02-007  (July 17, 2002).  Conversion of ground-based reporting points (RPs) into waypoints.  ISSUE:  There have been several ground-based, offshore RPs, with radial/DME makeup and coordinates, being converted into WPs, that have only the name (no coordinates, no makeup published).  This conversion limits the use of these points by ATC to appropriately equipped aircraft (onboard database).  We believe that this conversion effort deserves a more in-depth look at the unintended consequences, with a possible stop to the effort and possibly a re-conversion back to RPs needed.  John Moore agreed to present examples at the next meeting so the group can see the magnitude of the problem.  OPEN.

STATUS:  10/2/2002 - Need to defer to AT to have them change back some reporting points that were changed to a WP.  The “rule” is that a fix will only be charted as a WP if RNAV is the sole means of identifying the fix.  ATP-104 will be contacted to provide input for our next meeting.  OPEN.

STATUS:  01/15/2003 – Gary Powell, ATP-104, stated that ATP would not agree to reconvert the offshore waypoints into reporting points.  He recommended that only offshore waypoints contain coordinates; all other waypoints will continue as charted.  This will require a modification to the IACC specs.  NIMA has historically been against including coordinates on offshore waypoints since they believe it would open Pandora’s box for the Services to require coordinates on all waypoints.  AT is the only office that publishes –2s with offshore waypoints, and they designate those in the upper right corner as OA, OP, or OG (offshore Atlantic/Pacific/Gulf).  The proposal would be that when the –2 comes to NACO, if it has OA, OP or OG on it, then NACO would chart coordinates.  However, AT also publishes an OG –2 for the waypoints used in the Gulf Routes (which do not and will not have coordinates).  Gary Powell will look at differentiating waypoints between offshore (with coordinates) and those that are part of an RNAV route (without coordinates).  John Moore will submit a RD to Spec 5 to chart coordinates on offshore WPs.  OPEN.

STATUS:  04/09/2003 – The issue has a side item relating to compulsory vs. non-compulsory reporting point charting methodology.  John Moore briefed that the RD has not been submitted pending further input from ATP-104.  Gary Powell briefed that he was not able to get all the players together to discuss the issue.  Proposed definitions have been drafted.  OPEN.

STATUS: 07/09/2003 – An ATP-500 (formerly ATP-104) representative was not available to update the issue.  Continued to the next meeting.  OPEN.

STATUS: 10/09/03 – John Moore re-briefed the problem recommending that the reporting point symbology (solid or open triangle) be retained.  The problem only arose when AT began charting offshore reporting points as waypoints.  Gary Powell agreed to form an ad-hoc working group through the RNAV Action Team (RAT) consisting of representatives from AVN-160/503, ATA-110/130, ATP-500, and AFS-420.  OPEN.

STATUS: 01/14/04 – Paul Ewing reported that the issue had not been presented before the RAT.  Paul stated that he was new to the issue and requested a brief background briefing.  After a short discussion on the issue the group unanimously agreed that the solution must come from the RAT.  Jim Seabright advised that he would ensure that Eric Secretan and/or John Moore are kept appraised of the issue. Valerie Watson reminded the group that the simplest solution is to return to depicting offshore reporting points as “reporting points” vice “waypoints”.  This will allow depicting the coordinates on the applicable charts without revision to current IACC specifications.  OPEN.

STATUS: 04-07-04 – Tom Reiss reported that ATO-R concurs with Valerie Watson’s suggestion to depict offshore reporting points as “reporting points” vice “waypoints”.  This solution will accommodate DOD users and not require any IACC specification changes.  Tom noted that current names should be retained insofar as possible and that prior to conversion, the ATC facility responsible for the reporting point must be in the coordination loop.  Curtis Davis stated that a FAA Form 8260-2 must be processed to support all fix changes and the group agreed.  Curtis asked whether NFDC should coordinate with the applicable ARTCCs.  All agreed that a letter from ATA-100 explaining the issue and rationale for the change would be beneficial for ATC facility managers.  Curtis took an IOU to prepare a listing of offshore reporting points and Valerie took the IOU to draft an ATA-100 memorandum to the applicable ATC facilities.  OPEN.  

STATUS: 07-07-04 – This issue is still very contentious and prompted a lengthy discussion. Valerie Watson reported that ATA-100 did not prepare a letter to the ATC facilities because of further issues that arose after reviewing the list of affected waypoints. Valerie noted that the 88 severe weather avoidance points (SWAP) to support military operations are currently charted as waypoints without coordinates.  Bill Hammett presented two high altitude enroute charts (H-10 and H-11) that depict charting anomalies; e.g. some offshore waypoints have coordinates, whereas the SWAP waypoints do not; the word “compulsory” is annotated on some offshore waypoints as there is no charting symbology for waypoints as reporting points; SWAP waypoints have been established within 2-3 NM of existing reporting points (see A523 and A300 from the JFK VORTAC) creating excessive chart clutter.  He also noted that there are reporting points and waypoints with state location codes that are over 100 NM offshore.  Jim Seabright initiated a discussion on the charting of reporting points vs. the hierarchy-charting concept.  Under the concept, if a point is established only by geographic coordinates, it will be charted as a waypoint.  If a ground-based NAVAID is used to identify the point, the triangle symbol will be used.  The problem boils down to the current cartographic requirement that coordinates are charted with reporting points and not charted with waypoints.  The hierarchy concept is awaiting an ICAO position.  Mike Riley re-affirmed that DOD needs coordinates on offshore reporting points whether depicted as waypoints or with the triangle symbol.  All were asked to staff the following positions/questions for discussion and consensus at the next meeting:

1. Use the triangle symbol to depict offshore points identified by ground based NAVAIDs.

2. Use the waypoint symbol to depict offshore points made up by geographic coordinates only.

3. Chart coordinates on all offshore waypoints and reporting points.

4. Continue to identify compulsory reporting waypoints with a “compulsory” annotation pending ICAO standards for a compulsory waypoint-charting symbol.

5. Develop a definition for “offshore” for 8260.19 guidance for completing Form 8260-2.

6. Evaluate the following options regarding SWAP waypoints:

a. Chart SWAP coordinates for uniformity (chart clutter a consideration).

b. Add the word “SWAP” at the waypoint and do not chart coordinates (requires IACC change).

c. Re-chart all SWAPs as a triangle with ground based make-up (requires flight inspection).


d. Develop a new charting symbol for these points (requires IACC change).

e. Re-evaluate the need for the points (especially those close to established reporting points).

OPEN.

STATUS: 09-29-04 – Progress is being realized on this issue.  Paul Ewing provided a briefing on the purpose of SWAP waypoints.  They are used by air traffic to divert civil traffic offshore during periods of severe weather.  The points are used for North/South traffic flows.  Tom Reiss provided a radar snapshot of actual use during a period of severe weather along the East Coast.  The following consensus was reached regarding the 6 questions posed at the last meeting (see above) relating to off-shore reporting points:

1. All agree that the triangle symbol should be used to depict offshore points that are identified by ground base NAVAIDs.

2. All agree that the waypoint symbol should be used to depict offshore points that are not identified by ground based NAVAIDs; e.g., identified by geographic coordinates only.

3. All agree that coordinates should be charted on ALL offshore waypoints including SWAP waypoints.  It was discussed to not chart coordinates for SWAP waypoints; however, Mike Riley indicated that a clean rule with no exceptions was desired.  Valerie Watson will follow up the Requirements Document (RD) for this initiative.  Paul Ewing affirmed that AT has no operational issues with publishing coordinates for offshore waypoints.

4. Compulsory reporting points depicted using the waypoint symbol will contain the annotation “compulsory” pending an ICAO charting standard.

5. Tom Schneider accepted the IOU to clarify the definition of “offshore” and associated guidance for documenting offshore fixes/waypoints in Order 8260.19.

6. SWAP waypoints would be charted as all other offshore waypoints and no IACC specification changes are necessary other than the coordinate requirement (see #3 above).  Paul Ewing requested a letter from the military requiring coordinates on all OFFSHORE waypoints.  Mike Riley accepted this IOU.  Ray Nussear requested that SWAP waypoints be re-evaluated for need.  In many cases a SWAP has been established within a few miles (as close as 2) of existing reporting points.  This causes excessive chart clutter.  Curtis Davis reported that currently, there are 88 SWAP waypoints.  Valerie Watson took the IOU to coordinate a review of SWAP waypoints with AT.  OPEN.

STATUS: 01-12-05 – Valerie Watson reported that she has been working this issue through Ann Moore, Manager Oceanic Operations Standards.  The issue is under discussion; however, little progress has been made.  Valerie also briefed that informal coordination with Washington ARTCC indicates the SWAP waypoints have not been used since 9-11.  Consideration is being given to eliminating the SWAP waypoints closest to shore.  Brad Rush recommended that if SWAP waypoints are not being used, they should all be cancelled.  Bill Hammett asked if the high-altitude re-design grid waypoint system could be used to satisfy the intent of the SWAP waypoints.  Paul Ewing responded that the grid points might not extend far enough offshore.   Valerie will continue to follow up the issue.  Tom Reiss recommended that coordination be affected with the ARTCC Operations Specialists  

In response to #3 above, Valerie stated that Requirement Document (RD) 528 is still in discussion at the MPOC level.  The comment was made that DOD may be having second thoughts regarding adding coordinates to SWAP waypoints.

In response to #5 above, Tom Schneider briefed that a definition for “offshore” has been developed for inclusion in 8260.19D.  The verbiage is as follows: “Enter the two-letter identifier of the state and country or territory in which the fix is located. The state is left blank if the country is other than the U.S. For offshore fixes at or inside the U.S. 12-mile territorial limit, name of the nearest state must be used. If the fix is outside U. S. 12-mile territorial limit, use OA for Offshore Atlantic, OG for Offshore Gulf of Mexico, or OP for Offshore Pacific.”  It was recommended that this definition be implemented immediately via policy memorandum.  Tom agreed to pursue this.  OPEN. 


STATUS 04-06-05 – Tom Schneider briefed that a policy memorandum to define “offshore”, as was recommended at the last meeting, has been signed and forwarded to AVN for implementation.  Valerie Watson is still working the SWAP issue; however, it has been decided that these waypoints will remain on the charts for the foreseeable future.  Three out of four members of the MPOC are in agreement that coordinates will remain on all offshore waypoints and that the fourth signature is expected within the week.  Bill Hammett asked if it was decided to use the waypoint symbol for those offshore reporting points that are only identifiable by coordinates.  Val responded that FAA is awaiting an ICAO decision on this issue.  All agree that the primary concerns of the issue have been resolved and the issue may be closed.  CLOSED.
