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)irector, 01:!1ce of Audit and Evaluations, AAE-1 

· lc~sident for Safety and Technical Training. AJI-0 

Update to Cotrecti'lC Action Plan on Office of Special Counsel Case Numbers 
DI-13-4206, DI-14-0359, DI-14~0461, DI-14-0492, and DJ .. l4~1590 regarding Detroit 
Metropolitan Wayne County Airport Flight Plans and Staffing Referral dated March 
11, 2014 

Back.ground: This memorandum pmvides our latest status update concerning the Corrective 
A.ction Plan (CA.P) outlined in our April 17, 2014, Report of Investigation in response to the 
Office of Special Counsel case numbers DI-13-4206, Dl-14-0359, DI-14-0461, DI-14-0492, and 
DI-14-1590 regarding Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport (DTVl) Flight Plans and 
Staffing Referral. 

'fhe Air ·rratlic Organization (ATO) concurred with the lindings of the repott of n·equent and 
systemic problems \Vith computer-based systems designed to automate the.flling and amending 
of flight plans and departure The ATO developed and is 
......... , .... , .. .,delineated in the· CAP. 

lJpdute: As required by the , in.lune 201 the Multiple Flight Plan Task Force a 
Safety Risk Management (SRM) Panel to evaluate associated with multiple flight plans f(n 
the same flight and to develop corrective '1}./e have attached the signed SRM Document 
d.cveloped by the SRM PaneL 

suppo11 the comll1Llnication outreach initiative outlined in . during the monthly 
flight 1ilers' teleconference on January 201 ATO participants on the 
Information for Operators (InFO) 1401 Flight Plan Discrcpam.:ies and /I mendment F'i!ing 

published in December 2014. A participating representative from the International 
Air 'rransport Association forvvarded a copy of InFO 14012 to the International Civil Aviation 
Organization{lCAO) North An1erican, Central Atncrican, and Caribbean (NACC) Regional 
Flight Plan rvfonitori.ng Group. ATO representatives also discussed InFO 14012 during the 
monthly National Customers Forum meeting on January 14, 2015. 



'fhe Multiple Flight Plan Task Force met on February 5, 2015, to review the status of the CAP 
activities. Procedural changes arc still planned f~)r publication on December I 0, 20 l National 
Airspace System automation changes are tentatively planned for implementation in 2016. 

'fhe A"J"O \Viii conduct an audit from April 20 to May l, 2015, to determine the frequency of 
multiple Hight plans at selected en route and terminal faeilities and the methods and procedures 
used by each facility to docmnent, report, and address issues related to multiple fHgbt plans. 
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To continue outreacb efiorts controllers and operators, em article on Multiple Flight Plans was 
published in the \vinter 2015 edition of Sqj"efy lvlatters. Hard copies of the art ide were available 
at the All Points Safety booth during the 201 5 National Air ·rraflk Controllers Association 
(NATCA) Communicating for Safety Conference. 

Completed: Recomn1endatlon 4 (of 6) from the FAA Report <Jf Investigation, dated April 1 7, 
2014, was to restore the second clearance delivery position at lYrW. All actions \Vere completed 
to reinstate that position. \Ve consider our actions on this item complete and request that this 
item be closed. 

Next Opdnte: The Multiple Flight Plan 'fask Force is scheduled to meet again on June 4, 2015. 
Our next report on this CAP \Viii be provided in July 2015. If you have questions or need 
additional information, please contact Stephen J. Lloyd. Director, Safety, A.H-1 at 202-267~4645 
or ,Stephen.Llovd(glfha.uov. 

cc: Teri L. Bristol, Chief Operating Oft1cer, AJO~O 
Terry Biggio, President, Air Traflic Services, AJf-0 
Elizabeth Ray, Vice President, Mission Support AJV -0 
Nancy Kalino\vskL Vice President, System Operations 
James T. Eck, Acting Vice President, Program l'v1anagement Organization, AJ!V·l-0 

Turner, Vice President. Technical AJW-0 

Attachments: 
SRM Document, Multiple Fliglu Plans 

Alatlers Article, Afore is Noi Always Belter: Multiple Flight 
and May Jeopardize St4ety 

C'au.<:,·e E:xlra Work 
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results of the Fi:isk to 
satisfy the of a Corrective Action 
investigation conducted by the of Audit 
Counsel (OSC), In 4, the Office of , Federal 
Administration (FAA), was by the Secretary of Transportation to a 
whistleblower disclosure that aHeged " ... FAA Management has failed to properly address 
frequent and systemic problems with computer-based systems designed to automate delivery of 
departure clearances", Wt1ile there were other allegations raised in that whist!eblower 
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 
flfght plans are filed for the same flight, there is the potential that a controller can clear the flight 
for departure based upon a flight pfan 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 
Control (A TC). On any given day it is possible to have anywhere from 800 to 1 000 multiple flight 
plans in the system. 

In response to this investigation, the Chief Operating Officer, Teri Bristol, commissioned a safety 
risk management pane! 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 panel did come up with the following risk mitigations to help reduce the frequency of multiple 
flight plans: 

1. The first requirement is to 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 include: 

a. DCP7210.3, Paragraph 8-1-4, FLIGHT PLAN DROP INTERVALS standardizes 
flight plan drop times to 2 hours; 

b. DCP 7210.3, Paragraph 17-2-3 ATGSCC 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 
ART CO; 

c. DCP 7110.10, Paragraph 6-3-2 NOTIFING ARTOG 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. Requirements to update the Command Center Advisory Page contained in DCP 
7210.3 Paragraphs 17-2-3 ATSOO and 17-5-4 RESPONS!BIUTES 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 filers 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 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. 
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When multiple flight plans are filed, t11ere Is U1e potential that a controHer can issue a clearance 
on a routing (e.g. cieared as filed) that is different from the route fired on the most recently filed 
flight plan. This may result in a pilot flying a route different than that expected by A TC. Often 
times (for flight plan filers) it is easier to simply file a second flight plan than it would be to calf 
the appropriate controlling facility to have the flight plan amended, revised or removed. Analysis 
of flight plans filed by airfines 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 flied 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. 
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sometirnes longer (site~specific), departure and departure coordination flight strips are pr~nted to 
the tower and TRACON as defined in Bdaptation. Strips are printed to the departure ARTCC at 
a different adapted time, which is typically 45 minutes before departure. If the departure tower 
t1as Terminal Data Link System (TDLS), the departure strip goes to that system and may 
generate an automated Pre-Departure Clearance (PDC). 

Verbal Pre~Departure Clearance 

When the pilot calfs for clearance, the controller 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 (Fifght Plan Readout} 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. 

o+ If the departure clearance position notices multiple flight strips, the controller will work 
with the mer 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 terminal automation system (ARTS or 
STARS). 

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

cu·rrent· Operations: 

Proposed Flight Plans 

Each departure originating in FAA~controlled airspace normally begins with a proposed flight 
plan, 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 ofthe 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 available to file flight plans include: 

1. FAAFiight 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 fright plan 

2. Commercial Service 
a. Many vendors provide flight planning services toGA 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 systems that can file directly. 

4. Military BASOPS 
a. Some military installations have a Base Operations Center- analogous to an 

Airline Operations Center~ where flight plans can be filed by Military Dispatchers. 
5. Air Traffic Services Reporting Office (ARO). Some countries have AROs at departure 

airports. and require that flight plans be filed through them 
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Figure 1.1: Representative Flight Pian Filing System for the NAS 
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Section 3 -~Safety His!< Management Planning and Impacted 
Organizations 

The panel of subject matter experts met in Washington, DC over a thn~e day period, June17-
June 19, 2014. 

Tabfe 3.1: SRM Panel Members 

David Swanson 

Ann Moore 

Dan Watkins 

151 Page 
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, as defined In the 
descrilJes the proposed in the following terms: 
Managernent, the Machine, and the rvledia. 

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

(hu)Man 

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

Air Traffic Controllers 
.. Terminal 
• En Route 

Machine 

• 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 
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.. FAA Order 7110.10, Flight Services- Chapter 6 section 3 governs IFR Flight Plan 
handling 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 fli.ght 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 (Protocol for Flight Plans) 
• Educational Briefing for Filers 
.. Automation 
• FAA Order Standardizing Flight Planning Storage Times, Lockout Times, and 

amendment procedures 



Tl1e 
the 
panel of SMEs to define the issue's entire scope. 

as air traffic and en , 
A TC automation specialists and airline dispatchers, H:e panel was familiar with tile problem 
readily grasped the potential seriousness of t11e multiple flight plan issue. Their first resolution 
was to drop the Duplicate Flight Plan moniker and call the issue Multiple Flight Plans. Although 
the pane! 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 Hight plans will typicalfy 
(butnot always) have the same or similardeparture 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 multiple flight plans are an old 
problem 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 on 
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 problem 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 dea!t with the multiple flight plan situation. 

Multiple flight plans are not an easily solved problem. There are too many users in the NAS 
who have an expressed need to file multiple flight plans using the same aircraft identification 
and departure points. 
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F3os1on 1\r~TCC 

ARTCC (ZMJ\) frequently receives plans from in South and Central 
America and another flight plan from U1e Central or South 1\merlcan ARO for the same flight 
Sometimes there are slight differences in the flight plans that could read to incidents and errors. 
For ZMA the situation is a vexing issue. Miami ARTCC has addressed the situation while 
conducting a safety risk rnanagement panel for a new automated intetiace with Cuba. Tile ZMA 
SRMP deliberations and solution were briefed to the Multiple Flight Plan Panel on June 18 
2014. Miami ARTCC has created a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) to address the 
problem manually, but is interested in a more comprehensive solution that relies less on manual 
comparison of flight plans. The Multiple Flight Plan (MFP) Panel deliberated the ZMA issue and 
decided, since there was no representation from ZMA on the MFP Panel and the MFP Panel 
was not very familiar 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 
fi.ight plans introduce. The panel concluded 1hat the severity of possible effects ofmultiple flight 
plans was Minor {4). The rationale was based on the group's collective, operational, 
experience observing and dealing with multiple flight plans and the potential of 10 to 15 reported 
route deviations where an aircraft flies a differentroute 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 plans is the combination of the severity (Minor) wtth the 
likelihood (Remote). Using Figure3.9: Risk Matrix, found on page44 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 multiple flight plans was most 
evident Based on the panel's collective experience, they determined that the frequency was 
most probable during a weather event- ice and snow or heavy thunderstorm activity. After 
much discussion the panel decided not to limittheir 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 panel did not tie the 
hazard to any specific events; so their risk analysis was not limited. 
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Operators, based on a fallacious assumption, file another flight p!<~n. Now. there <~re multiple 
flight plans In the system. Operators may not understand that different facilities hove different 
parameters determining when a flight plan has "timed out" and is dropped frorn the system. 
This issue may be quickly solved by rnaking dispatchers and prlots aware of the different 
guidelines for the facilities they use. The difference in drop times between centers and the fact 
the times are not widely known by operators may be one of the root causes multiple ftig!1t plans 
are filed introducing its incurnbent risk into the NAS. The panel unanimously agreed to 
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 give filers, particularly airline 
dispatchers, a standard time parameter. 

The panel c!iscussed 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 party services fike 
FltPian.com have made it easy for operators to enter electronic flight plans into the NAS. The 
ease of filing fljght plans has not been extended so users can cancel or amend those same 
flight plans. The Aeronauticallnformation Manual, paragraph 5-1-13b, Change in Proposed 
Departure Time states: uoue to traffic saturation, control personnel frequently wUI be unable to 
accept these revisions via radio. It is recommended that you forward these revisions to the 
nearest FSS." The panel discussed the fact that changes toDUATS/DUAT capabilities would 
requrre 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 cancelthe flight plan 
and was told by the briefer "I do not have access to the flight plan." 

The panel spent eonsiderable time discussing methods to addr~ss amending or eanceling flight 
plans. The panel eollectively 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 to flight plan filers to allow them to 
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 ofthe panel's discussion to determine 
recommendations. The panel believed a readily available me1hod 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 schools and skydiving/parachuting operations who were 
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4 
-

Conditions 
in a 

collision 
A, rc services, or between 
a loss of of separation aircraft 

or a loss of separation resulting in a separation obstacles or 
separation resulting in a Category B Rl 1, or resulting in a terrain 
resulting in a Category C Rl 1, OE2 Category A R 11 or 
Category D or Operational OE2 

Runway Error (0E)2 

lncursion(R I) 1, 

or proximity 
event 
- Flightcrew -Potential for Pilot -PD due to -Near mid-air -Conditions 

receives Deviation (PD) response to TCAS collision (NMAC) resulting in a 
TCAS Traffic due to TCAS Corrective results due to mid-air 
Advisory (T A) Preventive Resolution proximity of less collision 
informing of Resolution Advisory (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 a report is filed by obstacle or 

- PD where to deviate from vertical action to pilot or flight crew terrain 
loss of present vertical avoid developing member that a resulting in 
airborne profile, or. conflict with traffic, collision hazard hull loss, 
separation -PD where loss o.f or, existed between multiple 
falls within airborne ·PD where loss of two or more fatalities, or 
the same separation falls airborne aircraft fatal injury 
parameters of within the same separation falls 
a Category D parameters of within the same -Reduction in 
OE 2 or Category C parameters of a safety margin and 
proximity (OE) 2 Category 8 OE 2, functional 
Event , or or, capability of the 

- Minimal effect -Reduction of -Reduction in aircraft requiring 
on operation functional safety margin or crew to follow 

of aircraft capability of functional emergency 
aircraft but does capability of the procedures as per 
not impact overall aircraft, requiring AFM 
safety e.g, crew to follow 
normal abnormal 
procedures as procedures as per 

AFM AFM 
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hour is less than 
1x10"3 , but equal to 

or greater than 1 x1 o· 
s 

hour is less than or 
equal to 1x1 0'5 but 
equal to or greater 

than 1x10'7 

Probability of 

Dufinitim1s 

~;~~~~~~~ Probability of occurrence 
!!!! per operation/operational 

Expected 
to occur 
about 

several 
times per 

month 

Expected 

hour is equal to or greater 
than 

1 x1 o-s 

Probability of occurrence 
per operation/operational 
hour is Jess than or equal. 
to 1x10'5 but equal to or 

greater than 1x1 o·' 

Probability of occurrence 
per operation/operational 
hour is less than or equal 
to 1 x1 0"7 but equal to or 

greater than 1 X 1 0·9 

to occur Probability of occurrence 
less than per operation/operational 

hour is less than 1 x1 o·\1 



Section 3- 5: Treatmnnt o·f Risks I mgation of 
-.... t 

T!1e Multiple Flight Plan SRMP deliberated the issue for three days. The panel understood 
several key components that made any resolution difficult The panel collectively realized thme 
is .fjO published official guidance to modify flight plans and]'JO published guidance for filing 
alternative flight plans for dynamic NAS situation changes. The panel believed most of the 
multiple flight plan issue is created by present system inadequacies. Much of the panel 
discussion during its three day session was devising ways to address the inadequacies without 
penalizing the operators who have a need to fife multiple flight plans. 

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 requirementis to develop Order changes that standardize the path of flight plan 
communicati.on. The Order changeswm contain several items to address the lack of 
guidance for modifying flight plans. The items include: 

. a) PCP 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 requirements for the ATCSCC to include changes made to drop times to the 
Command Center Advisory Page when notified by an ARTGC; 

c) DCP 71.10.10, Paragraph 6-3-2 NOTIFING ARTCG changes the notification lead time for 
manual coordination offlight plans, when necessary, from 30 minutes to 45 minutes 
prior to the proposed departure time 

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

e) Create a mechanism for the A TCSCC 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 
filers 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 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 wouJd 
curb this issue. 

3. ltwasdecided by the panel that a requirement should be madeto create an Advisory 
Circular to delineate the .processfor filing. amending, revising and deleting flight 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 contactATC directly. This panel 
requirement was intended to remedy this situation. 

4. An AIM revision to Paragraph 5-1-13 Change in Proposed Departure Time to indicate 
flight plans are dropped in the ARTCC computer after 2 hours. The AIM revision would also 
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Develop 
drop time and path of 

education 
Advisory Circular delineating 

flight plan process 

Automation changes 

AFS-200 
Ray Ahlberg 
(AJV-72) and 

Les Smith. 
AFS-200 

Com leted 
To Be 

Completed 

Ray Ahlberg and Draft 

~--~--------~----~---+--VV_a~y~n~e~M~a7x~w_e_ll~r-------·4~~leted _ 
AIM revisions to Paragraph AJV~822 Draft 

5-1-13 Completed 
Revise FAAO 7110.10 AJV-822 Draft 

Paragraph 6-3-2 Completed 
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DUATS Crop tim:.;s 
requirement 

Different Flight Par. DispatcheriFlight P:an 
Plan drop 3.2.1.4.4.2:5 Filer Education 
times for 
different AIM 5·1·12 Advisory Circular that 
ARTCC's & 5-1-13 delineates the process 

offiling, amending, 
Amended 7210.3 Par. revising, and deleting 
drop times 6-5-1 flight plans. The 
(dynamically advisory circular 

' modified drop needs to provide 
times) 7110.65 Par. guidance for 

4-3-3(4)(b) amending a Flight 
Hold Plan within 30 minutes 
messages of proposed departure 

time. 
Different 
deadlines for "Only ATC CAN 
alloWing AMMEND A FUGHT 
automated PLAN WITH!i'-J 30 
amendments MINUTES OF THE 

PROPOSED 
Terminal DEPARTURE TlME. 
FaCilities do Within 30 minutes of 
not have y:our QrOQOSed 
complete flight de:Qarture time ~ou 
plan must contact ATC 
information I direct!~ for an:,: I revisions." 

Automation: 

Time and Aterting-
Reject flight plan 
with same AlD, and 
departure point and 
proposed departure 
time. 

Alerting for 
Terminal. 
When a mu:tlo!e 
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Ex(lcntiv{' Summary 

In Man:.h 2014, the Office of Audit 1u1d Evaluation (A..-\E), Fe&:ral A·dation Admimsl'l:aiioo 
(F Al\), \Yas du·ected by the Seqe!asy ofTraru;p<:~rta!ion to investjg,at~ a U.S. Office of S~dal 
Counsel (OSC) whistleblower disclosure (OSC File No, DI-13-4206 et l!l.) sent to Secretary 
Antho.uy Foxx oulv!a:rcllll, 2014. AAB is an ~dent FAA 01g~ion w1th zm!hooly to 
=dilct over~'igbi of all FAA org!Uliza!ions and progrnm:s. 'Ilis dillclosme was $\J'bm.itted by 
Vincent Sngent~ Jollti Ov"e!!ll!l.ll; Connmt. Motris, Michael Redies, a.nd Lewis M Bird. air i'nfiic: 
coo.Jrolters at Detroit AU; Traffic: Coo.trot To-.ves: (DT\ll). Detroit M~~!itm ~.R.~ 
Michigan. .f.\l'it' 

The whistleblowet$ a1legedfbat {1) FAA~gemeutlw fai,i;~~~~~ ~ 
aod~cptobletmwithoomputetba$ed ~ ~to~te:~Of~ 
~ces and (2) FAA macagement.hs failedro~ly$W!the.facilitY'hy ~the 
Opeations·Mfmager~ Ullfilledfoc~~iive ~ . . .if 

Wefomd,tbatFAA'slack~forairo:::~~ladfileurof~~ 
protocols Rave allowed duplieate fli.{!btpkms tobe~1iftto the National~ System 
(NAS) .. DuptWaie.flight piau CCJiiUrjn t&e•mBJI!.ain:ndl ~~ -~~ 
airport.~some~·sudlas• ' · · · ~·~ ordepa:rtmeiUne·are 
~ fromfbeorigiaat We have teamed'. . .·· comrof~ ~theNatioual 
.Ainpace System (NAS) are~ this•jnohle2tl''ot~liadeilight~ona~ 
bam,. rmd the problem is ~~~-'iillrmg~ofWweathe:. 

::~'' ,f"; 

Duplicate £ligbt. p~ ~a safety risk imothe: aif'traftic cootn:il~~Wtetn fthpoteniJalJy 
ronflirting ~~used l?Y;Jiir traflic ~~ (ATC) ladtbe P&ts. Wllen multiple 
~plm!Utre~~1~is~~~~ em issue "cleaedas filmrbasedon 
m ilight pbu;.~fu~~~~~ :fligbt phmmostm:emiyfiled by1hecperator. ~ m 
the p.Uot ftvislg a route &Berent !hilii~d by ATC. We also foaM that FAAhsuo ·cun:em 
amomatic>b:syJtemc.apable'd;"idemifyUig•er ~g'·thue multiple iUght plal:l&.aa4~ 
the comro1Jet:/ . . . 

1; ~ 
·'"'·:" .. :: 

Ami1ysis offtigbt phms. .being sent ·rrom the llll1ine filed to·F AA'11 Centftl Computer·Comples 
host.·~ to as BQ!:f.~:~ ~Route. /WtnmatiOD•Modem.izaticn (ERAM) autmnaU0\!1 
~)'StemS mdieates that ~·iidirl.adispatcllas may not be .tl:illowiDg properprotacOlslad 
lnstud of amending ~flight plans; they are entering new flightpbum without~ 
the: oripud flight plan, as currem protocol suggests. However, we aim le:amed !bat FAA 1acl:.s 
mmtams acmss fhe'NAS forlheJmgth.oflime a flight plan is active, whicl1 mam it diffic:nJt 
fur dU!patd.len to comply with FAA protocols .. For instla::ttt. a typical flight plm has a time: hmit 
oftwo b.ounJ to execute, or it expires lad anew one must be filed. Bm!rnet, at Cleveland Air 
Route Traffic- Cotmot Cemer(ARTCC), the fitcility which stole the flight phms. for DTW,. the 
time limit is il:l:n!e homs. 'I'h.etmore, a~ in A11anta may be DDilWll1'e that the exist.i.ug 
flight plan is·still active m·DTW aud em:meously e'lltet:s a new. one. with. an ummptiou fhat tbe 
previous ooe has~ 

2 
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plans Jbr eq:uipmeut cbailges or ro11te d.Hmges awund weather pt"io:r to the 
tnul-Snuh,:d t() the A TCT. Typically, 30 n:Uuute11 prior to the proposed 
p!a:ns are tnm.tnlitted lo the ATCT <md n 11igh1 sttip i'! printed" One~ a ~irip is 
challges made to the flight plan from sources outside the FAA are fheu prolllbit<::.O. 

Tbe c:nrrentprotoccl requests that 1f a flight pian d::<mge ~~ to be n1ade after a flight mrip lm,.; 
been printed, then c.ettnin stepll nmst be acc,omplished. Tiie airline clispatcher should contact the 
Flight Dam position. in ~ ARTCC or in. some case~~ the Traffic Manageu:!l'ilt Unit (fMU) in the 
ATCT and e!1S'llfe tbat the airc,r~~ft L"' iu a pasitioo 10 accept a tllghtpfim an.iendtlle!l:t. A~ 
position would be at the airline gate A bad position Wotlld be white f~ aircraft is· f."lxiing for 
takeoff If tile: ai:tcr.dl: can accept a flight plim change, the airline s9~nfd 'comttl!llliea:te fbe· 
change to the~ Dam Of' Tmfiic MAnagement ctm~roDerwb.Q,([lin il:!pmtbe ~ mw the 
NAS and~ that the aiseraft receives the new deam:ace. J;!} +"'"~~.~. 

":&,;: 

While tha 1$ ideal, it innucll. earie:r fOf' 1m airlme ~~,k, eote:' an~~ phm and hope 
that the comrolb: r~ that a ~ fiigllt plaD• exmta and that the''cOittmller E!itiSilreii that 
theairoraft ~ the ·ClOI'feCt fiigbtplan. This .~ibe ws:y.diffic:ult.fnr.fhe.~ to 
~··during.~of.fut~.weathU~airline.;.cifiFkben areatt~.to 
~ airaaft.al'OI1D.d weather, '':'k,,,,,. 

!::i) 
"l\ .. · ''·.· 

Duplicatefiigbt .. pttms.~· a ~:iilk;~.6Je airtnlffic~·'llriftt~ 
~~beJngmedbyairri:Ble:.~l-81epH~'Wiwlo~·tlipt 
pla:ns me fiW, 1bere is·.dJe,potmfud l'hat a ~·~.isme a~- iile!crl:ruedm.t ll·fiight 
phm fbat,li$ di&:reatthmtbe.~plmmosa~filed~:&opemtar;;, ~ m·the·fliot 
flyiagamute~ ~~byATC. We·ma ·fomid fbatFAAhllllao·cament 
~·~·~leo£~·or·"'ftapt"1bele1DidiipleJ¥rtplas.ut~ 
the CCII:I1t'Ollet~ .,, :;,,i~ : ' • : ' 

Aslalya:is offiighlii;Plans~1~~~~m the liAS HOSTaml ER.Ald 
automatiOD ~Uidi~.~ 1bat·~ ~ fi.lem (dispatr:hem) may am bdblkmringprope.r 
protocols .m,ii'liastead ofseqaiestiug ~;<E# to IIDie'l:ld existUlg :flight pbms, they are ~new 
tUp.t piaiis;~calling~if'AA tO\uaw 1he·orip:W·~ p1an ~ u <:nne~~t protocol 
~· -~~ ~leamedthe.airl:iaedispatch o~ diduot pun:hue the 
software.optim.t.1Datatlowsfbe•liietsto·make11mendmetitsupto30~·priorrodeplmure. 
thns:tbeusemaref«cedto~anew.flightplanbytheirsotlwllre~. Fmally,FAAbal 
no ~gtilatory guil:lance~g the filing offligtu p.l.ms, and ttms oo ability to en:£on:e the 
existingsuggestect~t 

DlW ha reported4l ~ :ffigbtphms .&om JIIO.l.W}' 1. 2014 to March IS, 2014. From. 
January 1, 201l to Decem:bef' 1. 2013 (December appears uot :to have been mrcl:ed). DTVl 
~ 288 duplli:m: fhgbtplans via: a problem RpOrl. In. December 2012 when DTW :tU:st 
bepn tmcl:ing the imJe;: they reported 00 just for the month or~. TheDTW Support 
Spec::ia1ist ~·1heproblem~~fhe duplicate plans to the dliefciispatc:bef for the 
airline .which filed the :ffight plas. buUhat hu failed to yield sub$illlltiil ~-

Wbesurmltiple tught. plans am .~w bytbe tower,;. the oae.iibea: liiVlli.lable: OICCm'S ifthe ain::ndt 
~Delivery (PDC)eapable. The.PDC f.mDI:imitll the oriplal.ihght plan. ami deax:lmce 
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eotiilcation:; ;:11e ci'"nlT''"'! 

ttu alert of a re;:lsH}:\1..,. \vhen 
th:tt. h::P.-re 

These t;rpes of at:.ornalie5 are time to track down, but appe.ar all related to !he f.act tlJ::Jt 
FAA's m1tooution for changes in the form of a new flight pl<!il, provided 
single piece of infonnatioo is slightly changed. Tbi.s can mdude the type of aircraft, the 
or the departure twe. Add!.tiooally, lligl;t plans can be filt\'d up to 24 hoots f.n advaoce and are 
stored in N.o!iDlN. 1t is possible that. fHgl:rt plans are filed and !.'tared, ii slight oca~rli. and 
NliDIN tnmsm.its both to tbe.A.RTCC. As pre"'"lousiy md!cated, NADlNis sttnply a data s'to'.rage 
pomt md c.apcl'lbilil:y to whdate tbe,data it recei\~. 

ActtODl>~ by FAA 
In iate 2012, thl: ·~SSUe regm'ding ihe duplicate night p.ialli; wa.S ~'l!te.d to FAA officials at 
He~en by DTW. Th.e complaro.t uieDtified the 15sue as.PDC auloomtioo i!m:le. A _,.,v;,,, 
gmup of mdividuals WliS funned m 2013 aDO.idetl.'mlined .tbatthe.1SSOO Vi'l!S not a PDC ~ 
specific to DTW but was a sysrem.mne acroS5 the NAS. 

The group initially attempted to identify the akline rudPatcllersbd ruem ootfollowing the 
publi.sbed ICAO prmocol mdeontactmg ·!hem directly. Thej' ako .irutiated a Flight Plm Fibng 
Senltce Telcon. which is .held monthly" The Teicon has over l 00 patticipmts which mclnde illers 
front Wduslry and safet)r'representatives. 

An mnoomtioo specilililrttlligbtplanlead'bePni:iJ:irl~estigati.ng ptmib!e llOl.miom EP-.AM 
to reject duplicate fiigbtp~. as well as other. potential solutions. Howe:tre:r, the group 
needed to . .comi.der possible ;reasons why ...-e would need to commne to accept dup~. A 
~wiidbeld on Oetober2S .. 2013 With military liais;aru; as~tgned lo FAA as ro whefbN they 
had objectionstoreJeetf.ng duplicate fligl:rt plaDs. The militlu}' did w:x.!Wlpoj:la ..., ...... .,.,., ..... , 7 
2014, In alette:"fil.FAA, Ste\l'e1!'1P~ &ecuilve Director, De~t of Defense t'DOD) 
Policy Board on Federnl Avtation rec<mm1e:w:ied that FAA emorees ·emtmg pr-otocols m oroer to 
m:iti~e duphcare .fligh.tplmi. Th.e let~et ~'llluated· wee pr~ from FAA for po-'mb1e 
autoomuoo mttigatioo mERAM: however, DOD Vi'role th.'tl "all wee options seek to pr~-ide m 
lrntOOlated. sol~on to what is itt trnth a 'bnmm itt the .loop' problem .. " Should FAA decule to 
proceed with lltltom!'ltion mltmoa .the DOD's prefe:tred mategy for min.mfzing ttnpact on DOD 
opemtions wu to use a two hour Estimated Off-Blod: (EOBi) dismmimltor 

The National Air T mffic Controllers AS5ociatioo (NATCA) ~tted a propos;d to the workmg 
group which :mgg.ests that a notificatioo mategy that alerts controUer5 that duplicate an:c:ran 
identifications exist for proposed fl.i.gbi identification. Specifically, NATCA p!l)p()Sed that 
u:wnediately upon the FDIO Display pnntin~ a fligbt progress strip. coo!aln.in!! m ain:rnfi 
tde:ntification that duplicates IWOthl!1 .exisi:iog llight abo m. propo:sal 5tatl.as .• the FDIO lihaU prmt 11 

6 
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the tower. Only slaud-alot1e leve111 lowers wiU have 'both n11 oper;;tions rnall.ilger and a zupport 
mana~. 

fn !he car<e of DIW, it is om; of ou1y f\vo level ll air traffk towers I hat Me sep<ll·<~ie f.>d!it{es bm 
;;djoin a 1'RACON iu tl!i.~ NAS:. The other is 2.£uue;;polh. DTW nlready had a sup{}ort mani>ger 
wheu it \vas r;plit ialo two 'lt1J«fnte facilities in 2012, :md Mr \:Vhitdmrst <:bOte to b•ep.l1Jce . 
individual as: a support manager rather than reassigning hin1 !o an cperuliom man<~ge·ment 
position. Thadore the FrontlU!e Managers (fL'vb) at DTW rep¢ti direc.tty to }.fr. Whl!ebnt'$l 
M.iuneapolis chose to have an opernt:klll!i manage1: and does not have a suppod managa. 

All mlerv!etved agreed !bat h.tving an opetafioo.~ manager to provi~ 'add#iooal avmtight would 
not burl; however, the frootline manag1:1:; <!lld A Thf deny !hat l<!cli:.ar an opemfiom manag1er 
impacts safetym llllJ'nt:tnnet. In 2013 b.v. Wbitdrotst submittlid a~~tioo.re~~ for 
an Opeufioos 1\.fanagertp Paul Sheridan (now J-etited). Terminal Ser-.i~ Regional Direc:t«, but 
the 1~ was den:i£d. due 1o budgcl cOOJJfs:aintl!. ' > '· · '' · · 

A 'IO ofliciaa 1old ta due to eootmued budget ~ims, ibey',.ate eltmiMting¥0~.~ 
acrQSII.fheNAS. Therefnreoomemana~,oomOO.,~i;leflliminftdajomt~ 
willbe·~.toshare~ mcllasqnality aG~;<~amtpoW::ylpr~. . ,·:;-, .•.. 

::: 

;.::~::i;!~;~x~"':. ••: • .,.::; .. :.' ;·:~:: :: 
1. 'The ATOneeds to establima~·~ac:ro=theNAs m whim flight ~Me 

active. This: can be fl-exible during penocts,4fbadw~, but even the~· oftbe 
acti'\.oeflightplani~~~have a ~amotmt oftime_ 

~- ~Am l!b:>utd;kuu:latdizl! the 1iJm.,~ 1heyti'311J1mitmg& p1iU ttl f.ici1iiies 
fimn tile AltTCC. 'f7:·:•', .... 

4. ~A.ro.shonld c:omli~ m~~l!tngequipment needed to open a seco00 ·~ 
debvay (~2) pmritioo.duri.ng periods ofbad weaiher. Ctmently. PliptData Mid 
Cleatlmce ~ery ~combined. aad m peak times, the .cab .eoo~dmatot l!llmu. 1'hili 
tabs the cab ~·s ~ I'!Wa)'imm the adua1 opeuti011 of ain:nit. 
Aa:on:W.tg to Mr:Sugmt, ·ftle cab ill coniipred a had a CD2 ~but the 
equipment WIUl moved to the TRACON al1d Aeroblthu, a~ med to tnODitot· 
t011geriion atfhe pta was·~ 

5, The ATO shoulcit011vmeaSafetyltisk ~on Panel toeimmatedupfu:ate.f.light 
plans whicll. should include~ from an impaded ~ 'lrilbia.FA.-\. a 
the ~- The outcome :&om the paD1!l sbml1d be a pubi.Uibed, acamntable proceu for 
the airlines and PAA to follow and include my necessary~ in ourmomaticm, 
policy and ps·ocedmu needed to ensure. ac«mntabihtywhiie~ ritt. 



471 Page 

With Su6ject Matter Exper-tise fl\:;,'1Jl A TO's M.d Te<::llrui:;<JI T1ai.cing (MI), the 
week ofivfarch U-27, 2014, the iuve<;t:igative I.e am. m>vcled to Det.zoit. They spx>ke 17 
individuals, including !he com:plaioaJJ!, the air traffic !o;ver UlMllge:r, frontline i:ll1itlagers, ltil'J: 
penon:uel fr0111F.>\A he;ufquarten. We revie\ved lm:xked.<> ofpmbtem rep9lis gene1<~ted by 
DTW personnel, em;;;ib, briefings, fCAO protocols and data eoU.ected by personnel :migaed to 
the FAA Ht'adquarte:rs wcrlc.ing group~ TOO 17 Individuals iuterviewed by !he team included: 

10 
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3. EXPL~'"<\TION OF CH..-t.'i'GE: This. cl:!.;mge1o as-"'"'"""n" 
Traffic C4:mtrol S:yne.r: C~d C~r{ATCSCq ttl 
Col:l1l!l2!ld Cemer Pil.ge llt2ll mtified from ill: Air RcruJ:e 

:i. ;-2-3. ATCSCC 

5. ~'DEXCR.-t."i'GES: None 

~L 

"i' CRAPIDCS: Nooe 

S. CENOTlFiOTIC:E: .Nilll'!2 

~. FORMATTING & PLll.lN L4.~GUAGE RE'\'IEW: 

lll. SAF.ETI" RISKl.fA..""•t~GaiEllt'T: 

511 

j. t1Don !l!l"ttifica:fua.:from Held Fariti:ti!!> ftl;llt 
emada'l Mlllp times ha:ve bHn implE-llU!'IIIe-d 
o:r te::rgmurt!E!tl The CQ'am~mi Cmh!:r 
Adris.o:rv Pai!~ will bt' updat~d to indnde :u:t 
adn:;:un· imcliati!;: the imp~m~ntati.om or 
termin.<ttio~J:!.. 



'CS 
K:EGL~L.',.TIO:\ .::.::~;u 

:r;:_:EfTJ:\.JE-~>\fCX: 

DETERJ.n:XATm?i ot DrtrERJ:r:c.:e:; >.'IS 0 ~o 0 
VALIDA TOR l'>.!tlfE: 
'\' . .S.LJ:DATOR PRO~E: 

53j 

.YIO l'l'CP 

1J:t:5CJUT'TiOS OF 
DIFYIRI):(.£ 



'1. CR.'\J?HIC'S: N-:111.e 

8. :§:!~NOT/NOTICE: Non:e 

~- FOR.\L\ Tln{G & PLAlN IA~Gl..!AGE R.E"\rr:EW: 0 

!;11 SR.MD. Propo;ed me<etS' filll SJ'.IS 4en:uir<'111enc; :risk Msec;:,mt:l1t. 

0 SRJJ.·IDlf. Propo~ed cfum~ do.E.S not iotrod!u:e Pe'i'!.· ri;J>::s. i:nro 1be N .-\ S. 

U. ICAO DIFFERENCES: YES 0 NO [ZJ 
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0'1LDERIPFBIICAI10:;: 7110.10X 
C!:3ASGE: 3 

~~~~.!!:!· A 
.·CIJre:.:~•.'e ;u:t:!Ollt·.PJ!.!ln ~t ~'ils de1ii'.:']<()N~d Office c{ _!!,.'Jlliir ztoi 

forti-: tiS. L."!l:Ice,ol A..-\E. Feder!JAJ>itltioo 
~s dlr&led SJ:;cre~MV r.rT"'''··n:·nr~-,.; m,~-=~an: ,11 ~ilisfleblower 

diEdoi~Me " ... .FA.>\ M~~ bile&' <m'd SJ5'>ii'm~!c ~rotllmiS 
w:ith. CC~mplllter -based systmm deigned ~o ~omale ~1·~"-~""' of ~~lil.lit'!l."'l? dE'I"lr.Uilces.· 
PJ.st 1\~il'O:!i~meul Do:::m:nmt {&'i.:'\!D) iC?..~zl O!:ltil£ rumgofmrJl~(t:t! C:':ljf:'J.ll\~E; 
pllms (f«the ~ fligi!l.):;a.lim!in\.'"B (~g) ~in m€' Nlttiaool_,!\i.rSl?llCl! 
mlt.'!tiple fli!fui~ filed ft:l! the ~ fl:igb:t mere i; W i'l tOI:ttniiLtt!lr Cili!Z: 
li~ b-3zed upon ll f"tie;:ht plim tim~ a~ 1bim ili.e Cit!! :!Ims:! ~.....rh· O'p.er:?itlll!L 

Ct>md re.:.""':ili m the ~ ~ iUCI.:tte Dof.lmti~ated: Mplmm.ei 
.~ uas ~.ed as .m l:ai:tia.lltmr.' ruk. ~rl..me pme;i md come 
Jv.lp red'ute. the frfq'~'Y cf multiple fligbt the fQ\Bo-.r:i.mg 
cNm~/i. 

ow 
6-3-2. NOTIF111Nu ft.P .. TCC 

~w to me.ARTCC 
Fatilitie:s sbou.ld se FAA 

Location ld~. or the' t~pp:ro~e 
t~erommil:ill d:w:l:> to dft~ the ARTCC: to 
l\"hidl ei'ld:! trnmmisS~Kitl m:t.tS:t: 'be. nm2. 

d!!j~m·e sec:lllr o:r fti2:.~ d.ltll PC'SIUCO (an:!C mmphone, mte!/i. i.'l 
~Cei1<'ecd mtiicill:ior W!Jli:oit~ilil:.t or I!! 

.:re>pcz:&:· is DOt rec!i!h'l!d tc~ll dl!.m ~~ 
Hl mmme;; .. TrllllS'I!Il!t fu!br 

fu!IO'Wi: -

~"'EW 

o-,::;-2. NO"l":J:Fl"J!!K:r AF .. l'CC: 

Wz:AOOO i~. or·1!lJe ~j:1I't!j:tril:l!. 
lli!ImlmDi:l!J dm."G lOi lie!tm!llili:le """" ..,~ 
~..n l!i'lm mms;mi:mon :m!:is't be ~. 



'>F.J:Cn1c r::; 
R'&:Gll.ATIO:-; A.:-;D 

nk:Tl'J>: .. u:L""~-'t.TIOS of nLv:r:LK!':l\'CE: 'itES 0 ;.;o D 
YA!-JDATOKN":~c,\!E: 

VA1.1DATOR:PHO!:'\:I: ( 
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of Guidance n F 

on • ;t_f 

H1 ule 

1. 1\IP Section ENR 1.10 (rlight Planning) 

2. PdP Section. ENR 1.11 (Flight Plan Addressing) 

3. ,1\IM Section 5~ 1 (Preflight) 

4. JO 7210.3 Section 6-6 (Air Carrier Interface Program) 

5. JO 7110.10 Chapter 6 (Flight Data), Chapter 7 (International Operations) and Appendix A {ICAO 

Flight Plans) 

6. Informal guidance at http:Uwww.faa.gov/ato ?k:::fpl 

7. 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 required 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 ICAO versus Domestic format flight plans is 

treated inconsistently throughout the documents. 

631 

1. Operational requirements for sending flight planning messages (including initial flight plan, 

changes, and cancellation) will be documented in the AlP Section 1.10, and mirrored in the AIM 

Section 5~1. These requirementswil! address: 

a. Initial filing of a flight plan 

b. Rules for filing more than one flight plan for the same Aircraft ID 

c. Automatic dropping of flight plans that do not depart 

d. How to register to receive automatic accept/reject messages 

e. Changing a flight plan· before the ATC lockout 

f. Changing a flight plan after the ATC lockout 

2. Guidance on message format, content, and Protocols will be documented in a new Flight 

Planning Advisory Circular. This will result in some material moving from the AlP, 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 

detailedguidance for service providers on message formats 

3. All information provided on the Flight Planning web site will be incorporated intothe AlP, the 

AIM, and/or the new Advisory Circular. 
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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, and/or aircraft equipage/ 

capabilities. Although multiple flight 

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 
plan with the same aircraft 

identification that is departing from 

the same airport within a certain 

timeframe. Problems typically happen 

6 WINTER 2015 

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 flight plans exist most 

frequently during widespread traffic 

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 Multiple Flight Plan Strips 

LN43X 

875711 
T468 

LN43X 

875711 
T468 

RKS 33 
1418 14 

66 

66 

170 

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 to use. 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. 

ZDV 

ZDV 



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 lssl!e 
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 

involving multiple flight plans. 

Service area QA specialists now 

annotate "#MFLTPLN" in the QA 
section of MORs and EORs when 

multiple flight plans may be a factor. 

In addition, other factors such as 

hearback/readback problems, misfiled 

flight data, failure to issue a full route 

clearance, or flight management 

system data entry errors sometime 

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 

Oceanic 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: 

I. 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 



non-NAS equipment. This 

would mean that any flight 

plan changes within this 

standardized timeframe 

must be accomplished by 
an ATC (FAA, DoD or FAA-/ 

DoD-contract) terminal or 

en route facility. 

• 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 
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plans. They should also address 

a means of notifying operators 

when flight plan drop times will 

exceed standard retention times. 
Changes are planned for the 

following FAA publications: 

Flight Plan Change Process 

Pilot updates flight plan and sends 
to dispatcher/information officer 

New flight plan strip is either not 
printed or doesn't reach ATC 

ATC clears aircraft based on 
original flight plan without 
updated information 

• FAA Order JO 7IIO.IO, Flight 
Services 

• FAA Order JO 72I0.3, Facility 
Operation and Administration 

• Aeronautical Information 

Manual/Publication, or 
AIM/AlP 

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); 

• Update ui' FAA Flight Planning 
website information; 

• Publication of a QA Safety 

Bulletin on multiple flight 
plans; and 

• Discussion during the 

monthly QA/QC webinar 
and Partnership for Safety 

telcon; and 

• Safety Awareness 
Discussions facilitated by 

Local Safety Councils 

• An update of FAA 
Flight Planning website 
information 

4. Publication of a QA 
Safety Bulletin on 

multiple flight plans. 

5· Discussion during 
the monthly Quality 

Assurance/Quality Control 
webinar and Partnership 

for Safety telcon. 

While most of these efforts do not 

directly address specific safety 
I I I .. . . . .. 
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