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	SUMMARY

This paper presents discussion concerning the procedures for tactical re-route of flights into Russian airspace from Anchorage or Reykjavik Flight Information Regions (FIRs). There is a need for timely, well coordinated procedures to facilitate an Air Traffic Management (ATM) requirement for tactical re-route, or a tactical re-route required due to airspace closure within Russia.


1.
Introduction  
1.1 There is a need to improve the process to enable a tactical re-route to a different entry point into Russian airspace that includes the Russian Trans East (RTE) or Polar route networks from either the Anchorage FIR or Reykjavik FIR. (The assumption is that there will be additional entry points from Reykjavik FIR into the Murmansk FIR in the future). 

1.2 During periods of increased traffic demand, there could be multiple flights desiring entry into Russian airspace at either Trans East or Polar entry fixes, with insufficient longitudinal separation to allow the desired flight levels. 

1.3 A need for a tactical re-route can also occur when there is a change in route availability within Russia, due to an Air Traffic Service (ATS) route closure which may also require a different entry point from the original filed flight plan. 

1.4 Tactical re-routes currently are subject to a significant amount of coordination between Air Navigation Service Providers (ANSPs) and also between aircraft and Airline Operations Control (AOC) Centers (where Dispatch services are provided), or between the controlling ANSP and the aircraft Commander for operators without Operational Control.

2.
Discussion
2.1 Tactical re-routes are frequently utilized in the North Atlantic (NAT) or North Pacific by ANSPs when the planned route of flight may not be available at the desired flight level due to traffic. A re-route to the next available route to the north or south of the filed route can be accomplished with minor complexity, and is generally acceptable to the operators.
2.2 Tactical re-routes within the Polar and Russian Trans East route system are significantly more complex for both ANSPs and airline operators, due in part to some of the following reasons:

· Tactical re-routes require coordination with Russia for transfer of control, or possibly a revision to an already approved transfer of control;
· Ground to ground communications between ANSPs currently is not robust enough to allow timely coordination for “short notice” tactical re-routes;
· Air to ground communications may be marginal, (poor HF propagation), which can inhibit collaboration between the controlling ANSP and the aircraft;
· Communications between aircraft and AOC (where applicable) may require evaluation of re-routes, such as fuel requirements, increased flight time, onward coordination beyond Russia, which may also involve different entry points to other countries, such as China;
· Current requirement to re-file an Flight Plan  (FPL) after a tactical re-route is not consistent with global practice; and
· Another complexity associated with tactical re-routes is the lack of NOTAMS from Russia advising of route availability, such as B915 in the Russian Trans East Route Network. Many of these routes are not NOTAM’d closed, rather are available by ATC coordination.
2.3 Until Reduced Vertical Separation Minima (RVSM) is implemented within the adjoining Russian airspace, there is the potential of having limited flexibility in providing optimum, or near optimum flight levels to multiple aircraft when demand exceeds capacity. This concern is also likely when longitudinal separation is not sufficient to allow step climbs to more efficient flight levels.

2.4 A tactical re-route may be the most desirable option to an aircraft, and therefore a simplified process is required to enable such a maneuver.
2.5 Communications between Anchorage or Reykjavik and the appropriate Russian Area Control Center (ACC) should be improved to allow timely coordination. 
3.
Conclusion
3.1
There is a need to facilitate tactical re-routes to support the most desirable option for operational efficiency. This will require improvements in ground to ground communications between ANSPs as well as a review of transfer of control procedures between ANSPs.

3.2
Re-filing an FPL is not a globally accepted practice that needs further discussion and resolution.

3.3
The workload associated with a tactical re-route is considerable for all the affected stakeholders, which includes the ANSPs, radio operators (in some cases), flight crews, and AOCs. The process can be improved through a collaborative effort by all stakeholders.

4.
Recommendation
4.1
The meeting is requested to discuss the current process of tactical re-routes and consider and implement a process to improve it.
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