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IDENTIFICATION OF TRENDS

(Presented by Reinaldo TAVEIRA - CARSAMMA)
	SUMMARY
This paper presents a summary of the trends observed in some large height deviations (LHD) received by CARSAMMA, when the aircraft is still climbing or descending, when the aircraft calls from a point other than that coordinated, when the ATS does not properly readback the level, point or time of transfer and the transferring ATS does not perceive the error, as well as some errors due to transfer failures caused by technical problems in the equipment.

	REFERENCES:
· GTE methodology
· Report of large height deviations (LHDs) in 2016 and 2017 (first semester)

	ICAO strategic objectives:
	A - Safety




Background
 
1.1. The CAR/SAM Regional Planning and Implementation Group (GREPECAS) delegated to the Caribbean and South American Monitoring Agency (CARSAMMA) the function of receiving, analysing and coding LHDs and presenting them to the GTE and at the teleconferences for their validation, in order to extract information to be used for the qualitative (SMS/SGSO) and quantitative (CRM) methods of risk calculation.  

1.2. The objective of this work is to provide experts with additional information to avoid repeating errors in the specified points, based on the analysis of LHD reports of 2016 and the first half of 2017 (until June), and for the experts of the FIRs involved to take the relevant mitigation measures.

2. Discussion

2.1. Some LHD reports of 2016 (first and second semester) and first semester of 2017 (in bold) showed a coordination error in the final flight level: traffic was still climbing or descending when communication was established with air traffic control services.

2.2. Table 1 shows all LHD reports related to this condition: traffic is coordinated at one level and call is made while climbing or descending.

	Report
	Reporting FIR
	Reported FIR 
	Position

	23
	Lima
	Antofagasta
	ALDAX

	41
	Lima
	La Paz
	ELAKO

	89
	Amazónica
	Maiquetía
	VUMPI

	91
	Port Au Prince
	Santo Domingo
	ETBOD

	115
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	EVLIM

	132
	San Juan
	Curaçao
	SCAPA

	144
	New York
	Piarco
	BNJEE

	146
	San Juan
	Piarco
	TIKAL

	147
	Bogota
	Guayaquil
	ENSOL

	161
	Amazónica
	Cayenne
	OIA

	507
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	ANPAL

	523
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	VAKUD

	646
	Bogota
	Panama
	DAKMO

	658
	Lima
	Bogota
	PLG

	736
	Port Au Prince
	Santo Domingo
	ETBOD

	931
	Amazónica
	Atlántico
	OBGAP

	974
	Bogota
	Guayaquil
	BOKAN

	1018
	Santo Domingo
	San Juan
	MELLA

	36
	Bogota
	Guayaquil
	BOKAN

	40
	San Juan
	Maiquetía
	MILOK

	122
	Comodoro Rivadavia
	Mount Pleasant
	DIGIS

	207
	Comodoro Rivadavia
	Mount Pleasant
	DIGIS

	230
	Kingston
	Barranquilla
	EDROD

	268
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	VAKUD

	321
	Lima
	La Paz
	ELAKO

	322
	Santiago
	Mendoza
	MIBAS

	465
	Recife
	Curitiba
	IRUXI

	490
	Bogota
	Panama
	BUSMO

	544
	Maiquetía
	Barranquilla
	SIDOS


Table 1 - LHD reports of transfers made at one level and traffic calling while climbing or descending

2.3. As may be seen in Table 1, the FIR that had the largest number of reports in 2016 was Lima, with 6 reports, followed by Bogota and Amazónica with 3 reports. The most reported FIR was Guayaquil, with 5 reports, and the point where more reports were made was ETBOD. During the first semester of 2017, point DIGIS was the most reported, although BOKAN, VAKUD and ELAKO deserve special attention since they also appear as reported points in 2016.

2.4.  The FIRs that reported this error the most in 2017 were Lima, Bogota, and Comodoro Rivadavia, with 2 reports each, and those that were most reported were Guayaquil and Mount Pleasant, with 2 reports each.

Remark - Mount Pleasant (EGYP) has a CTR that many times fails to coordinate traffic.

2.5. Some LHD reports in 2016 (first and second semester) and the first semester of 2017 (in bold) showed as coordination error a point other than that coordinated:  the aircraft is flying on a different airway, changes airway or deviates from the route without the change being coordinated.

2.6. Table 2 shows all LHD reports related to this condition, where traffic has been coordinated at a point and calls from a different one.

	Report
	Reporting FIR 
	Reported FIR 
	Coordinated position
	Position from where the aircraft calls

	67
	Lima
	La Paz
	ORALO
	DOBNI

	111
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	EVLIM
	LOBOT

	206
	Mérida
	Central America
	ULAPA
	KATIS

	237
	Curazao
	Santo Domingo
	VESKA
	IRGUT

	239
	Amazónica
	Maiquetía
	UGAGA
	VAGAN

	327
	Bogota
	Lima
	EKAMU
	ILMUX

	362
	Mérida
	Central America
	KATIS
	NOTOS

	420
	Curitiba
	Asunción
	REMEK (*)
	REMEK (*)

	495
	 Bogota
	Panama
	PUDAK
	BUXOS

	541
	Port Au Prince
	Havana
	DEPSI
	URLAM

	556
	Amazónica
	Maiquetía
	VUMPI
	VAGAN

	557
	Amazónica
	Maiquetía
	UGAGA
	VUMPI

	577
	Asunción
	La Paz
	MOMDI
	KIMAL (**)

	597
	 Central America
	Mérida
	AMIDA
	TUGET

	644
	La Paz
	Asunción
	MOMDI
	OROMU

	727
	Bogota
	Panama
	OGLUT
	IRASO

	779
	Curaçao
	Santo Domingo
	IRGUT
	VESKA

	783
	Bogota
	Panama
	BUXOS
	TOKUT

	1013
	Bogota
	Lima
	ROLUS
	PLG

	1022
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	TERAS (*)
	TERAS (*)

	1051
	Mendoza
	Córdoba
	ISIPO
	SOLER

	1171
	Antofagasta
	Lima
	ALDAX
	IREMI

	1250
	Curaçao
	Barranquilla
	OROSA
	IRBAR (**)

	26
	Bogota
	Amazónica
	ARUXA
	LET

	60
	Lima
	La Paz
	Not coordinated
	30 NM “W” PDO (*)

	80
	Lima
	Amazónica
	LIMPO
	LIMPO (*)

	149
	Curitiba
	La Paz
	CUB
	100 NM “E” (*)

	270
	Lima
	La Paz
	Not Coordinated
	“W” of OBLIR (*)

	352
	Kingston
	Curaçao
	AMBIN
	DIBOK

	390
	Santo Domingo
	Curaçao
	VESKA
	PALAS

	421
	Guayaquil
	Central America
	LIXAS
	130 NM “W” (*)

	477
	Guayaquil
	Bogota
	BOKAN
	ENSOL

	560
	Amazónica
	Bogota
	ABIDE
	ABIDE (*)


Table 2 – LHD reports of transfers made at one point and aircraft called from another

2.7. As shown in Table 2, the FIRs that reported the most in 2016 were: Guayaquil, with 5 reports, followed by Lima, Amazónica, and Curaçao, with 3 reports each. The most reported were: Lima and Maiquetía, with 3 events, followed by Central America, Guayaquil, Santo Domingo, Asunción, Panama, and La Paz, with 2 reports each. The most reported points were UGAGA, which was changed for VAGAN, and VUMPI and MOMDI, which were changed for KIMAL and OROMU, respectively. 

2.8. During the first semester of 2017, the FIR that reported the most was Lima, with 3 reports, followed by Guayaquil, with 2 events. The FIR most reported with this error was La Paz (on 3 occasions), followed by Amazónica, Curaçao, and Bogota, with 2 reports each.

Remark 1 (*) - The aircraft calls from a location far from the fix, probably due to weather deviation not reported by the pilots.

Remark 2 (**) - The aircraft calls from within the FIR, after the coordinated fix.

Remark 3 - The La Paz FIR relies on information from the pilots to make the corresponding changes and coordinate the fix.

2.9. Some LHD reports show errors in coordination of the flight level, the flight number, the fix, or the estimated time, where the readback was done with the wrong information, and the transferring ATS unit did not identify the error in the transmission. During the first and second semester of 2016, this type of error was not identified; however, during the first semester of 2017 (in bold), some events were identified as shown below. 

2.10. Table 3 shows all LHD reports related to this condition: 

	Report
	Reporting FIR
	Reported FIR
	Coordinated time, fix or level
	Annotated time, fix or level

	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	17
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	20:45
	21:45

	74
	New York
	Piarco
	22:33
	22:23

	219
	Kingston
	Havana
	FL 370
	FL 390

	329
	Antofagasta
	Lima
	LPE2429
	LPE2369

	472
	Central America
	Kingston
	FL 370
	FL 390

	515
	Kingston
	Panama
	FL 320
	FL 340


Table 3 - LHD reports of transfers made with coordination errors

2.11. As may be seen in Table 3, the FIR that most reported this event during the first semester of 2017 was Kingston, with 2 LHDs.

2.12. Some LHD reports of 2016 (first and second semester) and of the first semester of 2017 (in bold) showed as coordination error that related to technical problems with the equipment used for the transfer (AMHS - ATS Message Handling System or AIDC - ATS Inter-facility Data Communication): traffic called from a flight level other than that coordinated.

2.13. Table 4 shows all LHD reports related to this type of condition: traffic being coordinated at one level and calling from another.

	Report
	Reporting FIR 
	Reported FIR 
	Position

	343
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	TERAS

	344
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	TERAS

	352
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	TERAS

	433
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	TERAS

	500
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	ARNEL

	501
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	ARNEL

	512
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	TERAS

	548
	Lima
	Guayaquil
	TERAS

	617
	Guayaquil
	Bogota
	BOKAN

	676
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	VAKUD

	721
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	EVLIM

	777
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	VAKUD

	790
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	VAKUD

	859
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	VAKUD

	890
	Guayaquil
	Lima
	PABOB

	891
	Central America
	Mexico
	KATIS

	1271
	Recife
	Brasilia
	VUTNO

	1272
	Guayaquil
	Bogota
	UGUPI

	278
	Recife
	Curitiba
	VRI

	286
	Recife
	Brasilia
	VUTNO

	289
	Córdoba
	Ezeiza
	DOPRI

	465
	Recife
	Curitiba
	IRUXI

	524
	Recife
	Brasilia
	IMBES

	530
	Curitiba
	Brasilia
	ENACT

	556
	Recife
	Brasilia
	RUBIC

	567
	Córdoba
	Ezeiza
	PAR


Table 4 - LHD reports of transfers being made at one level and calling from another due to equipment failure

2.14. As may be seen from Table 4, the FIRs that most reported in 2016 were: Guayaquil, with 11 events, followed by Lima, on five occasions. The most frequently reported were: Lima, on 9 occasions, followed by Guayaquil, which was reported on 5 occasions. The most frequently reported points were TERAS, on 3 occasions, and VAKUD, with 4 reports. During the first semester of 2017, the FIR that most reported this event was Recife, with 5 events, followed by Ezeiza and Curitiba, with 2 reports each. It is important to highlight that the system deserves special attention when it involves position VUTNO, since it was also reported in 2016 with the error.

3. [bookmark: _GoBack]Suggested action:

3.1. The Meeting is invited to:

a) take note of the information presented herein so that States may use it as a reference for mitigating their LHDs; and

b) submit that decision to the members of the GTE for their knowledge and approval.
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