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SUMMARY 

This paper presents the Current Situation section of the Draft Regional Framework for 
Collaborative ATFM, for review by the meeting. 

 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 ATFM/SG/2 agreed to an IATA funded study to establish a baseline view of ATFM 
capability and interoperability, and to develop recommendations implementation of ATFM 
capabilities within the Asia/Pacific Region. 

2. DISCUSSION 

2.1 Attachment A provides an analysis of the current ATFM situation in the Asia/Pacific 
Region.  The information was extracted from the IATA Asia-Pacific (APAC) Regional Air Traffic 
Flow Management – Phase 1 Final Report (21 November 2014), which was presented to ATFM/SG/4 
in December 2014.  

2.2 It is proposed that the attachment forms the Current Situation section of the Framework. 

3. ACTION BY THE MEETING 

3.1 The meeting is invited to:  

a) note the information contained in this paper; 

b) agree to the inclusion of the information in the Regional Framework for 
Collaborative ATFM; and 

c) discuss any relevant matters as appropriate. 

…………………………. 
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CURRENT SITUATION 

Summary of Analysis  

6.1 This analysis of the current state of ATFM implementation and capability in the 
Asia/Pacific Region is extracted from the IATA Asia-Pacific (APAC) Regional Air Traffic Flow 
Management – Phase 1 Final Report (21 November 2014).  The study was commissioned to establish 
a baseline view of ATFM capability and interoperability, and to develop recommendations for a 
cohesive and flexible approach for achieving integrated and coordinated ATFM capabilities within the 
Asia/Pacific Region. 

6.2  A comprehensive survey was conducted in mid-2014 of current ATFM initiatives within 
the Region.  Figure X summarizes the results: 

 

Figure X:  2014 Asia/Pacific ATFM Survey – Summary of Results 

6.3 It was observed that: 

1. All respondent States recognized the requirement for ATFM; 

2. Few States had well-established ATFM organizational structures; 

3. There was a diverse range of ATFM capability infrastructure; only three States had 
mature ATFM systems, while others had little or no infrastructure; 

4. CDM between States was minimal. While there was a common desire for better 
CDM, there was no standard for the region; 

5. Airport capacities were declared for most major airports in the region, but only five 
States are declaring capacities for airspace. 



ATFM/SG/5-WP/23 
Attachment A 

6. Very few States were performing Demand Capacity Balancing (DCB) in the 
strategic phase of ATFM beyond allocating Airport Slots via the IATA World 
Scheduling Guidelines (WSG).  

7. Only the limited number of States with mature ATFM systems were able to carry out 
DCB in the pre-tactical phase.  

8. States without mature ATFM systems that were encountering DCB issues did not 
have any facility to monitor demand against capacity.  

9. All of the States were performing DCB in the tactical phase, but only five States had 
the ability to issue ATFM Measures using allocated slot times to smooth traffic into 
airports. 

10. There was no substantive interoperability between the States. There was very little 
formal ATFM procedure agreement between States.  

11. The most prominent Regional development for cross-border ATFM implementation 
was the Singapore-initiated Regional ATFM Concept of Operations. Four States 
participated in the development of the concept with relevant stakeholder 
participation. The resultant Operational trial of the Distributed Multi-Nodal 
Regional ATFM concept was being planned, with Singapore, Malaysia, Hong Kong 
China, Vietnam, Indonesia, Australia, and Thailand participating. 

Survey Scope 

6.4 The survey was distributed to 22 States, of which 17 responded (Table 2). 

6.5 Most of the responses were comprehensively completed. The States that have more 
mature ATFM capabilities were able to respond in a higher level of detail. Generally, the responses 
directly answered the survey with the possibility of limited misunderstanding. Any misunderstanding 
does not appear to have impacted the results of the study. 

 State Survey Sent Response 
Received 

1 Australia Yes Yes 
2 Bangladesh Yes Yes 
3 China Yes Yes 
4 Hong Kong, China Yes Yes 
5 India Yes Yes 
6 Indonesia Yes Yes 
7 Japan Yes Yes 
8 Republic of Korea Yes Yes 
 9 Malaysia Yes Yes 
10 Maldives Yes Yes 
11 New Zealand Yes Yes 
12 Philippines Yes Yes 
13 Singapore Yes Yes 
14 Taiwan Yes Yes 
15 Thailand Yes Yes 
16 Vietnam Yes Yes 
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 State Survey Sent Response 
Received 

17 Pakistan  Yes Yes 
18 Lao PDR Yes No 
19 Nepal Yes No 
20 Cambodia Yes No 
21 Sri Lanka Yes No 
22 Unites States Of America Yes No(Not relevant) 
23 Papua New Guinea No No 
24 Myanmar No No 
25 Fiji FIR No No 
 Organizations   
1 IATA Yes Yes 
2 EU (AATIP) Yes Yes 
3 ICAO Yes Yes 
5 CANSO Yes Yes 

Table 2:  State Responses to Survey 

6.6 All States were requested to supply supporting documentation; Australia, Singapore, 
Philippines, and India did so. 

Regulatory Requirements 

6.7 Thirteen States had regulatory requirements for ATFM in their FIR. Vietnam, Indonesia, 
and Malaysia, while having no regulatory requirement, had plans to implement ATFM. 

Annex 11 to the Convention on Civil Aviation States:  Air traffic flow management 
(ATFM) shall be implemented for airspace where air traffic demand at times exceeds, or 
is expected to exceed, the declared capacity of the air traffic control services concerned. 

ATFM Infrastructure 

6.8 ATFM infrastructure was assessed against each ANSP’s human resources commitment 
and personnel, dedicated positions and equipment available to perform ATFM, and the existence of 
internal and external stakeholder ATFM Letters of Agreement (LOAs). Figure X illustrates the 
assessed ATFM infrastructure of the 17 respondents. Two States had mature ATFM structures and six 
States had developing ATFM structures. Six States had an Air Traffic Flow Management Unit 
(ATFMU). Seven States had some ATFM functionality, which was carried out from existing 
supervisory and/or Air Traffic Control (ATC) positions. Two States had no infrastructure. All 
respondents had plans to implement ATFM (Figure X). 
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Figure X: ATFM Infrastructure 

CDM Infrastructure and Processes 

6.9 Several States with mature ATFM infrastructure had implemented domestic CDM, but 
CDM between States was minimal. Some ad-hoc CDM was taking place across FIR boundaries when 
resources were constrained. Cross FIR CDM between Hong Kong, Thailand, Malaysia, and Singapore 
was under development on a trial basis, establishing initial cross-border procedures and 
communication.  Figure X illustrates CDM capability. 

Figure X: CDM Processes – CDM Procedures and Tools 

ATFM Training 

6.10 Some training was taking place in States; mostly in-house, but with some States having 
sent staff to EUROCONTROL and the USA for training. There was an initiative between the EU 
AATIP and Thailand to develop criteria for ATFM personnel and an ATFM training syllabus.  
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6.11 The experience of the survey consultant was that that many States in the region needed 
assistance in general ATFM education and training in all levels of their organizations, and  that airline 
operators in the region had limited knowledge and training in ATFM and CDM. 

Airspace and Airport Capacity Declaration 

6.12 Defining airport and airspace capacity is fundamental to a domestic ATFM system, and to 
an interoperable cross-border network. Accurate airport and airspace capacity declarations provide 
targets for the development of collaborative planning.  

6.13 Capacity had been declared for most of the large airports in the region, as they were slot 
controlled airports. Five States had declared capacities for airspace. Airspace capacity (terminal and 
en-route airspace) declaration needed to be promoted.  Many States did not have the ability or 
knowledge of how to determine airspace capacities.  

Strategic Demand and Capacity Balancing (DCB) 

6.14 Thirteen States were allocating airport slots to balance demand against capacity in the 
strategic time frame. Three States included military operations in strategic planning. Apart from these, 
little strategic ATFM was being undertaken domestically and no formal cross-border strategic ATFM 
was in place. 

Pre-tactical DCB 

6.15 Seven States are performing some pre-tactical ATFM (see Figure 7). Lack of decision 
support tools was hampering States from carrying out pre-tactical ATFM. States needed to understand 
the importance of Pre-tactical ATFM and establish procedures and decision support capabilities to 
enable it to take place. Very little cross-FIR pre-tactical ATFM was taking place. 

6.16 Figure X shows the respondent States performing pre-tactical ATFM. 

 

Figure X:  Pre-Tactical Demand and Capacity Balancing 
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Tactical DCB 

6.17 All respondents were performing ATFM in the tactical phase in at least a rudimentary 
form. However, five States were using ATC slot allocation to balance demand capacity at airports. No 
ANSP was using ATC slot allocation to perform DCB in terminal or en-route airspace, even though 
sectors of airspace were capacity constrained.   

6.18 Five States had dedicated resources implementing ATFM Measures, and nine States had 
plans to dedicate resources to implement ATFM Measures in the future.  

Interoperability 

6.19 A major focus of the study was to establish the interoperability between States with regard 
to ATFM. The analysis revealed that, while there were initiatives in the early stages of development, 
there was no substantial interoperability currently taking place. However, interoperability was a key 
consideration of the multi-nodal ATFM concept trial. 

Air Traffic Service (ATS) Message Exchange with Adjoining FIR 

6.20 Detailed databases of fundamental ATS routes, route systems, navigation aids (NavAids), 
airports, airspace status, sectors, and arrival and departure procedures were necessary to support ATFM 
interoperability. 

6.21 The majority of States had automated ATS message exchange capability. The survey 
consultant’s experience suggested that those States that responded in the negative may have 
misunderstood the question. Current Regional ATFM initiatives required a minimum ATS message 
exchange capability.  

Sharing Airport Acceptance Rate (AAR)/Airport Departure Rate (ADR) and Airspace 
Capacity 

6.22 The stakeholder decision making process associated with DCB for an airport is dependent 
upon accurate AAR/ADRs. Advanced coordination with stakeholders and implementation of 
appropriate ATFM Measures based upon AAR/ADR as demand exceeds capacity results in efficient 
ATFM processes.  

6.23 Only three Administrations (Thailand, Singapore, and Hong Kong, China) were 
AAR/ADR. While the majority of States did not share the AAR/ADR, there are times when an ANSP 
would ask an adjoining ANSP to reduce the flow of traffic as a result of the AAR being exceeded. No 
State was sharing airspace capacities with adjoining FIRs, and few States are declaring airspace 
capacity.  

6.24 Operational information exchange of ATFM Measures is fundamental to ATFM. LOAs 
provide the ability to improve preplanning, reduce tactical coordination, and standardize actions and 
initiatives. 

6.25 A low count of States having ATFM in LOAs with adjoining States was expected as a 
result of the lack of existing operational initiatives between States (Figure X). The States where LOAs 
existed had advanced ATFM systems or had a requirement to meter traffic crossing FIRs as a result of 
demand exceeding capacity at resources. As more cross-FIR ATFM initiatives are implemented, LOAs 
will need to be developed or further developed. 

 



ATFM/SG/5-WP/23 
Attachment A 

 

Figure X: ATFM Measures Communicated in External LOA 

External ATFM Measure Communication 

6.26 An interoperable network approach necessitates external ATFM Measure communication. 
 While there were only three States with LOAs in place, there was ATFM Measure communication 
taking place between nine States, including two that had automated communications (China and 
Republic of Korea). This communication was predominantly in the tactical time frame of ATFM on an 
as-needed basis, and was expected to increase as initiatives were implemented. Since these 
communications were not supported by formalized agreements (LOAs), there was little standardization 
of procedures.  

ATFM Initiatives Planned with Adjoining FIRs 

6.27 An interoperable network will be driven by stakeholder engagement and operational needs 
between States. Constraint management can be best achieved through the CDM process. Formal 
ATFM initiatives between States are often needed because of the widespread effects on the flow of air 
traffic. 

6.28 While States were currently implementing ATFM Measures, which occasionally required 
adjoining FIR participation, there was only one initiative planned to include multiple FIRs in ATFM 
Measures, with seven States and four international organizations participating.  Figure X illustrates the 
States with external ATFM initiatives planned. 
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Figure X: External ATFM Initiatives Planned 

ATFM Systems 

6.29 All of the advanced ATFM systems implemented in the APAC region were commissioned 
prior to the publication of ICAO Doc 9971. The systems installed in Japan and Philippines were 
developed by Japan. New Zealand and China had also developed their own systems. The Australian 
system was similar to systems in the USA, Canada, and South Africa.  

6.30 Many of the States had direct involvement in the compilation of Doc 9971 and all States 
are now familiar with Doc 9971. It was therefore assumed that future implementations would be in line 
with recommendations from that document. The Regional ATFM Concept includes participation from 
individuals with experience in the FAA, EUROCONTROL, South African and Australian ATFM 
systems. 

ANSP Initiatives 

6.31 Most of the States, as a result of operational, ASBU and Seamless ATM Plan 
requirements, had initiatives to implement ATFM in the future. All the States were at various stages of 
planning, procurement, or implementation.  Figure X provides a timeline indicating current and 
planned ATFM initiatives. 
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Figure X: ATFM Implementation Timeline 

Opportunities for Integration 

6.32 The Distributed Multi-Nodal ATFM Concept has been widely accepted as a potential 
solution for the region, and eight States had joined the plan for an operational trial of the concept 
starting in June 2015. The trial may be expanded to additional States as feedback is received on the 
viability of the concept.  

6.33 Australia and New Zealand, both having mature ATFM systems, were a possibility for 
integration. It was understood that discussions had taken place to incorporate traffic from New Zealand 
into ATFM Measures in Australia. The ATFM system in Australia had the ability to include 
international traffic into ATFM Measures. 
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