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Subject:  Update to Corrective Action Plan on Office of Special Counsel Case Numbers
DI-13-4206, D1-14-0359, DI-14-0461, D1-14-0492, and D1-14-1590 regarding Detroit
Metropolitan Wayne County Airport Flight Plans and Staffing Referral dated March
11,2014

Background: This memorandum provides our latest status update concerning the Corrective
Action Plan (CAP) outlined in our April 17, 2014, Report of Investigation in response to the
Office of Special Counsel case numbers DI-13-4206, DI-14-0359, DI-14-0461, IDI-14-0492, and
DI-14-1590 regarding Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport (DTW) Flight Plans and
Staffing Referral.

The Air Traffic Organization (ATO) concurred with the findings of the report of frequent and
systemic problems with computer-based systems designed to automate the filing and amending
of flight plans and delivery of departure clearances. The ATO developed and is implementing
actions delineated in the CAP. '

Update: As required by the CAP, in June 2014, the Multiple Flight Plan Task Force convened a
Safety Risk Management (SRM) Panel to evaluate risk associated with multiple flight plans for
the same flight and to develop corrective actions. We have attached the signed SRM Document
developed by the SRM Panel.

To support the communication outreach initiative also outlined in the CAP, during the monthly
flight plan filers’ teleconference on January 7, 2015, ATO briefed participants on the
Information for Operators (InFO) 14012, Flight Plan Discrepancies and Amendment Filing
Procedures. published in December 2014, A participating representative from the International
Air Transport Association forwarded a capy of InFO 14012 to the International Civil Aviation
Organization (ICAQO) North American, Central American, and Caribbean (NACC) Regional
Flight Plan Monitoring Group. ATO representatives also discussed InFO 14012 during the
monthly National Customers Forum meeting on January 14, 2015,
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The Multiple Flight Plan Task Force met on February 35, 2015, to review the status of the CAP
activities. Procedural changes are still planned for publication on December 10, 2015, National
Airgpace System automation changes are tentatively planned for implementation in 2016.

The ATO will conduct an audit from April 20 to May [, 2015, to determine the frequency of
multiple flight plans at selected en route and terminal facilities and the methods and procedures
used by each facility to document, report, and address issues related to multiple flight plans.

To continue outreach efforts for controllers and operators, an article on Multiple Flight Plans was
published in the winter 2015 edition of Safery Marters. Hard copies of the article were available
at the All Points Safety booth during the 2015 National Air Traffic Controllers Association
(NATCA) Communicating for Safety Conference.

Completed: Recommendation 4 (of 6) from the FAA Report of Investigation, dated April 17,
2014, was to restore the second clearance delivery position at DTW. All actions were completed
to reinstate that position. We consider our actions on this item complete and request that this
item be closed.

Next Update: The Multiple Flight Plan Task Force is scheduled to meet again on June 4, 2015.
Our next report on this CAP will be provided in July 2015, 1f you have questions or need
additional information, please contact Stephen 1. Lloyd, Director, Safety, AJl-1 at 202-267-4645
or Stephen.Lloyd@ifaa gov.

cc: Teri L. Bristol, Chief Operating Officer, AJO-0
Terry Biggio, Vice President. Air Tratfic Services, AJT-0
Elizabeth Ray, Vice President, Mission Support Services, AJV-0
Nancy Kalinowski, Vice President, System Operations Services, AJR-0
James T. Eck. Acting Vice President, Program Management Organization, AIM-0
Vaughn Turner, Vice President. Technical Operations, AJTW-0

Attachments:
SRM Document, Multiple Flight Plans
Safery Marters Article, More is Not Ahways Better: Multiple Flight Plans Cause Extra Work
and May Jeopardize Safety
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Executive Bumimeany

This SRV presents the resuits of the Safety Risk Management Panel (SRMP) convened 1o
satisfy the requirements of a Corrective Action Plan that was developad to address an :
investigation conducted by the Office of Audit and Evaluation (AAE) for the U.S Office of Special
Counsel (OSC). In March 2014, the Office of Audit and Evaluation, Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), was directed by the Secrelary of Transporiation to investigate a
whistleblower disclosure that alleged ... FAA Management has failed to properly address
frequent and systemic problems with computer-based systems designed to automate delivery of
departure clearances”. YWhile there were other allegations raised in that whistleblower
disclosure, this SRMD focuses on the issue of the filing of multiple (or duplicate) flight plans (for
the same flight); a known (existing) hazard in the National Airspace System. When multiple
flight plans are filed for the same flight, there is the potential that a controller can clear the flight
for departure based upon a flight plan that is different than the one most recently filed by the
operator, which could result in the crew flying a route not anticipated or planned for by Air Traffic
Controf (ATC). On any given day it is poss:ble to have anywhere from 800 to 1000 multipie flight
plans in the system.

In response to this investigation, the Chief Operating Officer, Teri Bristol, commissioned a safety
risk management panel of subject matter experts to evaluate the risk associated with this known
hazard and to recommend an appropriate set of risk mitigations. While this hazard, identified in
this SRMD as MFP-01: Multiple flight plans for the same aircraft identification and the
same departure airport {See Appendix A} is an initial low risk hazard (Initial Risk 4C/Low),
the panei did come up with the following risk mitigations to help reduce the frequency of multiple
flight plans:

1. The first requirement is to deveiop Order chianges that standardize the path of flight plan
communication. The Order changes will contain several items to address the lack of
guidance for modifying flight plans. The items include:

a. DCP 7210.3, Paragraph 8-1-4, FLIGHT PLAN DROP INTERVALS standardizes
fiight pian drop times to 2 hours;

b. DCP 7210.3, Paragraph 17-2-3 ATCSCC and Paragraph 17-5-4
RESPONSIBILITIES add the requirements for the ATCSCC to include changes
made to drop times to the Command Center Advisory Page when notified by an
ARTCC;

¢. DCP 7110.10, Paragraph 6-3-2 NOTIFING ARTCC changes the notification lead
time for manuail coordination of flight plans, when necessary, from 30 minutes to
45 minutes prior to the proposed departure time

d. Reqguirements to update the Command Center Advisory Page contained.in DCP
7210.3 Paragraphs 17-2-3 ATSCC and 17-5-4 RESPONSIBILITES also create a
vehicle to publish the rationale for extending the 2 hour drop times; and

e. Create a mechanism for the ATCSCC to communicate the extended drop times
to its airline partners and the rationale for the extension.

2. The panel also believed it was extremely important to educate dispatchers and flight
plan fiters to the new requirements and its rationale. It became apparent during the
panel that the non-standard drop times used by the various ARTCCs and {ack of
published standardized procedures made dispatchers and flight plan filers operate under
false assumptions. The panel felt that standardizing drop times and making it well
known would curb this issue.
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In response to an investigation by the Office of Audit and Evaluation (AAE) for the U.S Office of
Special Counsel (OSC) (See Appendix B) the ATO has developed a Corrective Action Plan
(CAP) to address the problem of multiple fight plans. One of the requirements of this CAP was
to convene a Safely Risk Management Panel (SRMP) to evaluate the risk craated by the filing
of multiple flight plans and to identify an appropriate risk mitigation strategy.

When multiple flight plans are filed, there is the potential that a controller can issue a clearance
on a routing (e.g. cleared as filed) that is different from the route filed on the most recently filed
flight ptan. This may result in a pilot flying a route different than that expected by ATC. Often
times (for flight plan filers) it is easier to simply file a second flight plan than it would be to call
the appropriate controlling facility to have the flight plan amended, revised or removed. Analysis
of flight plans filed by airlines into the FAA’s Center Computer Complex host, known as HOST,
and the newer En Route Automation Modernization (ERAM) automation systems indicates that
some airline filers are not adhering to the proper protocols. Instead of amending current flight
plans when a change is necessary, new flight plans are being filed and the original flight plans
are not being removed from the system. While the filing of multiple flight plans does not violate
any current regulation, it does introduce risk to the National Airspace System (NAS) as
delineated in this SRMD.



sometimes longer (site-specifin), depariure an ation flight strips are prinfed to
the tower and TRACON as defined in adagp e printed (o the departure ARTCC at
a different adapted time, which s ypically 45 minutes before departure. If the depariure tower
has Terminal Dala Link System (TDLS), the departure strip goes to that system and may
generate an avtomated Pre-Depariure Clearance (PLC).

Verbal Pre-Departure Clearance

When the pilot calls for clearance, the controlier reads the clearance from the flight strip printed
and/or from a flight plan readout. If more than one flight plan has been filed, there should be
multiple departure strips. If an FR (Flight Plan Readeut) is done on the ACID, a duplicate flight
plan error will be returned. If an FR on the beacon code or CID is done, the presence of
another flight plan will not be evident.

=% If the departure clearance position notices multiple flight strips, the controlier will work
with the filer or the pilot to resolve which one is correct. Once the correct flight plan is
identified, two steps must be taken: all incorrect flight plans must be removed, and the
correct flight plan must be sent/resent to the terminai automation system (ARTS or
STARS). :

=» Duplicate and multiple flight plans are usually identified by an alert air traffic controller or
a questioning pilot before safety has been seriously compromised, but controlier and
pilot intervention are last lines of defense and they are not foolproof.

Current Operations:

Proposed Flight Plans

Each departure originating in FAA-controlled airspace normally begins with a proposed flight
pian, which is then activated on departure. Most proposed flight plans are received into the
ATC system via the Aeronautical Fixed Telecommunications Network (AFTN}. (in the U.S.,
NADIN is our piece of the AFTN). Bulk storage, once used for many flight plans, does not exist
in ERAM and is no longer used. A similar service is available in AISR - flight plans can be
stored in AISR and recalled and sent to the ATC system on a schedule.

The services availabie 1o file flight plans include:

1. FAA Flight Services
a. Call Flight Service and specialist enters flight plan
b. Use Flight Service, DUATS or DUAT service via the internet
c. in Alaska, call flight service station and specialist enters flight plan
2. Commercial Service
a. Many vendors provide flight planning services to GA and airline customers, e.g.
Universal Weather, Jeppesen, ARINC, Fltplan.com, and many others.
3. Operator Ops Center
a. Some airlines and other types of operators have dispatch operations and their
own proprietary sysiems that can file directly.
4. Military BASOPS
a. Some military instailations have a Base Operations Center- analogous to an
Airtine Operations Center- where flight plans can be filed by Military Dispatchers.
5. Air Traffic Services Reporting Office (ARQ). Some countries have AROs at departure
airports. and reguire that flight plans be filed through them

1|7 sue
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cor mk, calls 1o coordinate the flight. The proposed flight plan is used as the basis, and only
key detzils are coordinated.

»> Multiple E‘Eight plans are often received from different sources: hoth the Operator and an
ATS Re porting Office (ARQ) at the departure Aerodrome oftan send flight plans, and
there often are discrepancies. These problems have been reporte d axclusively wsth
respect to the Miami/San Juan interfaces. Itis not known whether the same problem
exists in the other centers with manual interfaces, but we are not gem g reports,

AFTHY
MADIN

Figure 1.1: Representative Flight Plan Filing System for the NAS
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The panaf of subject matter expeits met in Washington, DC over a three day period, Junei7-

June 18, 2014,
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1 and Impacted

Table 3.1 SRM Panel Members

Chris Stephenson erminal Ops Specialist
Jim Kettenhofen AJl-314 SENTEL Confract Support
Bill Vogelgesang CLE ATCT FLM
Air Traffic .
Ray Ahlberg Requirements Automation SME
Joe Russaell AJl-314 SENTEL Contract Support
Joel Brown AJV-723 HSI Contract Support
Marvin A. Burnette | HDQTRS Technical Advisor
April Hart Safety Safety Analyst
Monica Bradford AJR-B1, Flight .
(Phone) Services FS Staff Specialist
AJR-B1, Flight -~
Robert ingram Services FS Staff Specialist
Wayne Maxwell Tech Center ERAM
Constance Mack Training AJI-2
vincent. AJV-823 Enroute SME
McMenamy
Chris Witbanks ZHU 08 ZHU
MSP FSDO .
Gordy Rother AFS-240 ASl/Dispatch
Keith Alexander CSA/ ATCSCC AJR-17 Senior Advisor
CDR. Keith - -
Shipman Military Navy Liaison FAA
Sandra Park Dispatch Air Traffic Mgr.
Clint Long NATCA ERAM SME | ZKC SME
Brian Dubois NATCA BOS TWR SME

David Swanson

AJV-8

Airspace Team, Terminal & En
Route Oceanic Airspace
Group/Traffic Control Specialist

Ann Moore

AJI-15
(Representing AJi-1)

AJl Safety Services

US Air Captain (Retired)

Dan Watkins AJi-314 SENTEL Contract Support-
Pilot SME
Natking Estevez AJI-314 Facilitator




The initizl part of any Safely Risk Management asscssment is to define the system.  This
process describes the current system and proposed changes o the system. The system is
described by using the "5M Model”, as defined in the FAA, Version 2.1, The "5M Model”
describes the proposed change in the following terms: the Mission, the (hu)Man, the
Management, the Machine, and the Media.

The five elements of the 5M Model for the proposed change are as follows:

Mission -~ Reduce the Frequency of Multiple Flight Plans in the NAS.

(hu)Man

Flight Plan Filers
« Dispaichers
« Flight Service Station (FSS)
« Military Base Ops
« General Aviation filers through a filing service (DUATS/Jeppesen/ARINC/etc)

Air Traffic Controllers

s Terminal
+ En Route
Machine

s ERAM/HOST/OFDPS/ATOP/FDP-2000

=  NADIN/AFTN

» Flight Plan input System- (There are numerous systems today for inputting flight plans)
No changes are being proposed to these systems)

« URET

Management

s FAA Order 7110.10, Flight Services- Chapter 6 section 3 governs IFR Fiight Plan
handiing and Flight Plan Filing. An update may be required to this Order.

» FAA Order 7110.65, Air Traffic Control-

FAR 91.169- Governs the information required for a flight plan. An update may be

required to this section

FAA Order 7210.3- Chapter 6 section 5, governs the stored flight plan program

November 2012 FAA ICAO Flight Planning interface Reference Guide

Proposed Advisory Circular

7210.3 (Protoco! for Flight Plans)

Educational Briefing for Filers

Automation

FAA Order Standardizing Flight Planning Storage Times, Lockout Times, and

amendment procedures
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Hazard Identification

The Multiple Flight Plan SRMP began its hazard analysis by receiving a presentation created by
the Duplicate Flight Plan Task Force, The briefing described the problem and assisted the
panel of SMEs to define the issue’s entire scope. Grounded on their duties and firsthand
knowledge as air traflic controllers (terminal and en route), flight service stafl specialists, pilots,
ATC autcmation specialists and airline dispatchers, the panel was familiar with the problem and
readily grasped the potential sericusness of the mutftiple flight plan issue. Their first resolution
was to drop the Duplicate Flight Plan moniker and call the issue Multiple Flight Plans. Although
the panel renamed the issue Multiple Flight Plans, they did accept the Duplicate Flight Plan
Task Force definition: “Any flight plans filed intended to be for the same flight with the same
aircraft identification and departure point.” And agreed these multiple flight plans will typically
(but not always) have the same or similar departure time,

The lack of available, quantifiable data made it difficult for the panel to determine the exact
magnitude of the problem. The panel acknowledged that mulfiple flight plans are an old
probiem that is becoming more difficult to manage. It is not really known how bad the problem
is because there is no real vehicle in the NAS to capture the enormity of numbers. Based cn
their collective SME experience the panel did recognize multiple flight plans as a safety threat in
the NAS and identified one potential hazard.

The SRM panel identified one potential hazard.

MFP-01. Multiple flight plans for the same aircraft identification and the same departure
airport.

Hazard description:

The difficulty manifests itself when a controller issues a clearance based on a flight plan and the
pilot is looking at a different flight plan.

The panel expressed their collective opinion that the hazard most often appeared during severe
weather events — ice, snow and thunderstorms. Although weather episodes seemed to be the
time when the probiem became most apparent, the panel decided not to limit the situation to
weather occurrences. NASCAR races and the Superbowl were also specifically mentioned
when members of the panel had dealt with the muttiple flight plan situation.

Muttiple flight plans are not an easily solved probiem, There are too many users in the NAS
who have an expressed need to file multiple flight plans using the same aircrafl identification
and departure points.



Secondly, the system creales siluations where two Hlight plans sre recelved for the same flight
But from different sources. Two examples quickly corna to mind. Fxample one, an operaior
flight plan and a flight plan from an ARO (Air Traffic Service Reporiing Office) in Central or
South America. Example two, there s an operator flight plan and a flight plan from an adjacent
ARTCC. As an flusiration, Now York ARTCC (ZNY) sends a JFK departure flight plan to
Hoston ARTCC (ZBW).

Miami ARTCC (ZMA) frequenily receives flight plans from operators in South and Central
America and another flight plan from the Central or South American ARO for the same fiight.
Sometimes there are slight differences in the flight plans that could fead to incidents and errors.
For ZMA the situation is a vexing issue. Miami ARTCC has addressed the situation while
conducting a safety risk management panel for a new automated interface with Cuba. The ZMA
SRMP deliberations and solution were briefed to the Muiltiple Flight Plan Panel on June 18
2014. Miami ARTCC has created a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) to address the
prablem manually, but is interested in a more comprehensive solution that relies less on manual
comparison of flight plans. The Multiple Flight Plan (MFP) Panel deliberaied the ZMA issue and
decided, since there was no representation from ZMA on the MFP Panel and the MFP Panel
was not very famiiiar with the exact ZMA issues, it was not appropriate for the MFP Panel to
determine a solution.

Large quantities of data were not available for the panel's risk analysis. The SRM panel used
the data available in combination with subject matter expertise to determine the risk multiple
flight plans introduce. The panel concluded that the severity of possible effects of multiple flight
plans was Minor (4). The rationale was based on the group'’s collective, operational,
experience observing and dealing with multiple fiight plans and the potential of 10 to 15 reported
route deviations where an aircraft flies a different route than the controller anticipates and the
one loss of separation reported in a 2 year period.

The rationale mentioned above drove the panel to determine the likelihood of the possible
effects of multiple flight plans as Remote (C).

Ultimately, the risk of multiple flight pians is the combination of the severity (Minor) with the
likelihood (Remote). Using Figure 3.9: Risk Matrix, found on page 44 of the Air Traffic
Organization Safety Management System Manual, Version 2.1, dated May 2008, the panel
determined a risk for multiple flight plans in the NAS as Low.

The panel spent considerable time discussing when the issue of muitiple flight plans was most
evident. Based on the panel's coliective experience, they determined that the frequency was
most probable during a weather event — ice and snow or heavy thunderstorm activity. After
much discussion the pane! decided not to limit their hazard only to times when weather events
were taking place. NASCAR races and the Superbowl were also identified as times when
members of the panel had seen and experienced multiple flight plans. The pane! did not tie the
hazard to any specific events; so their risk analysis was not iimited.

21|Frage



>d on a faftacious assumption, file another flight plon. Now, there are multiple
. and that different facilities |

n has "timed out” and is dropped from i
aking dizpatchers and pilots &
guidelines for the facilities they use. The differonce in drop times betweon centers and the fact
the times are not widely known by operators may be one of the root causes mulliple flight plans
are filed introducing its incumbent risk into the NAS, The panel unanimously agreed lo
recommend a NAS wide adoption of a standard flight plan storage time of two hours after the
proposed time of departure. This change was proposed to giva filers, particularly airling
dispatchers, a standard time parameter.

Coerators, |

The panel discussed the proliferation of services that allow operators and pilots to file flight
plans directly into the NAS. The panel's discussion, when distilled to its basic elements,
determined that FAA sponsored services like DUATS, DUAT and third panty services like
FitPlan.com have made it easy for operators to enter electronic flight plans into the NAS. The
ease of filing flight plans has not been extended so users can cancel or amend those same
flight plans. The Aeronautical Information Manual, paragraph 5-1-13b, Change in Proposed
Departure Time states: “Due-to traffic saturation, control personnel frequently will be unable to
accept these revisions via radio. 1t is recommended that you forward these revisions to the
nearest FSS.” The panel discussed the fact that changes to DUATS/DUAT capabilities would
require a contractual change.

Anecdotally, the panel conducted an experiment. One of the panel members, to show how
quick and easy it was to direct file a flight plan, used DUATS to file a flight plan for an
instrument Flight Rules (IFR) flight. When inside two hours from the proposed departure time,
the filer, based on instructions in the AIM paragraph 5-1-13 called FSS to cancel the flight plan
and was told by the briefer “{ do not have access 1o the flight plan.”

The panel spent considerable time discussing methods to address amending or canceling flight
plans. The panel collectively grasped the fact that the lack of a readily available and known
method to amend or cancel flight plans may be a significant cause of the problem. The panel
decided a protocol should be established and made known fo flight plan filers to allow themto
quickly change or cancel a flight plan within 2 hours of the proposed time. Another facet of this
discussion was: who and where the filer was to call and what were the various telephone
numbers? All these areas were important parts of the panel’s discussion to determine
recommendations. The pane! believed a readily availabie method to change or cancel flight
plans would decrease the number of times operators filed multiple flight plans because the
amending process was easier.

There'was considerable discussion concerning the option allowing only one proposed flight plan
with the same Call Sign and Point of departure in the system at the same time. Although this
solution would completely mitigate the risk caused by multiple flight plans by eliminating them
completely from the system, its adoption was considered too burdensome for military and other
multiple flight plan filers such as flight schoaols and skydiving/parachuting operations who were
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Hazardous

) 4 3 2 1
Conditions Conditicns Conditions Coriditions Conditions
resulting in a resulting in a resulting in a resulting ina total | resulling ina
rinimal slight reduction in | partial loss of ATC | loss of ATC collision
reduction in ATC services, or | services, or aloss | services, (ATC between
ATC services, aloss of of separation Zero)or aloss of | aircrait,
or a loss of separation resulting in a separation obstacles or
separation resulting in a Category BRI", or | resulting in a terrain
resulting in a Category CRI', | OE? Category ARl or
Category D or Operational OF?

Runway Error (OE)2

incursion(R1)",

or proximity

event

- Flightcrew -Potential for Pilot | -PD due to -Near mid-air -Conditions
receives Deviation (PD) response to TCAS | collision (NMAC) resulting in &
TCAS Traffic | dueto TCAS Corrective resuits due to mid-air
Advisory (TA) | Preventive Resolution proximity of less collision
informing of Resolution Adviscry (CRA)} than 500 feet from | (MAC) or
nearby traffic, | Advisory (PRA) issued advising another aircraft or | impact with
or, advising crew not | crew to take areport is filed by | obstacle or

— PD where to deviate from | vertical action to pitot or flight crew | terrain
{oss of present vertical avoid developing memberthat a resultingin
airborne profile, or, confiict with traffic, | collision hazard hull loss,
separation -PD where loss of | or, existed between multiple
falis within airbome -PD where loss of | two or more fatalities, or
the same separation falls airborne aircraft fatal injury

parameters of
a Category D
OE %or
proximity
Event

- Minimal effect
on operation
of aircraft

within the same
parameters of
Category C
(OE)*

. or

-Reduction of
functional
capability of
aircraft but does
not impact overalil

separation falls
within the same
parameters of a
Category B OE ?,
or,

-Reduction in
safety marginor
functionai
capability of the
aircraft, requiring

safety e.g. crew to follow
normal abnormal
procedures as procedures as per
per AFM AFM

-Reductiorn in
safety margin and
functional
capabitity of the
aircraft requiring
crew to follow
emergency
procedures as per
AFM

25|~ z20¢




- Probability of
accurrence per

houris equal to or
reater than 1x10°
1 Probability of
oceurrence per

hour is less than
& 1x10° butequalto |
or greatersthan 1x10

Probability of
I occurrence per
loperation/operational]
hour is less than or

equal to 1x107 but |
equal to or greater
than 1x10°7

Probability of
| occurrence per |
S0 LY operation/operational)
Remote hour is less than or
D equal to 1x107 but
egual to or greater
than 1x10°

t Probabitity of

Extremely occurrence per -
[l 1o BV M operation/operationaljth

E hour is less than _
1x10™

operationfoperationalions | more than

Lo 83YS

about once

Expected
to occeur

every 1-2

Expected
to occur
about
several
times per
month

Expected
to cccur

every few
months

Expected
to occur

to occur
less than

30 years

Probability of occurrence
per operation/operational
hour is equal to or greater
than
1x10°

Prabability of occurrence
per operation/operational
hour is less than or equal
to 1x10° but equal to or
greater than 1x10"

Probability of occurrence
per operation/operational
hour is less than or equal
to 1x10” but equal to or
greater than 1x10”

Probability of occurrence
per operation/operational
hour is iess than 1x10™*
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d the issue Tor three days. The pansl underst
ssolution difficult. The paneal collec wu./ realized there
cify tlight plans arm sublished guidance ;or filing
imU"P mqnt EL A for u;nau.u\, NAS situation chz 5. The panel beliaved rmost of the

i EUJ' : flight plan issue is created by present by;’e i inadequacies. Much of ﬁ @ mm,i
discussion during itu three day sescion was devising ways to address the inadequacies without
penalizing the operaiers who have a need to file multiple flight plans.

i(L’ (Y] Hbi

The panel made several determinations that have been levied as requirements for changes to
the NAS. The requirements {in no hierarchical order) are listed below and can be found in the
Multiple Flight Plans Preliminary Hazard Analysis (PHA), Column 10. The PHA is located in this
document as APPENDIX A.

1. The first requirement is 1o develop Order changes that standardize the path of flight plan
communication. The Order changes will contain several items to address the lack of
guidance for modifying flight plans. The items inciude:

_a) DCP 7210.3, Paragraph 8-1-4 FLIGHT PLAN DROP INTERVALS standardizes flight
plan drop times to 2 hours;

b) DCP 7210.3, Paragraph 17-2-3 ATCSCC and Paragraph 17-5-4 RESPONSIBILITIES
add the reguirements for the ATCSCC to include changes made to drop fimes to the
Command Center Advisory Page when notified by an ARTCC;

c) DCP 7110.10, Paragraph 6-3-2 NOTIFING ARTCC changes the notification lead time for
manual coordination of flight plans, when necessary, from 30 minutes to 45 minutes
prior to the proposed departure time

d) Reguirements to update the Command Center Advisory Page contained in DCP 7210.3
Paragraphs 17-2-3 ATSCC and 17-5-4 RESPONSIBILITES also create a vehicle to
publish the rationale for extending the 2 hour drop times; and

e) Create a mechanism for the ATCSCC to communicate the extended drop times {o its
airline partners and the rationale for the extension.

2. The panel also believed it was extremely impartant to educate dispatchers and flight plan
filers to the new reguirements and its rationale. It became apparent during the panel that
the non-standard drop times used by the various ARTCCs and lack of published
standardized procedures made dispatchers and flight plan filers operate under false
assumptions. The panel felt that standardizing drop times and making it well known would
curb this issue.

3. itwas decided by the panel that a requirement should be made to create an Advisory
Circular to delineate the process for filing, amending, revising and deleting fiight plans. The
advisory circular will provide guidance for amending a flight plan within 45 minutes of the
proposed departure time. Improvement guidance for FAA flight plan filing can be found in
Appendix H. As the system now functions, only ATC can amend a flight plan within 30
minutes of the proposed departure time and pilots or filers must contact ATC directly for any
revisions. But, procedures are not apparent how to contact ATC directly. This panel
requirement was intended to remedy this situation.

4. An AlM revision to Paragraph 5-1-13 Change in Proposed Departure Time to indicate
fiight pians are dropped in the ARTCC computer after 2 hours. The AlM revision would also
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Task Responsible stel | Status
A Cy
Implementation of Contropls
Develop DCPs Standardize 2 hour | David Swanson Drafts
drop time and path of Completed
communication
Dispatcher/Flight Plan Filer Les Smith
education AFS-200 Completed
Advisery Circular delineating Ray Ahlberg To Be
flight plan process {AJV-72) and Completed
Les Smith,
AFS-200
Automation changes Ray Ahlberg and Draft
Wayne Maxwell Completed
AlM revisions to Paragraph AJV-822 Draft
5-1-13 ' . Completed
Revise FAAD 7110.10 AJV-822 Draft
Paragraph 6-3-2 Completed
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ARecntive TIRaTY

T March 2014, the Office of Audit and Evaluation (A AFE), Federal Avi m“u Adeed
(FAA), was directed by the Secretary of Trancpotfation to inv :
Connzel (O3] whistleblower disclosure (QSC File No, DL13.4306 et ul,
Antliomy Foxoe on March 11, 2014, AAE is an independent FAA organization wi
coaduct oversight of all FAA organizations and propyams. This disclosure w as submitied by
Vincent Sugent; Jehn Overman; Corinaa Morvis, Michael Redies, and Lewis M. Bird, a:xr iraffic
contrellers at Detroit Air Traffic Control Tower (DTW), Detront '\(Ieir'\pﬁhtaﬂ Asupot, Romulng,
Michigan. .

The whistleblowers alleged that (1} FAA managenvent hias failed to properly address frequent
and systemuc problems with computer based systems designed to antoniate delivery of departure
clearances and (2) FAA manasgement has fatled 1o propesly stafY the facility by leaviag the
Operations Manager position unfilled for apmbmumleh Hve vears.

We found that FAA's lack requirementy for atr carrser dt'pmchers and filers w fohow established
protocols have allowed duplicate flight plans to be entered into the Naticnal Atrspace System
{NAS). Duplicate flight plans contain the same ancraft wdestification and departure/destination
atrport, bowever; some elements such as requested altitude. routing. speed, or departure time are
different from the oniginal We have leamed that air traffic control facilities across the Natsenal
Atrspace System (NAS) are encountenny this problem of duphcate flight plans on a regular
basis, and the problem is multiplied exponentially during pensods-of bad weather.

Duplcate flight plans introduce a safety sisk nto'the axr traffic control system with potentially
conflicting information being used by awr traffic contre] (ATC) and the pilots, When muitiple
flight plans are filed, there 15 the potesitint that a controller can izgne “cleared as Gled” based on
ag flight plan that-ss different than'the flight plan moest recentiy Sied by the cperator, resulting 1
the pilot flying a route different than expected by ATC. We also found that FAA has no cuirent
sutomation system capable of identifving or “flagping” these multeple flszht plans and notifyine
the controiler.

Aunatysis of flight plans being sent from the mriine filers to FAA s Centzal Computer Complex
host, referred to as HOBT and the En Route Antomation Modersization (ERAM) automation
systems mdicates that some airkine dispatchers may not be following proper protocols and
wmstead of amending existing fught plaps. they are entering new flight plans withont removing
the onipmal flight plan, as current protocol suggests, However. we also learned that FAA lacks
standards across the NAS for the length of time a flipht plan is active, which makes it difficalt
for dispatchers to comply with FAA protocols. For instance. a typical flight plad has & time Trmit
of two bowy to execute, or'it expires and a pew one must be filed. However, at Cleveland Adr
Route Traffic Controi Center (ARTCC). the facility which stores the fhght plans for DTW. the
tine bt 15 three hours. Therefore, a dispatcher in Atlanta may be upaware that the existing
flight plan 15 still active in DTW and erronsousiy enters a new one with an assumaption that the
previous one has expired.
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plins for equupment cha
rd tehe ATCTE. T
plans are transautted fo the ATCT u)d a fiight strep §s printed. 0
changes made to the heht plan fom sources outside the FAA age hen pr

The cuyvent protocol requests that 1f 3 Qight plan chaage needs 1o be mads after a flight virip has
been printed, then certain steps must be accomplished. The awline dispaicher should contact the
Flight Data position i the ARTCC or in some cases the Traffic Maoagement Unit (TMU) in the
ATCT and ensnre that the aireraft i in a position to accept a flight pfm amendment. A good
position would be at the mrline gate. A bad position would be while the atreraft is taxding for
takeoff. If the atreraft can accept a flight plan change, the airline shonld communicate fhe
change to the Flight Data or Traffic ‘vf'maaement controller wha can input the change info the
NAS and ensore that the asrcrafl receives the new clearance. :

While this is ideal, 1t 15 nuch easier for ap anline dispa;cher,to enter anew fhight plac and kope
that the controfler recopnizes that a duplicate fight plan exists and that the controlier ensures that
the arcyafl recetves the correct flight plan. This carn be very difficult for the conteolier to
sccomphish durmg periods of fast moving weather when airline dispatchers are anemptinz to
reroute amrcraft around weather

Dupltcate flight plans mtroduce a safety mL 1nto the amr aafiic-systens with porentially
conflicing information being used by air traffic.control and the pilots When moliiple fight
plans ase filed. there 15 the potental that a controlier can-ismue “cleared as filed” based on & flight
plas that is different than the flight plan most recently filed by the operator. remltmg m the pilot
fiving a route difierent thanexpected by ATC. We also found that FAA bas no corrent
amomaticn sysiem capable of identifyiog or “flagging™ these muluple flight plans 2nd aotifyag
the controller. ‘

Analysis of flaght plans being sent fromithe airline filers to the NAS HOST and ERAM
awtomation systerns indicates fhint some atrhine filers (dispatchers) may not be following proper
protocals and instead of requesting the FAA to amend existing fiight plans, they are entering pew
fiight plans without calling the FAA to'have the original flight plan removed, 25 current protocol
suggests. Jn somenstances, we leamed the mrhoe dispatch offices did not purchase the
software option that allows the users to make amendments up to 30 minutes prior to departure.
Thus the users ate forced to file a new flight plan by their software hmitations. Fivally. FAA haz
no regulatory pudance regarding the filing of flight plans, and thus no ability 1o enforce the

exishing snggested protocol,

DTW has reponed 43 duplicate flipght plans from January 1, 2014 wo March 18, 2014 From
Jannary 1. 2013 w December 1, 2013 (December appears not to have been tracked). DTW
veported 288 duplicate flight plans via a problem report. In Deceriber 2012 when DTW fust
began tuncking the issue, they reported 60 just for the month of December. The DTW Suppont
Specialist sends the problem seport reflecting the duplicate plaps to the chief dispatcher for the
arline which filed the flsght plans, but that bas failed to vield substantial chanpe.

When mnltiple fight plans are recerved by thetower, the ome filter available oceprs if the awenaf
Pre-Clearance Delivery (PDC) capable. The PDC transmuts the original faght plan and clearance
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: ffildiu wears e nuLcd instasntees in which erroneous alert netifications are displaved
Kfle POC systemy. For example the PDC will ercasionally post aa alert of a revt
facthty his no associated flight plan. Other examples include revision alests £
'Lmd}, deparizd, aleris when no actual revision has ocewred, or for altimde/type umz'%ﬁ =
changes. A number of these alerts have been attribufed to sofhvare “bugs” in the new ERAM
-ao}"cware, AMoest of these have been eliminated once they were wdentifled.

These types of ancmalies are time consuming to track down, but appear all relsted to the fact tat
FAA's sufomation systemy allows for change& in the form of a new flisht plan, provided that one
single piece of information is slightly changed. This cac include the type of aircraft, the altitade,
or the departure time. Additionally, flight plans can be filed up o 24 hones m advance acd are
stored it NADIN. Tt is possible that fight plans are fited and stored, @ shght change occurs, and
NADIN trapsmits both to the ARTCC. As previcusly indicated, NADIN 15 simply a data sterage
pomt and does not have the capability to validate the data it receives.

Actions taken by FAA

Inlate 2012 the wsue regmding the duplicate flight plans was elevated to FAA officials at
Headaquarters by DTW. The complaint identified the 1ssue-ag PDIC automation 1ssue. A working
group of individnals was formed in 2013 and determined that‘the 1stne was got & PDC 1ssne
specific to DTW but was a system issue acrossthe NAS.

The group initially attempted to identify the airline dispatchers:and filers not followng the
published ICAQ protocol and cottacting them disecily. They also initisted a Flight Plan Filing
Service Telcon which is higld mounthly. The Telcon has over 100 participants which incinde filers
from industry and safety representatives.

An automation specialist/fight plan lead begry investigating possible solitions through ERAM
10 reject duplicate fiight plans, as well as other potential solutions, However, the group also
needed to consider possible reasens why we would need to coatinpe to accept duplicates. A
meeting was held on October 28, 2013 with oulitary haisons assigned to FAA as to whether they
had objections1o rejecting duplicate flight plans.  The nulitary did oot respond until January
2014, In aletter to FAA Steven Penuingion Executsve Director, Departmment of Defenze (DOD)
Policy Board on Federal Awiation recommended that FAA enforces extsting protocols m order to
nutigate dupheate flight ilans. The letter evaluated three proposals from FAA for possible
awomaton mitigation in ERAM: however, DOD wrote that “all three options seek to provide an
aviomated solution to what is in tnith 5 ‘bumac 1o the joop” problem.™ Should FA A decide 1o
proceed with automation solition, the DOD's preferred strategy for oummizing rmpact on DOD
operations was 1o use a two howr Estimated Off-Block (EOBT) diserimnator

The Natioaal Air Traffic Controllers Association (NATCAY submutted n propesal to the working
group which suggests that a sotification strategy that alents comtrollers that duphicate arrerafi
1dentifications exist for proposed flight identificaticn. Specifically, NATCA proposed that
smmediately upon the FDIO Display pnnting a flight progress stup costagung an aevaft
wdentification that duplicates another exusting fhght also m proposal status, the FDIO shall print &
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the tower, Only stand-alone level 11 fowers will have both oa operaiions mansger and 2 suppont

NRNEZET.

ca level 11 aue traffic towers that are ceparate Tacaiities bt

15 Mirmeapolis, 3)1 W
whm itwas .',;;.Eh i two s in 2012, and .'\Z'a
wdividoal as a support manager rathey than rzagug A0S AR
Therefore the Frontline Managers (FEMs) at JT;‘.‘ I’T povt 1*1; ¢ to My,
Minreapolis chose to have an cperations manager and does not have a sup pw? MENALES.

i ‘ip arnpte

Al mierviewed agreed that having an operations manager to pxo*‘i\ie additional overight would
nct by, however, the frontlioe managers agd ATM da_\' that lack of an eperaticus 3
impacts safety in any manner. In 2013 Mr, Wiitehuest submitted a peedfjustification -qu L for
an Operaucns Manager to Paul Sheridan {pow retwed), Te‘mm‘i Services Regional Director, but
the request was. denied due to bﬁdaet constramnts, )

ATO officials told us due to continued budget constraints, they are elminating 200 postions
across the NAS. Therefore some management posttions will be eliminated and joim facilities
will be expected to share resources such as quality assnrance. trafnseg and policwprocedures.

Recommendations
. The ATO needs to establish a standardized titue across the NAS in which flight plans are

active. This can be flexible during pericds of bad weather, but even the extension of the
active fight plan itself should have a standardized amouat of time.

bt

2. The ATO shonld standardize the txme for when they n'ansmxt flight plans wo facilitses
from the ARTCC.

3. The ATO needs to deternune whether and bow 1t will accept changes to Sight plans
within 30 nuavtes of departure.

4. The ATO should consider re-insialling equipment needed fo open 3 second clearance
delivery (CD2) position during periods of bad weather. Currently, Fhight Data asd
Clearance Delivery are combined. aad m peal: times, the cab cocrdimmtor agsizts. This
takes the cab coordwater’s attenton awsy from the achul operaticn of atreraft.
According 1o Mr Sugent, the cab 15 confipwred and had a CD2 posmucn, but the
equipment was moved to the TRACON and Aerobahn a system used o monitor
congestion at the gates was nstalied.

5. The ATO should convene a Safety Risk Mitigation Parel to elumiaate duplicate flight
plans which should wcinde represematives from all impacted divisions with FAA and
the aitlines. The omlcome from the panel should be a published, accountable process for
the mrimes and FAA to follow and include amy necessary changes 1 our sutomation.
policy and procedures needed toensure acconnmbxhry white redmmg rzk



47|

Aethodelozy

Sepertise froa AT LH 5 Sadely
x L2014, the saves ;
:m,xw‘wh including the conplainant, the adr fraffic tower manager, frontline man
persoune! from FAA headquarters. We reviewed huadreds of problen: repotts ge Y
DTW personnel, entnils, briefings, [CAQ protocels and data collected by personne] assiened to
the FAA Headgnarters working group. The 17 Individuals mfﬁnzmadb, the feam sucluded:

Vincent Sugent, Complaivant and Axr Traffic Controller

John Overman, Complainant acd Afr Traffic Controller

Corinna Morrts, Complainant and Asr Traffic Controller

Michael Redies, Complainant and Air Traffic Controller

Lewis “Matt” Bird, Complainant and Air Traffic Controller *

Jobn Whitehurst, Detroit Arr Traffic Controller Tower Manager

Joseph Fighiuolo, Terminal District Masnager, Detroit HUB

Sonny Smithwick, Dispatch Aviation Szfet*e Inspector; Delta Atrlines Centificate Manasement
Office

Nick Perrazza. Contractor. NADIN Support and Development

Juan Fuentes, Senior Advisor, Adr Traffic Services

Kevin Grammes, Opesations Manager. Detrort TRACON

Rodoey Haris, Detroit Tower Support Speciafist

Pacl Muelier. Frontline Manager, Detrést Tower

Steve Scrimscher; Froptline Manager, Detroit Tower

Joe! Brown. Contractor/Senter Asr Traffic Control Specialist. ATO Mission Support Services
Ray Ahlberg. En-Route Regmrements. ATO Mission Support Services

David W. Swanson, Atrspace Team, ATO Mission Suppont Services

10
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3. BACKGROUND: A Comective Action Plan was developed 1o & zatien condacted by

he OFice of Audit and Evalustion (AAE) for the U.S Office of Spe ounsal :j_/":;‘ T Ie March 3014 tt:-
Offre of Andit and Evaluation, Federal Aviation Adminiswacion (FAAL was directad by the Secoetary of
Transpomation 1o investizate a whisteblower desclosurs thar alleged thar ~ FAA Mazmazemens hag failed 10
propasiy address faguenr and systemdc problemy: with compuarsr-bazed sysiemws desiened o mpocaace the
fling and amending of Sight plans and dedvery of deparams riearabres.

3. EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: This charse to Paragraph 17-2-3 adds the requirement for the Alr
Traffic Cengel Svstem Copumand Center {ATCSCC) 1o include chargss made v drop tmes 1o the
Commard Cepter Advisory Paze wher potfied fom z Ar Rowes Trffic Congel Cenmes fARTTD)

4. CBANGE:

OLD NEW

Add i. Upon notification from Freld Facilities that

extended drop Umes bave been implemented
or terminsated. The Command Center
Advisory Prre wifl be apdated to inciude ap
adwzorv indicatins the implementation or
termination.

Wo further chaogs: 1o parazaph.
INDEX CHANGES: Ivope
REFERENCE CHANGES: Nooe
GRAPHICS: Nome
GERQOTNOTICE: How=
FORMATTIING & PLAIN LANGUAGE EEVIEW: [}
10. SAFETY RISK MANAGEAMENT: (Check appropnate bos).
SRAD. Proposed chanze mests full SMS regumrements for safety nsk azseszmen
] SRMDM. Propesed change dess nol miredure new safery nzks mw the WAS
11. ICAQ DIFFERENCES: YES [] WO

AT PRI PG B ETINE

o

o

e o
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IEXING SHEET

ORDERTPUBLICATION: THIZIX
CHANGE:
EFFECTIVE DATE:
SPECIALISTROGUTING:
. PABAGRAPH NUMBERAND TITLE:
$-3-2. NOTIFY NG ARTCC

2. BACKGROUND: A Safery Bisk Mapazesnsent pamel (SRAME} convenad o sanissy the requfremants
Cemrective Acdon Plap that was develeped o oaddress an mﬁe:a::nicn cenducied bty die Offce of Audir and
Evalmarion (AAE) for the U5, Office of Special Coumsel £05C). o March 2014, the ASE Fedorsl Avistion
Adminiszetion (FAA). was directed by the Secretary of Tranzpormtion to invesdzare 2 whisileblower
disclosuze tha: alleged ", FAA Moanazement failed 10 prapesly address Frequen and 5 SVShEITC ;*aﬁ}am
With COISpiter-based svaters designed to ausomate delivery of deparnire Clearns The resubamt § Sadety
Fisk Manaremeni Doument (SEMD) focus=d on the wssue of the Sling of omulupie (or dupitcare) fght
plans (for the same sk} 3 knows (existnz) bazard in the Natonal Aivspace Systemn AT, When
raltiple flight plansare fled for the same fight, thees i= the pecerdal thar 2 comrolier can clear the Fghs for
deparmre tased upon 3 Hight plan thar 1s different thar the one most recentdy hed by the operater, whach
covald resulr o the crew fivinz 2 sours not anecpared orplaneed for by Atr Tmifc Copmol (AT Whils the
hazzrd. was idertifed az an iminal low rizk haward the pane! did come Bp WAt several risk mitizpticns 1o
k2lp reduce the fraguency of roultiple firghs plans. the foBowing charge is co= of the recommended

chensss '

3. EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: This change: the notfication lead time for novvaal comrdinaten of
amended deparrare fliphr plans. when mecessary. from 30 oopotes to-45 minmes TOOC 10 proposed departare
trae.

4. CEANGE:

OLD
$-3~2 ROTEFYING ARTCU

Trapzemit fiighy plams apd Dight plan
amendorens to the ARTTC ‘o7 the Ceparturs
peint. Facilides should wse ZAA Order JO
7350.5. Locagor Idemtifiers, or the apprepnate
reromausical charts o determice the ARTC U o
which each Tansnsdssion must be made.
Transmut fiight plems (if necessary) and fight
pian mendments vis imeetphone wo the ight
dare pozinon {error referre] posinen) oF
deparame secior when the dreraft’s proposed
deparnge rime is les3 than 13 mintres from
mensuuTal mne. Advize the ARTCC s
depeymirs secror of fighr dara posixion {emor
t=ferral posinon). Vi3 msexpdwr.s when a
meszxpe is received mmcanzz., elginibny ora
TEEPOUSE 15 pot recerved I dam termmal
within 10 worames. Transowt fizghr pians as
follows:

2. When mmitple {Two or more) fistr plans we
r—a:m%a:l from the zame aircrafy. or for _.;L.L

AT TP TR SIGL-00 (TTl )

NEW
632 KOTE YNNG ARTCC

Tramzmae Saghn plars and dipkr plem
acaendments o the ARTCC for the deparnrs
pour. Facibiwe: should use FAA Order 10
73308, Lecaton IdsnriSers, or the appropniane
asronsuzcal chars o devermme the ARTCC
which each ransmission arist be mads.
Transdr e plars (3 necessary) 2od fSehe
PiAr amendpsnis via amerphone to the g:
daty posttior {erper refenal positen) or
deparrare seceor when the xircenf’ s propozed
deparmare Wms s k=5 thap 45 muaree: Tam
Transainial Tme. Advise the ARTCC:
depwrmre sectar or Highe dug pesmon {error
refarral positien ). via tterphope. whema
rmessage is received mdicaring inshzbilry or a
1eTpOnsT i POt recezved via 4oy termaes]
wotien 30 mormzes | Tramensie Sz piaes az
ollows:

a. When mubasie {rwe or move) Tzl plams are
received Jeme the saras aoref. or for Sighs



E CATECORY:

DETFRANNATION OF DIFFERENCE: YES []
VALITDATOR NARE:
VALIDATOR PHONE: { b

SRS Ak o T BN P i ke B £

597z

s
Hed

%0 [



Larmy 0. Beck

and Operatens

T DT PO B IR LGL (TR

ger, Terpdral Standazds and Pre



i

far (Imerovemen

wianee on FAA

Iniprovement of Guidance on FAA Flight Plan Filing

P T L |
KEgrguna

Currently the FAA publishes guidance on flight plan filing in the following places:

1
2
3.
4
5

oo

AP Section ENR 1.10 {Flight Planning)

AIP Section ENR 1.11 (Flight Plan Addressing)

AIM Section 5-1 (Preflight)

10 7210.3 Section 6-6 (Air Carrier Interface Program)

JO 7110.10 Chapter 6 (Flight Data}, Chapter 7 (International Operations} and Appendix A (ICAQ
Flight Plans)

Informal guidance at http://www.faz.gov/ato?k=ipl

Numerous paragraphs in the AIM, in Advisory Circulars, and other documents that identify
specific equipment, capability, or remarks required for-various FAA programs.

There is little in the way of official guidance on reguired timing, including when ATC will “lock” the flight
plan and prevent automated operator changes. Further, there is no official guidance on how to change
a flight plan after it has been locked. Finally, the use of ICAQ versus Domestic format flight plans is
treated inconsistently throughout the documents,

Planned Improvements

1.

63" &g

SRV RG]

Operational requirements for sending flight planning messages (including initial flight plan,
changes, and cancellation} will be documented in the AIP Section 1.10, and mirrored in the AlM
Section 5-1. These requirements will address:

a. Initial filing of a flight plan
Rules for filing more than one flight plan for the same Aircraft ID
Automatic dropping of flight plans that do not depan
How to register to receive automatic accept/reject messages
Changing a flight plan before the ATC lockout
Changing a flight plan after the ATC lockout
Guidance on message format, content, and Protocois will be documented in a new Flight
Planning Advisory Circular. This will result in some material moving from the AIP, AIM, and JO
7210.3 into the advisory circular.

a. Information will be divided between pilot guidance on what to file in a flight plan-and

detailed puidance for service providers on message formats

All information provided on the Flight Planning web site will be incorporated into the AIP, the
AIM, and/or the new Advisory Circular.

I
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svi faa.zoviother visit/aviafion Iindustrviairline operatorsiairline safetyiinfo
An InFF consing valuably informaiion zgfru‘:ffmm.::x thier aboashd Feilps 2o el syrtgay eulnnsnranve, regmaktiony, s
wperatrone] reguremerds w with rolagive L fow urgensy or iRt ey sefiv.

Sabject: Flight Plan Discrepancies and Amendment Filing Procedures

Purpose: Thizs InF0 serves 1o remind eperarors of the imporsance of following spproprate procedurss
when amending an Adr Trafhc Services {ATS) flight plaa

Background: The Federal Avisson Admintsmasion (FAA) Ar Trefc Orzanizstion (ATO) along with

:he Fhght Stmderde Service (AFS) ba: noaced an increasing end with discrepancies berween the “Tied™

ATS flighr plan and the “operanional” flight plan provided w the fzmrrew. These discrepanriss can lead
1o 8 loss of separaton and an incresse in worklosd for Air Traffic Cortrol (ATC) and flightcrew(s).

Examples mclnde:

» During july 2014—Hours after departing JFIL. ATC nonced a BTW fving 3 roure that differad
Som the figh: plan. While ATC bhad cleared the Jighy as fled based on the mos? recent High:
plan, Dizpatch had issued the pilot a route from an esrber filed flicht plan

» Dumpe Angust 2014—ATC provided a €523 1000 vermical sepamﬁon in Reduced Verdcal
Separaton Mintmum (RV SR a‘xrtpzce based on the ATE flirhr pisy. BHowsever, the opersdonal
Tight plan indicated the flight was not EV3M spproved.

Despite efforts to correct this problem. inciuding monthly mestings verareen the TAA ATO and flrshr
plan Slers, Hight plan discrepancy errors have contmusd,

Discussion: The majority of flizht pian discrepancies appesr to be caused by madeguzie coosdination of
changsas o fiighs pians. The most common ypes of probiems seen mclude.

1. Sending of a “Teplacemen:”™ flizht plan without canceling the orizast fligh: plan.
. Sendinga “veplacement” fhehy plan after an attempt o cancel the ongnal flight plan was
unsuceessfil (usually becanse the anempr 1o cancel occurred afier the deparmre stmp printed).

Either of the gbove cases resulss in muiople fizght plans in the systam AT will resolve thase when swvsre
of therr. but there are cases (especialiy if the change 1= made very lete) where ATC will no? s2e the
second fiight smp in nme. In a busy rower with parallel Tunwoys. the soIps may ever be dismibued 1o
gifferent posions.

For exampie:
Fligh: 123 deparmure our of New York to Loodoa it planned on Menk Atlspric 74T Treck U7

Thae sircraft s planned fora fiigbrlevel that reqaires Conoolier Pilor Da Link Commmmicaions
(CPDLC) and Auromared Dependant Swveillnnre Conmrser {ADS-C) eguipment. Diwring the

Dusmibutad by. AFS-200 OPz.. A¥5-240




By Jumes Surton, Quality Assurance

Every day, throughout the national
airspace system, or NAS, multiple
flight plans are filed for a single flight.
The ATO has identified these multiple
flight plans as contributing factors in
numerous reported safety occurrences
involving unexpected routes, aircraft
types, equipage/
capabilities. Although multiple flight

and/or  aircraft
plans have not yet directly resulted
in an accident or serious loss of
separation between aircraft, the ATO
is proactively addressing the issue to
help reduce the potential for risk to
the system.

“Multiple flight plans are
a frequent accessory
to many known
safety hazards in the
system. Therefore,
we must be proactive

Assurance manager.

Controllers often refer to them as
“duplicate” flight plans, since NAS
automation rejects any subsequent
with  the
identification that is departing from

same  aircraft

plan

the same airport within a certain
timeframe. Problems typically happen
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when other flight plan data such as
aircraft type, equipage/capabilities, or
route of flight differs in subsequent
flight plan(s) from what is already filed.

Why So Many Flight Plans?
Multiple
frequently during widespread traffic

flight plans exist most
management programs that involve

system delays and/or reroutes.
Instead of canceling and refiling or
amending a previously filed flight
plan, many file new flight plans with
amended flight data for aircraft type,
equipage/capabilities, or route. In
addition, some of our processes and/
or software, including Direct User
Access Terminal Service, do not allow
amendments after NAS automation
accepts a flight plan. This necessitates
filing subsequent flight plans for

the same flight. On average, several

Examples of Muitiple Flight Pian Strips

hundred multiple flight plans exist in
the NAS daily.

Impact of Multiple Flight Plans
to the System

When multiple flight plans exist, air
traffic control and/or the operator
must try to figure out which flight
plan to use. Sometimes the last plan
filed with ATC differs from the plan
provided to the pilot. Frequently, ATC
recognizes multiple flight plans and
coordinates with the pilot/operator to
clarify which touse. However, in some
instances, multiple flight plans can
lead to a loss of separation of aircraft
because the pilot is on a different
route than what ATC expects, or the
aircraft type has changed, requiring a
different separation standard due to
wake categorization.
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Although this is a known workload
issue, the ATO lacked sufficient data
to indicate it as more than a low

safety issue. Often, controllers fix the
problems and do not report them.

Addressing the Issue

To more easily capture information
from mandatory and electronic
occurrence reports, also known as
MORs and EORs, the ATO created
a Quality Assurance, or QA, special
emphasis indicator to flag events
flight
Service area QA specialists now
annotate “¢MFLTPLN” in the QA
section of MORs and EORs when

multiple flight plans may be a factor.

involving  multiple plans.

In addition, other factors such as
hearback/readback problems, misfiled
flight data, failure to issue a full route
flight
system data entry errors sometime

clearance, or management
cause flight data to be inaccurate.
Because of these indicators, analysis of
these MORs/EORs help the ATO gain
better understanding of even broader
safety issues.

The ATO also formed-a task force to
better understand and address the
problem and look at the multiple
flight plan issue, related factors, and
associated data. It was comprised
of representatives from the ATO,
bargaining units, and the Flight
Standards Service. The task force
prepared findings and information to
present to a Safety Risk Management,
or SRM, panel assigned to address the
issue. To support the SRM panel, the
ATO invited subject matter experts
and stakeholders from:

+ Terminal and En Route and

QOceanic air traffic services

+ System Operations traffic
management and flight services

« Air traffic requirements and
procedures Mission Support

+ Program Management
Organization

« Safety and Technical Training
Flight Standards

+ Department of Defense, or DoD

+ Industry

Addressing the identified initial low
risk hazard, the SRM Panel developed
risk mitigations and monitoring
actions to significantly reduce the
frequency of multiple flight plans
and to better understand and mitigate
safety issues associated with multiple
flight plans that may still exist
Corrective actions covered in the SRM
Document include:

1. Development and
implementation of new
requirements for NAS
automation that will:

« Reject another flight plan
from being filed when there
is already an existing flight
plan for the same aircraft
identification from the same
departure point within
a designated proposed
departure time.

» Standardize times when flight
strips will be generated for air
traffic facilities, after which
time flight plan amendments
cannot be accepted from

—SAFETY MATTERS 7
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wonld mean that any tlight
3

plan changes within this
standardized timeframe
st be accormplished by
an ATC (FAA, DoD or FAA-/
DolY-contract) terminal or
cn voute facility.
o Standardize timeframes
for retaining flight
plan data before it
is dropped from NAS

automation. Note:

o Drop times may be longer
when severe weather or
other traffic management
programs are in effect, to
preclude the need for refiling.

o New flight plans will not be
accepted before a previously
filed flight plan for the same
aircraft identification and
proposed departure time has
been dropped or activated.

« Continue to allow flight plans
to be filed up to 24 hours prior
to the proposed departure time.

« Generate an alert for ATC
when another flight strip prints
for a previously printed flight
plan because the proposed
departure time is within a
certain timeframe.

2. Regulatory changes. Though
regulatory changes may be
needed later, the team determined
they may be beyond the scope
of this SRM panel at this time.
In the meantime, FAA policy
changes should reflect new NAS
automation requirements and
provide a process for revising
flight plan data that discourages
the filing of multiple flight

WINTER 2015
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areeans of aoilying operators
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when flight plan drop times will
exceed standard retention thnes.

Cha

nges are plannod for the

following FAA publications:

Mew flight plan strip is either not
printed or doesn't reach ATG

ATC clears aircraft based on
original flight plan without
updated information

» FAA Order O 7110.10, Flight
Services

« FAA OrderJO 7210.3, Facility
Operation and Administration

« Aeronautical Information
Manual/Publication, or

AIM/AIP

3. Planned outreach efforts for
Operators (flight plan filers, pilots)
and ATC include

« Publication of AFS Information
for Operators (InFO) 14-012,
Flight Plan Discrepancies and
Amendment Filing Procedures);

+ Publication of a new Advisory
Circular on Flight Planning;

+ Discussion of issues during
operator outreach sessions such
as the monthly flight plan filers’
telcons and/or the National
Customer Forum (NCF);

website lnformation;
o Publication of a QA Safen

Bulletin on multiple flight

plans; and

« Discussion during the
montily QAJGC w

and Partnership for Sales

telcon; and
= Safety Awarencss
Discussions facilitated by
Local Safety Councils
» Anupdate of FAA
Flight Planning website

information

4. Publication of a QA
Safety Bulletin on
multiple flight plans.

5. Discussion duiring
the monthly Quality
Assurance/Quality Control
webinar and Partnership
for Safety telcon.

While most of these efforts do not
directly safety
ht

address  specific

problems caused by multiple flig
=
Did you find this article helpful?
Click here to give us feedback.

9-AJ0-SafetyMatters@faa.gov



