even worse than in Copenhagen so I mean. 
There will always be some difficult struggles, and you can't always yeah, you 
can't find a way that to make it work. Just like that. Yeah, it will take some 
years, and I don't know 5-10 years. I don't know” (Magnussen T. L., 35:50). It 
is an interesting aspect of A-CDM that even though there is proven struggle with 
the system that multiple stakeholders acknowledge, it cannot be fixed. By not 
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dedicating time to fix the system itself, it can be argued, that the sensemaking of 
the system determines how the new interpretation is created. Hence, the 
conclusion is, that the sensemaking of the A-CDM is not improving the de-icing 
process. While elaborating on this statement, we argue that sensemaking is an 
individual process in the minds of the each human. The sensemaking of each 
stakeholder in this case, is not a duplicate of the others’ sensemaking processes. 
Therefore, due to this deduction it can be argued that this is the reason that the 
stakeholders were unable to create a consensus during the airport ex ante and 
ex post implementation of A-CDM. It could be due to what we presume to be a 
variety in sensemaking of the stakeholder. However, how the stakeholders 
interact with each other and verbalize the system and they could potentially 
create a direable consensus around  A-CDM. The retrospect could potentially 
have been done in groups where the stakeholders could express their 
understanding of A-CDM and this might have improved the shared 
understanding as sensemaking is about the individual's interpretation and 
sharing these interpretations could have enhanced the understanding.  

7.8 Discoveries and achieving consensus 

In the world of science and medicine there have been numerous accidental 
discoveries that changed the world for the better. This may at first sight not 
seem relevant for our thesis, however discoveries in the business world have 
also been consistently happening, thus we would like to propose some ideas that 
could with the use of sense-making help our airport stakeholders to make it 
easier to intensify their efforts to improve the A-CDM collaboration at CPH. 
 
As we have decided that our research will follow the inductive approach, the 
process of continuously gathering our data has been helpful for detecting new 
discoveries. For example, Magnussen T. L. was the first interviewee we 
questioned and after we finished questioning her, she offered her help with 
providing us the names of Naess-Schmidt, K. and Larsen M. N. as they were 
perceived important by her in connection with providing valuable information 
for our research. This automatic sense-making process, where she was able to 
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think about two specific people could be seen as a type of a social consensus. 
Emile Durkheim talks about two types of social consensus.  
 
The first type is mechanical solidarity, however here the social cohesion between 
people exists because they have similar values and they fulfill similar tasks at 
work. However, organic solidarity is what we would assign to the CPH 
employees working with A-CDM system, as here they are inherently dependent 
on each other. However, their values and work tasks slightly vary. Initially, we 
were certain that because the system has predetermined set of rules and its 
implementation is imposed on airports by the EU, the system and the group 
decision making process between individuals was perceived the same by each 
person. However, based on the interviews we were able to understand that 
sense-making process can be understood by different individuals in various 
ways. The most important fact is, that a consensus is achieved and affected 
individuals ought to endeavor to continuously improve their group decisions 
and understand the impact they make on each other and their environment.  

7.9 Suggestions for improvements 

All three interviewees have been able to make sense of what the system in a 
functioning, hassle-free environment should bring. Magnussen T. L. stated that 
she frequently joins meeting with representatives from other European airports 
and she emphasized the importance of harmonizing tasks between airports in 
order to improve the system. None of the interviewees have however mentioned 
the need for additional meetings or trainings with the internal Copenhagen 
airport stakeholders.  
 
Moreover, the ground handler Larsen M. N. stated, that he vaguely collaborates 
with the other ground handler at CPH, as they are in a sort of a rivalry. This 
might be because they operate systems for different airlines, however the basic 
principles of Airport Collaborative Decision making are the same, regardless of 
what private airline aircraft takes off or lands. 
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We have previously mentioned the concept of successful strategizing by Grant. 
We would hence like to recommend that deploying successful strategizing 
techniques related to A-CDM could vehemently improve the group decision 
making regarding this system. For example, the de-icing queuing problems 
could easily be solved if the internal stakeholders, more specifically the ground 
handlers could provide more accurate and up-to-date information to aircrafts so 
they could avoid prolonged lining up. 
 
First, strategizing element relates to resolution and single-mindedness, 
therefore we suggest that because the stakeholders must to a huge extent 
operate single-mindedly, issues such as long de-icing lines could be mitigated. 
This is because the stakeholders mentioned in the interviews, that they can to 
certain extent amend the system and each airport has slightly differing views on 
the daily A-CDM operations. Hence, external stakeholder involvement would 
not be crucial, in order to make the ground handlers fully aware of the 
dissatisfaction regarding the long lines and the sense making process could be 
facilitated better by having more frequent meetings that would involve the 
ground handlers as well. 
 
Second element is connected to deep understand of the surrounding 
environment (Grant R., 2010), and as it is mentioned above, our findings 
revealed that despite CPH being the airport that implemented A-CDM fastest, 
problems steadily occur. It is extremely important to consider the option of 
having a common platform for webinars if there is a lack of time or organize 
meetings to open a space for harmonizing tasks between the airport staff and 
achieve single-mindedness during this digital transformation. 
 
Last but not least, leveraging internal strengths, thus appraising resources is the 
last element. Successful strategies cannot thrive in an environment where 
strong, effective ideas are cherished and weaknesses of the firm are taken care 
of.  This leads us to a point, that we have discovered a close connection between 
Weick’s sense-making theory and Grant’s successful strategizing described in 



											
     

COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL | Digitalization | Copenhagen Airport | 2018: 91 

  

his book Contemporary Strategy Analysis (2010). Even though sense-making 
focuses on the mental alignment between humans’ aspiration to understand 
organizational flux, Grant’s strategizing techniques aligns with the views of 
sense-making to a great extent. Though strategizing theory states that the 
importance of appraising resources, that in many cases can be tangible, is 
crucial, both sense-making theory and strategizing have a common goal. That 
goal is to make a group of individuals make sense of their environment and act 
accordingly for their benefit. Hence, the two concepts are very similar. 

7. 10 Part conclusion 

Through the lens of epistemology we were able to discover how airport 
stakeholders have been able to collaborate despite their seemingly differing 
interests and opinions regarding A-CDM. Enactment theory revealed, that the 
doubting process could eventually open a space for more collaboration, due to 
the creation of open space for communication about differences.  
 
During the discussion we encountered how theory might not always work out 
the way that it was initially intended. This we found to be immensely interesting 
as the system allegedly should have improved and eased the air traffic 
controllers’ routine during de-icing periods. However, one finding among others 
is, that instead of decreasing the waiting time, the system has proven to make 
the target off-block time longer than expected. Furthermore, suggestions for 
improvement were proposed based on our findings. 
 
Through the constructionist perspective we were able to make good use of the 
interviews on A-CDM and the effects of the implementation. We were therefore 
able to deduce that reality is subjective by varying experiences of our 
interviewees throughout the implementation. 
 
The interviewees have a shared interpretation of the collaborative spirit at 
Copenhagen Airport, which made the enforced transition into A-CDM easier 
than if the airport was not of a collaborative nature.  
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Last but not least, we have elaborated on Kohli and Grover’s concept of Value of 
IT and the different circumstances when IT creates value for an organization. 
Our findings revealed, the A-CDM as an IT system, does create value at CPH 
value and the value it creates represents itself in many forms. Moreover, this 
value is subject to the external and internal circumstances, as well as the 
collaboration between the airport stakeholders as they possess the capabilities 
to amend the system based on their needs.  

8. Limitations 

Despite our greatest efforts to conducts as in-depth and thorough research as 
possible, we ought to acknowledge that there were several limitations that 
constrained our systematic investigation. 
 
Firstly, analyzing an implementation of a new system at a highly reliable 
organization with a large number of stakeholders is time consuming. Our 
research was conducted in a time period of 5 months with much deliberation, 
however if we were given more time for this research, we could have gotten 
different results. Therefore, our overall suggestions and conclusion could have 
been different. 
 
Secondly, we humans are ‘bounded rationally’, which is a concept defined by 
businessdictionary.com as “human mind has only limited capacity to evaluate 
and process the information that is available (...) ‘ and ‘invidividuals who tend 
to make rational choices are bound to make satisficing (rather than 
maximizing or optimizing) choices in complex situations (...)” (n.d.). Therefore, 
due to our own bounded rationality, we humans are making decisions that are 
not necessarily the best, but they are satisfactory. This means that on a 
subconscious level, the outcome of our project may have been directly or 
indirectly affected by bounded rationality in combination with the imposed time 
limitation, despite our endeavor to be as objective and accurate as possible. 
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As a further matter, we have obtained information about the implementation 
and the different preparation phases as well as material that has been received 
prior to the implementation. However, we were not physically present at the 
airport when the system was implemented. That means, that we might have 
potentially missed certain important facts that could have affected our research, 
due to the possibility of using real-time ethnographic research. 
 
Last but not least, A-CDM has been fully deployed in Copenhagen for a short 
period of time. For this reason, we may suggest that if we compare Copenhagen 
Airport and Munich Airport in Germany, which was the first A-CDM airport in 
Europe, a potentially distinct outcome of this research could exist if we decided 
to analyze either a different airport or Copenhagen Airport at a different time. 
Thus, this needs to be taken into consideration upon reading the conclusion and 
suggestions of this paper. 

9. Conclusion 

To sum up, the intention of this paper was to meticulously describe and analyze 
the implementation of a so-called Airport-Collaborative Decision Making 
technology at Copenhagen Airport (A-CDM). We aimed to answer the research 
questions:  'How did group decision making affect the implementation of new 
technology at Copenhagen Airport (CPH)?’ and our findings revealed, that 
group decisions that have been occurring at CPH, do to a large extent impact the 
implementation and continuous evolvement and modification of the A-CDM 
technology.  
 

There are several reasons that reflect the reasons why we answered our research 
question this way. First, the main theory used in this paper was sensemaking, 
predominantly described by scholar Karl E. Weick. This theory helped us to 
understand the processes that occur during the process of rationalizing people’s 
surrounding environments as well as organizing, what Weick called ‘flux’. 
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During our research, we were able to gather tangible evidence about the 
implementation of A-CDM from the stakeholders who have been involved in 
this process. Our interviewees’ understanding, use and rationalization of the 
system in terms of what benefits, problems or disadvantages it brought, slightly 
vary. This discrepancy causes discontent among those who are involved in 
managing the system, despite the collaborative nature of stakeholders at 
Copenhagen Airport. Therefore, we argue that decisions that are being made by 
group in this specific circumstance, can affect the implementation of A-CDM. 
Even though Eurocontrol presents the phenomenal advantages of the A-CDM 
system, one ought to take into consideration that as the system can be slightly 
adjusted at each airport where it is implemented, stakeholders must use the 
same or very similar language and thought process to learn how to deal with the 
system. Hence, we state that just because something is good in theory, it does 
not necessarily mean that is works good in practice. We were able to deduce this 
finding, with the example of how the de-icing is handled at CPH. In theory, the 
system should have decreased the aircrafts’ waiting time for de-icing, however 
due to the stakeholders’ clashing understanding of the system, the decrease in 
waiting time is yet to happen. 
 

We conclude that the process of sensemaking is process that happens in the 
mind of the each individual human being. This sensemaking of each stakeholder 
(affected by the A-CDM implementation) is not a replica of others’ sensemaking. 
Hence, we argue that this was the reason, why the stakeholders were unable to 
create a consensus during ex ante and ex post implementation of A-CDM at 
CPH. As a result of this finding we propose that the aspect of retrospect should 
have been done in groups where the affected stakeholders would have been able 
to express their understanding of A-CDM. This could  have potentially improved 
the shared understanding of A-CDM, as sensemaking is mainly about an 
interpretation of an individual, thus sharing these interpretations could have 
enhanced the shared understanding of A-CDM.  
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Second, we understood that in order to make a valid research, we had to take 
into consideration whether our gathered evidence was meaningful. Hence, 
through the use of Evidence-Based Management, we were able to validate the 
data used for this research. Moreover, apart from deploying Evidence-Based 
Management, we dedicated a significant amount of time to literature review, in 
order to investigate what research has been previously done on the topic of 
collaborative decision making and sensemaking preferably in an airport setting.  
Third, because we are talking about technology, we comprehend the necessity to 
understand the value of IT, as without any value, every information system is 
deemed useless. After a thorough analysis we revealed, that A-CDM can create 
benefits under certain conditions, and those benefits can be various. Therefore, 
apart from having a mutual understanding between stakeholders, using the 
right system the right way can in fact create a tremendous value if used together 
with successful strategies. 
 

Therefore, we conclude our Master’s Thesis by suggesting, that in order to 
overcome challenges and increase group collaboration and decision making at 
CPH, it is crucial to realize what are the main issues connected with A-CDM. 
Once these issues have been identified, it is necessary to divide these issues in 
different groups, and find solutions accordingly to understand what role does 
group decision making play in the implementation of A-CDM. Moreover, we 
propose that more frequent meetings and webinars would be beneficial too, in 
order to be able to comprehend mutual disagreements and find consensus.  
 

All these steps should be taken into consideration, as the business economic 
benefits can be tremendous for Copenhagen airport as well as the airlines, as 
with greater satisfaction and collaboration, they could increased their revenue 
as A-CDM focuses on enhancing productivity by enabling cost effective solutions 
to operations (Eurocontrol, n.d.). 
 

However, overall, we claim that A-CDM is an environmentally friendly IT 
system, as the technology calculates exactly when will the aircraft be pushed 
back and towed, which means that fuel can be saved and this results both in 
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positive environmental impact and fuel savings for airlines. Thus, using the 
system in a correct way can help Copenhagen Airport to reach the goal of 
increasing the number of passengers that fly through Copenhagen Airport every 
day and make this airport a role model among Europe’s largest airports that 
have been using A-CDM as well as the global aviation industry. 
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(Eurocontrol, 2016) 
 
Appendix 2 
 
QUESTIONS FOR LENE & Kasper 
1.         Name: 
  
2.              Occupation: 



											
     

COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL | Digitalization | Copenhagen Airport | 2018: 107 

  

  
3.              How many years working at Copenhagen Airport? 
  
4.              Years working & involvement within the field of collaborative 
decision-making? 
  
5.              Can you please explain the concept of Airport Collaborative Decision 
Making and its steps? 
  
6.              Why was this system chosen and how chose to implement the system? 
Who was involved in the process- amadeus project vendor, we have ACDM 
group, participants from different groundhaldners, Naviair, in CPH it’s SAS... 
Internally- involvement: Airside operation.. collaboration stand allocation team- 
team leader involved too.. 
  
7.              How did the airport representatives and (internal & external) 
stakeholders collaborate prior to the ACDM? it was the same..the  information 
wasn’t the same... 
  
8.              Has the ACDM changed the way how decisions are made at the 
airport? Did you experience any obstacles? 
  
9.              How has the implementation of the system changed collaboration in 
the airport? 
  
10.           What is the way of thinking in regard to making decisions based on 
ACDM? are there any predetermined rules? 
  
11.Are there any key processes to successful Airport collaborative decision 
making? 
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12.  Can you explain if there has been a change in the way to make decisions 
in the airport? If so could you please give us some examples? 

  

13.  Do you have any empirical data on the results of the collaborative 
decision making system? 

  

14.  What are the biggest challenges to airport collaborative decision 
making? 

  
15. Are there any things you would change if you had the opportunity (regarding 
ACDM) 
  
QUESTIONS FOR NICOLAI 
Name: 
  
Occupation: 
  
How many years working at Copenhagen Airport? 
 

Who is a ground handler? what are his or her main tasks? 
  
Is there risk involved in your job? 
  
safety side/ risks 
  
Do you work in collaboration with other ground handlers? Is there any 
collaboration involved at all? 
 

Is there a place for spontaneity in your job or it’s strictly structured? 
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Years working & involvement within the field of collaborative decision-making? 
  

Can you please explain the concept of Airport Collaborative Decision Making 
and its steps (before and after)? 
  

Why was this system chosen and how chose to implement the system? 
  

How did the airport representatives and (internal & external) stakeholders 
collaborate prior to the ACDM? 
 

Has the ACDM changed the way how decisions are made at the airport? Did you 
experience any obstacles? 

How has the implementation of the system changed collaboration in the 
airport? 
  
Are there any key processes to successful Airport collaborative decision making? 
  
Can you explain if there has been a change in the way to make decisions in the 
airport? If so could you please give us some examples? 
  

Do you have any empirical data on the results of the collaborative decision 
making system? 
 
 
What are the biggest challenges to airport collaborative decision making? 
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Are there any things you would change if you had the opportunity (regarding 
ACDM)? 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 3: Eurocontrol 2016 final report, (Empirical data- A-CDM 
advantages) 
https://www.Eurocontrol.int/sites/default/files/publication/files/a-cdm-
impact-assessment-2016.pdf   

 
 
 
Appendix 4: Copenhagen Airport in Numbers 
(Source:https://www.cph.dk/en/about-cph/investor/traffic-
statistics/2017/8/cph-traffic-july-2017/) 
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Appendix 5: Busiest day at Copenhagen Airport (Source: cph.dk) 
 
 

 
Appendix 6a: Material provided by our interviewees 
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Appendix 6b: Material provided by our interviewees 
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Appendix 6c: Material provided by our interviewees 
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Appendix 6d: Material provided by our interviewees
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Appendix 6e: Material provided by our interviewees
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Appendix 6f: Material provided by our interviewees
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Appendix 7 Interview with Lene Tang Magnussen. 
 
[00:00:00] Interviewer: So may, I kindly ask you could you tell me please? 
Uh? What's your name and what's your occupation? 

Interviewee: My nme is Lene and I'm the A-CDM manager in Copenhagen 
Airport.  

Interviewer: thank you Lene could you please tell me how many years have 
you been working at Copenhagen airport?  

Interviewee: I've been here for two years now. 

[00:00:20] Interviewer: For two years total is and could you please tell me 
something about your involvement your involvement within the field of airport 
collaborative decision making and maybe as an introduction could you maybe 
describe with your own words what it is actually?  

Interviewee: Yeah, [00:00:40] um A-CDM, As you said airport collaborative 
decision making uh we implemented it in june uh this summer it's been two 
years um ACDM is about sharing information with all the stakeholders involved 
in the airport, [00:01:00] so it's important to have the same information um but 
it's also about sharing information with all the other ACM airports in Europe. 
It's uh community of 25 countries now and actually the [00:01:20] 25 biggest 
airports in Europe have to have it, so it's not a question about if you want to do 
it or not you have to implement it. 

So that's why we've implemented it as well.  

Interviewer: Okay, so the initiative regarding in went to implement it or why 
to implement it basically came [00:01:40] as a requirement from EURO control.  

Interviewee: Yeah, EUROcontrol are ones who develop the concept together 
with Munich Airport as the first ones. Yeah, um and as I said today. We are 25 
airports and the [00:02:00] main focus in ACDM is to as I said share 
information in order to uh plan how the flight should fly in the. Yeah, the 
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atmosphere so it's EUROcontrol they plan everything based on where are the 
different flights at which times so that's [00:02:20] basically what it is.  

In Copenhagen we have two different systems that the uses the ACDM and our 
stakeholders the ground handlers are the ones responsible for What's called the 
TOBT. Target [00:02:40] off-block times so they have to type in what time they 
are ready to push the flight then they do that in something called the a A-CDM 
portal and then we have something called the sequence manager which is kind 
of [00:03:00] calculating the entire sequence of all the departing flights. Based 
on the TOBTs that the ground handlers typing.  

Interviewer: May I ask you do I spell it correctly is it TOBT?  

Interviewee: we actually have a video that we've [00:03:20] developed for the 
airport.  

Interviewer: Oh really?  

Interviewee: It's on YouTube, and I think you should maybe have a look at it. I 
could send you the uh the link just so I remember it then you will see how. 

How ACDM works in Copenhagen airport the the biggest [00:03:40] problem 
with a ACDM right now is that it's not harmonized between all the different 
airports so basically people have implemented it as they found the best way or 
suited them the best. 

Interviewer:  Okay, so it's really subjective. We could say based on the airport. 

Interviewee: Yeah a lot of [00:04:00] my time in the daily goes with having 
meetings in Brussels with EUROcontrol and the other airports in order to try to 
harmonize the concept. It's a big problem for the airlines that it's not the same 
way [00:04:20] throughout the entire or all the airports meaning that there are 
different rules  

Interviewer: there are different rules. 
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Interviewee: So for one airport they have to do this and for another airport. 
They have to do that, and it's just difficult for them to remember and sometimes 
that just results in delays [00:04:40] yeah,  

Interviewer: and may I ask you if um if the system or the set of rules have 
been uh created as you mentioned before in Munich Airport by EUROcontrol, so 
how is it actually possible that there are these discrepancies between the airport, 
so who is the one who's maybe [00:05:00] changing slightly these rules.  

Interviewee: We are trying in EUROcontrol to try to harmonize them we have 
um recurring meetings in a group called the ACDM harmonization task force 
yeah, but basically it means that we meet up discuss [00:05:20] different topics 
and try to get harmonized, it's a big problem. Especially with the some of the 
German airports because they were the ones who implemented the first so they 
think that their way is the right way to do it  

Interviewer: okay  

Interviewee: another problem. Is [00:05:40] that EUROcontrol didn't really 
have a guide saying. This is how you should implement it, so someone calls at 
the TOBT as I said. Others knew something called the TSAT, which is targets of 
approval time, [00:06:00] and then you can just yeah implement it kind of the 
way you want to the different roles that you have to send DPI messages to pass 
departure planning information messages back and forth with EUROcontrol you 
had to do that but, Basically, it doesn't really [00:06:20] say when you have to 
do it, so we need some kind of way to harmonize things and in order to do that it 
costs a lot of money because people have already implemented different systems 
as I said we have two systems, so if we need to change something it will cost 
some money. 

[00:06:40] Interviewer: It would cost a lot, and it would be the same also for 
the other? 

Interviewee: Exactly.  

Interviewer: Oh, everyone's reluctant  
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Interviewee: yeah, there's airports in Spain Portugal, Sweden Norway. I mean 
it's a lot of different countries, and it's just difficult for people to get harmonized 
about [00:07:00] it and well basically just to to get aligned 

Interviewer:  to get it lined yeah, and could you say maybe when you when 
you mentioned that it causes delays is there any statistics about the how big of a 
delays are created [00:07:20] because of this or it's more, just ? 

Interviewee: We don't really have that right now, and that's mainly the 
airline's who say that it's a problem.  

Interviewer: Okay, so it's mainly the yeah, so they say it's an issue, I believe in 
my maybe they fly from one airport to the other. 

Interviewee: Yeah. Yeah, yeah exactly.  

[00:07:40] Interviewer: And do they also have to adjust um, maybe uh the 
way they they communicate when the airport's based on the country where they 
are for example if there's a assess flight from Copenhagen to Stockholm does 
that mean that the because the [00:08:00] ACDM uh is overall very different, 
and so does it mean that the the crew and also the control tower in the 
conversation go on our different? 

Interviewee:  The processes could be different. I actually think that the in 
Stockholm. Call it TSAT  Copenhagen we call it [00:08:20] TOBT. So that's 
depending on when should we call  ATC Naviar? That's ATC okay? Um and um 
that would be different from the pile. 

So in one country, they have to call out one time stamp and in other countries all 
the airports. They have to [00:08:40] call it other time stamps, so they need to 
look in a chart that a provider gives them with the different information um 
which uh every airport provides, but that is also a problem. If you look 
[00:09:00] at from the airline perspective they would like that this information 
is the same and structured in the same way overall from each airport, so it's easy 
for this chart providers to just take out the information. 
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They don't know anything about ACDM, and they're not supposed to know 
anything about  ACDM the [00:09:20] manual is 350 pages so they just need. 
Uh the different highlights in order to provide this sort of pilots, and then it's 
also one of the topics that we have discussed in the harmonization task force, 
and that's just one of the issues that people don't want to get aligned on 
[00:09:40] and I don't understand why because that cannot be the biggest issue 
to just deliver some basic information to the airlines in order for them to yeah, 
it's easy for them,  

Interviewer: so do you have any idea why there? This problem with  

Interviewee: um some of the other countries say that it's a matter [00:10:00] 
of that it is simply not allowed. Uh-uh they have to yeah. It's something about 
the like to change they have one structure, and they have to follow it and we 
have actually tried to align it or we are in the [00:10:20] process of aligning it 
right now. 

Um, but it has to go through different stakeholders so when I do a change. I will 
have to contact Kasper at Naviair  

Interviewer: really?  

Interviewee: And talk to him and asked if he agrees if he has any changes, so 
it's kind of a long process to do some of [00:10:40] these changes. It's just it's 
not that smooth unfortunately smooth. 

Interviewer: Yeah, yes, goes to and could you say that for example even in this 
case it you would propose a change through how many stakeholders 
approximately what it have to go.? 

I [00:11:00] mean, it's okay.  

Interviewee: There will be like between five and seven  

Interviewer: between five and ten yeah, okay.  

Interviewee: I'm not completely sure but yeah like approximately yeah.  
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Interviewer: Okay, may I ask you previously When you mention the chart 
providers. It just for me um [00:11:20] to double-check with I understand it. 
Chart providers are individuals who are on the ground. 

Interviewee:  No. No okay, providers. Don't really have anything to do with 
the airport you they are paid [00:11:40] to deliver some information based on 
something called it AIP, which is something every airport has it has all the 
information about everything in this example Copenhagen different frequencies 
you have to call when you are as a pilot [00:12:00] in the airport you have to 
have um. An agreement with a crown hand in order to operate. I mean a lot of 
different things that you just need to follow and the chart providers work for the 
airlines to deliver information to the pilots [00:12:20] so when you as 
a pilot comes to an airport you will get I mean it's basically a chart 
where you get here. 

That's the chart. That's how it works in this airport. Okay, then they 
just. Quickly can read through how things work. I don't know actually how it 
works in you know daily life, but I assume that they just [00:12:40] provided it 
through emails or I don't know and then they get all the information so the pilot 
don't have to look through the AIP themselves which is a huge document. 

Interviewer: Okay.  

Interviewee: so they work for the airlines to to pick out the important 
information on how to upgrade in this airport  

Interviewer: I [00:13:00] see. So once again it really depends of what Airport 
operating  

Interviewee: exactly exactly, but as a pilot. It's different from airport to 
airport. You have the ACDM airports then the ACDM airports differ because it's 
not harmonize, but you can also come to an airport which is not an airport, and 
then it's [00:13:20] completely different, so it's important for them to know how 
should I work today how should I call e.g. 
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Interviewer: So do you could could you give me an example for example that 
if it's not an ACDM airport. What would be different? 

Interviewee: They work at the principles [00:13:40] called first come first 
served so when you can. It's your turn, and then ACDM its first. It's um best 
plant best served, so that's basically yeah, that's basically the difference. 

When we were not in an airport you just [00:14:00] called and if you were ready 
you had the permission to just push go out to the runway. Okay, which could 
cause in bottlenecks at the runway. Uh, but also environmentally. It's not that 
good that [00:14:20] it's just the out there. Just fueling away. So that's why 
ACDM was implemented also due to environmental things. 

Interviewer: Yeah, this is very nice. I had no idea that. Uh it. Also had a lot to 
do but within the environment, but [00:14:40] especially if it's huge airports. I 
mean because there could be really many.  

Interviewee:  you don't want the aircraft to bundle up at the runway and just 
fuelling away so. That's that's what the system does its calculating that that we 
are not in that situation. 

Interviewer: I see yeah, I see so that's [00:15:00] why if all the ACDM airports 
were alive. It would really be extremely like much more efficient, but could you 
say for example the Copenhagen airport in particular? Do you know that in 
comparison before and now after the implementation? Has it helped when it 
[00:15:20] comes to efficiency and Effectiveness? 

Interviewee: We haven't really had statistics that we have looked at saying 
that that's one of the uh one of the goals that we have but um one of our 
directors actually stated it [00:15:40] in an article a few weeks ago that ACDM 
has caused more efficient. More efficient flows so I will guess I Guess I haven't 
so I can forward it to you. 

Yeah, thank you um, but it's in Danish, [00:16:00] but your time.  

Interviewer: Yeah, it's fine 
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Interviewee:  and it has been I wouldn't say a long process because actually 
Copenhagen is the airport in you who is implemented A-CDM.  

Interviewer: Really, yeah, okay?  

Interviewee: Um and it's I [00:16:20] think it's due to the culture. We have in 
common other countries have difficulties with stakeholders and cooperating and 
collaborating which is one of the yeah, you know collaborative decision-making  

Interviewer: yes,  

Interviewee: um and in [00:16:40] Copenhagen we always have had 
that collaborative spirit. So that was why it went kind of smooth and 
but it's still an issue for especially the ground handlers who have the 
most work with this. They have to update this timestamp as I said the 
[00:17:00] TOBT. It's in another system as they normally working, so 
they have two different systems now that they have to align and 
update  

Interviewer: and that's an issue. yeah.  

Interviewee: Yeah,  

Interviewer: I see I see okay so when we talk about the [00:17:20] concept of 
ACDM could you could you please tell me whether actually uh? What are the 
steps of the whole ACDM like what we talked about. This is the one and this is 
Step 10? How It Ends could you like describe it?  

Interviewee: You have the different [00:17:40] milestones in the ACDM. Have 
you seen that uh?  

Interviewer: I have yeah. 

Interviewee:  We don't really use all the time all the Milestones um, but in 
general. It starts out with the Airlines and getting what's called a slot, so they 
request the slot, [00:18:00] and they have the same slot for an entire year on 
this day and this time. And then when we get to that time they file what's called 
a flight plane which in ACDM language is called the estimated off block time 
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the  [00:18:20] EOBT then in our system seven minutes before the EOBT we 
have uh automatic calculated TOBT. 

You are not allowed to leave the airport if you don't have insert TOBT 
[00:18:40] okay. Yeah, so that's why it's the work for the ground handlers. They 
have to update this if they don't do that and the pilot calls Naviair, ATC. They 
are not allowed to lie so that will also cause a delay if they don't do that um. 
[00:19:00] Then 30 minutes before the TOBT you get the TSAT the target start 
of approval time quite often or almost all the time the TOBT and the TSATs are 
the same, but in situations like today when it's snowy [00:19:20] and we have 
deicing for example the sequence manager the system uh calculating TSATS. 
Based on how many aircrafts, can we uh have departing from the one way how 
many aircrafts needs to have deicing how long time does the deicing take 
[00:19:40] for each flight is, and then calculating the entire flow so we don't 
again have flights piled up at the platform city icezing platforms fueling away, 
and we will much rather keep them on stand as long as possible. 

So basically the [00:20:00] TSAT are the timestamp the the pushback truck if 
you know that that's the one pushing the flight back you have you can see it on 
the on the video.  

Interviewer: Yeah. Yeah, thank you I will check it.  

Interviewee: But you have a pushback truck, which is like the Towing Car 
exactly. [00:20:20] It's the exactly the TSAT is the time the towing truck is allow 
to push the flight so even though the TOBT is a 12 because that's when the 
ground handlers say they are ready.  

Interviewer: Yes 

Interviewee:  all the passengers are on all the packages are on the exactly 
everything is ready if [00:20:40] the if the TSAT is 1210 then they need to be on 
stand for that 10 min.  

Interviewer: I see yeah.  

Interviewee: um..  
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Interviewer: so that's why many times even when I personally fly people, 
passengers are like what's happening why are we not leaving this could be? 

Interviewee:  [00:21:00] Environmental exactly where we don't want to just 
use fuel not use and it's also saving for the airlines.  

Interviewer: definitely on the fuel.  

Interviewee: yeah. Exactly exactly so that's basically the flow in [00:21:20] 
Copenhagen then the pilot has to call ATC on the frequency plus minus five 
minutes within the TOBT. So you have a time window plus minus five minutes, 
so if you have a TOBT as well if you can call from 1155 until 12:05. 

[00:21:40] Interviewer: Okay. 

Interviewee: if you call outside that window. I have the information you need 
to update the TOBT. See you outside of the TOBT window. Okay, so it must be 
with ya the minute exactly, and if they are within the window ATC or Naviair 
they give them what is [00:22:00] called actual start up with question is ASRT. 
We have a lot of abbreviations. 

Interviewer: Yeah, ASRT. 

Interviewee: Yeah, actual start of request time. And then quite often just a few 
seconds after they give the actual start of approval time, [00:22:20] which is 
yeah you can you can go now when the truck towing truck is then pushing the 
flight you get the AOBT the actual off block time, and then you go out to the 
runway. 

Interviewer: I see ya so only when you go out to the runway and the last one 
that was AOBT.  

[00:22:40] Interviewee: Exactly, 

Interviewer:  okay, so once the towing truck helps to push the aircraft and like 
that's it? 
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Interviewee:  Then they taxi out to the runway, and then the last time stamp 
they get income hanging airport is the actual takeoff time which is ATOT 
[00:23:00] then they are done incoming, 

Interviewer:  so it was uh ATOT? 

Interviewee: Actual take off time yeah, I know it took me like half a year to get 
a bit every abbreviations get very very similar to [00:23:20] exactly and then I 
had to go in summer holidays, and then when I got back I couldn't remember 
any of those 

Interviewer:  believe you know, but thank you very much for the for the step. 
Now I can also imagine it in my head how does it actually work and what are the 
uh? Why what the actual rules and I see that the rules are [00:23:40] also strict, 
but there's definitely a reason for that especially if we have 20 aircraft, and if all 
of them, which is want to call whenever or leave whenever then yeah, obviously 
there would be a problem.  

Interviewee: Naviair uses it quite a lot actually. I don't have the screen in front 
of me. Maybe I [00:24:00] could. I don't know if I could find it actually, they 
have a system where they have all the stands in the system all the packing stance 
and when you are within your TOBT window it [00:24:20] will be marked with a 
green color if two flights park next to each other within the same to you TOBT 
window meaning that they could call whenever and want to push at the same 
time. They are actually planning the pushbacks, so you could push both flights 
without [00:24:40] interrupting each other.  

Interviewer: Okay 

Interviewee: so they're using it when they plan the pushbacks as well,  

Interviewer: okay, so so maybe if uh maybe we could plan an interview with 
Naviair. maybe it would  be beneficial if they had time.  

Interviewee: I would definitely do that with Kasper 
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Interviewer:  with Kasper because I think we interviewed Kasper like 
[00:25:00] twice two years ago, and he also really liked the outcome of our 
Bachelor project  

Interviewee: he's the expert I would say on on Naviair side, and I talked to 
more basically every day because we aren't close collaboration. Also. I mean we 
have all the same in regards to the ACDM, [00:25:20] but he has all the 
operational experience, and it's just nice to hear things from their side in order 
to to possibly change things. We had involved when a lot.  

Interviewer: Yes. Yeah, thank you definitely contact him. Yeah, [00:25:40] 
definitely I would because I actually wanted to ask you towards the end of the 
interview whether you had any names that could be potentially helpful for us 

Interviewee: definitely. Definitely. 

Interviewer:  It's Kasper, okay, all right. Thank you for that. Uh so the next 
question that I have here I believe that [00:26:00] I uh I asked you this already. 
Why was the system implemented, so I asked you this and who was involved in 
the process you told me  

Interviewee: internally? 

Interviewer:  Maybe both internally and externally  

Interviewee: um as I said the project was was owned by [00:26:20] the 
project manager in CPH um we had the it vendor which is Amadeus um, but we 
we had and we still have an ACDM group with the participants from the 
different ground [00:26:40] handlers in Copenhagen, but also in Naviair. Yeah, 
and in Copenhagen. It's only SAS Airlines who wants to participate as well. 

We have tried to reach out to some of the other airlines, but they are just they 
don't want to participate.  

Interviewer: Oh really but [00:27:00] do they justify why they don't want to?  

Interviewee: No they don't and we can't force them. I mean I would love if 
they participated as well and gave their input, but they're just they're not. I don't 
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know why maybe they don't have the resources they don't think that it's 
important, but SAS is very much involved in the [00:27:20] process.  

Interviewer: Okay, so SAS is part. 

Interviewee:  Then internally in Copenhagen. We have the department which 
is called Air Sign Operation which is actually also the department that I'm 
sitting in um, and it's the stand allocation team [00:27:40] which are the one 
controlling all the parkings in CPH, so they are also involved in the team leader 
Lone is  involved as well, so we kind of a lot of people involved in order to 
discuss the different topics  

Interviewer: sorry may I ask you was it air [00:28:00] site operations? Sorry.  

Interviewee: Okay, no problem yes, okay, so this is internally. This is 
internally the [00:28:20] operation. Yeah, but all the other stakeholders is 
external.  

Interviewer: Yeah, okay perfect. Thank you. Uh, so do you know whether 
before prior to this implementation of the ACDM? How did the [00:28:40] 
actual collaboration between the internal and external stakeholders work? 

Interviewee: I think it was pretty much the same to be honest, but it's before 
my time. 

Interviewer:  Okay. Yeah, because Yeah, you mentioned you joined two years 
ago.  

Interviewee: Yeah, yeah um, but I have the impression that it was basically 
the same [00:29:00] and but the information was not the same because they 
didn't have information a bit they didn't have the same information in the 
System, so that's the difference. 

Interviewer:  So could you maybe say that now, thanks to ACDM because 
there's more information available so about each and every aircraft could we say 
that [00:29:20] maybe in the long run? It could help actually also Airlines in 
order to know that okay, if they fly within a certain time. I change there's usually 
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when it's very problematic because there are many other flights and so on and 
so on.  

Interviewee: Definitely  

Interviewer: because if I'm thinking this [00:29:40] way then it should be 
good for them. Maybe to show interest and involvement because it's something 
for them as well  

Interviewee: agreed and the harmonization task force in EUROcontrol. We 
have Lufthansa represented as well as SAS so we have the big Airlines, and they 
are very much involved and have a lot of topics. [00:30:00] They want to 
harmonize, but in Copenhagen it's only SAS. 

 So it's not worldwide. or European wide that they are not involved. It's just yeah 
here.  

Interviewer: It is here.  

Interviewee: Yeah 

Interviewer:  I see I see perfect. Thank you. Uh next question that I have here. 
Um. [00:30:20] Yes. This is I already asked you this has the ACDM and change 
the way how this season's are made at the airport, and then you experience any 
obstacles, so you basically answer this question. 

Interviewer: Um then the next question we can sorry because when we started 
I didn't really go through 

Interviewee: no no no [00:30:40] it's not a problem so unbelief. I'm just 
yapping away.  

Interviewer: Um so uh could you tell me? What is the way of thinking in 
regard to making decisions based on a ACDM, so so could you say that actually 
when [00:31:00] decisions are being made? It really affected the way how 
maybe individuals or everyone involved in the process things about the actual 
decision-making process. 
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Interviewee: I want to say that I mean we still [00:31:20] have a long way to 
go looking at ACDM um a lot of the people working airside which. Besides the 
aircraft's the don't know anything about ACDM so all the guys working as 
package Lotus. Don't know what it's [00:31:40] about um, but to me is 
important that they know that the TOBT. 

When they see that timestamp, that's when they have to be ready, so if they are 
not ready they need to give the information to the ground handlers, so they can 
update TOBT so we can have an accurate time stamp [00:32:00] that we could 
actually trust um. We are still in the beginning phases of the implementation. 

I mean, it's been in production for almost two years now, but we still have those 
TOBT updates coming in last minute, [00:32:20] so we need to have the word 
spread that uh the sooner the better um, but when you talk to a ground 
Handler, and they say that the last 10-15 minutes [00:32:40] before 
you need to push the aircraft is the most crucial ones and a lot of 
different things can happen and it's really difficult for them to plan 
you have a flight where a lot of people bring hand luggage, and then it's 
you can [00:33:00] fit all the hand luggage into the flight, and then you have to 
put them down in the storage room and you're only allowed to lift one piece of 
luggage time going down the stairs, then you have to go up again. So it's difficult 
for them to to know when exactly can we be [00:33:20] ready sometimes they 
have technical issues, and they might take from one minute to an hour, and they 
don't know that I mean so they think it's really really difficult, it's type an 
accurate TOBT, but that's what we want to kind of. 

Interviewer: So this like the future plans  

[00:33:40] Interviewee: exactly and have all the stakeholders at one turn 
around be involved in that process because we have so many we have so many 
participants in one turnaround you need to get all the passengers out then the 
cleaning can start, then [00:34:00] you need to get all the baggage out then you 
can put on new baggage then you have to fuel the flight. 
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Then you have to get catering in the back of the flight and in the front of the 
flight. I mean there's so many different stakeholders involved in the turnaround 
process, and if you don't know that that timestamp is really [00:34:20] crucial 
in order for you to push back, and you need to be done at that time. You don't 
really care about it. 

You just work in the time that you have and don't look at it. So to me it's one of 
the biggest things that I really want everyone to know about this process, and 
yeah,  

Interviewer: so do you think they like the whole may be [00:34:40] internal 
culture has to change like the different things be emphasized.  

Interviewee: Yeah, I think definitely, but again. It's still really new.  

Interviewer: Yeah, do you do you think that there? We could set a you could 
set a date for like when it would work perfectly. Or is it too. [00:35:00] Maybe 
I'm being too optimistic about  

Interviewee: it's kind of ambitious, and if you for example participate in one 
of the harmonization task forces. This is the struggles that all airports have 
and we've been implemented for two years and Munich have been implemented. 
I think it's since [00:35:20] 2007 if I remember correctly or something like that 
so I mean it's the same issues that we're all struggling with. When when or if 
you're talk to Kasper he would also say that deicing is really difficult for them 
and that ACDM should have helped them more than they [00:35:40] think it do 
right now. 

Interviewer: Okay, so that's uh? 

Interviewee: Uh but again talking to all the other airports who have deicing as 
well Helsinki, Stockholm, Oslo. It's even worse than in Copenhagen so I mean. 
There will always be some difficult struggles, [00:36:00] and you can't always 
yeah, you can't find a way that to make it work. Just like that. Yeah, it will take 
some years, and I don't know 5 10 years. I don't know  
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Interviewer: actually this is something. I'm curious about to ask you, so uh 
what about North American airports do they [00:36:20] also uh you say ACDM 
or they have a different system? 

Interviewee:  they use it. But we are not sharing information worldwide. 

Interviewer:  Yeah, okay, okay, so it's so European collaboration. 

Interviewee:  Exactly and then they have their own. 

Yeah, it would be nice if it could be [00:36:40] worldwide, but it's not 
EUROcontrol is only for European countries. 

Interviewer: Just because if there are a long-haul flight thinking that again. 
It's a different set of rules if there is a plane from CPH to JFK.  

Interviewee: Yeah, yeah. Completely different.  

Interviewer: Yeah, I see I see [00:37:00] okay perfect. Thank you, so if we 
basically want to talk about successful airport collaborative decision making it 
would have to involve as you mentioned before harmonization of all processes 
also involvement may be bigger involvement of all stakeholders or maybe the 
yeah the airlines to yeah, and [00:37:20] also just basic alignment. What is 
needed. 

Interviewee: Exactly. 

Interviewer:  What are the priorities because for now it seems like there are 
priorities that are not aligned among different airports in Europe, so it's I 
believe that there are many things to be worked on, but it's great that you 
mentioned that [00:37:40] Copenhagen again was the fastest to implemented it 
because it really shows that the internal culture despite the difficulties that 
you're facing is really. 

It's very very much in alignment.  

Interviewee: Yeah.  

Interviewer: There were no huge fights among  
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Interviewee: no no no and then still aren't I mean people are really yeah 
discussing still and when we're not [00:38:00] aligned or agreed on all things, 
but I think it's we can talk about it in a nice tone, and then agree to disagree 
sometimes  

Interviewer: perfect. Thank you. Do you have any empirical data on the 
results of this ACDM for now that we could maybe? Look at  

[00:38:20] Interviewee: I don't think we have any not in relations to the 
implementation, but I could try to ask Morten who was the project manager um 
in order to look at the implementation, and yeah, I can try to ask him if he has 
any because to me. I'm mostly focusing on daily [00:38:40] operations  

Interviewer: of course  

Interviewee: yeah, but I can I'm trying to send him an email.  

Interviewer: Thank you. And if you had if you personally if we if we would 
imagine the scenario that this decision implementation doesn't have to go 
through five to ten stakeholders if you personally [00:39:00] could make a 
change that it would be implemented by the way regarding  ACDM give me an 
example of what would it be 

Interviewee:  so it would be a change to the to me. I would I would. I would 
make the change that when you update the EOBT [00:39:20] flight plan 
estimated off work time it will automatically update the target of time TOBT. So 
they are always aligned because today when you have the delays you as an 
airline need to update the EOBT. And then the ground [00:39:40] Handler has 
see that you changed it in order to update it. 

Interviewer: So initially the airline has to update it, and then the ground 
Handler has to see that it was changed and what if the ground had learned 
doesn't see it 

Interviewee:  then the pilot calls outside the TOBT window, and then they 
might get a yeah, what's [00:40:00] called calculated take off time which is 
basically a timestamp. You control gifts when you don't reach your initial slot, 
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then you get a later slot, and that is when you sometimes are out flying, and you 
they say well, we got a slot so we can leave for three [00:40:20] hours. 

Interviewer: I see so that happens. Yeah. Do you know that was like the 
biggest delay caused because of this you know putting in effort.  

Interviewee: No. I don't know that I actually don't know. And we don't have 
that many, but it would it would just it would [00:40:40] create a small smooth 
process for the ground handles because they need to update the TOBT when the 
EOBT is updated always and if the system just did it on their own that will be 
much easier for them.  

Yeah. We don't really have that many delays we don't have that many issues and 
Copenhagen. We don't really have [00:41:00] that I mean I don't. The statistics 
right now to show you but if we had I wouldn't be able to sit here talking to you 
right now. I mean then I would have a lot of work looking at statistics and data, 
and what went wrong and stuff like that so in general. 

I think it's going okay is but we could [00:41:20] definitely improve a lot of 
processes to do it more easily and better for the for the stakeholders. I would 
also love if the updates. The ground handlers do in their internal system will just 
go through so the ACDM and portal so we have kind of an interface between the 
two systems. 

We don't [00:41:40] have that today, so that is why the differing they work in 
two different systems, so they are not really that keen on ACDM if you talk to 
some of them because they just think it's one more process that they have to do 
in order to always update the TOBTs. So that would be perfect if we could have 
some [00:42:00] kind of interface between those system. 

It's into in the pipeline, but it's like two years or something like that.  

Interviewer: Okay, so again.  

Interviewee: It's it's just it's not just the right account. That's a problem so  
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Interviewer: again if this happen would would take that but you know what's 
the reason that there's not like [00:42:20] one systems while their necessity. 
Because of some privacy concerns, or is no. 

Interviewee: It's just that use one system to all their flight plans and stuff like 
that and that's just an internal system for the for the ground handlers, and they 
don't really they don't necessarily use the same system, so that could be 
different from ground [00:42:40] handles the ground and they choose their own 
systems or and then the ACDM system is one that we have given them CPH 
yeah, that's the system you need to work in. 

Interviewer: and my I ask you these ground handlers. Uh when they work 
they work from they don't work here [00:43:00] in the building. They sit over 
the airport. They said oh, yeah outside. They have offices where they sit in work 
and update. It's called Operation Center. They have different operation centers 
over in in the airport  

And lastly I would definitely have an app. Where you could update [00:43:20] 
the TOBT when you are next to the fly we don't have that today.  

Interviewee: Oh yeah,  

Interviewer: but that's again in pipeline, but it's yeah. Uh IT providers are not 
that fast implementing things. Yeah.  

Interviewee: Do you think that it would be will definitely [00:43:40] contact 
Kasper from maybe but now that you've given. 

Information especially about the ground handlers. Do you think that it would be 
possible for us to have like 

Interviewer:  I could try to contact Nikolaj to see if he would would be 
interested in using an [00:44:00] hour with you. He's working in CPH, which is 
the biggest ground Handler in Copenhagen and which is its SAS ground 
handling, but I can try to to send him. 
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Interviewee: Perfect okay, thank you, so I think that uh that was all there was 
all for the [00:44:20] questions, so I'm gonna stop this. 

 

Appendix 8 Interview with Nicolai Musante Larsen. 
 
[00:00:00] Interviewer: Yes, can we start?  

Interviewee: Yes of course you can. 

Interviewer: Okay Nikolai Musante Larsen, so could you please introduce 
yourself and tell me what do you do here at Copenhagen airport?  

Interviewee: Yes, of course? I'm Nikolaj Musante Larsen. Uh been with SAS 
for 17 years. [00:00:20] I haven't done the same for 17 years, but uh right now 
my position here is I'm Service delivery manager and as uh actually quite new I 
just started in that position basically. It's just another job title because I'm going 
to do a lot of things that I've been doing for the past ten years or so and that 
[00:00:40] is uh mainly work with projects and processes and that's on the land 
side part of the operation so that means passenger check-in and well what the 
person just is so I don't work with the luggage. 

I don't work with cargo and all that kind of. I'm of course it will aware of how 
the part of the operation [00:01:00] works because you know I have a lot of 
colleagues to talk to every day, and I get to see everything so of course that it's 
not unfamiliar to me, but mainly that's uh that's my main focus areas. 

That's the the passenger part of the process and that's it involves a lot of 
[00:01:20] different aspects. It's everything from like these years due to. You 
know we need to be more efficient than all that kind of philosophy. We are 
introducing a lot of self-service and so for instance the self-service bag is drop 
that was a project that I have been involved in that I implemented here at the 
airport for SAS. 

[00:01:40] Interviewer: So for your Norwegian and all the other airlines if it's 
someone else taking care.  
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Interviewee: Yeah, well, you know we are ground handling so we are part of 
SAS. But we are the ground handling part of SAS. So of course we do our main 
focuses of course SAS because ourselves sort of speaks is [00:02:00] by far the 
largest customer here at the airport and our handling advice. 

It's the biggest or biggest customer, but we also have other customers other 
airlines that we. So well Norwegian is not part of our it's not a customer with us 
there with Menses, which is another ground handling operator here the airport, 
but we do have [00:02:20] others. We have a Vido for instance from Norway. 

We have TAP from Portugal. We have Aeroflot from Russia. So you know we 
have a lot of airlines that we do handling for here at the airport. We do about 60 
percent of all the calls here at the airport. That's us.  

Interviewer: Okay, so that's the vast majority absolutely yeah. Percent okay. 
Oh right [00:02:40] perfect Nikolai. 

Interviewer: I could I please ask you if you could tell me something about 
what a ground Handler does and what are his main tasks and responsibilities.  

Interviewee: Yeah, well you could you say that we're actually the the 
representation of the airline of course at the airport. They do have their own 
station managers, and [00:03:00] and of course they can be here, and they can 
have what should I say the management right, but when it comes to actually 
doing a passenger handling.  

We check out the passengers we take care of the bags. We make sure they get 
loaded on the aircraft. We take care of the cargo and the mail and all that kind of 
thing so all the operational aspects. Um. That's that's what we do [00:03:20] so 
ground handler. 

Interviewer:  So operational aspects. I see okay.  

Interviewer: Is there any kind of risk involved in your job when you do it, so 
in case if something doesn't work out. What big of a risk can someone face in 
this whole process. 
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Interviewee: Oh well many risks. I mean [00:03:40] when what do you mean 
by risks like safety hazards, or business risks, are yeah? Well there are of course 
many many risks. 

I mean um taking from the safety side of things working at an airport and with 
Aviation our top priorities is safety it has always been and it will always be 
[00:04:00] no matter what safety always before punctuality and before service 
safety is number one so and of course we have seen over the years. We've had 
various cases of things that could go wrong everything from you know an 
aircraft that crash lands to uh to staff that the [00:04:20] fall on tarmac for 
instance, and they break their arms and so it's just an environment where a lot 
can happen in a lot will happen so so of course. We're very focused.  

So it's so that's for the safety aspect of things and for the risk. It's uh. Yeah 
absolutely. I mean the business risk aviation goes up and down mainly down 
you could say and [00:04:40] we've seen a lot of down. 

Interviewer: Oh really? What you see, or is that something that you that you 
observe through all the years? 

Interviewee: All the years I've been here is mainly been downhill, and we've 
seen a lot of Airline gone bust that's been you know major changes to. To 
[00:05:00] uh to the way people see aviation and the way aviation actually 
influences on people and it's it's you know ticket prices have gotten dramatically 
down  

Interviewer: That is true. 

Interviewee: so um yeah, and that's of course good for our customers for the 
passengers, but for the airlines  and everyone else involved here. 

It's tough business because you need to [00:05:20] focus and need to tighten 
your business all the time, otherwise you'll get bust so there is a big risk.  

Interviewer: It's true when I compare that I remember when I was five years 
old and I flew the first time with my family to London from Slovakia from my 
country. 
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We paid in Euros. It was like 1,000 [00:05:40] euros per person and now if 
someone pays 100 euros. Oh my God. That's expensive like because they're all 
these low cost Airlines and but even sad like when I take the student. Uh it's 
very cheap 500 Kroner. I want away, and I'm also thinking. All the costs that are 
involved in [00:06:00] actually flying somewhere all the people involved in the 
process. 

I'm like it's very costly so sometimes. I'm wondering how I can actually the 
airline's keep up with this.  

Interviewee: Yeah. How do we make money  

Interviewer: exactly,  

Interviewee: but we don't you know that's the point? We don't make money, 
so you know, it's it's very difficult. So uh. Yeah. [00:06:20] Well you would often 
see typical ticket for London know where it is. 

You would pay like a three or four hundred cronerss. Well. I guess more than 
400 actually just from Texas yeah, and then the rest is for the a line, and you 
need to pay for fuel you need to pay for of course every and etc etc so in the end. 
It's a it's it's difficult to make money at that. [00:06:40] That's a fact. 

Yeah, so um yeah,  

Interviewer: okay,  

Interviewee: but we're in for the challenge so yeah.  

Interviewer: So so you like challenges.  

Interviewee: Oh, yeah, otherwise we wouldn't be here. I mean we like changes 
and we like challenges, otherwise. We're in the wrong business.  

Interviewer: Yes definitely I believe that so do you [00:07:00] work in 
collaboration with other ground handlers, or is mainly the you do your work 
alone? 
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Interviewee: You ain't got you. You could say that we are for ground handlers 
area code, and of course. We're in competition. That's that's the way it is. But for 
that being said when it comes to um, you know [00:07:20] if we're in a project 
together with the airport like for instance A-CDM project, then we work 
together, and we talk with each other we give each other phone call if you need 
so there is what should I say behind the scenes talks with everyone of course. 

There is because that's the way we we figure things out otherwise it would just 
be you know we [00:07:40] need to it's a special environment at the airport 
here. You don't have anything like this. Anywhere else I mean what could have 
here with an operation and what it takes with a craft and and handling 
equipment and all that it's kind of special so if you don't work together. 

It would be a terrible mess, and it would wouldn't just work so in that sense we 
need to talk to each [00:08:00] other and we need to to make to make things 
work.  

Interviewer: Okay, so if I understood it correctly. You are telling me that 
you're both collaborating and competing. 

Interviewee:  Yeah. We're not yes, and you know. When we say collaborating 
we were um some things that we collaborate more than others [00:08:20] so for 
instance when it comes to to uh. 

Let's take like check-in for passengers. We don't collaborate on that area that we 
do our check-in and other handlers they do their check-in, but when it comes to 
equipment on the ramp for example there could be some areas where we use the 
same equipment. Okay, so um so in that sense you have different areas where 
you [00:08:40] can collaborate.  

Interviewer: Okay and if we talk more specifically about A-CDM yeah, uh do 
you collaborate there or or you don't collaborate if we can talk about this project  

Interviewee: you can see if we talk about the implementation of the project 
then then it was of course it [00:09:00] was um a project involving not only 
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airport and handlers, but others um participants from other areas as well, and 
uh. 

And in that sense we had a carburetor collaboration about it we could work and 
we sorted out together and everyone brought in something from their 
[00:09:20] organization and we learned from each other, but on a daily basis 
that an operational daily basis. It's not like it's A-CDM is not something we used 
to compete with each other  so you cannot say that we but we work 
independently uh we were made we work with our data, and the other handlers 
and other airlines they work with that. 

And we don't have access to [00:09:40] that data because it's none of our 
business so yeah the thing with A-CDM is that you have a lot of time stamps, 
which um should I say there could be sensible in a way because they could be 
misused so so that way they uh they're closed off. You don't only have access to 
see your [00:10:00] own data. 

The only data for the airlines that you handle, so there is a risk that they could 
be suicide. You know misused. 

Interviewer:  So all right. Okay, so if we talk [00:10:20] about your role as a 
ground Handler is your work more structure like is there a lot of structure in 
your work, or is there also a place for some spontaneous, uh work tasks 
throughout the day. 

Interviewee: Um what for me specifically? 

Interviewer:  We [00:10:40] can say for you specifically and for others to you 
may be compared. Do you have some information about that? 

Interviewee:  I will you know that well I would say that you know being in 
aviation. We are uh very much dependent on the routines and procedures, and 
you know SOPs standard operating procedures so so for our [00:11:00] 
operational part of. 

If you look at it from that perspective then it's very much structured and there 
isn't really room for a lot of uh, what should I say alternative methods of course 
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sometimes we do have for instance our station Deputy manager the highest rank 
on duty of course. We'll have to [00:11:20] take some decisions that the that 
may just be the right decision in the right moment but the. 

Seen from a ground staff, you know doing check-in whatever meeting the 
passengers. They would very much have to stay to standard operating 
procedures. They don't [00:11:40] have a lot of I should I say to go outside so, 
but that's the I guess that's nature this aspect of aviation. I mean you have to 
have rules you have to procedures that we follow otherwise things will go wrong. 
Yeah, [00:12:00] so that's you know that's for grinder, but for me personally. It's 
I'm you know I can whatever I have my own time. I involved in whatever. I'm 
involved in so it's a bit different for me being you know I'm with management 
here, so it's a it's different. 

Interviewer: Okay. That's different all right.  

Interviewer: Could you tell me [00:12:20] something about your involvement 
in the A-CDM implementation whether your views on it like was it difficult to 
implement it in the beginning, and how has it progress throughout the years 
right now.Because it's been two years.  

Interviewee: It's been at least two years. Yeah, well, actually you know we 
started. I don't know if Lene told you about this. It was before Lene started. I 
started [00:12:40] here at the airport quite a few years back. We started actually 
looking at A-CDM for the first time but. I guess at that point uh the involvement 
wasn't too big sort of speed you know both the airport and the ground handlers 
and Airlines. 

They weren't too interested in it, and then I guess EURO [00:13:00] control as 
well, so it stalled a bit and um and then a few years went by and then in about. I 
don't know what your 2015 something on that and we we started again, and it 
was decided that the CPH Airport was to become certified A-CDM airport and so 
um [00:13:20] and I guess that was actually you know major importance step 
being certified because that meant that we had to go that way, so it wasn't 
actually it wasn't a choice for anyone to be want to be part of this. 
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Yes are no everyone had to uh to join in and everyone had to to give it some time 
and give it an effort. Um so [00:13:40] um but in that sense, and I joined that 
part from 2015 and obviously in the beginning it was um you know A-CDM is a 
world of many many abbreviations and many times stamps and  

Interviewer: Yes lene introduce me to the world of abbreviations here since 

Interviewee:  so you [00:14:00] need to you know the first uh several months 
we uh we had to to understand what does it mean, what's the impact for us 
here? How does it? How does it actually fit into the operations? We already 
know today, and what changes need to be made, so it was a it was a bit of a 
learning [00:14:20] process in the beginning, but then after a while we all 
started to speak the same language if you know what I mean, and and we got it 
going and we found a model that could be introduced here at Copenhagen and 
and we worked on it. 

And um I don't remember the exact timeline, but it [00:14:40] was a summer of 
16. I think yeah, then we started here around June/July and we had half a year 
of of tests and then by December um same year or so January 17, and we got the 
finally certified, so we've [00:15:00] been uh certified for over a year now. 

Interviewer: Yeah, all right, so those tests was it you had to take the test or 
was it? 

Interviewee:  You could say we were actually um we were working in the A-
CDM environment so we were actually fully, A-CDM but we were not live so we 
were just [00:15:20] pretending being A-CDM but everyone put this in terms 
timestamps and everybody worked according to the rules excuse me and um. 

So, but it was just part of a what should I say a training period for half a year call 
it a test or a training period and we were of course a supervised by EUROcontrol 
learn this [00:15:40] processes here the six months, and and and they liked 
what they saw and finally we the airport was certified.  

Interviewer: Okay, so so can you please tell me how did the implementation of 
A-CDM affect you in comparison to how you worked before? 
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Interviewee:  Yeah, well it's it's [00:16:00] um. It's giving us some some extra 
work. Yeah,  

Interviewer: Extra work okay 

Interviewee:  That's for sure we have a the way we do it. It's a little bit 
different from from ground handler to ground handler. How we work with A-
CDM. How we do it practical but in our case we have a [00:16:20] back office 
support function that actually sits supervises the systems and the A-CDM 
updates the necessary updates, and it's been it's an extra task for them, but um 
we uh  

Interviewer: so before the implementation they didn't [00:16:40] do that? 

Interviewee:  Now they didn't do A-CDM wasn't part of their job, so it was just 
not something that they had to do something. They had to take care of you know 
the whole world of four letter codes, abbreviations and all that was just not it 
was not here so uh, but um okay, um as I said [00:17:00] before everybody had 
to do it we had to do an effort everyone had to to pitch in and of course we did 
that and and we also did it because we we believed in that that on the longer-run 
that we would actually benefit from from A-CDM so that we would. 

Get some uh some more [00:17:20] valuable data out of the system there, so we 
could uh should I say better plan our staff, better plan our operation and I talk 
about SAS right? Now. I'm sorry um and so, but we're not there yet. I mean we 
do have the data available, but um we're [00:17:40] not very good at working 
with the data. 

It's a bit difficult for us to uh to try to figure out. How we. We can make a 
maximum effort out of all of the data here, but of course for the airline for SAS 
it's it's they haven't been able to measure it, but one of the things that must have 
benefited us. That's [00:18:00] for instance the fuel consumption. 

Yeah, because we now have a you know in theory we should have better taxi 
times should have better you know. Times in the air and all that so so in the end 
we should actually use less fuel than than we used to [00:18:20] do so that way 
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there must be some profit or benefit from A-CDM, but it's very difficult to 
document, and we haven't been able to do that just yet so um, but um I'm sure 
we will we will get there eventually when we. 

Keep get a [00:18:40] deeper inside into the A-CDM data, and we figure out 
how to uh to analyze on those data that I'm sure we will see it has it has gained 
as somehow,  

Interviewer: so could we say that the A-CDM? Uh is a it's a little bit certain 
processes are little bit more difficult from what I understood now. You told me 
for [00:19:00] example the back office  that they have some extra tasks. 
However in the long run. It's very it should it should be beneficial for mainly the 
airlines in the long run  

Interviewee: it should and it should hopefully also give everybody involved in 
the turnaround and that you know talk about the turnaround. That's [00:19:20] 
you know the aircraft arrives and everything that happens before it takes off 
again, so everyone involved in the turnaround process that should hopefully also 
be better. 

They have a to say better feeling with the turnaround a bit idea of where are we 
and what's going on and are we going to make it on time? Yes, I know so um, 
[00:19:40] and it's you know. It's very difficult to put money on that awareness 
yes um so but that's just one of the side effects of A-CDM that you actually get a 
better understanding of the whole process of the whole turnaround but for for 
the back office function I mean. 

What they're doing is the supervising [00:20:00] system, and I need 
to put timestamps in and yes it's you know physical it takes a couple 
of seconds to put extra, but when you do it over the day, and if it's a 
very busy day and something happens in them and the problem is 
that if you don't update the A-CDM system, then it could have severe 
consequences for your operation so uh so [00:20:20] it's it's 
important to. 
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It's actually perhaps. It's priority number one to keep track of the A-CDM 
supervised system, and you know that's the the challenging part that when you 
introduce this new system here in and you tell everyone that it's very important 
to do it, and this is your first [00:20:40] priority, but you cannot actually tell 
them what the outcome is. 

Interviewer: I see so it might be a little bit difficult to actually find some 
inspiration? 

Interviewee:  Yeah, that's it. I mean you can always you know you can always 
explain it with uh. This is EURO control and what [00:21:00] A-CDM does is 
that it optimizes the whole operation and optimizes the airport and and by 
doing this we should be able to get more aircraft in to the airport and so you 
know people understand that it's a very very difficult uh. 

It's just something you just can calculate and say okay by this we gained a 
million extra. [00:21:20] Sorry two millions or whatever. It's just not the you 
cannot do that so but everybody knows that the of course if we can if we can 
squeeze on the operation and we can make the operation smarter, then it's 
beneficial for all of us. 

Interviewer: Okay perfect. Thank you, so can you please tell me why was this 
uh [00:21:40] why was A-CDM chosen to be implemented or who chose it, and 
why was it actually implemented.  

Interviewee: Yeah? Well, I'm sure Lene could actually tell you more about 
that, but the thing is that the EUROControl you know what EUROControl yeah, 
and um they had this idea [00:22:00] of. 

All airports are these days many airports within Europe within the EU uh to be 
A-CDM certified because the more airports that are A-CDM the more 
collaboration can be done and the more optimization can be done, so they would 
actually want as many [00:22:20] airports possible to become certified and and 
of course for them. 
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It was you know to have the major. Airports in Europe first of all get them 
certified so Copenhagen is a major airport. So It was obviously interesting for 
for for EUROcontrol to get the CPH along and then there were some and I'll get 
a bit technical. I'm [00:22:40] not into the details there, but but there were 
some was possible to get some support some financial support from EU when 
implementing. 

And of being certified and and CPH the game that the financial aid so uh so it 
was kind of paid from the EU the project here in Copenhagen [00:23:00] and 
Copenhagen airport having a um philosophy and strategy. Of being able of 
handling 40 million passengers within a few years. They also they obviously 
know that something has to be done because as it is right now we uh we don't 
even have 30 million passengers. 

As you can see it's still gets kind of crowded here. Not [00:23:20] only 
passenger side, but also on the aircraft side, so so you know every initiative that 
can be implemented towards being more efficient and working smarter and all 
that that's um that's absolutely something that has to be looked into and A-CDM 
is one of the tools to become more efficient, so I guess [00:23:40] that's a that 
was probably the philosophy for the airport to become A-CDM. 

Interviewer: Okay, I see I remember Lene she told me that there are twenty 
five airports in Europe that have implemented. So hopefully in the future. It will 
be more and more then I remember she told me that there many many airports 
and [00:24:00] Airlines as well are very hesitant towards 
implementation because it's also very costly so these are maybe the 
obstacles that prevent some from implementing it. 

So could you please tell me that how did uh? If you have some information 
about it of course if you [00:24:20] don't this can be a tentative question of how 
they the airport representatives, and the stakeholders internal and external 
stakeholders collaborate prior to the implementation of A-CDM so if you can 
compare it, just  
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Interviewee: um well um. [00:24:40] Well, I mentioned before we it was the 
project was set up and it involved everyone from from the airport itself to uh 
ground handlers and to air traffic control and and well  

Interviewer: be [00:25:00] a bit of a vague  question? 

Interviewee: No well. Basically there was something that was how we that's 
how we worked on that from the beginning. It was the project being set up, and 
uh and we met a couple of times a month, maybe once a week, [00:25:20] and I 
started mentioned before we had this initial ideas about what is this and what is 
our previous experiences with this because we as an airline we obviously had 
some. 

Stockholm had been working with A-CDM prior to uh to Copenhagen and 
thinking about it and Oslo were already certified [00:25:40] and of course we fly 
all over Europe and we get to fly into a lot of A-CDM airports so from our you 
know pilot perspective. They knew A-CDM and and they knew that it was uh 
even though the principles of course A-CDM is you have a set of rules you have a 
standard for what is A-CDM, but it's actually up to the airports [00:26:00] 
themselves how they want to implement it. 

As long as the output is the same, but that means that they can adjust it and that 
means that you do have different procedures at different airports, and how the 
pilot should communicate with ATC with air traffic control, so so the Pilot's 
perspective. They were a bit skeptical from the beginning because you know 
they said [00:26:20] well. 

We just this is a big mess for us because they're so big differences, and you know 
being a pilot of your like things being you know in a box, and yes being the same 
old way. So in so in the beginning. It was like you know we uh trying to to get 
information from each other from all stakeholders, and uh [00:26:40] how do 
we how? 

What are our experiences from other airports from other partners from other? 
Etc etc.  
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Interviewer: Did you face any obstacles in this process of the implementation? 

Interviewee:  Oh yeah we had I would not call them obstacle such, but we had 
a lot of issues that we had to uh to take into [00:27:00] consideration and. We 
need we needed to do to changes to to operational procedures, and it was not 
just a what should I say you know no off-the-shelf implementation absolutely, 
not we had to do a lot of tweaking and adjustments, and yeah.  

Interviewer: So okay, [00:27:20] and so do you personally think that the this 
implementation has changed the collaboration at the airport? 

Interviewee: Yes, I do. Honestly believe that that it has an effect. 

I [00:27:40] you know the um one of the principles of A-CDM is that if you are 
prepared well, and then you you get served well so um. 

Best plan serve that's the [00:28:00] The Motto we have for for the airport here, 
and that philosophy is extremely important because it says a lot about what 
aviation is.  You know being professional operation or whatever um so um. 
That's just you know if you just if  [00:28:20] you prepare yourself, and if you're 
will planed Etc. 

The end result will be the absolute best yeah, so I really like A-CDM as a tool 
towards being prepared and thinking about the operation and giving it some 
thought and I think a little bit ahead the idea [00:28:40] with A-CDM is that 
you were always try to give your best input into your best your best shot at 
departure time for instance so. 

In like a half an hour before and you say okay, what's my best idea of what our 
departure time going to be okay, and so that gives a lot of other people inside 
into [00:29:00] uh, okay? So how is it going with this flight on B5 for instance. 
Okay? That's where they are okay, so so a lot of other stakeholders. 

They can actually they can use that information and then they can optimize their 
production and so so that way, it's. It's a tool for everyone's who [00:29:20] to 
plan better. Okay, so not only to serve EUROControl, but also to serve your own 
organization and your own planning, and yeah so in that in that aspect. 
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I believe there's A-CDM can be very powerful tool. 

Interviewer: This is actually uh great what you're telling [00:29:40] me 
because my next question here is whether you could tell me. Whether there are 
any key processes, then you believe are needed in order to make the A-CDM 
implementation here at CPH successful. Yeah, so here basically you're telling me 
that it helps to be more time efficient and help save environment regarding the 
fuel [00:30:00] consumption? 

Interviewee:  Absolutely. 

Interviewer: Do you believe that there are any other key processes for 
successful Airport collaborative decision-making?  

Interviewee: yeah, well, you know I'm as I said before safety is our number 
one priority no question about that and A-CDM is not that's not so much 
relevant when it comes to safety to the be honest, but our second most 
interesting [00:30:20] priority. 

That's our on-time performance. 

Interviewer:  Yes. 

Interviewee:  Yeah, so of course if we can actually prove that by using  A-CDM 
we have better on Time Performance then so then that's a major motivation 
factor for. For the users of A-CDM and especially the airlines and the ground 
handlers, so [00:30:40] I don't know if that answers your question, but? 

Interviewer:  It does it does it does perfectly. Thank you. Uh, what is my next 
question um oh, I already asked you that whether you could explain if there has 
been a change in the way to make the decisions we already talked about this. 
And actually I think [00:31:00] you mentioned this too. I would like to ask you 
whether you have some empirical data on the results of A-CDM, so this is the 
thing that you're working on right now. 

Interviewee: We don't have anything on. I cannot show you anything on paper 
right now and not because I don't want to share it, but the thing is we don't have 
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it. I mean we um [00:31:20] we we strongly believe that the that there is. And 
there are positive results out of A-CDM, but we can just kind of document it. It's 
it's very difficult for us to to take out the data, and and have them analyzed on 
the way, so they show us  

Interviewer: So maybe if we're here [00:31:40] five years later it will look 
differently than it looks now? 

Interviewee: Hopefully. Yes. Hopefully yes. Yeah, but maybe actually the 
airport already might have some data that they can present. It says okay before 
A-CDM this was a scenario and after A-CDM this is where we are now, but lean 
and should be able to help you with that if that's from an airport perspective but 
from [00:32:00] an airline perspective. 

It's just not the we're not there yet um so no and the reason it's so difficult for 
you might have other airlines who have another on this but for SAS. It's being 
you know we have we have three bases and Copenhagen, Stockholm and Oslo, 
and we just we just work with A-CDM so differently. And these three [00:32:20] 
airports like I said before, SAS you have a certain delivery you need to deliver to 
your control, but how you do. 

It is up to the tools are in the airport itself, and it's just so different. They set up. 
We have so we cannot. Uh you know we need to first of all to um to to look at the 
data from all three airports. We have to [00:32:40] to look at the simultaneously 
and see okay, so what's the end result here and here and here, and then it's just 
it's just not possible for us to. 

To get a valid the valid output, so... 

Interviewer:  Okay, I see that's true because SAS that's mainly Stockholm, 
Oslo and Copenhagen so let's [00:33:00] see so so the A-CDM is different even 
though in Scandinavia it's different because it uh the differs each Airport from 
the other airport.  

Interviewee: Yes  

Interviewer: the way they implement it. Okay. 
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Interviewee: Yeah. 

Interviewer:  So could you tell me that if you had an opportunity to change 
something regarding A-CDM, what would it be? [00:33:20] What would make 
your work maybe easier, or what do you think would be a better change for the 
future? 

Interviewee:  Yeah? Well um? I don't know how much information you have 
about it already, but we one of the things for instance we had these we have 
what is called the docking guidance system. 

Which is [00:33:40] a system that when the aircraft arrives at the gate. Tell the 
pilot how many meters before you need to stop to your aircraft, and there's a 
system that is mainly just the display and for quite a long time we ask the 
airport to put up one of the timestamps the time, so it's called TOBT, target of 
block time, to have that under GGS system because [00:34:00] we believe that 
that would be of major importance for all the stakeholders in the turnaround to 
be able to actually see the TOBT time, which is one of the most important time 
stamps. 

Um and finally we got that and then that was so we got a lot of positive reactions 
from everybody that okay, finally it's here. Thank you very much.  

Interviewer: Yeah,  

Interviewee: yeah, and so so [00:34:20] that's you know one of the things one 
of the things that has been done in order to be able to perform better in the A-
CDM world, but the next step perhaps. 

That would be to be uh to be more digital about the A-CDM process, and you 
know. [00:34:40] Looking at turnaround today. It's it's very old school in many 
ways. You don't see anyone running around with a mobile device tablet or 
whatever and keeping track of time stamps and putting in time stamps and all 
that it's just not there yet, so um so that would be a way to evolve that would be 
to to have some [00:35:00] apps or whatever um programmed and produced so 
all users could be more digital in a way because that way. 
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You see the A-CDM processes the A-CDM concept is all about time. 

Interviewer:  It's all time.  

Interviewee: It is yeah, and the faster you you were able of giving an input to 
the [00:35:20] system the better the output is again best plan best served so and 
to be even better to plan than it would be obvious to have some digital tools to 
do this so um so that would be I believe major Impact for the A-CDM process 
here in  Copenhagen.If that was the way to look [00:35:40] at things. 

Interviewer: Okay perfect. Thank you, so could you please tell me: what are 
the biggest challenges to A-CDM, so before I ask you: what obstacles, did you 
face during the implementation, but if we can talk about the concept of A-CDM 
in general? 

Interviewee: Yeah, well.  

Interviewer: What are the biggest [00:36:00] challenges connected to A-CDM 
and if there are any? 

Interviewee:  Yeah, well um it's not like.. 

Interviewer:  Because Lene. She mentioned many from like her perspective. 
She talked a lot about how difficult it is to sometimes navigate to mention 
[00:36:20] TOBT as well how there can be miscommunication between pilots 
between the.I don't really remember who everybody's involved because I don't 
have my notes here.  

Interviewee: Oh, yeah. 

Interviewer:  But she mentions she mentioned those kind of challenges, so 
how do you perceive it?  

Interviewee: Yeah... Well [00:36:40] um yeah, I see Lenes point if we if we 
were to be 100% perspective 100% effective on the A-CDM process, then we 
would still have a bit of a way to go. 
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Because yes, we do have uh challenges when it [00:37:00] comes to our 
Communications part, but then again, that's because we don't have the 
necessary tools to be able to communicate. Yeah, because you see when be um 
the key players in the A-CDM in the turnaround for you know you have for our 
perspective. We have the back office [00:37:20] personnel as I before then we 
have the pilots. 

Then we had the loaders, and then we have the gate staff, the gate manager, so 
it's actually at least four functions that needs to talk and that's only within 
ground handling, and then we need to coordinate with the CPH with Naviair, 
with EURO  Control the end with the airlines operation so they're actually a lot 
of stakeholders [00:37:40] into just one single departure or arrival. 

So of course it can be uh challenging to get communication working and get 
everybody to talk to each other. Because that's just only one flight. It's 200 
flights a day happening all the time so uh and of course from [00:38:00] time to 
time it slips, and we don't get the necessary updates, and we don't get the 
necessary information so so in that sense of course there are many many still uh 
difficulties in the in the A-CDM and working with A-CDM but... 

Interviewer:  [00:38:20] So could it be as you mentioned that if things were 
more digital the processes, it's could also affect... 

Interviewee: Yeah it could be automated because one of the other yeah... I 
could have told you before but it's a little bit technical, but what happens if a 
flight gets delayed then we need to uh we send what is called a delay [00:38:40] 
message operational thing. 

And we do that because we need to advise our operations. I mean that goes for 
all our lines or all airlines that our own individual operations where they sit for 
SAS. We say in Stockholm, but TAP Portugal they sit in Lisbon and et cetera et 
cetera. 
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So you need to send out a delay [00:39:00] message. It's an order so the flight 
plan can get delayed and of course the operations are need to take care of 
passengers as well because what would have if the flag is an hour delay. 

What should we do with the passengers connecting flights that we need to pay 
out care and there are a lot of uh of of things to think about when when a flight 
is delayed. Um [00:39:20] so so so sending a delay message, that's the that's the 
thing we've been doing for ages, but now we also need to update the TOBT 
system the A-CDM we updated the TOBT and why is this not this not just 
something that happens automatically. 

I mean when we send a delay the TOBT should be updated. The other way 
around when we update [00:39:40] the TOBT a delay message should be sent 
automatically, because that would optimize the the whole process and that 
would make it a lot easier for the handlers, and we would minimize the risk of 
forgetting to do updates in the and just the output would be just be more valid 
in reality so um so you know that there could be [00:40:00] another idea. It's 
not an idea because we already put it in as it was actually uh we put it up as a 
need to have issue from the beginning.  

 But there's so many difficulties in doing the programming and getting the 
systems to talk to each other so it's difficult, but that would be one of the one of 
the issues one of these solutions. That would [00:40:20] actually you know 
prevent us from from doing mistakes and did that answer your last question. 

Interviewer: Yeah, yeah, Nikolai a bit and actually I do know. Have any more 
questions here right? I think I've asked you everything so I think [00:40:40] we 
could turn that off. Thank you. 

 
Appendix 9.1 Interview with Kasper Naess-Schmidt part 1 
 
[00:00:00] Interviewer: Yes, okay perfect so um so may I kindly ask you to 
tell me your name and your occupation?  
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Interviewee: my name is Kasper Næss-Schmidt. Kasper Næss-Schmidt. Do 
you want me to spell that out?  

Interviewer: No no no that's fine. It's fine thank you.  

Interviewee: My title is Head of Procedures as of Naviair in Copenhagen 
Airport. I suppose usually when I go to these around tables I have to tell people 
what I'm doing because I suppose my title doesn't really quite cover  what I'm 
doing uh my main occupation I suppose you say in English is that actually   the 
whole the day-to-day [00:01:00] operation of Naviair is my key area and my 
operations and all the things that I needed known as we keep running so that is 
uh new procedures obviously. Uh, but also go to procedures and sometimes 
these procedures turn out to not be working. 

 Also. It's it's a development of our existing system, so if somebody turns to me 
and say Kasper we have this issue with this systems that uh wouldn't it be 
something else in order to improve the daily operations. 

I was probably I would have to consider what the what the pros and then try to 
figure out a good way to implement if [00:02:00] I and the rest of (inaudible). 

So when A-CDM came around obviously that was gonna require some changes 
to the operations. So I came along so that it quite didn't busts. 

Interviewer: Okay? Okay? Okay? All right perfect. Thank you, so how many 
years have you been working at Copenhagen airport?  

Interviewee: Oh, I've been I've been also when I'm not Head of Procedure. I'm 
a ATC controller from Naviair I've been doing that for a little bit more than 20 
years now. 

20 yes yeah, so you can figure out the math how long but for the last almost six 
years, I have been [00:03:00] Head  of Procedures.  

Interviewer: OK. So for the last six years you've been Head of Procedures. UB 
hello procedures, okay? So uh could you can you maybe me tell me something 
about Your Role when it comes to the implementation of A-CDM and maybe 
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some history about it, so how is it implemented and your view about it when it 
was implemented 

Interviewee: I quite didn't understand - my what? 

Interviewer:  About your uh your role when it comes to... 

Interviewee: Ah I got it. Um well initially we were I think we were all a bit 
sceptical about uh the whole I guess the idea behind the A-CDM and the reason 
for the whole project so so well [00:04:00] initially I think it was just. 
Something that was put on us to be part of it by the airport to ask our opinions 
about personal project but rapidly became apparent that it was not something 
that was going to go away. 

So instead of you know staying a skeptical. I was uh I decided to take it on board 
and to get involved in order to to make sure that the final product or something 
that was was uh as beneficial as beneficial for us as possible so my role became. 
I guess that's because when we started out in the projects we had to spend. We 
had a few guys up from EURO [00:05:00] control. 

They have this machine with two guys named David. Unfortunately, I forgot that 
last name, but I suppose I could give you contact if you want to find out that 
manage. They showed up and was uh they were invited by Naviair. I mean that's 
our side of the ATC provider. And your company name is Naviair so so we 
invited them up, and they also had a few guys from the airport finally called 
correct one of them was was last year sure and I'm I don't really recall effectively 
our first one anyway. But at least it was like a two, anyway so. We had that day a 
mini Seminar or something so we were quite well prepared, [00:06:00] once 
CPH kick started the A-CDM group I suppose you can call us and so so we but 
we had a pretty good understanding of A-CDM opposed to properly the rest of 
the people in that work group. So we spent a lot of time in the beginning talking 
about what was going to happen on the different milestone and stuff like that 
and that was quite a frustrating time because we at least I already knew exactly 
what was the idea behind A-CDM was. 
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It was and we had sort of explain that over and over again to rest of the 
stakeholders, the workers so I suppose my my role that is and has always been 
the [00:07:00] one part of of ACTs the side. That's the official role but I suppose 
it fairly quickly became explosive balance quickly became a quickly became the 
guy who understood the operational aspects as well as the technical quite well. 

And that's not the exact miniature technical aspects like how each was sort of 
system booz would transfer its data message from whether more like the person 
who understood processes going on and then why it's little process was 
necessary. And as fast as we buried ourselves into that data got to understand 
these things and I could focus more on the [00:08:00] operational Concepts, 
but but uh yeah, so it was not something that was pointed out that I had to be 
the main A-CDM guy for Naviair just sort of came about as a project developed  

Interviewer: all right all right, so I see so it wasn't really planned it was 
something that just happened. Yeah? 

Interviewee:  Yeah, okay 

Interviewer: And uh so you're a part of Naviair, which means that uh when we 
talk about the this A-CDM implementation your role is different than from the 
other members of Staff  at Naviair, does it differ? What you do? 

Interviewee:  Well the other members of Naviair was mostly uh from my for 
my group in the tower appren so that was something [00:09:00] from the tower 
who was the first couple meetings but then rapidly they realized that that the 
main change was going to happen in the appren area and not for them. 

They fairly quickly decided that they were not going to spend a lot of time on 
that then uh along along for some of the meanings was my colleague in the 
in  Head of Procedures Business for Appren, her name is Bodil Ragn. She was of 
Air and she participated in some quite meaningful meetings there and my boss 
of my group, his name is Michael Nikolajsen. 

 He was there also for some important meetings like when we had meetings with 
uh with Amadeus the software provider, our systems provider. So when they 
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had these bigger meetings for [00:10:00] sometimes. You know we had issues 
with for instance Amadeus didn't want to put in a support for the third Runway 
across the runway, initially. 

So in order to potentially sort of understand that that we meant we were not 
going to be working with the system without the third runway so mostly it was 
me participating in A-CDM meeting. I had tried to consider as much or as many 
development meetings and sometimes Bodil was and when whenever you know 
when the big system was about to take place or if we had  serious issues that we 
felt were not being heard I asked for backup from my boss.  

Interviewer: Okay. 

Interviewee:  Or, even the boss of the tower, in some [00:11:00] very rare 
cases, but mostly that was the structure.  

Interviewer: Thank you. Uh so my next question is um do you work in 
collaboration with management with ground handlers, and whether there is any 
kind of collaboration involved uh in connection to A-CDM? 

Interviewee: Oh well there is not so many such. Not a such a big Corporation 
from outside directly with the with anybody else but. 

But the airport. And that would be the A-CDM coordination who has the same 
coordinator road. So we talked to them and they talked to the handlers, mostly. 
But sometimes we do call the handler directly when they make 
mistakes for instance if they update the [00:12:00] time a long time 
after they have called us and they have been waiting in queue for de-
icing for instance, but sometimes the handlers will update TOBT anyways 
which gives major delays for that particular fact when they aren't updating the 
TOBT. 

So then we might call them and just to tell them that if they keep doing this you 
are going to keep delaying this by until tomorrow or at some point when there's 
nobody else. And then they realize that they have you know ''I'm making 
mistakes and stuff'''. So no, it's not something that we do often or directly you 
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know, as that is SAS. You know as an A-CDM you know it has an affect on our 
job. [00:13:00] So it's explaining to them ''when you do this it has this affect on 
our system, and it might delay flights if you don't update TOBT according to you 
actually estimated time. 

Interviewer:  Okay. All right all right I see. So  could you say that there is a 
risk involved in your job on a daily basis? 

Interviewee: In my job? Well at the moment risk is a funny thing is that it's 
not. It's always a little bit dangerous. 

 
Appendix 9.2 Interview with Kasper Naess-Schmidt part 2 
 
[00:00:00] Interviewee: Looking only at the traffic picture in that moment in 
time but then also we have to now we also have to before we make that 
judgement. Figure out whether that is inside the time frame, A-CDM time frame 
and that was something that we [00:00:20] build into our systems so our main 
and A-CDM is what's called an ANUSP. Into our systems so that once we look at 
that aircraft we might not have been really looking at it from an operational 
point of view before the time that the he actually [00:00:40] calls say now, and 
then we have to make that all traffic situation so. 

Figure out whether we can accommodate and traffic wise, but at the same time 
we also have to look at the time frame. To see inside the system whether which 
is supposed to get off block or [00:01:00] to get block so but that is an extra 
factor, which does not that before and now we have to sort of accommodate that 
at the same time. 

We have the medicine risk. Some sort of risk because we would have to do 
something extra which we are [00:01:20] did not before so that's sort of might 
take away. our focus on on the track situation and we sort of take a little bit of 
that. If you look at the whole ATC businesses is a mental [00:01:40] capacity 
kind of game so as long as the traffic controllers not using 100% of his or her 
mental capacity then it is fine, but the glass becomes full and runs over. If you 
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look at the mental capacity sort of metaphorically [00:02:00] speaking. As a 
glass of water.  

And not that it's not full, It's fine because we have extra capacity left still, but 
once that glass becomes full and water starts to spill out then it's not good. We 
try to avoid that at all times in the time. And every times we'll try to put 
something extra in that glass [00:02:20] becomes a little more full and that 
leaves less room for. For the actual mental picture of the airtrack so if we talk 
about so that so that's in in a normal situation. That's what happens. But then 
what happens in doing winter times when we have [00:02:40] deicing going on 
in Copenhagen we are deicing on the lowest platform but also on another 
platform were only four aircrafts can maximum be deiced at a time, on all these 
small platforms but one platform has got two lanes for category C aircrafts 
[00:03:00] versus medium size which is fine. I don't know if you are familiar or 
not familiar with our category sizes of effort, but a Boeing 737s and Airbus 320s. 
That's not so that's about that type of effort this category C and then turns into 
[00:03:20] category D, and that's the first is smallest like a Boeing 757. So from 
A Boeing  757 and upwards in size. So when we are deicing since A-CDM we 
have to to [00:03:40] split the system A-CDM system sort of deciding for us 
when we have to move. 

 The problem with deicing and those local forces that each platform is operated 
by different deicing companies. And according to the agreement that the airport 
has made with the [00:04:00] deicing companies. We have to take each aircraft 
to their respectful or to the their of their handlers so there are some aircrafts 
that have signed on the agreement with the Menses  we have [00:04:20] to take 
them to the Menses deicing platform so the queue for that platforms become 
longer than 21 minutes, then we'll put that so if the aircraft calls and the system 
to take us out of the queue for this platform is now 25 minutes. 

Then the system will start to look at other [00:04:40] platforms if that has a 
shorter amount of delay. If that is the case the system will perform a swap and 
take them closer to the air track control, that will be us, to move that aircraft to a 
different platform and that's something that also changed [00:05:00] before 
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that it                                                                                      was uh the whole deicing 
sequence and all that was very manuel thing. 

And it was based on first come first serve so the one guy who calls first that's 
number one then comes number two and so forth. So now there's a and then we 
did a some [00:05:20] adjustment call. You know so now I think that how long 
it takes to deice each aircraft takes five minutes - okay so the cue for each 
platform needs to be longer than four aircrafts so when the aircraft called, okay, 
we would uh would swap that aircraft to some other platform [00:05:40] if we 
thought it was a good idea.  

And then from that point on we would  keep swapping aircrafts in between all of 
platforms not considering whether each aircraft are delayed, but it was a long 
adjustment and then once we start swallowing we were swapping between all 
[00:06:00] platforms until the need for each platform went away. Then we 
would start over again. Bu the now we have to follow the system and the system 
doesn't care weather it is a good idea practically swap an aircraft from one 
deicing platform to the other [00:06:20] so we might have one aircraft from the 
east side of the airport going to the most western deicing platform, and then 
then after the deicing is completed has to go back to the past runway it was 
supposed to. And when the system does that is it's only it's a [00:06:40] very 
simple thing for the system is just you know a very millisecond decision. and it 
will do that if the if the gain is just one minute erratically, but when you have to 
check in aircraft across fifty appren uh with a very complex layout and 
[00:07:00] you know that that's good chance that that theoretical one minute 
Improvement may turn out to be a five-minute delay. 

Because it'll wind up on a busy morning or busy traffic situation complex traffic. 
Just close everything down, and [00:07:20] that's something that the system 
has for the time being at least not supported and it's something that we're trying 
to, or going to try to send into the system in order to make the system more, I 
would not say understanding, but we will try to build in a logic that sort of 
support, when we have a [00:07:40] complicated traffic situation it's gonna 
favor those platforms that are actually closer to the particular stand of that 
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particular operation in order to in order to ease the complexity of that. But that 
was a really long sentence.  

Interviewer: Yeah, but [00:08:00] is that the reason why you saying that it's 
not always best plan served because of the for example this uh irrational illogical 
swap of aircraft when it comes to the deicing. It that the reason why you say that 
it's  

Interviewee: I like [00:08:20] that you caught that. That's one of the reasons . 
There is another minor issue that we did not solve, which is you should have 
spoken to Lene about. But that is something that the happens when when the is 
when the handlers are updating the TOBT, and they don't know exactly the 
reason for the delay. The only [00:08:40] thing that they're looking at they're 
looking at the at the six ACM portal on their webpage and they scan for aircrafts 
that are you know uh going to run out of the TOBT window, and they're just so 
when they see [00:09:00] "oh now there's only two minutes on some of the 
TOBTs and it's going to run out. I'm gonna update the TOBT time without doing 
anything. I'm just going to do it, and hope it departs within the next TOBT 
window and then for some reason is the aircraft is not push inside that TOBT 
window. 

There [00:09:20] goes the updated TOBT again and they have to update the 
TOBT again. We call it rolling TOBT and that I think those who do that is not a 
really thinking about it. They didn't really have a plan. So They had a plan and it 
didn't work. And now they have no clue what that plan is that just updating 
because nothing is happening the aircraft is not pushing so [00:09:40] they 
don't grab the phone and call the guys and my theory is that the hand - doesn't 
call the guy in the same to figure out what's going on. 

They will just update it because usually it gets it becomes our place within the 
next time or sometimes they will. Keep pushing it to be five [00:10:00] minutes, 
5 minutes, 5 minutes for quite a long time until they actually called make a real 
estimated delay, and I think that that is one of the things that this problem or 
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and also a reason for for them to update it to see after the aircraft actually has 
called us and our way for [00:10:20] some sort of traffic. 

And they don't look at that they just they just stare at the TOBTs and the current 
time and they update that without even thinking about what what is the whole 
idea of ACDM why they have to do that is just as something that they have to do 
and they do it without [00:10:40] thinking. I think that is an issue and I think 
it's really hard to sort of get that right initially when you kick start when you 
start out with because because the guys in the I [00:11:00] mean the handling 
companies. They don't really understand much why and it's not their primary 
concern. Their concern is to get the passengers on the planes and to get them 
out, and I'm ready for the next aircraft and A-CDM is just uh a little stone in 
their shoe that they have [00:11:20] to deal with and until they start realizing 
that actually when they do if they Supply that best guess of course the initial key 
should be their initial best guess, but once they realize that is [00:11:40] not 
going to happen then then the next best guess. This currently not always as good 
as it should be.  

And I think that is the reason that is not necessarily the best plan best serve 
thing because they do get served at some point in time, but right now the system 
is actually not punishing is not the [00:12:00] right word but but if you have a 
character and state and those who are who have a good TOBT and from my 
point of view I guess not for the whole reason behind A-CDM, which is to 
enhance or utilize the airspace over Europe [00:12:20] as best as possible. They 
need more than five minutes. Uh, you know I mean if they changed the TOBT . 
That's a six or seven minutes before that initial TOBT and updated to their best 
guess. Then it's fine for me because I don't start to consider an aircraft before 
the actually [00:12:40] inside their TOBT window. 

Because that point in time I have a little green box behind the behind the TOBT 
analysis from that point in time. We start to consider that and an aircraft that is 
so ready that I have to [00:13:00] to keep him in my mental possel of the traffic 
situation, so let's say an aircraft calls him ''be by'' and then he calls to say I am 
ready for push back and the guy on the neighboring aircraft stand on the that it 
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has a green box [00:13:20] around the TOBT then for me that aircraft so already 
that I'm gonna give the push back clearance to "be by" him to show their in 
order to make space one other aircraft but I am going to tow the other so I can 
push these as well so for me. Once B7 become ready because then I can push b7 
as well. So for me if they updated the TOBT or B7 because the realize two 
minutes ago [00:13:40] before the aircraft is not going to become ready until in 
10 minutes. Yeah instead of instead of in seven minutes. 

 Then that three minutes would become something that could actually serve the 
push back for B5 as well [00:14:00] because he would have a shorter push and 
he would probably sav e a and minute in time because the TOBT was updated on 
B7 a coincidence they planned, but they were updating it before it even got 
inside the TOBT window for me that would be a great improvement. 

I think it would also help [00:14:20] the airports. The standard location to make 
better plans, but of course the sooner, that the handlers  have a good plan and 
an updated a plan into the TOBT into the system as early as possible as precisely 
as possible. I know those two [00:14:40] factors sort of act different and in 
different directions. 

Of course they always want to have a good plan as early as possible if it works 
out, but what I think needs to be done, is that when they [00:15:00] update a 
TOBT, and they're doing it later then inside the I mean once they are inside 
the  TOBT window then I think that, I think that. Later updates should sort of 
present itself [00:15:20] in the TSAT, system, should hand out a TSAT which is 
not as good as it could be if there are other aircrafts who had a better plan or  
who has a TSAT at the same point.  

In order to for them to realize that there is actually [00:15:40] a risk of updating 
the TOBT that late, which is that which it might turn out to be an even more 
delayed because they're pushing it and so I think that would uh that will help 
because the real heartache or the real concern [00:16:00] would then be  how 
much should that translate into because if if you if you move if you if. After the 
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delay of this aircrafts TOBT it  might sort of [00:16:20] make a what they call a 
sort of a tsunami effect so that it is maybe the TSAT of 20 other aircrafts. 

 Because they all all all the capacity is used in the next half hour or so no so you 
see what so do I have to give him half an hour delays because he was the one 
who [00:16:40] not who didn't appear to his plan? 

Or should we just give him a five minute delay, and then hope that somebody 
else also gets delayed somewhere down the line, and I think that is the main 
reason that it was not built into the system, but I think in order to in order to. 

give the handlers some sort of carrot [00:17:00] to make a best guess early on I 
think we need to have some sort possibility of carrot when they update the 
system. 

Interviewer:  I see I see perfect so actually the next question that I have 
relates [00:17:20] maybe to what you've been talkin about because I would like 
to ask whether you think that there is a place for spontaneity in your job or 
whether there is strict structure? 

Means can you do something sometimes that you just decide you can adjust 
kind of your work of [00:17:40] course we're talkin in the A-CDM related tasks 
or whether there is a strict structure all the time.  

Interviewee: I think that's something also that was the reason for our 
resistance initially, and I think it's been an issue for many of my [00:18:00] 
colleagues that now before we were we could just one already we didn't have to 
consider anything else then the strategy situation, and you know if we were 
happy with whatever you know sometimes. 

They had weird requests for something, and then we could just focus on that 
and nothing else. And now we're actually... So if a pilot tell us "I'm ready, but 
[00:18:20] his uh he's calling 20 seconds after the TOBT window should we 
then really tell him to go back and update his TOBT, or should we let him go? 

And I think that is something that is really tearing people up inside to tell an 
aircraft who has [00:18:40] been fighting to become ready, maybe I was busy on 
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the radio for the the last minute, and he couldn't get through. And now he is 
calling and he is outside should I then ask him to update? And I think that is 
uh? I think a big Freedom Challenge, and [00:19:00] I think it's a huge reason 
for people resisting or you know being reluctant to sort of take ATM on board as 
something good. Because at least on the ATC side that the they [00:19:20] are 
now restricted  to avoid that in the work, but your question. 

I think we still have Freedom I think we do in a huge way because we have said 
to some people that I know if at the end of the day you have to do this, but at the 
end [00:19:40] of the day what it's most important is actually that we handle the 
traffic, but you have to at least use these timestamps, and and uh if if they're not 
if the aircraft is not appearing to adhering to to to [00:20:00] be A-CDM 
procedures and the ATM timestamp that they have. 

Then they are not following procedures, so it's not like it's not like you are doing 
something wrong so you go back and update that TOBT. It's actually them who 
are doing something wrong by calling you outside that window, and and it's not 
like that [00:20:20] 20 seconds later when they call it 20 seconds after the 
TOBT between actually five minutes and 20 seconds late. 

Interviewer: Oh...  

Interviewee: And when you and when you say that. It's a different kind of way 
of looking at it I guess, but when you say that to a pilot he goes "um yeah, well, 
[00:20:40] okay. I will update it"  

Interviewer: okay.  

Interviewee: They think of that 10 minutes window as their window, but I 
suppose, but if you if you consider the reason behind its actually to predict as 
best as possible a Target take off time [00:21:00] and as soon as they're behind 
schedule so speak. 

After the actually TOBT time then that Target  take of time is also gone to be 
updated at least when they pushed and updating the claim in the EURO control 
system, [00:21:20] so they are not actually just 20 seconds late but actually 5 
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minutes and 20 seconds late, but, and I think when you when you say that to 
that about the delays they understand. 

But if we still have freedom? Yes, we do still have freedom. It becomes an issue 
[00:21:40] when we  when we when we sort of exercise our freedom especially 
during que time like the typical only at Copenhagen at least when we have de-
icing.  

And let's say we have no traffic movement at all [00:22:00] but we have maybe 
four or five aircrafts who has TOBT timestamps that are very close to each other 
and they all need to be de-iced, and then we maybe it's we have two aircrafts 
who are inside that TOBT window right now, and then the third aircraft goes 
[00:22:20] into the TOBT window and he calls me in some of the first seconds 
of this TOBT window, and he "says I'm ready now", but two other aircraft before 
him,  they did call ready, but they would hold the queue for the same de-icing 
platform because the have a queue and he has the third best [00:22:40] TOBT 
will also have the third de-icing slot at the deicing platform. 

But he is actually ready before anybody else to move. There is no traffic? Why 
would I ask this guy to wait for 10 minutes on stand I'm saying when he actually 
went. I have no way of knowing when the first to [00:23:00] act with the best 
TOBT is actually gonna become ready. They Might be missing a passenger, and I 
don't know and then in two minutes. 

They will update their TOBT and this guy will now become no. 1. But then I wait 
for 2 minutes of the time, or is that could maybe even seven minutes or eight 
minutes, something like that. What [00:23:20] we're doing right now is that 
we're actually just pushing that aircraft. The sequence manager, they have an 
ATM software does not update that TSAT time of those who did not receive 
them in the order that the [00:23:40] system thought it was. 

 And that is one of the things that we're going to change because that then it 
really becomes half the guys in the front line. The ATC controllers to figure out 
"so okay now I push this one aircraft  and he was he had a TSAT in 10 minutes 
put I am pushing him now because nobody else is ready. 
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Interviewer: Yeah... 

Interviewee:  And then I [00:24:00] have to remember that the next aircraft 
that I push, I can push that value, but then the third aircraft who  actually had 
maybe he was the one that the system though was going to be number one he is 
actually calling me as number three now what at what time should I push it the 
[00:24:20] system is saying I should have pushed him  two minutes ago, three 
minutes or something. 

But now his number three and what order should  I  then,  when should I push 
him? Because TSAT  has not updated and that is something that we are we have 
identified as an issue, and it's something that we're [00:24:40] gonna fix and it 
has a high priority because it's getting a lot of problem what we should do in 
order to get around this problem is that we should update the TSAT, but since 
[00:25:00] we are not setting with a fingers in the ATM sequence manager all 
the time. So our  main concern is actually sending the first we don't uh deal with 
that we have we want the system to understand our way of working. We'll do as 
few inputs into our system [00:25:20] to any system in order to satisfy a 
systems need, which basically, so yes. 

We're doing still have freedom, but it's it has become sort of amputated or a 
little restricted. It was emphasize it on any restricted on means with it's some 
sort of restricted so people [00:25:40] are some sort of frustrated about thar. 

Interviewer:  I understand, but I do understand now that you're explaining to 
me the issues that you're dealing with I see that there are some flaws in the 
system that may actually cause. You know definitely certain job back, and I 
know [00:26:00] that the one of the main purposes or one of the goals of A-
CDM was actually to lower fuel consumption and become more environment 
friendly however now that you're telling me that there's a need to update TOBTs 
when someone calls you 20 seconds later 5 minutes and 20 seconds later pilot 
that [00:26:20] actually I'm wondering whether this saving of fuel consumption 
is actually valid in this context if this happens. I'm not really sure but? 
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Interviewee:  When they're calling us at that state in time and it's only the 
aircraft that have started the [00:26:40] engine and if we have a situation 
where. When they actually need de-icing they have to call us but before they 
start the engines. 

So mostly it's only a [00:27:00] delay in time not a delay in in fuel consumption 
all idea the whole idea for them to update the TOBT is . When they update the 
TOBT the system will update the TSAT, so he says uh if we are out of capacity of 
either at the deicing platform or Runway capacity [00:27:20] then the system 
will issue a TSAT delay, and then then especially if we're having a deicing 
situation then we will not push the aircraft before the TSAT, and then once that 
TSAT is up. 

When at least in [00:27:40] theory if and if all the the calculations are right, 
then the aircraft should be able to taxi to departure faster than they would 
before because we would we would uh because our go mindedness I don't know 
if you are familiar with that term, but [00:28:00] that's something that's fairly 
recognized in the ATC world that we are very gominded  trying to make 
everything operate as soon as possible or when a pilot calls us telling us his 
[00:28:20] to ready for push or for departure. 

We're trying our best to accommodate these requests and that and we're doing 
this without for the environment and for fuel concerns we actually just trying to 
accommodate the pilots [00:28:40] wish - which now is the end actually and the 
Pilot is asking for push as soon as fast because he wants uh to inherit that little 
check marks in the in the systems that his on block on time or are as close to on 
time as possible, and a ATM delay is not [00:29:00] something that is a reason 
for a delay or  at least for the not for the airlines, and I hope that's something 
that is going to change because I'm saying because there's no point in pushing 
and starting the aircraft senses, and then waiting for 20 minutes. 

Interviewer:  Yes. I see, definitely definitely [00:29:20] I agree with you so 
may I ask you Kasper  how many years have you been involved in the field of 
collaborative decision-making? 
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Interviewee:  Well collaborative decision making has been around 
Copenhagen for many years it has been , uh. [00:29:40] Something that was at 
least something that we were supposed to do. I think that that the most of the 
time we have been working out of out of uh everybody's best interest and trying 
to to make that all uh stick [00:30:00] into our daily operations both summer 
and winter mostly uh. 

I think most mostly we have been successful in in making everybody's needs and 
requirements happen without  any [00:30:20] problems, but it has not been 
something that we have been sort of taking much concern about this. It has just 
been something that were you know people could call us and say "hey we have 
this issue, can you can you help us out"? And we would try to accommodate that 
and I think [00:30:40] it's actually to a large extent really the case still and I 
think and I think the A-CDM spirit of sort of doing things together. 

It is still still somewhat challenged. As  A-CDM [00:31:00] is still new and the 
thing is we have a daily daily challenge when we have de-icing. The time is set by 
the people in the stand allocation uh unit at that small element that we 
[00:31:20] tested the airport for a standard allocation target . They are actually 
punching in the deicing times based on the actual deicing times and based on 
the weather, and it's not their main concern that main concern is to get aircrafts 
on [00:31:40] stand and to make sure that they are that they have a plan for 
that, that is as good as possible, and then the secondary task, but once that time. 

This Too Short if you translate it into change into huge huge issue for us, and I	
think	that	[00:32:00]	that	we're	not	good	enough	at	talking	to	each	other	to	figure	

out,	you	know	what	should	the	deicing	time	be	that	the	time	be?	

That	 is	 the	 best	 plan	 for	 that.	 For	 us	we	 are	 not	 looking	 at	 that	we	 assume	 that	

they're	doing	 their	 job.	And	 then	when	 they	have	a	big	que	 for	deicing	when	we	

were	not	supposed	to	have	any	que	with	the	A-CDM	and	[00:32:20]	now	we	have	a	

queue	of	four	aircrafts	maybe,	then	we	start	to	wonder	"what	is	going	on?".	"Why	

do	we	have	a	queue?",	 then	we	 look	at	 the	deicing	 time	and	you	 see	 it	 is	 set	 for	

whether	 category	 1,	 which	 means	 frost	 with	 no	 snow	 and	 the	 snow	 is	 pouring	
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down	and	we	have	a	blizzard	going	on	and	we	have	weather	category	one	and	 it	

should	be	maybe	[00:32:40]	have	been	category	two	or	category	three.	

And	and	if	it	becomes...	So	that	is	a	big	concern	for	for	me	because	then	we	have	uh	

a	long	queue	and	which	is	not	good	A-CDM	as	we	were	promised		by	introducing	A-

CDM	actually	we	have	[00:33:00]	told	the	handlers	and	the	airlines	we	are	gonna,	

with	this	tool	 	we're	going	to	give	you	this	and	we're	not	going	to	spend	as	much	

time	queueing	with	the	engine	running.	

And	now	we're	looking	I'm	looking	at	my	windows	and	a	long	queue	in	front	of	the	

deicing	platform	path	and	I'm	wondering	"why	is	[00:33:20]	that"?	Then	I	look	at	

the	deicing	time	and	I	see	in	my	opinion	too	short,	and	then	I	called	I	get	frustrated,	

and	 I	 call	 the,	not	me	personally,	 but	 the	air	 traffic	being	 	needs	extra	being	and	

that's	 right	 controller,	 and	 I	 shouldn't	 but	my	 colleagues	 are	 gonna	be	doing	 the	

same.	

I	don't	know	about	that,	but	I	[00:33:40]	as	far	as	what	I	hear.	I'm	fairly	sure	that	

they	 call	 and	 they	 are	 not	 being	 very	 patients	 with	 these	 guys	 that	 are	 in	 the	

entertainment	 of	 sort	 of	 ordering	 you	 have	 to	 change	 the	 in	 time	 because	 I'm	

having	a	big	problem,	and	you	have	to	change	that.	But	 the	spirit	of	 them	should	

have	been	[00:34:00]	that	once	the	snow	started	falling,	I	should	call	them,	and	you	

know	 make	 a	 plan	 with	 them	 about	 weather	 that	 weather	 category	 should	 be	

changed,	what	our	needs	are	and	they	could	tell	me	what	their	needs	are	and	what	

their	 concerns	 are	 and	we	would	 have	 a	 uh	 you	 know	a	 [00:34:20]	 constructive	

dialogue	about	 this,	but	we	don't	have	A-CDM	and	collaborative	decision	making	

enough	in	our	blood	yet	in	order	for	us	to	make	that	call.		

Before	we	have	a	problem	we	deal	with	our	problems	when	you	see	them	and	

when	we	have	problem	we	[00:34:40]	start	thinking	so	what's	the	reason	for	

this	problem?	I	pushed	a	lot	of	aircraft	before	their	TSAT?	No...		I	did	not	and	here	

and	causing	me	great	pain,	and	it's	a	huge	puzzle	for	me	to	to	make	it	work	with	a	

because	 the	 system	 [00:35:00]	 is	 moving	 from	 their	 ideal	 deicing	 path	 to	 some	

other	deicing	path	that	is	giving	me	some	delays.		
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	Because	when	they	are	reaching	that	the	deicing	platform	and	then	there's	a	que	

then	we	 become	 frustrated,	 and	 I	 think	 so	 that	 that's	 [00:35:20]	 something	 that	

still	needs	to	change	so	we	that's	what	we	need	to	do	as	a	ATC	provider	 .	And	uh	

standard	 locations	 needs	 to	 take	 that	 role	 as	 A-CDM	 coordinator	 and	 needs	 to	

become	 something	 that	 is	 much	 more	 pronounced	 and	 something	 an	

actual		[00:35:40]	they	take	on	when	the	end	of	the	room.	

Now,	 I	 am	 the	 A-CDM	 coordinator.	 I	 have	 certain	 tasks	 related	 to	 this	 new	

role	that	 I've	been	giving	which	is	different	than	what	 it	used	to	be	and	the	

ground	 handlers	 should	 be	 not	 sitting	 in	 an	 office	 updating	 the	 TOBT	

[00:36:00]	because	it's	over	due.	They	should	be	actually	updating	it	out	on	

each	stand	same	thing	and	and	sort	of	handle	the	responsibility	to	a	certain	

person	at	the	at	the	at	the	boarding	and	loading,	so	 in	charge	of	 that	whole	

operation,	and	they	should	should	if	possible	bring	the	[00:36:20]	pilots	into	

the	game	as	well	and	to	make	them	also	 take	ownership	of	A-CDM	and	and	

the	 one	 thing	 that	 the	 airport	 did	 to	 support	 that	 is	 that	 they	 installed	 the	

systems	 that	 displays	 the	 A-CDM	 time	 stamps,	 and	 I	 think	 that	 has	 been	 a	

help	[00:36:40]	and	it's	gonna...	Some	of	 	the	pilots	staff	did	not	even	notice	

that	they	had	this	time	stamp	right	intro	of	their	eyes	all	the	time	and	when	

we	 tell	 them	 that	 oh	 their	 are	 like	 "oh	 do	 that	 is	 that	 it	 means.	 I	 was	

wondering	if	it	was	the	TOBT	time".		

"yes	 that	 really	 is	 the	TOBT	 time	you	have	 to	 [00:37:00]	 call	 inside	 that	window	

plus	minus	5	minutes".	But	 	if	you	can't	do	that	then	ask	the	handler	to	update	 it	

sooner		if	you	realize	that	that's	not	working".		

"Oh,	okay.	Thanks.	That's	a	good	point.	I'll	take	that	onboard",		

You	 know	 something	 we	 hear	 that	 all	 the	 time,	 so	 it's	 just	 a	 slow	 slow	

slow		moving,	but	I	think	[00:37:20]	that	if	we	and	we	are	going	to	take	to	stick	to	

it		because	that	is	the	EU	law	but.	

But	 it's	not	something	 it's	not	a	change	 that	 that	happens	overnight	because	 just	

because	 you	 have	 the	 A-CDM	 procedures	 based	 you	 have	 systems	 in	 [00:37:40]	
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place	 the	 collaborative	 decision-making	 is	 actually	 I	 think	 the	 hard	part	 about	 it	

because	you	have	to	start	sharing	your	concerns	and	problems	and	also	we	have	to	

realize	your	concerns	and	problems	before	it	actually	turns	into	a	problem	so	that	

you	have	you	know	 thinking	ahead	and	more	 than	we're	used	 to	and	 [00:38:00]	

that's	not	only	for	us,	but	it's	concerning	everybody	involved.	

Interviewer:	 	I	 see	 so	 so	 just	 to	 go	 back.	 So	 could	 you	 um	 thank	 you	 for	 your	

answer,	but	I	feel	like	I	have	missed	the	point	of	the	number	of	years	that	you	have	

been	involved	in	A-CDM?	

[00:38:20]	Interviewee:	Oh	I	forgot	to	ask	about	that	wasn't	that	a	question	with	

more	questions,	I	think	it	was	a	question	with	more	than	one	question?		Sometimes	

I		go	down	a	path	and	forget	

Interviewer:	 	don't	worry.	 It's	 very	 really	what	you	 telling	me	are	very	 relevant	

examples,	and	I	thank	you	for	that	that	you	really	explain	that	to	me	in	[00:38:40]	

depth.	It's	just	I	would	like	to	know	the	number	of	years	so	that	I	can	make	a	note	

about	it.	

Interviewee:	Let	me	try	 to	remember	because	 it	really	depends	when	you	when	

you	 say	 yeah,	 so	 the	 reason	 for	 that	 was	 me	 going	 off	 the	 sideline.	 I	 was	 that	

collaborative	 decision-making	 [00:39:00]	 has	 always	 been	 on	 our	 plate,	 so.	 If	

you're	asking	Naviair	officially	then	we	have	always	dependent	questions	that	we	

have	 been	 having	 a	 collaborative	 decision	 for	 the	 last	 20	 years,	 but	 the	

collaborative	decision	making	part	has	been	[00:39:20]	with	our	ATC	Supervisors	

with	 	calling	 the	 airport	 and	 the	 meds	 service	 and	maybe	 SAS	 and	 some	 of	 the	

other	 Local	Airlines,	 and	 they	would	have	 a	 five	minute	 chat	where	 the	ATC	 are	

"we're	predicting	zero	delays	today,	ATC	wise.	We	have	we	[00:39:40]	are	at	100%	

capacity	that	a	storm	front	passes	through	so	that's	going	to	create	the	some	of	you	

problems	because	and	you	know	maybe	we	need	to	use	the	cross	Runway,	so.	So	

looks	 to	 expect	 some	 delays	 because	 of	 that	 because	 so	 we	 can't	 deal	 with	

100%	 	[00:40:00]	capacity	on	 just	one	runway	so	stuff	 like	 that	would	be	sort	of	
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coordinated	at	the	at	the	start	of	the	shift	or	maybe	start	of	date,	but	for	us	it	has	

been	more	of	a	you	know	a	general	collaborative.	

Not	 decision-making,	 [00:40:20]	 maybe	 but	 small	 collaborative	 information.	 I	

would	say	from	our	side,	then	everybody	would	pitch	in	with	what	they	have	uh	on	

the	day,	and	maybe	let's	say	SAS	said	okay,	so	we	get	these	delays	we	have	a	flight	

to	Zurich	how	has	the	night	corfu	tonight.	We	might	if	we	are	running	[00:40:40]	

into	trouble.	We	might	call	you	and	say	and	ask	for	you	to	prioritize	that	particular	

that	particular	flight	in	order	to	for	him	to	reach	his	night	corfu.	Or	something			like	

that	 and	 then	 the	 supervisor	would	 say,	 "okay,	well	 essential	 you	 can	 call	me	or	

you	 can	 call	 the	 controller	 directly,	 and	we	 [00:41:00]	 will	 try	 to	 accommodate	

that".	

	So	 it	has	has	been	more	of	a	collaboration,	 if	you	call	 that	collaborative	decision	

making	 then	 yes,	 we	 have	 been	 doing	 that	 not	me	 as	 personal	 but	 Naviair	 as	 a	

whole	has	been	doing	that	along	with	with	the	stakeholders	of	the	airport	for	many	

years,	 [00:41:20]	 but	 A-CDM	 	involved	 in	 doing	 that	 only	 since	 	 A-CDM	 was	

introduced.	 I	 think	 that	 that	 I	 would	 I	 would	 say	 that	 at	 least	 now	 we	 have	 a	

collaborative	decision-making	philosophy	build	[00:41:40]	into	our	procedures.		

I	 think	we	didn't	we	didn't	 have	 that	before	 at	 all.	Now	we	have	 started	 that	uh	

movement,	 and	 I	 think	 it's	 gonna	 become	 we	 can	 gradually	 and	 slowly	 become	

better	at	doing	that	but	[00:42:00]	it's	still	not	there.	

Interviewer:	 	Okay,	 alright	 perfect.	 Thank	 you,	 so	 could	 you	 please	 tell	 me	 um.	

How	 did	 the	 airport	 Representatives,	 it	 could	 be	 internal	 and	 external,	 	and	

stakeholders	 collaborate	 before	 A-CDM	 so	 what	 [00:42:20]	 changes	 have	 you	

observed	that		were	different	before	A-CDM	and	after	A-CDM?	

Interviewee:	 	I	 think	 that	 once	 we	 started	 actually	 working	 with	 A-CDM,	 we	

started	to	collaborative	uh	at	least	to	share	information	and	share	knowledge	and	

[00:42:40]	 not	 only	 to	 share,	 but	 also	 to	 pinpoint	 our	 differences	 for	 instance	

before	there	were	something	called	EOBT,	estimated	of	block	time,	and	when	you	
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ask	all	the	stakeholders	around	the	table	each	of	the	stakeholders	each	side	would	

have	[00:43:00]	a	tiny	different	perspective	on	on	what	was	the	EOBT	actually.			

if	you	asking	the	ATC	guys,	We	would	say	that	is	the	estimate	of	block	time.	That's	

the	 time	 to	 estimates	 when	 	to	 push	 the	 aircraft.	 If	 you	 are	 asking	 the	 gate	

[00:43:20]	 agent	 the	 EOBT	 it	 would	 be	 the	 time	 that	 they	 have	 to	 the	 boarding	

would	 end	 and	 so	 you	 see	 if	 you	 asking	 the	 pilots	 in	 the	 cockpit.	 He	would	 say	

that's	the	time	that	the	that	the	the	doors	are	closing	or	maybe	that's	the	time	that	

they	remove	the	bridge	if	you	ask	the	truck	driver	and	the	handler	he	would	say	it	

will	be	at	the	[00:43:40]	time	that	I	have	to	be	ready	to	push	the	aircraft.	

So	we	see	that	same	phrase	used	for	many	different	things	and	that	doesn't	really	

work.	

Maybe	I	am	drifting	off	topic	again	I	am	not	sure.	

Interviewer:	 	so	 you're	 [00:44:00]	 saying	 that	 right	 now	 uh	 different	 terms	 are	

interpreted	differently	by	different	stakeholders,	so	it's	now	it's	not	before.	

Interviewee:		It	was	before.	

Interviewer:		It	was	before	okay.	Okay,	so	that	I	didn't	miss	the	point	it	was	before	

so	 now	 there	 univocal.	 There's	 one	way	 of	 [00:44:20]	 interpreting.	 Uh	 those	 all	

those	different	acronyms	and	abbreviations	that	are	used	in	A-CDM,	okay.	

Interviewee:		I	think	I	think	I	think	that	was	that	is	just	a	big	part	of	it	that	we	are	

actually	talking	about	it,	the	same	the	same	point	and	times	that	we	are	referring	

to.	And	I	think	[00:44:40]	that	is	uh	helping	a	lot,	but	I	forgot	your	question.	

Interviewer:	 	My	 question	 was	 how	 did	 the	 airport	 representatives	 and	

stakeholders	collaborate	before	A-CDM.	

Interviewee:	Yeah,	so	before	A-CDM,	there	was	not	much	[00:45:00]	collaboration	

going	on.	The	estimated	of	block	time	was	time	was	completely	secret.		

You	 know	 if	 they	 had	 a	 delay	 that	 they	would	 definitely	 not	 going	 to	 show	 it	 to	

anybody	because	because	 it	 looked	bad,	 so	 they	would	 they	would	 if	 they	had	 a	
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delay,	they	would	not	call	me	and	say	"you	[00:45:20]	know.	I'm	actually	delay	and	

I	think	we	will	be	out	of	the	airport	in	20	minutes	at	last.	could	you	update	the	in	

Brussels	and	see	if	I	can	be	delayed?"	Or	something	like	that	they	would	not	they	

would	sit	on	the	lane	and		window	would	pass	and	they	would	not	call	us.	

Interviewer:	Oh...	

Interviewee:	 	And	[00:45:40]	 the	handler	of	 the	handle	would	not	delayed	 flight	

and	nobody	really	took	responsibility	for	the	delay.	Now	they	are	forced	to	make	

an	update	at	 least	 if	 their	TOBT	 is	overdue	by	more	 than	15	minutes,	5	minutes,	

then	then	the	[00:46:00]	flight	is	suspended,	and	they	can't	fly	at	all	and	they	have	

to	update	in	order	to	reactivate	so	I	think	that	is	a	big	problem	because	was		then	

maybe	another	aircraft	will	arrive	for	the	same	lane	where	the	delayed	aircraft	is	

holding.	

And	then	the	stand	location	people	have	to	ask	the	handlers	[00:46:20]	"so	what's	

going	on	here	my	 friend.	Why	are	 you	not	pushing?"	 "oh,	we	have	 this	 technical	

problem",	"so	when	do	you	think	you're	going		to	push?"	I	don't	know	maybe	they	

were	saying	in	10	minutes,	then	send	minutes	would	pass	and	they	were	not	ready	

so	 they	 actually	 didn't	 make	 an	 effort	 to	 figure	 out	 when	 this	 aircraft	 would	

become	ready.	

Maybe	the	people	on	the	ramp	[00:46:40]	on	what	the	actual	aircraft	technicians.	

They	would	know	and	maybe	they	would	tell	the	the	handling	in	order	to	for	them	

to	 prioritize	 where	 the	 handler	 people	 would	 be	 so	 that	 they	 could	 reuse	

them		somewhere	else	instead	of	being	stuck	on	this	aircraft	which	have	technical	

problems	or	whatnot	[00:47:00]	and	then.	

But	 they	would	not	 relay	 that	 information	 to	system	wise	 to	up	 to	anybody	so	 it	

was	just	a	local	thing.	And	that	has	improved	much.	I	think	I	was	probably	the	best	

best	use	of	A-CDM	the	standard	 location	you	were	 [00:47:20]	able	 to	plan	better	

than	they	were	before.	

Interviewer:	 	Okay,	 okay,	 so	 now	 things	 are	 planed	 better.	 And	 from	 your	 own	

perspective	um	are	there	any	key	processes	uh	to	actually	make	this	whole	airport	
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collaborative	decision	making	more	successful,	[00:47:40]	or	I	could	rephrase	the	

question	 that	 if	 you	 had	 an	 opportunity	 you	 personally	 to	 change	 something	

regarding	A-CDM	what	would	that	be?	

But	I	think	you	mentioned	already	something	we	talked	about	the	deicing	before,	

we	 talked	 about	 ground	handlers	 and	 the	way	 they're	 updated	 information,	 so	 I	

don't	know	if	you	have	any	[00:48:00]	additional	key	points	to	this?	

Interviewee:	 	No	 I	 think	 that	 that	 the	 if	 I	 could	change	something	 it	would	have	

been	to	have	a	better	plan,	a	better	implementation	plan.	We	started	very	late.	

Because	of	our	funding	we	were	[00:48:20]	rushing	uh	very	much	and	also	I	think	

the	problems	in	CPH	regarding	their	the	project	manager	had	a	new	job	right	after	

and	got	delayed	by	a	few	months,	but	those	few	months	could	actually		have	been	

[00:48:40]	used	better	instead	of	just		saying	I	am	not	going	to	do	anything..	I	think	

also	that	uh.	A	key	thing	would	actually	be	to	have	a	more	operational	knowledge	

of	what	actually	needed	to	be	done,	and	that	was	something	that	we	didn't	know	

[00:49:00]	basically	we	didn't	knew	what	the	system	could	do,	but	we	didn't	know	

why?	

When	should	I	send	uh	ATPI	 	I	knew	one	one	reason,	but	I	wasn't	sure	I	whether	

there	was	more	reasons	where	 it	was	 like	 I	should	use	 [00:49:20]	 those	 things.	 I	

had	 to	 sort	 of	 some	 of	 them	 I	 knew,	 but	 but	we	 had	 to	make	 changes	 after	 the	

implementation.	 Uh	 because	 we	 realized	 I	 actually	 I	 have	 to	 do	 this	 whole	

procedure	in	a	different	way	and	so	that	is	something	that	uh	that	[00:49:40]	was	

not	there,	and	I	think	it	would	have	been	a	lot	better	if	we	could	have	done	that	and	

then	when	I	think	I	think	if	I	had	a	saying.	

I	 think	 it's	 [00:50:00]	 once	 once	 you	 identify	 certain	 issues	 are	ways	 or	 certain	

ways	to	improve	the	system	in	order	to	make	it	function.	

I	 think	that	we're	suffering	a	 little	bit	 in	Copenhagen	because	of	Amadeus	who	is	

really	 really	 slow	 [00:50:20]	 and	 taking	 onboard	 chances	 and	 come	 up	 with	

Solutions,	 and	 I	 think	 that	 is	 the	 I	mean	we	 are	 running	 very	 good	A-CDM	wise	

according	 to	 our	 goals	 and	 the	 and	EUROcontrol	 goals	 because	we	have	 to	 have	
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[00:50:40]	 a	 certain.	 Uh	 percentage	 of	 flights	 that	 are	within	 a	 certain	 time	

span	we	talking	about	the	target	take	of	time	for	and	I'm	quite	sure	that	we	

are	 delivering	 perfectly	 on	 that	 but	 for	 me	 from	 an	 ATC	 point	 of	 view	 was	

always	most	important	is	the	safety	and	[00:51:00]	uh?	

Yeah,	actually	safety	of	course	our	number	one	priority	and	then	comes	operation,	

and	 I	 think	 that	 that	 the	 problems	 that	 we're	 seeing	 with	 the	 deicing.	 Uh	 we	

realized	we	had	no	way	of	knowing	until	after	year	one	[00:51:20]	and	year	one	we	

we	came	up	with	a	range	of	 issues	 that	needed	 to	be	solved	 in	order	 to	 improve	

deicing.	

And	I	think	that	a	very	few	of	those	requests	came	through	for	this	second	season	

that	we're	having	right	now	and	[00:51:40]	actually	most	of	the	things	that	we	that	

we	identified	after	the	first	deicing	season	is	still	valid	today	and	some	of	the	things	

that	 the	 that.	We	are	are	requested	have	requested	 that	needs	 Improvement	and	

change	for	the	[00:52:00]	following	years,	and	I	actually	already	now.	I	know	that	

the	Amadeus	cannot	accommodate	this	this	uh	system	changes	for	this	next	deicing	

season	that	we're	going	to	have	been	80/90,	so	we're	going	to	have	those	changes	

come	true	[00:52:20]	for	the	season	2019/2020.		

Interviewer:	Okay,		

Interviewee:	 I	 think	 that's	 a	 three	 year	 delay	 for	 identified	 the	 issues	 that	 are	

actually	 to	 some	 extent	 in	 my	 humble	 opinion	 at	 least	 are	 causing	 an	 extra	

unnecessary	stress	 [00:52:40]	 for	 the	ATC	controllers,	and	I	would	have	 loved	to	

got	to	be	able	to	to	to	take	on	these	changes	these,	 in	my	view	important	change	

this	because	our	daily	operations	of	course	has	to	work,	but	the	point	of	[00:53:00]	

the	 time	when	 the	A-CDM	 is	 actually	 from	an	ATC	point	of	 view	proving	 itself	 is	

actually	these	super	stressful	situations.	It	would	have	been	great	if	the	system	was	

something	that	we	could	rely	on	to	make	a	qualified	timestamp.	

That	would	[00:53:20]	actually	work	without	causing	delay	at	the	deicing	platform	

as	 right	 now.	 We	 can't	 do	 that	 because	 the	 system	 is	 just	 not	 good	 enough	 at	

predicting	and	 testing	and	 if	 the	 [00:53:40]	 complex	uh	a	very	 complex.	 thing	 to	
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calculate	 before	 the	 aircraft	 is	 actually	 on	 the	 deicing	 path	 because	 it's	 hard	 to	

know	exactly	how	you	know	it	depends	on	how	much	fuel	was	onboard	when	the	

aircraft	 landed	 and	what	 sort	 of	 [00:54:00]	weather	 has	 the	 aircraft	 been...	 You	

know,	what	has	been	coming	down	from	the	sky	on	the	aircraft,	and	how	much	fuel	

did	 get	 on	 board	 and	 what's	 the	 temperature	 of	 that	 fuel	 and	 what's	 the	

temperature	of	that	fuel	now	all	these	things	are	all	a	[00:54:20]	little		piece	of	the	

puzzle	and	all	that	information	at	some	point	is	probably	going	to	be	in	the	system	

and	based	on	all	this	information.	

Also	 a	 key	 element	 is	 how	 long	 has	 the	 aircraft	 been	 on	 ground	 when	 it's	

snowing		all	the	time	[00:54:40]	while	it	's	been	on	the	ground	only	at	the	time.	You	

know	such	as	if	huge	complex	calculation,	and	if	it's	all	about	the	right	pieces	to	the	

puzzle	and		all	the	right	people	to	compute.	Yeah	even	then.	[00:55:00]	It	may	turn	

out	 to	 be	 not	 correct,	 and	 then	 we	 would	 have	 a	 queue	 or	 maybe	 not	 enough	

aircraft	deicing	paths.		

Yes,	so	anyway,	and	then	you	could	say	that	in	some	years.	We're	going	to	change	

the	whole	 deicing	 layout	 in	 Copenhagen,	 so	we're	 going	 to	 have	 one	 big	 deicing	

platform,	a	[00:55:20]	huge	one.	Expanding	CPHs	plan,	that	is	what	is	going		right	

now,	 then	then	the	whole	deicing	mathematics	behind	the	TSAT	times	are	gonna	

have	to	be	reprogrammed	again.	

So	the	question	really	is	[00:55:40]	also	is	it	really	worth	the	effort	to	to	make	it	to	

go	 through	 a	 lot	 of	 system	development.	 In	 order	 to	make	 a	 change	 that	 is	 only	

going	 to	 last	 a	 few	 years	 because	 then	 the	 whole	 deicing	 layout	 is	 going	 to	 be	

changed.		

Interviewer:	Yes,		

Interviewee:	 So	 you	 know	 but	 but	 but	 for	 my	 point	 of	 view	 at	 least	 more	

rapid	[00:56:00]	adoption	of	identifying	this	would	be	something	that	I	guess	

it's	not	an	exact	change,	but	it's	something	that	I	feel	is	standing	and	I	think	

we	could	have	done	that	better.	
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Interviewer:	I	see	I	see	thank	you,	Kasper.	May	I	ask	you.	Do	you	have	any	kind	of	

empirical	data	on	the	results	of	A-CDM	and	[00:56:20]	its	impact	that	I	could	look	

at	or	you	don't	have	anything	in	writing?	

Interviewee:	 What's	 the	 empirical	 word,	 maybe	 you	 could	 explain	 what	 the	

meaning	is?	

Interviewer:		Uh	well	what	it	basically	means	is,	that	in	writing	when	when	I	open	

a	PDF	I	can	see	some	numbers	of	what	[00:56:40]	has	changed	before	A-CDM,	and	

how	it	looks	now,	so	it's	basically	just	some	uh	uh	statistics.	

Interviewee:	Yeah,	I	don't	I	don't	have	that	but	CPH	has	a	lot	of	data.		

What	actually	changed.	It	is		probably	referring	to	the	taxi	time	or	the	delays	on	the	

[00:57:00]	 stands	 or	 something.	 I	 know	 that	 they	 came	 up	 with	 a	 number	 of	

several	 hundred	 flights	 a	 month.	 I	 think	 was	 there	 was	 a	 number.	 And	 we	

calculated	that	out	to	be	17	aircrafts	a	day	[00:57:20]	that	was	not	delayed,	which	

were	delayed	before	and	CPH	sort	of	are	praising	A-CDM	for	that	of	course	it's	hard	

to	tell	based	on	one	year,	but	they	think	at	least	I'm	sure	that	the	physics	guys	have	

been	running	analysis	on	before	they	make	statement	like	[00:57:40]	that.	

So	I'm	sure	that	they	feel	that	it's	a.	Uh	solids	changed	and	worth	mentioning	since	

they	 have	 posted	 on	 that	webpage	 at	 some	 point,	 but	 I	 think	 you	 should	 talk	 to	

Lena	about	that.	

She	has	more	information.	She	has	a	lot	of	numbers	and	also	[00:58:00]	maybe	I'm	

not	quite	sure	what	they	want	to	share.		

Interviewer:	Yes,	of	course.		

Interviewee:	I	hope	they	will	share	because	it's	a	it's	a	lot	of	part	of	the	I	think	the	

A-CDM	spirit.	To	share	these	kinds	of	data	but	though.	It's	a.	I	think	they	own	it	and	

they	should	be	the	one	to	say	ok	[00:58:20]	with	you,	and	I	don't	have	it.	

Interviewer:	Okay,	okay.	



											
     

COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL | Digitalization | Copenhagen Airport | 2018: 185 

  

Thank	you,	but	I	have	one	last	question,	Kasper,	and	I	don't	even	know	why	it's	at	

the	end	of	my	list	because	we	talked	about	it	before	but	I	wanted	to	ask	you	that	uh	

when	 A-CDM	was	 being	 implemented	was	 it	 two	 or	 three	 years	 ago.	 [00:58:40]	

What	obstacles	did	you	face?	Let's	say	Naviair.	What	obstacles	did	you	face	in	the	

process	 of	 implementation	 because	 you	 told	 me	 the	 aftermath	 it	 means	 what	

happened	after	the	implementation	and	what	is	currently	going	on	but	during	the	

process?	 What	 was	 the	 biggest	 issue?	Was	 it	 learned	 about	 [00:59:00]	 was	 the	

issue	for	example.	Oh,	it's	difficult	to	learn	new	information	about	this	new	system,	

or	what	exactly	was	the	problem?	

Interviewee:	 	I	think	we	had	a...	That		a	progressive	uh	question.	I	mean	not	your	

question,	but	the	whole	issue	[00:59:20]	because	when	we	if	we	look	if	we	if	we	go	

backwards.	

I'm	not	sure	whether	I	should	start	from	the	beginning	or	look	back.	You	know	go	

back	in	time,	and	then	tell	you	about	the	obstacles.	But	If	I	go	backwards	first.	So	

just	before	 implementation	 the	main	 issue	 [00:59:40]	was	was	 to	 to	 train	people	

and	to	this	is	a	you	know	when	we	when	you	talk	a	timeline	and	reasons	for	why	is	

why	are	we	doing	this	and	why	are	we	doing	that	at	the	house	at	the	work	?	

It's	very	rapidly	becomes	complex	because	we're	talkin	about	points	in	time	which	

is	something.	[01:00:00]	I	guess	you	could	say	floating	in	free	air,	in	free	space.	You	

know	it's	 just	a	point	in	time	and	when	you're	referring	to	two	or	three	aircrafts.	

Who	I	who	all	at	different	points	in	time	it	sort	of	it	becomes	fairly	complex	really	

rapidly.	

So	what	we	made	was	we	[01:00:20]	had	to	come	up	with	a	way	of	uh	of	displaying	

this	even	even	so	and	that	so	that's	 training.	That	was	a	big	 issue	and	everybody	

had	to	learn	all	these	new	abbreviations,	and	we	had	to	teach	them	how	to	operate	

the	sequence	manager	and	wants	to	do	when,	and	[01:00:40]	that	was	a	big	burden	

for	for	our	staff	and	I	think	it	was	also	hard	for	us	because	we	have	been	involved	

with	A-CDM	 for	 at	 that	point	 in	 time	 for	 almost	 two	years	 and	our	 first	 time	we	

heard	 about	 this	was	 three	 or	 four	 years	 before	we	 [01:01:00]	 actually	 took	 the	
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system	 life	or	 life	 in	Copenhagen	 locally.	As	we	did	 first.	 so	 it	was	hard	 to	 to	 tell	

people	 actually	 because	we	was	 super	 users	 already	 before	we	 started	 teaching,	

and	it's	you	know	if	you	know	something	[01:01:20]	really	well	yourself,	then	it's	

uh	it	can	be	hard	to	explain	to	somebody	who	you	know	nothing.	

No	nothing	about	the	the	topic.	At	that	point	 in	time	the	biggest	 issue	but	I	 think	

also	 uh	when	we	were	 I	 think	 but	 so	 that	was	 [01:01:40]	 before	 just	 before	we	

went,	when	we	 took	 the	system	 live	not	 live	with	EUROcontrol,	but	 live	with	we	

started	 our	 locally,	 and	 then	 I	 think	 I	 think.	 Before	 that,	 the	 biggest	 issue	 was	

actually	to	to	implement	the	time	stamps	in	uh	in	a	in	a	way	[01:02:00]	that	makes	

sense	in	our	systems	to	sort	of	implement	A-CDM	in	our	existing	ATC	system.	

I	think	that	was	a	big	problem	no	not	a	big	problem	but	a	challenge.	And	the	I	think	

the	reason	for	that	was	also	against	the	time	the	whole	[01:02:20]	time	thing	that	

you	have	to	explain	to	the	system,	"guys	you	know	I	want	a	time-based	this.	I	want	

to	place	this	 little	collum	behind	the	TOBT	time	stamps	and	it	needs	to	be	green.	

It's	when	the	aircraft	is	inside	the	TOBT		window"		

okay,	so	that	[01:02:40]	went	really	that	is	fairly	easy	to	explain,	but	then	control	

request	 so	what	happens.	When	 tit	 goes	out	of	 the	TOBT	window	should	 it	 then	

turn	orange	or	red	or	should	the	collar	just	go	away,	you	know	so	all	these	different	

uh	system	questions	and	the	[01:03:00]	system	then	what	about	the	TSAT,	should	

we	color	the	TSAT?	While	the	TSAT	is	sort	of	related	to	Ctouch	so	no	we	actually	

didn't	color	it.	

We	didn't	color	the	Ctouch	but	we	color	the	TSAT.	But	then	sometimes	you	would	

have	 a	 color	 behind	 the	 ctouch	 time	 time	 which	 was	 not	 related	 to	 the	 ctouch	

which	 was	 related	 to	 Target	 CSAT	 [01:03:20]	 time.	 So	 we	 you	 know	 and	 that's	

because	 without	 even	 you	 can	 hear	 just	 from	what	 I'm	 telling	 you	 now	 rapidly	

becomes	fairly	complex.		

Interviewer:	Yes,		

Interviewee:	and	these	guys	who	are	so	I	wrote	everything	down,	so	it	was	if	you	

read	the	the	system	specification	what	the	change	requests	were	that	we	made.	
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Very	[01:03:40]	very	well	described,	but	it	was	just	really	hard	to	read	Because	as	

you	reading	if	you	had	to	remember	and	build	these	picture	inside	your	head,	and	

that	was	 difficult	 for	 the	 system	 system	 developing	 guys.	 I	mean	 you	 know	 so	 I	

describe	this	you	know	the	technical	the	technical	[01:04:00]	team	behind	that	and	

what	we	do	what	we	can	for	this	season	we	did	we	change	some	of	the.	

The	 coloring	because	 it	 didn't	make	 sense	 to	 people	 and	 so	we'll	 change	 that	 so	

when	that	you	know	those	colors	 that	were	ready	 to	see	 that	we	actually	moved	

that	to	the	TSAT	[01:04:20]	time.	Uh	but	but	when	we	made	that	whole	change	I	

made	actually	a	powerpoint	were	I	described	you	see	here	is	the	timeline	and	here	

are	we	now	in	time	and	then	the	Describing	what	time	it	was	like	moved	a	lot	on	

the	PowerPoint,	and	then	[01:04:40]	when	I	showed	graphically	what	I	wanted	to	

have	on	 screen	 in	 the	PowerPoint	presentation	and	 these	guys	 came	back	 to	me	

and	said	"Wow	Kasper,	I	wish	you	had	done	that	the	first	time	around	because	now	

it	was	so	much	easier".	

And	it	just	proves	the	point	that	and	it	was	the	same	way	that	I	had	been	teaching	

[01:05:00]	 our	 colleagues	 also	 with	 some	 very	 graphical	 powerpoints,	 and	 I	

think	that	made	everything	easier.	As	easy	as	it	could	be.	

What	I	want	to	say	if	I	have	to	do	the	whole	thing	again.	I	would	make	sure	that	I	

had	some	eLearning	back	up	so	the	[01:05:20]	people	could	actually	take	elearning	

tests	and	to	train	themselves	beforehand.	

And	so	 for	 instance	most	of	 the	 time	we	don't	have	snow	 in	Denmark,	but	when	

snow	 comes	 I	 would	 like	 to	 have	 a	 Elearning	 option	 that	 can	 say	 to	 people	

[01:05:40]	"you	are	going	on	a	shift	and	become	snow	that	day.	Here	is	a	elearning	

module	you	need	 to	 take	 that	elearning	module	before	you	put	your	body	 in	 the	

seat	of	controlling	an	aircraft	so	that	you	are	ready	and	know	how	to	operate	the	

system	because	 I	 know	 that	 you	might	 have	 forgotten	 since	 last	 time,	 I	 told	 you	

about	that	maybe	six	months	[01:06:00]	or	a	year	ago	or	something	like	that.	

	And	that	is	also	a	change	that	we're	making,	but	you	know	so	we	actually	changing	

our	 learning	 system	 in	 order	 to	 be	 more	 flexible	 and	 also	 to	 be	 more.	 I	 guess	
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[01:06:20]	you	would	say	in	the	right	Century	becomes	the	way	that	we	have	been	

teaching	 or	 telling	 people	 about	 cases	 would	 be	 a	 document	 with	 a	 written	

explanation	of	 the	 change,	 and	 then	 they	 they	have	 to	 read	 and	understand	 that	

and	you	know	if	you	want	you	know	how	to	how	to	put	on	makeup.	

Something	you	go	to	[01:06:40]	YouTube.	And	you	type	in	"smoking	makeup	how	

to"	and	then	there	comes	a	video	and	you	will	be	able	to	with	a	little	practice	to	to	

make	the	perfect	makeup	you	know,	but	here	are	some	people	who	are	actually	in	

charge	 of	 everybody's	 safety	 when	 they	 go	 by	 and	 they	 have	 to	 read	 a	 dry	

document	 [01:07:00]	 and	 understand	 some	 really	 complicated	 complex	 changes,	

and	 then	 they	 have	 to	 say	 okay,	 I	 understand	 that	 and	 then	 they	 leave	 that	

document	 and	 then	 they	 go	 and	 actually	 do	 that	whole	 thing	with	 live	 traffic	 on	

without	leaving	Having	a	YouTube,	"how	to".	

And	I	think	we	are	going	to	do	that	[01:07:20]	sort	of	by	implementing	elearning	

but	we	should	have	had	that	ready	even	before	we	began.	But	we	have	no	way	of	

knowing	so	we	have	to	follow	these	chances	but	I	think	uh	so	teaching	everybody	

A-CDM	was	a	big	 issue.	 [01:07:40]	System	development	was	a	big	 issue	and	then	

before	that	it	was	uh	that	was	the	very	start	of	the	A-CDM	project	was	everybody's	

resistance.	

I	think	actually	that	we	didn't	see	a	lot	of	resistance	in	Copenhagen.	Everybody	said	

okay.	This	 is	 [01:08:00]	 something	 that	we	have	 to	do.	And	we	will	 take	 that	on	

board,	and	I	think	part	of	the	reason	for	that	was	that	the	handlers.	They	knew	that	

this	 was	 something	 that	 was	 they	 couldn't	 change	 and	 it	 was	 already	 also	

implemented	in	other	airports,	so	it	was	not	something	unique.	

Interviewer:	 	But	 the	 reason	 [01:08:20]	 to	 implement	 it	 was	 just	 was	 just	

automatic	that	because	of	the	size	of	Copenhagen	airport.	

There	was	a	decision	made	by	the	board	that	A-CDM	had	to	be	implemented.		

Interviewee:	Actually,	 it	was	decided	 in	 the	EU.	 I	 think	[01:08:40]	 that	 that	 they	

made	a	calculation	on	which	airports	would	be	beneficial	to	have	this	A-CDM,	and	I	

think	 that	part	of	 that	 reasoning	behind	 that	was	 think	 they	were	 looking	at	 the	
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maybe	 they	 calculated	 that	 [01:09:00]	 24	 airports.	 The	 biggest	 24	 airports	 in	

Europe	 to	 implement	 in	 order	 to	 ease	 the	 load	 on	 the	 capacity	 and	 the	 airspace	

over	 Europe	 and	 Copenhagen	was	 part	 of	 the	 24	 	largest	 airports	 in	 EU.	 I	 think	

[01:09:20]	I	think	that	is	a	the	reasoning	behind	it.		

I'm	not	 sure	whether	 the	actually	 they	were.	They	went	 into	greater	 thoughts	of	

whether	it	would	be	beneficial	for	this	airport.	Or	what	would	be	beneficial	for	the	

airports.		

	I	actually	think	that	were	not	[01:09:40]	actually	thinking	much	about	the	benefits	

for	 the	 airports.	 But	 looking	 at	 the	 system	 level	 for	 when	 EUROcontrol	 and	 the	

traffic	over	Europe,	and	so	I	think	if	you	want	more	detail	on	that	have	to	talk	to	

Shesar	in	my	opinion.	

Interviewer:	 .	Okay,	[01:10:00]	okay.	All	right.	Uh	well.	 I	 think	that	um.	We	have	

finished	all	the	questions	that	I	have	had	on	on	my	list	and	I	want	to	thank	you	very	

much	because	your	answers	were	very	thorough	very	in-depth,	so	I'm	sure	that	I	

will	have	a	very	good	source	uh	to	write	my	[01:10:20]	thesis	on	so	thank	you	very	

much	for	this.	

Interviewee:	 	You	are	welcome	and	 that	you	have	more	questions	or	 something	

doesn't	exists	you	are	welcome	to	ask	anything.		

Interviewer:	Thank	you.	

	

	

 


