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Objectives

• Provide visibility of what measures are being adopted by each of the 
AOs.

•   Monitor and verify the performance and efficiency of the CSS Tool. 

•   Assist with fine-tuning of the CSS Tool parameters.  



Operational and Safety Performance Monitoring
– Priorities    

 Priorities based on 2 conditions:

Type of report: 

 Similarity or 

 Confusion

 Status of AOs reporting: 
 CSS Participating or 

 CSS Non‐Participating   

 Applied Principles:

Confusion priority over Similarity, and Participating over Non‐Participating  



Operational and Safety Performance Monitoring
Proposed Priorities
 Priority 1:   Call sign confusion reports ‐ both AOs participating

 Priority 2:  Call sign confusion reports when one AO is participating and 
the other is not participating  

 Priority 3:  Call sign similarity reports when both AOs are 
participating/using the CSS Service/Tool 

 Priority 4:  Call sign similarity reports when one AO is participating and 
other is non‐participating 

 Priority 5:  Call sign confusion reports when both AOs are non‐
participating (reports may be received via EVAIR). 
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CSS Tool - Performance Monitoring
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CSST Users
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ANSP Reporting

7

3
4

9

13

17

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

No of ANSPs CSS/C data providers 
2008-2014



AO affected
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CSST User v CSST non-User
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Intra – v Inter AO CSS/C
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Qualitative views

 CSST – Users like it!
 No complaints about operational safety effectiveness.
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CSST Endorsement 
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Main Lessons Learnt

 Call sign similarity v confusion – be clear
 It’s not an exact science!

 100% is unachievable
 It’s more complex than it looks! 

 Many considerations 
 Need engagement of the airlines (and ANSPs)

 Form a regional UG? 
 Alphanumerics don’t solve everything
 Cannot use all of the ‘Rules’

 Solution space is limited
 Local ‘Rules’ provide additional refinement

 Airlines (and Airports) need to make system changes to maintain 
links between the CFN and the ATC call sign
 Start at the beginning; schedulers like similarities! 
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Questions?


