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Background

• Conflict points occur on a traditional ATS route network when two routes cross

• Waypoints are established on each route and there will usually be a common 

waypoint at the conflict point
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Background

• For operational safety and capacity 

reasons, current ATC sector structures 

have been developed around the 

traditional ATS route network to 

(amongst other elements)

• avoid to have different sectors 

feeding the same sector with 

converging traffic requiring 
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converging traffic requiring 

separation (two coordination 

tasks for the receiving sector)

• reduce 

coordination/workload and 

facilitate radar hand-over

• avoid to have conflict points close 

to the boundary of a sector for 

entering traffic (increasing 

workload because of excessive 

coordination/insufficient 

anticipation time).
• Reference ERNIP Part 1 V2.1 19 Nov 2019



Background

• Current sector boundary examples

• The sector boundary between Paris 

and Geneva is established to the 

east of the UN854 to ensure that 

this traffic flow does not enter the 

Geneva sectors.

• It also ensures that the conflict point 

MOKIP on UL612 and UN854 is 

managed by one ATC unit (Paris) and 
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managed by one ATC unit (Paris) and 

it is on the outer edge of Paris ATC 

area so they have sufficient time to 

identify and resolve conflicts.

• Drawing the boundary to the west 

would increase the amount of traffic 

in the Geneva sectors and also not 

provide the Geneva ATCO sufficient 

time to resolve any conflicts.



Background

• Current sector boundary examples

• The sector boundary between 

Zurich and Karlsruhe is established 

to the east of the UZ613 to ensure 

that this traffic flow does not enter 

the Karlsruhe sectors.

• It also ensures that the conflict point 

near GAMSA with UZ613 is managed 

by one ATC unit (Zurich) and it is on 
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by one ATC unit (Zurich) and it is on 

the outer edge of Zurich ATC area so 

they have sufficient time to identify 

and resolve conflicts.

• It is also sufficiently west of the 

M738 so that Karlsruhe has time to 

identify and resolve conflicts at 

these points

• Drawing the boundary in any other 

place would increase complexity for 

Zurich and Karlsruhe.



Background

• As a result ou these design practices, waypoints are outen not on the ATC sector 

boundaries. 

• Within ANSPs waypoints at or near the ATC sector boundaries have other 

important operational functions:

• They serve as system Coordination Points (COP) for inter ATM OLDI messages

• They serve as reference points for handover conditions specified in letters of 

agreement.
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FRA Boundary Issues – Entry & Exit Points

• The Eurocontrol Free Routes Airspace (FRA) Design Guidelines includes:
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FRA Boundary Issues – Entry & Exit Points

• All FABEC FRA designs (implemented and proposed) include Entry and Exit points 

that are not on the FRA boundary 
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Current FRA waypoints, MUAC – DFS Boundary



FRA Boundary Issues – Entry & Exit Points

• All FABEC FRA designs (implemented and proposed) include Entry and Exit points 

that are not on the FRA boundary 
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Proposed FRA waypoints, skyguide – DSNA Boundary



FRA Boundary Issues – Entry & Exit Points

• All FABEC FRA designs (implemented and proposed) include Entry and Exit points 

that are not on the FRA boundary 
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Proposed FRA waypoints, skyguide – DFS Boundary



FRA Boundary Issues – Entry & Exit Points

• From an ANSP perspective, this is not simple and it may have negative impacts on 

the network

• Adjusting the boundaries at best requires adaption of LoAs, and at worst 

requires re-negotiation of state agreements/treaties 

• Moving the sector boundaries could result in unwanted traffic flows within 

some sector volumes impacting sector capacities

• Moving the sector boundaries can have safety implications as in relation to 
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• Moving the sector boundaries can have safety implications as in relation to 

management of conflict points.



FRA Boundary Issues – Entry & Exit Points

• Again, this is not simple and it may have negative impacts on the network

• Finding many new 5LNC for the required waypoints is difficult

• New waypoints and transfer points requires adaption of 

• LoAs and ATC working practices.  This can increase the amount of ATC 

training required for the change.

• ATM technical systems.  This may be complicated on older legacy 

systems.
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systems.

• Also, adding new waypoints whilst limiting the impact of the elements above 

may reduce the efficiency of the trajectories on the interfaces

• Finally, in a structurally limited FRA, adding new waypoints will require 

additional RAD to manage the traffic flows via these waypoints



FRA Boundary Issues – Entry & Exit Points
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FRA Boundary Issues – Open points

• NM Systems

• Given that there are many existing FRA relevant entry and exit points not on 

FRA boundaries, NM systems are capable of processing these differences

• FABEC requests that the NM acknowledges this coordination and accepts the 

proposed entry and exit points to simplify the initial FRA implementations

• Improvements can be examined and implemented at a later stage if needed
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• CFSPs and AOs  

• Are flight planning systems able to accept and use these points that are not 

on the FRA boundary to correctly generate flight plans for entering and 

leaving the FABEC FRAs?


