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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
This paper presents information and suggested tools in constructing the flight planning 
support environment regarding the need to improve the quality of flight plan data being 
submitted into the ATC flight data systems and relayed through the en route, oceanic 
and terminal Inter-facility Data Communications systems in support of flight in 
domestic and international airspace. 
 
Action: Use/update the Flight Plan Filer Contact List delivered and 

Discuss/decide whether the need for regional standardized flight 
plan filing information is needed. 
 

Strategic 
Objectives: 

 Safety 
 Air Navigation Capacity and Efficiency 
 Environmental Protection 

 
1. Introduction 
 

1.1  The increasing traffic demand between Flight Information Regions (FIR) drives the need 
to improve efficiency and maintain the accuracy for the ATC providers. The flight plan data provides the 
identified, capabilities, request route and destination conventions for interoperability among automated 
systems allowing data exchange between ATSUs that are harmonized to a common standard. Providing 
standardized methods of referencing the required information for flight planning is a key component. The 
ATC Flight Plan is the critical information source for ATS Interfacility Data Communications (AIDC), or 
similar automation, can provide the basis by which automated data exchange can be harmonized between 
ATSUs providing air traffic service in, and adjacent to FIRs. Within these efforts the data which travels 
through the interfaced systems are often thought of in an ancillary manner since error checks are built into 
the processing of integrated systems. Data quality and integrity is essential for the processing of aircraft 
through the international ATC systems. Users are dependent on the accuracy of this critical information.  
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1.2  Developing a set of guidelines, processes and resources for implementing standards may 
be a key component in improving the flight planning process. The Flight Planning Monitoring Group has 
expressed a need for a reference list for Flight Plan fillers and filer contact information. The United States 
agree to update a contact list they had in their passion and make it available for NACC member states 
with the hope it would become a living reference tool for flight plan maintenance and interaction within 
the region. An additional item which will be offered to the meeting membership is whether consolidating 
standardized flight plan filing practices within a guidelines reference document is a viable idea. It is 
recognized that Aeronautical Information Publication (AIP) often contains this type of information in 
accordance with AIRAC (Aeronautical Information Regulation and Control) cycles; however a 
consolidated quick reference source may offer some benefits.  

1.3  The U.S. and NAM ICD member states have realized automation gains that provide 
significant safety and efficiency benefits. A recent example of extending automation capability in the 
North American region is the Miami Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) 2011 automation 
interface with the Havana Area Control Center (ACC). While the implementation of the automated data 
exchange capability provides significant benefits to the controller, there is one area of concern that 
potentially touches many regions. This issue depends on the quality of the flight plans being filed and the 
continuity of the data which follows a flight through international ATC systems. Flight plans received 
before the interface was automated were processed manually. The flight plans are received by automation 
systems are much less forgiving of format and syntax and errors which could be absorbed within a 
manual interface. Many errors in filed flight plans which may have gone undetected for years within a 
manual system are now problematic within automation. When filed information is in conflict from 
different flight plan versions, it requires manual intervention and correction else it erodes the benefits of 
automation. Additionally, multiple flight plans received for the same flight must be manually parsed and 
edited to ensure the correct data is being entered for internal system use and forwarded by the computer 
system for downstream facilities. Conflicting information between those flight plans filed at the departure 
airports and those filed by the airlines or commercial filers are often seen.  
 
2.  Discussion 
 
2.1 As early as the Third NACC Working Group Meeting (NACC/WG/3) held in Guatemala 
City, Guatemala 9-13 May 2011 the quality control issues in flight planning was addressed. As a result of 
a working group held at that meeting, actions were developed which are intended to improve the flight 
plan deficiencies identified in the NACC, South America and adjacent airspace. Only after forming the 
FPL Working Group has productive dialogue resulted in identifying deficiencies and addressing the 
actions necessary to resolve the problems.  
 
2.2 In the FPL Monitoring Group it was agreed that errors, missing FPLs, duplicates have 
caused safety risks, increased work load and resulted in negative impacts to efficiency. The impacts the 
errors and reoccurring nature discovered in the data analysis demands an active approach be taken to 
pursue solutions. Specific instances of errors which yield safety issues have occurred and include 
misstatement of: aircraft type, wake turbulence category, route and equipment capabilities. Omission of 
data filed in an original flight plan by a subsequent flight plan is also an error which can have an impact 
as great as flaws in the data. Specific examples associated with flight plan errors and duplication have 
been recorded with a many of the aircraft transiting or landing in U.S., Mexican and Cuban airspace and 
originating in South and Central America and the Caribbean. In these cases where data is being received 
which is in error, is missing or the integrity has been compromised, data processing decisions will have to 
be evaluated. The challenges associated with flight planning have been discussed within the FPL 
Monitoring Group meetings and it was agreed any progress toward reducing flight planning errors, as 
well as duplicate flight plans would be of significant benefit. The issuing of flight plans by multiple 
originators, the multiple transmissions of flight plans by the same originator and the re-issuing flight 
plans due to changes are recurring issues. 
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2.3 It has been offered that a solution must include quality control initiatives for filers and 
filing services to improve the transmitted data to conform to ICAO 4444 standards and conventions. The 
quality control solution must also be a collaborative procedures effort, one aimed at reducing the number 
of flight plans in error and reducing instances of multiple flight plans for the same flight.  

 
2.4 It was further offered that safeguarding the integrity of the data was of primary 
importance and that the quality of data being introduced into individual ATC systems and forwarded into 
the collective systems must be maintained at a high level. Havana has noted that they have to manually 
compare the original FPL from the airline operator against the second one received from the point of 
departure. They are considering the information coming directly from the airline operator, as more valid 
versus the information from another source due to the number of errors being detected in the second flight 
plan. This approach would normally be contrary to normal operations as in most cases the most recently 
filed flight plan is considered the most valid since it should contain the most recent information. This 
procedure would be a departure from the standard course of action but may be necessary to mitigate the 
impact of flight data with errors.  
 
2.5 The impact of a retransmitted flight plan with filed with errors is offered with the 
example of UPS flight 357, B763/H, flying from Central America to Miami FL on 18 March 2012. The 
flight plan was originally filed by the airline’s central dispatch office in the United States. This example is 
available for review and still poses a problem in 2015.  
 
2.6 The route of flight requires filing with the Flight Information Region (FIR) between point 
of origin and destination. This is accomplished as was such a fling from UPS Airline Operations Center 
(AOC). Havana ACC and Miami Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) have both flight plans, the 
flight plan from the point of departure being the most recently filed. After leaving the departure FIR the 
flight enters the Havana FIR. Both flight plans were filed via AFTN and accepted into the Havana ATC 
system, they are not duplicates since there is different information associated with each. Using the 
information in latest flight plan would be the logical course of action since it would be the most recent 
and should have the most current information. The conflict in the aircraft types; B752 versus B763, goes 
unnoticed as the Flight Plan Message (FPL) is received via ATFN and accepted into the system. The 
separation standard for both aircraft in the en route radar environment is 5 miles. Automation sends the 
active data via the current flight plan message (CPL) to Miami. The aircraft is worked through Miami 
ARTCC airspace and descends in preparation for landing at Miami International Airport via the CURSO1 
STAR. UPS357 is handed off between the Miami Center and Miami Approach Control and the ARTCC 
Host Automation sends the Miami ATC automation system as a B757 not a B767. The Safety Issue now 
is more critical as heavy jet separation is required in the terminal environment wake turbulence is being 
provided for a non-heavy B757 aircraft.  
 
2.7 Retransmitted/Duplicate/Multiple Flight Plans - The cited example is not an isolated case 
and a number of like problems are being identified with countries that file flight plans in addition to those 
filed by the airline or flight plan filing services. Although we call these duplicates ‘retransmitted’ since 
they are for the same aircraft and for the same flight, they are in fact multiple flight plans. Examples of 
the many types of errors are plentiful.  
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2.8 Flight plan errors and duplication/retransmission of flight plans are interconnected 
problems as multiple flight plans with conflicting information about the same flight can degrade 
processing efficiency and safety of flight. As can be seen, the issues described in this working paper span 
international boundaries and will require a collaborative approach to identify the causes which are behind 
the proliferation of errors. We can identify the specific deficiencies associated with the flight plans will 
need the help of ICAO, the ANSPs, and the local filing authorities to improve the quality of flight plans 
being routed through the international flying environment. 
 
3. Current Working Actions: 
 
3.1 The attached presentation illustrates the specific Item 1 and Item 2 artefacts being spoken 
to in this working paper.  
 
Item 1 Contact List –Construct a contact list which allow member states to gather points of contact from 
service providers within North America, Central America, , the Caribbean, South America and other areas 
whose traffic transit the region. This list will be used to contact filers about any deficiencies, errors in the 
filed FPL. 

 
Item 2 Regional Standardized Guidelines Filing Document – The US is proposing for consideration 
whether a document for standardized practices or exceptions to standardized practices would be a useful 
tool to aid filers in navigating in, out and through the NACC region. It is recognized that AIPs often 
contains this type of information in accordance with AIRAC cycles, however a consolidated quick 
reference source may offer some benefits.  

4.  Conclusion 

4.1 Please note the information presented in this paper and implement tools or procedures 
which may help to correct filing practices and standardize proper filing procedures within those regional 
ATC systems which process flight plan data with the intent of identifying the need for quality assurance 
where data integrity could be compromised. 
 
5.  Action for the Meeting 
 

 
a) consider the Items 1 and 2 elaborated on in the accompanying presentation; 
 
b) use/update the Contact List delivered as item 1; and 
 
c) discuss whether the need for regional standardized flight plan filing information 

is necessary and what a reference document would look like if constructed. 
 

 
 

— — — — — — — — — — — 
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Flight Plan Filer Contact List 

• FPL Monitoring Group determined that a Flight Plan Filer Contact 
List was requested as a reference document which contains 
airlines/dispatchers information to provide a method to contact 
filers in the case of a missing and or errored flight plan. 

• US is providing a recently updated list intended to be a ‘living 

document’, to be periodically updated to include changes received 

from the FPL Monitoring Group, filers and airlines. 
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Flight Plan Filer Contact List 

Version 1 



Federal Aviation 
Administration 3 

Flight Plan Filer Contact List 

Version 1- Confirmed Filer Tab 
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Flight Plan Filer Contact List 

Version 1 – AFTN Filer IDs Tab 
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Providing Regional Flight Planning 

Guidance 



Federal Aviation 
Administration 6 

Providing Regional Flight Plan Guidance 

• The US would like to suggest that the FPL Monitoring Group 
explore the possibility of providing regional guidance to address 
the conventions needed to file successful flight plans. 

• Although the FPL Monitoring Group has identified issues 
associated with missing, duplicate/multiple and errors in flight 
plans.  

• Several identified actions have been offered as a contributing to 
solving/mitigating the identified problems.  

• An issue of ‘inconsistent application of the filing conventions within 

the ICAO 4444 ‘ is possibly a common thread which may run 
through flight plan filing in the NACC   
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Providing Regional Flight Plan Guidance 

• With different flight planning systems which process flight plans 
throughout the region interpretations of what is required in the 
flight plans may be different with different departure points. 

• The issue can result in the same flight plan being accepted at the 
point of origin but rejected by FIRs along the route of flight 

• These instance can result in missing flight plans, confusion among 
airlines and filing services as well as an issue to implementing 
AIDC automation 

• The US would like to provide an example of how flight plan 
conventions can be offered to provide standardized conventions 
for filing or at least differences between systems processing flight 
plans 
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Providing Regional Flight Plan Guidance 

Example 

• An example of the possible disparity in flight planning between  FIRs and their 
conventions is examined below. If one FIR accepts this flight plan and another 
does not it can be a problem and possibly a safety issue 
 

• Error: Inconsistent filing of RVSM Capability 
 

• The following flight plan is incorrect because it indicates the flight plan is RVSM 
approved and that it is Non-RVSM. Automation should reject this flight plan. 
 
 
 
 

(FPL-LN141AB-IG-C550/L-SGDW/CU1-KAOO1245-N038F320 TATES3 

TATES V469 NESTO DCT TVT KEATN5-KCLE037-STS/MEDEVAC 

NONRVSM SUR/282B CODE/A0A669) 
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Conclusion 
 

  

• Harmonization of flight plan filing supports safety objectives through standardization 
and promotes regional economic efficiencies. A harmonized system can support 
flight plan filing by allowing air traffic within the region and to know what the 
conventions are supported by which FIRs.  
 

• Standardized flight plan filing  not only extends the knowledge of our member states 
process recurring filing issues. 
 

• Standardization of flight planning provides support for our AIDC technologies and 
implementation and  is critical to cross-border, regional and multi-regional 
interoperability. This, in turn, drives the seamless operation of regional and global 
systems.  
 
 




