CAC is not intended as a “best practice” program, rather a beginning point.  In fact, there can be no such thing as a “best practice” when it comes to serving our customers.  If we say we can do no better, we will never progress 
CAC FAQs
CAC Philosophy and NWSI 10-813
Q: CAC is great, but is there any "official" wording that we can go by? Will the TAF directive be changed to reflect CAC at some point?

A: CAC is already in the directive NWS 10-813 under the alternate amendment criteria (previously called SSTAC).
Q:  Programs that tracked TAFs and observations have always been “alert monitors”.  This is what folks are used to.  How does this software change what forecasters are used to as a decision tool?

A:  Whether AvnFPS is used as an alert monitor or a decision tool is entirely up to the user and forecasting philosophy they employ. The NWS advocates that AvnFPS be used as a decision tool rather than an alert monitor. That is to say, there should be a focus on proactive rather than reactive amendments. Furthermore, decisions to amend the TAF should not be made on AvnFPS notifications alone, but rather from the forecaster’s assessment of the meteorological conditions and customer impacts.  There are many training opportunities that explain this methodology (e.g. DLAC course and CAC modules). The changes to AvnFPS due to CAC are merely to readjust amendment criteria to focus more on thresholds that our customers use. It also has the added benefit of reducing amendment workload as well.    

Q:  Is this program encouraging chasing observations?

A:  There is currently no feature or recommendations in AvnFPS that encourages a forecaster to "chase" observations. AvnFPS merely compares one set of data to another set of data for informational purposes. There are many other forms of data important to the decision making process to amend a TAF. To "chase" observations because of AvnFPS alert colors requires a forecasting philosophy that is NOT encouraged by the NWS.  Training opportunities such as DLAC course and CAC modules explain the NWS philosophy on amendments to TAFs. 

Q:  Will there be situations where forecasters will receive a notification in AvnFPS and ask themselves, “Can I improve on the TAF that is already out there? 

A:  Absolutely, and in some cases the answer may be no.  The forecaster’s professional judgment will always be needed to make that determination.  AvnFPS has never had the ability to give the forecaster a definitive yes/no answer when an amendment is absolutely the best course of action.  Features in CAC have improved AvnFPS to aid the forecaster when making decisions however.  Here are just a couple examples: Combining the ceiling and visibility together into categories thus eliminating alerts which resulted in amendments that were meaningless to the customer; evaluating varying ceiling and visibility remarks in METARs to help verify forecasts; providing light green situational awareness notifications; clear customer impact statements; etc. 

Q:  Is there a potential problem that alerts will result in the “crying wolf syndrome” and forecasters will begin to ignore the notifications?

A:  No.  Notifications are generated only when there is a mismatch between the METAR and TAF.  In fact, the “crying wolf syndrome” has been fixed by CAC.  Standard versions of AvnFPS alert the forecaster to an individual element of ceiling or visibility, regardless of the true impact to the customer.  For example, the ceiling and visibility forecast are 100’ and 1/4sm and match the METAR.  A special comes in increasing the ceiling to 200’ which would generate a yellow alert in the standard version of AvnFPS.  This is “crying wolf” as the impact to the customer with respect to the TAF remains unchanged.  CAC notifies you that you are still in category by changing to light green for situational awareness.

Q:  Will we reach a point where forecasters will not properly amend because they will become complacent with the colors they see, especially if the TAFs are representative of the conditions?


A:   If, in the professional judgment of the forecaster, a TAF is representative of conditions then they are using AvnFPS as a tool to make that decision.  CAC improves the forecaster’s ability to monitor TEMPO groups that impact the customer by letting them know immediately when they are not verifying.  If the forecaster believes the TAF is still representative of conditions he/she can decide to hold off on an amendment.  CAC provides additional reminders if the TEMPO continues to not verify, providing the forecaster information that discourages complacency.  Non-CAC versions of AvnFPS allowed complacency by not notifying the forecaster for up to two hours that a TEMPO condition was impacting their customer.

Q:  Are we being boxed in a corner with the tighter TEMPO monitoring, especially since we have lost the use of PROB 40 and BECMG groups when it comes to situations where conditions are varying?

A:  Absolutely not.  TEMPO conditions do occur, especially during varying ceiling and visibility conditions.  One feature of CAC monitoring in AvnFPS is its ability to read the remarks of a METAR and compare that to the TAF.  If a varying ceiling or visibility remark is being reported, and the TAF has a TEMPO forecast that describes this condition then AvnFPS will generate a light green, “in category” notification for situational awareness.  
Q:  Is it the role of CAC to force folks to rethink their TEMPO monitoring or should that be left to sound training?

A:  It is the role of sound training, CAC merely reinforces the training. 

Q:  How does CAC change AvnFPS from being an alert monitor to a decision tool?


A:  AvnFPS is now considered a decision tool because it provides additional information to the forecaster in impact statements; it incorporates light green notifications for situational awareness; and has more timely TEMPO notifications.  No software will change how a particular forecaster views using the technology available.  It is a goal of CAC however for AvnFPS to become a decision tool rather than an alert monitor.  

Q:  What is the difference between a decision tool and decision support?

A:  A decision tool provides information required to make sound decisions.  Decision support is the result of these decisions as realized by our customers.
Q:  Will it be difficult for forecasters to adjust to the idea that anything other than green notifications is not automatically bad?

A:  Forecasters should not have a problem adjusting if they incorporate NWS recommended TAF philosophy. NWS policy outlined in NWSI 10-813 states that “the decision to amend the TAF relies on the forecaster’s assessment of existing conditions and expectations.”   The decision to amend a TAF is the job of the forecaster, not AvnFPS.  CAC is designed to aid the forecaster in making their decision by providing them information on where the mismatch between the TAF and observation exists, and the severity of that mismatch on our customers.  
Q:  Will more amendments be issued to keep the lights “all green”?

A:  The answer to this question should be a resounding NO.  Forecasters who amend only in an attempt to keep lights green may not be not making sound decisions about current conditions and expected conditions in the TAF.  This goes against NWS policy outlined in 10-813 under TAF Amendments.   Amendments in Fairbanks were reduced by 23% over a 3 year period under the CAC concept.  This result was due to several factors including: not amending for an individual element of ceiling or visibility, forecaster training, and local management support of NWSI 10-813 policies. 
Q:  Will CAC monitoring cause a significant added workload for the forecaster, as the colors seem meaningless, and are we reverting back to manual checking and eyeballing of the forecasts as we did prior to the creation of AvnFPS?

 A:  CAC monitoring is not different than previous versions of AvnFPS.  When there is a mismatch between the TAF and observation, AvnFPS has always shown this via different light colors.  The difference between non-CAC and CAC is that the colors are not meaningless as they will always indicate a condition that is impacting the customer.  This is not the case with non-CAC versions as they may not be programmed for the specific airport minimums, and individual notifications for an out of category ceiling or visibility may not impact the end user.  CAC has corrected both of these situations.  Any newly realized workload will result initially from forecasters becoming familiar with their specific airport minimums and focusing on what meteorological conditions may impact their customers.  

Q:  Should CAC monitoring only be designed for high-impact airports where forecasts can significantly impact operations and cause economic impacts?
A:  No.  Airports are all a part of the National Airspace System (NAS).  As such each one can be used as an alternate for any other in inclement weather.  Additionally General Aviation customers use smaller airports more frequently than large hubs.  They too are our customers whom we support.  In addition Search and Rescue and Medical flights utilize any available airport to support their specific mission needs.  

Q:  Should AvnFPS be upgraded to allow CAC monitoring on a TAF by TAF basis to reduce impact to forecasters’ workload and allow them to focus on airports where more than limited general aviation traffic exists?
A:  No. Reference the above question and answer.
Q:  Should the NWS eliminate the MVFR amendment criteria as it is not used for our customers needs?

A:  No.  Although there is no regulatory impact imposed by this category it is used by our customers for flight planning.  General aviation pilots can fly in MVFR conditions under VFR flight rules, however many choose not to.  FAA training encourages all pilots to set their personal weather minimums for day and night operations.  Forecasts for MVFR often can result in a safe “no go” flight decision by pilots not prepared to fly in such conditions.  In addition, MVFR forecasts also indicate a change in the weather that could, if conditions are right, result in instrument meteorological conditions (IMC).
Q:  CAC monitoring has led to a reduction in amendments in Fairbanks.  Does this mean that forecasters will spend less time monitoring TAFs?

A:  Not necessarily.  Amendments have been reduced in large part because the ceiling and visibility have been combined into categories. The reduction in amendments and time savings is now used to focus on significant conditions that impact the customer, resulting in better service.

Q:  How does WFO management handle forecasters who insist that all lights have to be green and purposely issue amendments just to keep them this way?

A:  By reinforcing NWS policy, strengthening the Station Duty Manual, and enforcing both.  
Q:  What are the legal ramifications to a forecaster in the event of any major aviation accident with respect to the TAF and guidance provided in NWSI 10-813?

A:  NWS 10-813, Section 5.2 states, The NOAA/NWS General Counsel advised that NWS forecasters are generally protected from liability when issuing TAFs employing the total observation concept: NWS forecasters employ their discretion in issuing forecasts, including utilizing the "total observation concept" for writing and issuing TAFs. In the performance of their jobs, where NWS forecasters utilize their discretion, they are covered under the discretionary function exemption of the Federal Tort Claims Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 2671 et seq.
Q:  Is NWSI 10-813 clear enough in showing which airports are supported by CAC?

A:  NWS 10-813 allows for WFOs to utilize CAC to support their airports. There is no need to list the airports supported by CAC since this can be done at any airport.
Q:  Are our customers, the FAA, and NTSB aware what airports are now being supported by CAC and do they support this change?

A:  The FAA is aware of the changes. As for the specific airports involved, it is up to the local WFO to communicate with their customers at this time. NWSH is in the process of formally approaching the FAA for CAC to become a national incentive. 

Q:  Do we need to do the set up CAC for the airports we provide Service Backup for as well?  
A: If one WFO is a CAC test site and the service backup WFO is not, it is not required but highly encouraged. Both WFOs can work together to find their minimums and enter them into AvnFPS. If nothing else, both WFOs will be providing better customer service, and your backup WFO will be one step closer to implementing CAC when it's time.
AvnFPS Notifications
Q: The prevailing group in the TAF and the METAR are matching. There is a TEMPO forecast in a lower category, so why is AvnFPS lighting up in the Category (CAT) box? 
A: The FAA Office of Chief Counsel interprets Federal Aviation Regulations to mean that the worst weather conditions forecast used to control flight movement is the controlling factor. These interpretations make the remarks portion of a forecast as operationally significant as the main body of the forecast. Therefore, AvnFPS will notify the forecaster immediately in the CAT box whenever the lowest forecast condition is not being met, regardless if it is in the prevailing or TEMPO group.

Q: If AvnFPS notifies me in the CAT box immediately for an out of category TEMPO forecast why do we need the TEMPO (TPO) box? 

A:  To provide the forecaster with a situational awareness tool for decision making. If TEMPO groups are not verifying and are in a lower category than the predominant group, a notification is shown in the CAT box immediately.   If the TEMPO forecast continues to not occur for at least one hour, or half the time of the TEMPO group, the forecaster will get an additional notification in the TPO box.  This notification lets the forecaster know that the TAF remains out of category and is impacting the customer, and thus needs further attention. If the forecaster’s confidence is high enough to keep the TEMPO forecast in, then he/she should do so.

Q:  Must all TEMPOs be flagged yellow? 

A:  No.  The TPO box currently uses 3 colors (green, yellow, and orange). All color codes are outlined in CAC training in the CAC and AvnFPS Instructions found here: http://www.weather.gov/mdl/pgb/AvnFPS/CAC/cac.html
Q:  While we understand the idea of the CAT column is to advise the forecaster of information for possible amendments, in the near future, will the logic in AvnFPS show the forecaster with “yes/no” clarity that a TAF is within amendment criteria or not?  Is this possible right now, to help reduce the manual checking of observations? 

A:  No to the first question. There will always be the need for the professional judgment of the forecaster.  No also to the second part of this question, however improvements to quickly show current and possible future trends could be developed.  It is important to keep in mind that CAC focuses on the customer while also attempting to aid the forecaster.  In Fairbanks where amendments have been reduced, one would come to the conclusion that the forecaster spends less time monitoring TAFs.  This is not necessarily true.  The reduction has been replaced by focused amendments that provide better customer service.
Q:  Should AvnFPS be upgraded to allow more than 6 colors for the additional logic options? 

A:  Not at this time.  However, continuous improvements through forecaster and customer feedback will guide future development.
CAC Values
Q: It looks like one of our airports is one of those sites with a special alternate minimum. The airfield minimum is 200’ and 1/2SM, and the alternate minimum is 800’ and 2SM. However, it also lists 600’ and 2SM as alternate minimums. How do I know which one to choose? 

A: With CAC, we use the lowest possible minimums available, regardless of runway or aircraft approach category (A, B, C, etc.). Thus, in this case we would choose 600’ and 2SM as the alternate minimums.  We try to cover the "bottom line" that meets the majority of our customers needs as best we can.


Q: These categories are set up by individual airport and can be different for each airport, right?

A: Yes, this is a major benefit of using CAC. We can tailor the minimums to meet the needs of the customer at each TAF site. 

  
Q: Looking at the approach plates for our airport they have no alternate minimums (Cat B) listed.  Is there a standard category for those airfields that don't have alternate minimums listed?

A: Yes - if the airport has an ILS approach then it is considered a precision approach and thus the alternate minimums would be 600’ and 2SM. If the airport does not have an ILS approach, then it would be considered a non-precision approach, and thus the alternate minimums would be 800’ and 2SM.


Q:  Are there other amendment criteria available in CAC, such as weather or crosswinds?  How can we incorporate additional ceiling or visibility thresholds?


A:  No. CAC only applies to ceiling and visibility thresholds.  However, other impacts outside of CAC including winds and other local ceiling and visibility thresholds can be handled by the Impact QC function in AvnFPS.  With the Impact QC feature, the forecaster can be alerted when a prepared TAF has a significant impact on airport operations.  This feature is highly recommended for WFOs with OEP airports. Directions on how to setup Impact QC can be found in the “Impact FAQ Sheet” at http://www.weather.gov/mdl/pgb/AvnFPS/CAC/cac.html.

Q: I called the corresponding CWSU for Category F criteria for my airfields. They had no idea what I was talking about.  Have the CWSUs been prepped to expect these calls?  

A: Thanks for coordinating with them! Some CWSUs have sat in on the training so far, and would be a good idea to continue to have them on the calls (training) when possible. They likely would not be familiar with "CAC," however they should be familiar with any criteria which cause major impacts to air traffic flow. For instance, Phoenix is 5000’...in which if they have a cig of 5000', it cuts their air traffic flow in half! This is what Category F would be utilized for...So, they should be able to at least give you that, and not really know what "CAC" is per se.

