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• ATSAP was implemented in 2008

• Over 160,000 reports filed









CISP

 Agreements with twenty-nine (29) partners, 

including:

 Military – USAF (Air Mobility Command, Air National 

Guard, Air Force Reserve Command, and Pacific Air 

Forces

 Cargo Operators

 Air Carriers

 Charter companies

 Dispatchers



By filing an ATSAP report, you contribute important safety information that will help identify trends and issues , as well as help the ATO measure success by what we fix. 

CISP SAFE 
Discussion Sheet 

atsapsafety.com | atsapsafety.com/mobi | my.faa.gov/atsap 

Excerpts from CISP Reports 

“Safety Awareness for Excellence” 

 

“We were told to descend via [STAR] RWY 

26 transition. We set up arrival and 

approach... Upon checking in first, Approach 

said expect ILS 26. After extensive vectors off 

the arrival, we switched to [Final Approach]... 

Controller said expect ILS 25L. We rebriefed 

and set up 25L. More vectoring due to 

volume and weather. At approximately ten-

mile dogleg final, we were told intercept 26 

LOC. I told F/O to confirm approach runway 

with ATC. Approach said ILS 26. F/O said ‘… 

unable, we cannot accept.’ Controller said 

230 heading cleared ILS 26. We said ‘can't 

have last minute changes.’” 

 

“Captain flying the [ARRIVAL] into [APRT]. 

Captain had briefed the ILS 25L transition 

with 24R in standby. We had been slowed 

250 miles from [APRT]. When we checked in 

with Approach, we were assigned 25L. They 

slowed us some more and gave us step down 

clearance as a heavy 777 was converging on 

our flight path. Approach then cleared us for 

25L approach. Captain set 1900’ in for marker 

altitude LNAV/VNAV PATH. Over [FIX], 

[APPROACH] queried us about what arrival 

we were on. F/O responded transition to 25L. 

He told us that was not our assigned runway. 

We vectored off to intercept 24R… To our 

knowledge, we never heard an amendment to 

a new runway assignment.” 

 

“After beginning the [ARRIVAL], expecting 

but not yet cleared the ILS 25L, we set the 

arrival to ILS 24R on RTE 2 if we were 

switched runways. As we approached 

[TRANSITION] we were switched 

frequencies and cleared the ILS 25L... I shifted 

attention momentarily to the MCP to set the 

FAF altitude now that we were finally cleared 

the ILS 25L… after our turn just inside of 

[TRANSITION], ATC queried if we were 

tracking to align for 24R or 25L. I replied 25L 

and ATC gave us an amended altitude 

restriction of 7000... ATC then gave us direct 

[FIX]. We reloaded the ILS 25L with 

[TRANSITION]. The Captain then tried to 

bring [FIX] to the top to proceed direct, but 

the MCDU would not allow them to do so.” 

April 2019 

When Things Don’t Go According to Plan: Part 2 
Recent pilot reports received via the Confidential Information Share Program (CISP) 

highlight the necessity of ATC being prepared for the unexpected: when pilots are 

unable to comply with controllers. 

When an aircraft is given a vector off of a STAR for sequencing/spacing, controllers 

may not know exactly what the pilot can and cannot do to rejoin the procedure. As 

a result, the aircraft automation may not recapture the vertical element of the STAR 

until the next fix altitude bracket. For example, when an aircraft is at or below the 

next crossing fix altitude bracket, controllers need to provide an amended fix 

altitude to ensure the aircraft predictably rejoins the arrival. ATC needs to be 

prepared with a backup plan to get the aircraft back on profile. 

The ATIS and assigned STAR tell pilots what runway and approach to "expect," but 

sometimes the expected approach may be altered due to weather, airport surface 

conditions, or traffic. If the pilot checks in and is given a different approach or 

runway, the pilot’s workload goes up exponentially in briefing/programming the new 

approach, all while flying the aircraft. In some cases, expectation bias may lead a pilot 

to read back the new assignment correctly, but fly the previously expected 

approach. Controllers should always be prepared for the eventuality of pilots saying 

"unable" to the change(s) when not as expected. 

An example highlighted by pilot reports is the ANJLL 4 STAR into LAX. The chart provides 

notes to pilots indicating they should “Expect ILS or RNAV (RNP) RWY 25L approach.” 

Several reports indicate issues with expectation bias leading pilots to incorrectly fly the 25L 

approach after being changed to the 24R approach. 

In some instances, aircraft aren’t given 

a runway assignment until at or near 

the final fix on the STAR, leaving the 

pilots with inadequate time to adjust. 

Note that aircraft automation may 

reduce pilot flexibility to accept last 

minute route changes. 

At what point do you verify the pilot is set up for the correct runways when 

more than one runway is advertised? 

What do you do to ensure the pilot has an adequate amount of time to adjust to 

a different runway? 

What cues do you look for that may indicate an alternate plan may be necessary? 

What are some examples where you had to initiate Plan B and it worked well? 

What about when Plan B didn’t work well? 

Facility Discussion 

CISP 2019 

CISP 2019 

CISP 2019 
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Where does all the 

safety data go?

 ASIAS - Aviation Safety Information and Sharing

 GA ASIAS

 NASA ASRS

 Training

 ATO Top 5 Safety Issues

 Safety Risk Management Panels



Systemic Correction

 Nearly 200 national formal Corrective Action 

Requests have been issues

 Hundreds of  informal corrections accomplished 

through the sharing of  information.

 Examples:

 Chart Publication Changes

 Rocket NOTAMs

 ATC On the job training

 NOTAM Info and Dissemination

 Untimely Maintenance














