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The Twentieth Meeting of the Informal South Pacific ATS Coordinating Group

(ISPACG/20)

Honolulu, USA, 30 January – 1 February 2006

Agenda Item 4:  Review progress on Open Action Items

Comments from ICAO HQ on Proposal for Amendment of Regional Supplementary Procedures – Doc 7030/4 (Serial No.  APAC-S 03/10 – MID/ASIA/PAC RAC)

(Presented by the Federal Aviation Administration)

1.
Introduction
1.1
The ICAO Asia Pacific Regional Office received comments from ICAO HQ on the proposal for amendment of the Regional Supplementary Procedures to include the lost communication procedures for oceanic airspace.  ICAO HQ requested that this matter be raised to the involved States for discussion. 

2.
Discussion

2.1
The original proposed amendment is provided at Appendix A to this paper.

2.2
Comments from the ICAO Regional Office are provided at Appendix B to this paper.

2.3
Comments from ICAO HQ are provided at Appendix C to this paper.

2.4
The relevant paragraphs from ICAO Document 4444 are available as a separate file.
3.
Recommendation
3.1
The meeting is invited to:


a.
review the comments from ICAO; 


b.
review comments made by the 24th Meeting of the Informal Pacific Air Traffic Control Coordination Group (IPACG/24); and 


b.
prepare an appropriate response to ICAO.

Proposal for Amendment to the

Regional Supplementary Procedures - Doc 7030/4

(Serial No. APAC-S 03/10-MID/ASIA/PAC RAC)

	
	

	a) Regional Supplementary Procedures, Doc 7030/4:
	MID/ASIA and PAC RAC

	
	

	b) Proposing State(s):
	Australia, Fiji, France, Japan, New Zealand, Philippines and United States 

	
	

	c) Proposed Amendment:
	On page MID/ASIA/RAC-3 dated 16/3/04 ,

Add the following Section 4.4.  

4.4
Procedures for Oceanic Airspace
4.4.1
The following procedures apply to aircraft operating in the oceanic airspace of the Brisbane, Fukuoka, Honiara, Manila, Nauru FIRs.  These procedures are intended to complement and not supersede State procedures/regulations.
4.4.1.1
In the event of total loss of communication, an aircraft shall:

a) try to re-establish communication with by all other means;

b) if all attempts to re-establish communication with ATC are unsuccessful:

1) Squawk 7600;

2) 
broadcast in the blind at suitable intervals: flight identification, flight level, aircraft position (including the ATS route designator or the track code) and intentions on the frequency in use, as well as on frequency 121.5 MHz (or, as a back-up, the VHF inter-pilot air-to-air frequency 123.45);

3) watch for conflicting traffic both visually and by reference to airborne collision avoidance systems or traffic displays (if equipped); 

4) turn on all aircraft exterior lights (commensurate with appropriate operating limitations);

5) offset 10NM right of last assigned track;

Note:― If the flight is using ADS for position reporting the offset would trigger an out-of-conformance situation to ATC.  ATC would then attempt to contact the flight, which should be unsuccessful, thereby alerting them to the situation.

6)
if aircraft performance allows, maintain the last assigned speed and level;

7)
if a change in level is required, after a period of 60 minutes following either the failure to report over a compulsory reporting point (non-ADS), or from the time the aircraft was established on the offset (ADS), adjust speed and altitude in accordance with the filed flight plan; and

i) continue the 10NM offset until communications are re-established and a new clearance is received; and

ii) if cleared on other than filed flight plan route: adjust speed and altitude (utilizing the abeam points where altitude changes were noted) in accordance with the filed flight plan;

8)
upon exiting oceanic airspace, the pilot shall conform to the relevant State procedures and regulations.

4.4.1.2
In the event of lost communication, ATC shall:

a) continue to protect the aircraft’s last assigned route and level; and

b) issue essential traffic information as prescribed in PANS-ATM, 5.10 to all flights that could be affected by an aircraft executing this procedure based on flight plan information.

On page PAC/RAC-3 dated 15/10/04,

Add the following Section 4.0 and re-number the subsequent Sections.  
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4.1
The following procedures apply to aircraft operating in the oceanic airspace the Anchorage Oceanic, Auckland Oceanic, Nadi, Oakland Oceanic and Tahiti FIRs.  These procedures are intended to compliment and not supersede State procedures/regulations.
4.2
In the event of total loss of communication, an aircraft shall:

a) try to re-establish communication with by all other means;

b) if all attempts to re-establish communication with ATC are unsuccessful:

1) Squawk 7600;

2) broadcast in the blind at suitable intervals: flight identification, flight level, aircraft position (including the ATS route designator or the track code) and intentions on the frequency in use, as well as on frequency 121.5 MHz (or, as a back-up, the VHF inter-pilot air-to-air frequency 123.45);

3) watch for conflicting traffic both visually and by reference to airborne collision avoidance systems or traffic displays (if equipped); 

4) turn on all aircraft exterior lights (commensurate with appropriate operating limitations);

5) offset 10NM right of last assigned track;

Note:― If the flight is using ADS for position reporting the offset would trigger an out-of-conformance situation to ATC.  ATC would then attempt to contact the flight, which should be unsuccessful, thereby alerting them to the situation.

6)
if aircraft performance allows, maintain the last assigned speed and level;

7)
if a change in level is required, after a period of 60 minutes following either the failure to report over a compulsory reporting point (non-ADS), or from the time the aircraft was established on the offset (ADS), adjust speed and altitude in accordance with the filed flight plan; and

i)
continue the 10NM offset until communications are re-established and a new clearance is received; and

ii)
if cleared on other than filed flight plan route: adjust speed and altitude (utilizing the abeam points where altitude changes were noted) in accordance with the filed flight plan;

8)
upon exiting oceanic airspace, the pilot shall conform to the relevant State procedures and regulations.

4.3
In the event of lost communication, ATC shall:


a)
continue to protect the aircraft’s last assigned route and level; and

b)
issue essential traffic information as prescribed in PANS-ATM, 5.10 to all flights that could be affected by an aircraft executing this procedure based on flight plan information.



	
	

	e) Proposed implementation date of the amendment:
	With the congestion of flights operating in today’s Pacific route systems, along with the availability of multiple methods for communication using controller-pilot data link communication (CPDLC), satellite communication (SATCOM), high frequency (HF), very high frequency (VHF) air-to-air, etc., the current ICAO lost communication procedures need to be updated to account for the current Pacific operating environment. The existing ICAO lost communication procedures do not ensure that ATC will be able to provide standard separation from surrounding flights.  

While ATC may be able to monitor the actions expected from flights in a “lost communications” situation and attempt to resolve conflicts, ATC may not be able to contact surrounding flights in order to move them out of the way depending on the type of communications failure (HF propagation, data link/SATCOM outages or any combinations thereto).  

This amendment proposal provides the following benefits:

1)
flights can and may opt to remain within their last assigned ATC clearance and be provided separation from surrounding flights; and

2)
long-haul flights that must proceed in accordance with their flight plan profile may do so and ATC will ensure surrounding flights are provided information regarding the possible execution of the procedure.  However, as this is a contingency procedure, the assumptions in paragraph a) above remain.

On the occasion when a flight’s filed flight plan altitude is lower than that currently assigned, the flight would not be required to, or expected to descend and may stay on course and at altitude until a higher altitude is required, then follow the offset contingency procedure.  

	
	

	e)
Proposal implementation date of the amendment:
	Upon approval of the Council

	
	

	f) Proposal circulated to the following Sates and International Organizations:
	Afghanistan

Australia

Austria

Bahrain

Bangladesh

Belgium

Bhutan

Brazil

Brunei Darussalam

Cambodia

Canada

Chile

China

(cc: Hong Kong, China)

Cook Islands

Democratic 

 People’s Republic

 of Korea

Denmark

Egypt

Federated States  

 of Micronesia

Fiji

Finland

France

Germany

Hungary

India

Indonesia

Iran, Islamic 

 Republic of

Iraq

Israel
	Italy

Japan

Jordan

Kenya

Kiribati

Kuwait

Lao People’s 

 Democratic 

 Republic

Lebanon

Libyan Arab 

 Jamahiriya

Luxembourg

Madagascar

Malaysia

Maldives

Marshall Islands

Mauritius

Mexico

Mongolia

Myanmar

Nauru

Nepal

Netherlands, 

 Kingdom of the

New Zealand

Norway

Oman

Pakistan

Palau

Papua New Guinea

Peru

Philippines

Poland
	Portugal

Qatar

Republic of 

 Korea

Russian Federation

Samoa

Saudi Arabia

Seychelles

Singapore

Solomon Islands

South Africa

Spain

Sri Lanka

Sweden

Switzerland

Syrian Arab 

 Republic

Thailand

Tonga

Turkey

United Arab 

 Emirates

United Kingdom

United Republic of

 Tanzania

United States

Vanuatu

Viet Nam

Yemen

IATA

IFALPA

IFATCA

	
	
	
	

	g) Secretariat comments:
	The proposed amendment was agreed by the Fourteenth Meeting of the Asia Pacific Air Navigation Implementation and Planning Regional Group (APANPIRG/14, Appendix F to the Report on Agenda Item 2.2 refers). Japan also required the procedures to apply in the oceanic airspace of the Naha and Tokyo FIRs to harmonize common procedures with the adjacent Pacific FIRs. The proposal taking into account the improved communications capability in the Pacific oceanic airspace would enhance the safety of operations.

The amendment proposal had been varied to address the concerns raised during an ICAO review of the original amendment proposal. 


………….
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	INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION ORGANIZATION

REGIONAL OFFICE FOR ASIA AND PACIFIC

P.O.Box 11, Samyaek Ladprao, Bangkok 10901, Thailand

	
	Tel:  66 (2) 537-8189

Fax: 66 (2) 537-8199


	E-mail: icao_apac@bangkok.icao.int

URL: http://www.icao.int/apac


File:
T…/…







16 January 2006

Ref.:
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Fax No. …

To:
Australia


Fiji


France


Japan


New Zealand


Philippines


United States

From:
ICAORD, Bangkok

Subject:
Comments from ICAO HQ on Proposal for Amendment of Regional Supplementary Procedures – Doc 7030/4

(Serial No. APAC-S 03/10 – MID/ASIA/PAC RAC)


This is in reference to the proposal for amendment of the Regional Supplementary Procedures (SUPPS, Doc 7030) regarding the lost communication procedures for oceanic airspace. New Zealand requested clarification as to the relationship between this proposal for amendment and the current SUPPS. Based on the request, Director of Air Navigation Bureau, ICAO, reviewed the proposal for amendment and has commented as attached herewith.


New Zealand also recommends that in light of the recent Procedures for Air Navigation Services – Air Traffic Management (PANS-ATM, Doc 4444), the offset distance for communication failure in the proposal for amendment be aligned with the offset distance in the PANS-ATM in-flight contingency procedures.  You may recall that the Regional Office coordinated with the States concerned and the States agreed that the offset distance be changed to 15 NM from 10 NM.


Please draw your attention to the HQ’s statement that PANS-ATM requires that separation shall be maintained based on the assumption that the aircraft will follow the established procedures, including the option to adjust level and speed in accordance with the filed flight plan. ICAO HQ understands that the proposal for amendment, however, stated that ATC shall protect the aircraft’s “last assigned route and level” and that only essential traffic information needs to be provided with respect to potential changes to level and speed by the aircraft.


Further, ICAO HQ is of view that the procedures for air-ground communication failure are a separate set of procedures from those for in-flight contingencies in oceanic airspace. Therefore, the proposal to incorporate the offset for air-ground communication failure would change the way we have traditionally dealt with communications failure.

In light of the foregoing, you may wish to discuss this matter at the Informal Pacific ATC Coordinating Group and the Informal South Pacific ATC Coordination Group, and align the proposal for amendment to the PANS-ATM incorporating Amendment 4 and the SUPPS.



Regards,








Lalit B. Shah
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	International Civil Aviation Organization

999 University Street

Montreal, Quebec

CANADA

H3C 5H7

	Central Fax No.: +1 (514) 954-6077
	

	SENDER:
	Vince Galotti, C/ATM
	TELEPHONE NO:
	+1 (514) 954-8219 ext. 8176

	FILE REFERENCE:
	APAC-S03/10
	HQ NUMBER:
	F.ATM23855

	Signed by:
	William R.Voss
	No of pages: 
	1

	Date:
	
	Priority.
	URGENT

	To:

cc:
	ICAORD, Bangkok

C/RAO
	FAX No.:
	011 66 2 537 8199


I wish to refer to your memorandum dated 28 October 2005, reference T 3/03.10: AP-ATM0414, concerning the results of the circulation amongst States and international organizations of the above proposal for the amendment of the Regional Supplementary Procedures (SUPPs, Doc 7030).


Of particular interest were the issues raised by New Zealand in their letter dated 30 September 2005. In this letter, New Zealand requests clarification as to the relationship between this SUPPs amendment concerning air-ground communications procedures and the special procedures for in-flight contingencies contained in the current SUPPs, but more recently incorporated into the Procedures for Air Navigation Services — Air Traffic Management (PANS-ATM, Doc 4444). New Zealand also recommends that in light of the recent PANS-ATM amendment (Amendment 4, applicable 24 November 2005), the offset distance for communications failure in the SUPPs amendment be aligned with the offset distance in the PANS-ATM in-flight contingency procedures.

New Zealand has highlighted a conflict between the SUPPs amendment proposal and the PANS-ATM. Paragraph 15.3.3 of the PANS-ATM requires that, in the event an aircraft fails to indicate that it is able to receive and acknowledge transmissions, separation shall be maintained, based on the assumption that the aircraft will follow a variety of procedures, including the option to adjust level and speed in accordance with the filed flight plan. Paragraphs 15.3.4 and 15.3.10 qualify the procedures in paragraph 15.3.3 to the extent that separation would still be maintained but possibly based on a different set of assumptions and/or procedures. The SUPPs amendment, however, states that ATC shall “protect the aircraft’s last assigned route and level” and that only essential traffic information needs to be provided with respect to potential changes to level and speed by the aircraft affected by the communications failure. The similarity between the wording of the SUPPs amendment and PANS-ATM provisions concerned with special procedures for in-flight contingencies in oceanic airspace, and the fact that the SUPPs amendment, as proposed, indicated a subparagraph within the section dealing with in-flight contingencies in oceanic procedures, may have created confusion. While the text may seem similar, air-ground communication failure procedures have never been considered part of special procedures for in-flight contingencies in oceanic airspace. The circumstances of the former are dealt with in PANS-ATM, paragraph 15.3 whilst the circumstances of the latter are, in general terms, listed in PANS-ATM, paragraph 15.2.1.1. Similarly, the two subjects are dealt with quite separately in the NAT/RAC SUPPs.

It is essential that, before we proceed any further, we reconcile the amendment of the SUPPs with the PANS‑ATM, paragraphs 15.2 and 15.3. This may be accomplished by aligning amendment proposal APAC-S 03/10 with the PANS-ATM, paragraph 15.3, or amending PANS-ATM, paragraph 15.3. The former might involve allowing for the offset but continue to maintain standard separation. This, in itself, seems problematic acknowledging that an offset might entail an alternative separation being established with adjacent tracks that otherwise would not have been necessary had the aircraft remained on track. The latter might involve allowing the option of treating communications failure in oceanic airspace as an in-flight contingency, along the lines of PANS‑ATM, paragraph 15.2. This, of course, would signal a major change in the way we have traditionally dealt with communications failure. 

You may wish to consult with New Zealand and other proposing States, in light of the foregoing, with a view to determining how best to avoid a conflict with PANS-ATM provisions.  

William R. Voss

Director

Air Navigation Bureau

4.0	COMMON PROCEDURES FOR RADIO COMMUNICATIONS FAILURE 
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