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MOTIVATION / CHANGE REASON DESCRIPTION (AUTHOR TO COMPLETE)

One of the goals of FIXM is to not just provide a way to communicate flight data but to also provide
built-in structure and validation to help ensure the data is high quality. One area where this second goal
could be improved is our representation for cruise climbs. While the structure provides a way to
represent all the data needed, it does so in a way that allows nonsensical data combinations (for
example, providing both an altitude range and an “at or above” indicator). With a minor restructuring,
the quality of cruise climbs could be greatly improved.
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PROPOSED CHANGE (AUTHOR TO COMPLETE)

FIXM currently models a cruise climb as follows:

class RouteChanges /

«XSDcomplexType»
CruiseClimbStart

+ extension: CruiseClimbStartExtension [0..2000]
+ level: FlightLevelOrAltitudeOrRangeChoice [0..1]
+ speed: TrueAirspeed [0..1]

+atOrAboveAltitude
0.1

«enumeration»
AtOrAboveAltitudelndicator

AT_OR_ABOVE_ALTITUDE

The level attribute expands to a structure that allows for a single level or a level range. The “at or

above” indicator is completely separate from this structure (allowing it to be used at times it should not
be).

The proposed change looks like this:

class RouteChanges/

«XSDcomplexType»

CruiseClimbStart «XSDcomplc Qe
+upperLevel UpperLevelChoice
+ extension: CruiseClimbStartExtension [0..2000] % + altituder AT
+ lowerLevel: FlightLevelOrAltitudeChoice [0..1] 0..1 + flichtL ° I FlichtLevel
+ speed: TrueAirspeed [0..1] LU GBS

+atOrAbove

«enumeration»
AtOrAbovelndicator

AT OR_ABOVE_LOWER_LEVEL
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We now have explicit fields for the lower level and upper level and the upper level is a clear choice
between an actual upper bound or an “at or above” indicator. This minor change prevents a user from
supplying most of the nonsensical representations previously available.

Some of the field names and definitions have been cleaned up as part of this process as well. Changes

Rename “level” to “lowerLevel”, make it a FlightLevelOrAltitudeChoice (rather than
FlightLevelOrAltitudeOrRangeChoice), and update the definition to: “Either the lower of the two
levels to be occupied during cruise climb, or the level at or above which cruise climb is planned.”
Rename “AtOrAboveAltitudelndicator” to “AtOrAbovelndicator”, rename its enumerated value
to “AT_OR_ABOVE_LOWER_LEVEL”, and change its definition to: “Indicates the cruise climb will

III

be to an unspecified level at or above the lower leve

Create a new class called UpperLevelChoice that can contain an altitude, flightLevel, or

atOrAbove indicator with the definition of: “Either the upper of the two levels to be occupied
during cruise climb, or an indicator that the cruise climb will be to an unspecified level at or

above the lower leve
e Create a new association between CruiseClimbStart and UpperLevelChoice called “upperLeve

III

Ill

with a definition of: “Either the upper of the two levels to be occupied during cruise climb, or an
indicator that the cruise climb will be to an unspecified level at or above the lower level.”
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