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Legend for Cat Column (Optional):

E – Editorial
R – Review

C – Confusing, clarification, erroneous information, inconsistency, or invalid argument

A – Additional material

S – Serious – resolution of comment requires special attention
Legend for Status Column

R – Comment resolution incorporated into current version, as indicated.
O – Open comments planned for resolution at next version.
D – Open comments that will be deferred until after initial release.

Comments and contributions received from the following.  Initials are used throughout the comment matrix.
	Initials
	Surname
	First names
	Representation
	Telephone
	eMail

	JB
	Brooks
	Joe
	TASC supporting FAA Technical Performance Group
	202 315 1254
	joseph.brooks@auatac.com

	LSM
	McCormick
	Leslie
	CSSI supporting FAA Oceanic & Offshore Operations
	417-546-2412
	lmccormick@cssiinc.com

	P
	Radford
	Paul
	Airways New Zealand
	+64 21 334806
	paul.radford@airways.co.nz

	AW
	Watkin
	Adam
	Airservices Australia
	+617 3866 3421
	adam.watkin@airservicesaustralia.com

	KC
	Chiodini
	Karen
	FAA – PAN ICD Coordinator
	202 385 8931
	Karen.L.Chiodini@faa.gov


	Paragraph reference
	Comment Number
	Comment Author
	Description of comment and proposed resolution
	Cat
	Resolution History
	Status

	Table of Contents 

(ToC)
	 [Leave blank]
	JB
	COMMENT:  The ToC doesn’t refer to or list the foreword, pp. viii-ix, which contains 3 sections: 

Historical background, Scope, and Document amendment.
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  
Include above in TOC?

	E
	FOREWARD added to ToC that includes:
1. Historical background

2. Scope

3. Document amendment
	R

	Page viii

2.3
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  The first sentence: … Flight Planning function is required … to support operations within the APAC Region.
There is no mention of the NAT region.
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

Add NAT region reference.
	C
	Suggested change incorporated.
	R

	Page viii

2.5 a & d,

Comments

Boxes ATO8 and ATO11
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  The comments indicate these elements are taken from the NAT ICD Executive Summary. In fact they are a combination and rewording of NAT and APAC (par 0.4) language.  
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	E
	Text revised to reflect wording in APAC/NAT ICDS.  Comments revised to reflect source docs.
	O

	Chapter 1

Acronyms
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  All acronyms from NAT and APAC ICDs were captured. One acronym, GOLD, was added and was stated as being in the APAC ICD. However, I couldn’t find this in the current APAC or NAT ICDs. Source of acronym can be found in Global Operational Data Link

Document ( GOLD), Edition 1.0, 14 June 2010 and other ICAO subject matter documents
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	C
	Comment revised to reflect source doc for GOLD.
	R


	2.2.4
	
	JB


	COMMENT:  2.2.4 captures: “Flight plans shall continue to be filed in accordance with existing procedures.” This is common to both NAT and APAC, but NAT also includes (in Part 1,  2.2.4) “… operators shall continue to file flight plans in accordance with

existing procedures and they shall make every effort to ensure that flight plans are disseminated to all the

correct addresses.”   Does this need to be carried into the PAN ICD?
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	A
	NAT ICD text added to para 2.2.4
	O

	2.34.3.1.2

Example
	
	JB


	COMMENT:  example  reads:  BUGGS/0349F350F370/GM085

The in a block of levels between F350 and F370 (inclusive) maintaining M0.85 or greater. aircraft is ofiled
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:
 Should read:
BUGGS/0349F350F370/GM085

The aircraft is filed in a block of levels between F350 and F370 (inclusive) maintaining M0.85 or greater.


	E
	Suggested change incorporated in para 2.34.3.1.2 Example
	R

	2.35.1


	
	JB


	COMMENT:  The following from APAC ICD Part 1, 4.5.1 was omitted from the new paragraph:

If transmitted, the offset and weather deviation information shall always be the last information in the group and shall be separated from preceding information by a forward slash delimiter (/). 

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:
Include? 

	A
	Text added to para 2.35.1
	R

	2.35.1.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  The following from APAC ICD 4.5.1 was omitted from the new paragraph: One to three characters indicating an off track distance associated with this clearance (leading zeros shall not be used).

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:
Include this added level of detail in the PAN ICD?
	A
	Text revised in para 2.35.1.2 to reflect detail.
	R

	2.35.3
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  APAC ICD Part 1, 4.5.3: The off-track clearance format described in this section applies only to Field 14 –boundary estimate data – or the Track Data field in a TRU message. It may be transmitted in a TRU

message or any AIDC message containing Field 14.
PAN ICD 2.35.3: The off-track clearance format described in this section applies to Field 14 – boundary estimate data – only. It may be transmitted in any AIDC message containing Field 14.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:
Include the TRU message reference in the PAN ICD?
	A
	Text added to para 2.35.3 to include TRU message reference.
	R

	2.36.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Language is almost identical to 2.22, but is slightly more detailed.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:
Is 2.22 necessary?
	E
	Para 2.22 deleted.
	R

	2.43.3
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Time reference 12:30 P.M. Z
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:
Should read 1230Z
	C
	Text revised to reflect suggested change.
	R

	2.43.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Consider using explanatory examples for the message formats shown.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Add the examples used in Part 1, 4.3.3 from the NAT ICD. 


	E
	Text added to para 2.43.4 as suggested.
	R

	2.7
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Does this duplicate information in 2.35: Offset and WX Deviation Information?
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Choose either 2.35 or 2.7


	E
	Para 2.7 deleted and the associated text added to para 2.35
	R

	3.21.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: This PAN paragraph captures the NAT language from Part 3, 2.2.2 except for the last sentence 

“The AFTN date time group may be used by administrations to monitor end to end delay performance of the data exchanges.”
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Does this need to be added?
	A
	Text added to para 3.21.1
	R

	3.22.5
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Paragraph contains examples from APAC only.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Should an example from the NAT ICD (Part 3, 2.1.12) also be shown?
	A
	Suggested examples added to para 3.22.5
	R

	3.22.6.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: From NAT Part 3, 2.2.2:  The ATS unit organization code for the oceanic ATC application will be ZOZO. This organization code, when used with the ICAO location, forms the full ICAO address.
PAN ICD didn’t include this.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Should it be added?
	A
	Suggested text added to para 3.22.6.2
	R

	4.11
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Paragraph is a combination of language from NAT and APAC ICDs, but repeats the information from each---looks like it didn’t get edited yet. SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Edit
	E
	APAC ICD language deleted as redundant.
	R

	4.4.1.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  The coordination point preceding the boundary as per bilateral agreement and also shows a full route to destination. This refers to a different example that was omitted from the NAT ICD. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change to correct explanation from NAT, A-4 2.2.2.3 This example shows an aircraft cleared to F350 but entering the ACI at or above F310. Insert missing example from NAT, A-4 2.2.2.3:

(CPL-IBE6123-IS-B747/H-SXWC/C-LEMD-41N030W/1325F350-M084F350 41N030W 41N040W 41N050W 40N060W 38N065W DANER A699 NUCAR DCT HEATT-KMIA-0) and use The coordination point preceding the boundary as per bilateral agreement and also shows a full route to destination.
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.5.1.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  NAT ICD language at the end of the paragraph is redundant; covered by language from the APAC ICD. 
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Delete?
	E
	NAT ICD language deleted as redundant.
	R

	4.4.8.3
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Each element consist of 
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change to consists.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.8.9.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  when including Offset information in and AIDC message, the direction “E” (either side of  track) shall be used.
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change to shall not be used.
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.3.2 3a
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  The initial TDM date/time message number group will like:
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change to The initial TDM date/time message number group will look like:
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.3.2 

3a
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Message numbers 02 and 99 indicate TDM amendments or e revision. SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change to Message numbers 02 to 99 indicate TDM amendments or revisions. APAC ICD states 02 to 99.
	C, E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.3.2

7
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  The Remarks subfield is a free text field text field…

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  The Remarks subfield is a free text field text field...

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  PAN ICD---shows ATS field for message type as 3; NAT ICD uses 3a for this field. 

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Is this important?
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	GENERAL
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Several references to other documents use a date or version number. Since these will change as they’re updated, the PAN ICD will need to reflect this. 

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Make references to ICAO documents generic, for example:

instead of ICAO Annex 10, Chapter 11, 1995  use ICAO Annex 10, current version.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.5

6
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  6...Both numbers shall represent the        same digits as referred to b<sp> PARTS-in item Id 1 above.  

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  TYPO---remove b<sp> PARTS-.

	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.5

6
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  6...Beginning of third line:  PARTS- 

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  TYPO---replace with b<sp> PARTS-.

	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.5

6
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  6...a and b textual numbers (ONE, TWO, THREE, FOUR) or one digit.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  For consistency with previous language change to: a and b textual numbers (ONE, TWO, THREE, FOUR) or one decimal digit.

	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.6
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...between individual North Atlantic Track descriptions, not with an individual description.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...between individual North Atlantic Track descriptions, not within an individual description.  
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.6

10
	
	JB
	COMMENT: PAN ICD...or a LAT/LONG given in degrees and minutes. At present only whole degrees are used.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: From NAT ICD insert: ...or a LAT/LONG given in degrees or degrees and minutes.

	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.6

11
	
	JB
	COMMENT: PAN ICD...<cr>
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: From NAT ICD should be <crlf>.
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.6

16
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... the indentation does not indicated the presence...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: the indentation does not indicate the presence...


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.6

16
	
	JB
	COMMENT:

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Insert the word OR before the line:  There is no European link.
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.6
22

	
	JB
	COMMENT: The TMI shall be the Julian calendar day in the year – i.e. starting atone
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: The TMI shall be the Julian calendar day in the year – i.e. starting at one

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.2.3

4.7.2.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  ...following format is used n the RM/ sub-field of the LRM to report...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...following format is used in the RMK/ sub-field of the LRM to report...

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.3.1.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...when no other application messages have received within...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...when no other application messages have been received within...

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.1.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Transmitted by on ATSAU...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Transmitted by an ATSU...

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.4.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...contains a number f elements...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...contains a number of elements...

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.4.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... the benefit of downstream ATSUs what may use the information...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... the benefit of downstream ATSUs that may use the information...

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.5.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... the address to which uplink messages are routed to in the avionics.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Remove either to which or to.
	E
	The text “to which” was removed.
	R

	4.7.4.8.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... contains the six character hexadecimal translation or the 24 bit aircraft address as it was received...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: or is incorrect---change to of
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.10.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... receded...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Change to preceded.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.10.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... Fan message...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Change to FAN (consistent with previous usage).
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.10.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... FCO identifier consist of three letters...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Change to consists.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.10.3
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... a FAN message with ADS application...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Should be ADS-C (consistent with previous usage).
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.10.3
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... by that ATSU with the aircraft is only entering the ACI.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Change to when.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.10.4

Note 1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: The NAT ICD adds to the last sentence:

...either allowing a reasonable time for delivery of the NDA message or waiting for a MAS/S message to be received in response.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Should the PAN ICD include this?
	A
	Text revised as suggested.
	O

	Table 4-2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... the aircraft has bee terminated...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  change to been.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.5.7.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...inan  
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  change to in an.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.5.7.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...identifier provide advice... 
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  change to provides.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.5.7.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: The last example, taken from NAT ICD, didn’t include the explanation from that document.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Add after example: The CPDLC Connection with ICE615 has been terminated
	A
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.8.1.1.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...from on ATSU to another.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...from one ATSU to another.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.8.1.3.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...a identifier...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...an identifier...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 4-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: EMG message shows field 13 is used.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Incorrect according to the other documents...remove field 13 reference for this message.
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 4-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: NAT ICD shows the NAT message as a CORE message, PAN table does not.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Change table to show this as a CORE message if this is the case.
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 4-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: NAT ICD shows the ASM message as a CORE message, APAC and PAN ICD show optional. 
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Resolve this and reflect in Table 4-4.
	C
	Text added to reflect NAT CORE message and APAC optional message.
	O

	Table 4-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: NAT ICD shows the FAN message as a CORE message, APAC and PAN ICD show optional. 
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Resolve this and reflect in Table 4-4.
	C
	Text added to reflect NAT CORE message and APAC optional message.
	O

	Table 4-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: NAT ICD shows the FCN message as a CORE message, APAC and PAN ICD show optional. 
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Resolve this and reflect in Table 4-4.
	C
	Text added to reflect NAT CORE message and APAC optional message.
	O

	Table 5-1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: NAT ICD shows text for error code 10 15 as INVALID CNA EQUIPMENT DESIGNATOR; APAC and PAN ICD show INVALID CNS EQUIPMENT DESIGNATOR.  
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Resolve this and reflect in Table 5-1.
	C
	Text added to reflect NAT and APAC inconsistency.
	O

	Table 5-1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Text for error code 28: INVALID NAVID FIX  
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Change to NAVAID.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 5-1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Text for error code 59: MESSAGE NOT APPLICABLE TO zzz OAC. 

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Should be zzzz OAC (4 letters). 
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 5-1
	
	JB
	CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Error code 60: close parentheses at end of comment.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 5-1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Field Number column for Error Codes 92-256 shows fields 14 and15.  This did not come from the APAC ICD as indicated.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Remove?
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.13
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Although outside the scope of the ICD, flight Planning messages play an important role within the region, and will continue to so in the future.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: If outside the scope, why carry it over from the APAC ICD? If it is included, insert do between to and  so.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	O

	7.21.1.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: The IGM applies only to those portions of a flight operating within the APAC NAT/PAC Regions; Only flights totally within the NAT NAT/PAC oceanic FIRS are considered;
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Are both of these necessary?
	E
	NAT text deleted.
	R

	7.21.1.3
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ot
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Should be to. 
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.23.2.5
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...one ATSU my initiate...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  ...one ATSU may initiate...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... may not ve required...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT... may not be required...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.5
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... failure or the ground-ground link.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT... failure of the ground-ground link.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.7
	
	JB
	CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: close parentheses.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.7.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: In the example below, the aircraft identification is QFA924 rather that the QFA924 contained in Line 4 of the ACARS message.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: that becomes than; QF924 becomes QF0924.
	C, E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.8
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... it is possible for the SMI or an aircraft...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...it is possible for the SMI of an aircraft...


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.11
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... by their receiving ATSU.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... by the receiving ATSU.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7-2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Column header---When an FCN should not be sent
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  INCORRECT---should read--- When an FCN should be sent

	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Figure 7-1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Arrow in the graphic labeled FCN (CPD=2) is pointing the wrong way (according to NAT and APAC ICDs).
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Reverse the arrow direction. 
	C
	Graphic revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.14.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... multiple CPDLC connection request...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... multiple CPDLC connection requests...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.14.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... in the even that the...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... in the event that the...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Figure 7-1 7-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Arrow in the graphic labeled Disconnect Request + DM64 is pointing the wrong way (according to NAT and APAC ICDs).
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Reverse the arrow direction. 
	C
	Graphic revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.3.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  (e.g. form either an...)
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: (e.g. from either an...)
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.3.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT:   Pac signals to the R-ATSU...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  For consistency change Pac to PAC
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT:   Re-Negotiating Dialogue
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  APAC ICD refers to this as a Re-Negotiation Dialogue
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.4.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  ... with an ACP indication...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  ... with an ACP indicating...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.5.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... only on DCN may be active...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... only one C DN may be active...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.5.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Note, however that ...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Insert comma after however
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.5.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...thought each pair of ATSUs...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...though each pair of ATSUs...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.5.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... cancelling the S-ATSU’s CDN.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... cancelling the D-ATSU’s CDN.
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.6.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... Latitude/longitude in the format dd[NS]ddd{EW] or ddmm[NS]ddmm[EW]
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Latitude/longitude in the format dd[NS]ddd{EW] or ddmm[NS]dddmm[EW]
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.8.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... there is not operational response...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... there is no operational response...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.8.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: When using the DEC/[position] element...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: When using the DCT/[position] element...
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.10.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...on all aircraft that ACI B...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...on all aircraft that enter ACI B...

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.41.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... transfer occurs either a system parameter time...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: transfer occurs at  either a system parameter time 
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.41.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... places the flight in a Notifying state ATSU B’s perspective.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: : ... places the flight in a Notifying state from  ATSU B’s perspective.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.41.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... for some reason, such a change in route is no longer...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... for some reason, such as a change in route, is no longer...

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.42.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ... from the FIR A – FIR B FIR B’s boundary.  

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Delete FIR B’s

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.43.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Repeats info already contained in 7.33.5.1

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Omit one of these sections 
	E
	Para 7.43.2 deleted.
	R

	7.43.3
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Repeats info already contained in 7.33.9.1

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Omit one of these sections 
	E
	Para 7.43.3 deleted.
	R

	7.43.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Repeats info already contained in 7.33.10.1

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Omit one of these sections 
	E
	Para 7.43.4 deleted.
	R

	7.44.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Repeats info already contained in 7.34.2.1

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Omit one of these sections 
	E
	Para 7.44.2 deleted.
	R

	Table 7-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Column 1 Row 7 Notifying/Negotiating
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Incorrect reference, change to Negotiating/Negotiating
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Column 1 Row 9 Negotiating/Coordinated
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Incorrect reference, change to Coordinating/Coordinated
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Column 3 Row 2 (second page) A TOC is sent after coordination occurs bur (usually just) before the boundary is crossed to the accepting ATSU.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: but Also, the sentence is awkward and can easily be reworded.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7-4
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Column 1 Row 6 (second page) Backward-

Coordinating/Backward-Coordination The NAT ICD contains this also and I believe it’s a typo since there are no references to the word “coordination” when describing flight states.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Incorrect reference, change to Backward-Coordinating/Backward-Coordinating
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.51
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...transitions form on state to the next based on the receipt  ??  AIDC messages... 
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... transitions from on state to the next based on the receipt of AIDC messages...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.61
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  (1) General Information messages; and (2) Surveillance Data Transfer Application Management messages.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Drop Application Management ...this section doesn’t discuss those messages.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.62.2

7.62.2.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Track Definition message discussed in Chapter 4.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Drop 
	E
	Paras 7.62.2 & 7.62.2.1 deleted.
	R

	7.72.2

 
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...the boundary estimated...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...the boundary estimate...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.72.3

 
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Add a second sentence from the APAC ICD: Auckland accepts ATC responsibility by responding with an AOC.
	A
	Text added as suggested.
	R

	7.74.5
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Table in the example repeated the last three rows.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Delete the last three rows.  
	E
	Rows deleted as suggested.
	R

	7.76.4
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Due tow weather 
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Due to weather
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.80.3
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...by responding with an ACP.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...should this be …by responding with an AOC.
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.82.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  As in previous instances, change NAT references to NAT/APAC.
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.21.3.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Misspelling---affected
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  effected
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.21.3.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT:   Missing text from NAT ICD... will take place 60 minutes (adaptable) before 61 N or not.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... will take place 60 minutes (adaptable) before 61 N whether the flight has a route point coincident with 61 N or not.
         
	A
	Text added as suggested.
	R

	8.21.4.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Misspelling---proceeding
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  preceding
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.21.7
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  System of line failures 

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  System or line failures
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.22.1.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Misspelling---affected
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  effected
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.22.1.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Misspelling---later
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  latter
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.22.2.6
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  ...designated by two numeric ...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  designated by two numerics...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.22.3.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  Misspelling---affected
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  effected
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.25.1
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  appropriated
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  appropriate

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.25.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  ...in accordance with Parts I, and II of the ICD...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  ...in accordance with the PAN ICD...


	E
	Text revised to Chapters 2 and 4 of the PAN ICD.
	R

	9.11.5
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...in the NAT/APAC AIDC Interface Control Document (ICD) (ICAO PANS-ATM Doc 4444).

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...in the NAT/APAC AIDC Interface Control Document (ICD) (and ICAO PANS-ATM Doc 4444).
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 9-2
9-1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: In the Optional Data Field Usage column Other information is labeled Always used.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Change label for Other information to Optional. (2 places)
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 9-2
9-1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Omitted data from APAC ICD.
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: For the CPL message, under PAN Mandatory Data Fields, add Flight Rules and Equipment.
	A
	Text added as suggested.
	R

	11.21
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...used by ATS Providers in interface with...

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...used by ATS Providers to interface with...


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	11.22.1.2

11.23.1.2

11.23.2.2
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Column heading reads: ATS Format
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Should be ATS Field

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	11.23.3.2

Table
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  ... numeric ... (used in 9 places)

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change to numerics...
	E
	 Text revised as suggested.
	R

	11.23.3.2

Table
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...alphanumeric ... (in description of field 13 and later---used four times; the first use, for field 7, is correct).

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change to alphabetic...
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	11.23.3.2

Table
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...range 00 to 59 then followed by...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Add the letter “F”...range 00 to 59 then F followed by...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	11.23.3.2

Table
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...per I ICAO Doc 8543...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Drop the extra letter “I”, change document reference to: ... per ICAO Doc 8643...
	E, C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	11.23.3.2

Table
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...followed directly by on of the...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ...followed directly by one of the...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	11.23.4.2

Table
	
	JB
	COMMENT:  ... numeric ... (used in 11 places)

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change to numerics...
	E
	 Text revised as suggested.
	R

	11.23.4.2

Table
	
	JB
	COMMENT: ...alphanumeric ... (in description of field 13).

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change to alphabetic...
	C
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Appendix A

Page A-1
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Last sentence... the resulting MOW...
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: ... the resulting MOU...
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Appendix A

Page A-5
	
	JB
	COMMENT: 

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Add Letter of Agreement, the header from the APAC ICD, under Example:  Auckland Oceanic – Brisbane ATS Centre 


	A
	Text added as suggested.
	R

	Appendix A

Page A-12
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Missing information under Parameter, row 3.

CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Under AOC change to Nadi: Sent by the controller on acceptance of

TOC.
	A
	Text added as suggested.
	R

	Appendix A

Page A-14
	
	JB
	COMMENT: Missing information---Notification of

Descent Restrictions by
CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: Add  Notification of

Descent Restrictions by Nadi

	A
	Text added as suggested.
	R

	2.1
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  Need to spell out APAC and NAT at the beginning

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  … within the Asia/Pacific (APAC) and North Atlantic (NAT) …


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Chapter 1, ACRONYMS
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  typo on CRC

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Change “Ceck” to “Check”


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	2.34.3.1.2
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  “The in a block of levels between F350 and F370 (inclusive) maintaining M0.85 or greater. aircraft is operating”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “The aircraft is operating in a block of levels between F350 and F370 (inclusive) maintaining M0.85 or greater.”


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	2.44.2
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  extra space between the words “directly” and “after”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “ … will appear directly after …


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.31.3
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  “a” should be “an”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “ … The field consists of an identifier  …


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.3.2 ATS Field 14
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  Misspelling

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “bondary" should be “boundary”


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.8.9.1
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  Misspelling  “®"

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: should be “(R)”


	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.8.9.1
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  extra space between the words “of” and “track”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “ … (either side of track) …”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.3.2.

6 a
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  correction to abbreviation “eg”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: should be “e.g.”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.4.3.6

18
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  grammar error

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “ … There are no recommended North American airways.”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.5.7.1
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “ … may be included in an …”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.21.1.3
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “ ,,, possible to revert to manual … “
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.4
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: “ … While the second FAN may not be required…”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7.2

3rd entry under heading
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  capitalization

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “icao” should be “ICAO”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.6.5.1
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “ATSus” should be “ATSUs”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.44.1
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  spelling error

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “signalling” should be “signaling”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7-5

Column 2 header
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  spelling error

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “Messge” should be “Message”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.73.5

Example header
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  spelling error

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “Brtisbane” should be “Brisbane”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	8.22.2.6
	
	LSM
	COMMENT: grammar error

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “ … two numeric … “ should “ … two numerics”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Pg 96 thru 98, right-most column header
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  spelling error

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: “Useage” should be “Usage”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	11.21
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  spelling error

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: “Preswick” should be “Prestwick”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Pg A-2, Template 1, 4.b.
	
	LSM
	COMMENT: typo
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: “ … MAC message much not …” should be “ … MAC message must not …”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Pg A-3, ABI, right column
	
	LSM
	COMMENT: typo
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  “ … Updated aBI’s” should be “ … Updated ABI’s”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Pg A-6, ACP – OCE
	
	LSM
	COMMENT: grammar error

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT: “ … OCS: If ACP is not receive…” should be “ … OCS: If ACP is not received”

	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	A-11, Procedures
	
	LSM
	COMMENT: grammar error

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:
“messages (ABI, EST, PAC, CDN, CPL, ACP, REJ, TOC, AOC, MAC, LAM and LRM) are defined…” should be “messages (ABI, EST, PAC, CDN, CPL, ACP, REJ, TOC, AOC, MAC, LAM and LRM) is defined…”
	E
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	A-14, Notification of Descent Restrictions
	
	LSM
	COMMENT:  alignment

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  Needs to be corrected on the page
	E
	Formatting revised as suggested.
	R

	Various
	
	Radford
	COMMENT:  All regional specific information should be moved from main body of document into regional appendices.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	Document Name
	
	Radford
	COMMENT:  This is not just an Oceanic document. In Asia/Pac messages are used across the region. Initially task is just to combine existing ASIA/PAC and NAT ICD. When this is complete, next step is to include new material. This new material will need to include messages in use in other regions if we are serious about moving towards a true Pan Regional (global) ICD. If this is too difficult then suggest we call the initial offering what it is i.e Asia/Pacific and NAT Regional ICD.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	New material
	
	Radford
	COMMENT:  An AIDC implementation seminar held in Asia/Pac Regional Office Bangkok 12-13 October 2010 was briefed on initial steps being taken towards a Pans Regional ICD. This meeting was attended by a number of states that were either in process of implementing or had just implemented AIDC. Meeting suggested following points for consideration by the PAN ICD editorial team when assessing new material that could be included in a “new” document: 1. CRC. There are a number of “flavours” of CRC algorithm in use. Need more detailed guidance and bilateral agreement as to which is employed. 2. Performance requirements and post implementation monitoring guidance. 3. Guidance on field sizes for software developers – many different interpretations in field affecting efficiency in Asia/Pac example given included different item 10 size limitations between systems.4. Guidance on handling regional differences in Field 18. RVR, DOF are past examples. AOC filing item19 data in item 18 was another. 5. Guidance on parsing rules for developers.  6. Training requirements.  7. Infrastructure required before AIDC can be implemented 8. Contingency planning. 9. Interface testing guidance 9. Examples of actual implementations between ATC units e.g messages used, timing, use etc 10. Quantifying data on safety improvement, workload reduction etc. 11. HMI guidance. 

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	2.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Formatting – several sub-headings within 2.3 possibly should be “bolded” (e.g. 2.32.1, 2.32.2, 2.32.3 etc)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text not revised to maintain consistency with other sub-headings in document.
	R

	2.31
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

Suggest adding the following text:

Bilateral agreements should determine the units to be transmitted in AIDC messages.


	
	Text added as suggested.
	R

	2.32
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The exceptions included here also apply to the Track Data field in a TRU message. Refer ICD V3 p4.4.1

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	No action taken
	R

	2.32.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The original heading in the AP ICD was “Mach Number Technique Information”, which has been changed to “Speed and Mach Number Technique Information”.

Was the purpose of this to include a speed that is not a mach number (i.e. knots), or to cater for a scenario where a mach Number has been applied, but it is not necessarily in accordance with the Mach Number Technique procedure?

If the former, suggest including an example, otherwise suggest changing the heading to “Mach Number information”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Para 2.34 is “Level and speed information” APAC Part 1, para 4.4
Para 2.34.3 is “Mach number technique information” APAC Part 1, para 4.4.1.2
	R

	2.32.2.1 (Example 1)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

This text has been transposed from the original. Update as follows:

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

The aircraft is operating in a block of levels between F350 and F370 (inclusive) maintaining M0.85 or greater. aircraft is operating


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	2.32.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest including minimum and maximum values as well as the specific format for weather deviations/offsets (refer AP ICD V3 for details). This could be either in these paragraphs, or in a Table elsewhere in the document that includes all the formats as well as min/max values.

In addition the order of the additional data (e.g. when an AIDC message contains both a Mach Number and a Weather deviation) has been omitted. While there are examples showing it, these examples do not mandate the format  – suggest it is included in these paragraphs.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	2.32.3.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The offset format may also be used in the Track Data field in a TRU message. Refer ICD V3

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	2.32.3.5
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The text in this paragraph specifically refers to when “coordinating” an offset. The restriction also applies to other AIDC messages such as ABI (notification message) and TRU message

Suggest more generic wording, as suggested below:

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“When transmitting an AIDC message containing Offset information, the direction “E” (either side of track) shall not be used”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	2.51
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

This requirement was not contained in the ICD V3. If there is no waypoint within a time parameter of the FIR boundary, Our system (ad others) uses a system calculated boundary position.

Need to make this more generic

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	2.41.2 2.42.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest adding “of the aircraft””

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Route, speed and level information contained in the Route field (ICAO ATS Field 15) represents the current cleared profile of the aircraft”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	2.42.6 (& elsewhere)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Standardise the use of terms such as ATSU, ATSP etc throughout the document (the same problems were encountered with the development of GOLD)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	2.43.1 4.12.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The highlighted text below may not always be feasible?!? This text does not appear in either the AP or NAT ICDs.

Field 15 shall include subfields 15a, 15b and 15c. It shall describe the cleared route, beginning with the last route point preceding the coordination point. It will contain the full cleared route of flight to destination as filed by the aircraft in its FPL or CHG.  In order to avoid route discontinuity, if a change in filed route has been given by ATC, a clearance to rejoin its filed route shall be given. If the cleared route of flight is not known completely to destination, the truncation indicator shall appear after the last known cleared route point.

I would also like discussion regarding the content of the ‘cleared route’. We send the entire route (not quite in compliance with the specs!), but sometimes the ‘last route point preceding the coordination point’ is insufficient.

For example, if you are sending an ABI 50 minutes form the FIR boundary, the route information sent should contain at least 50 minutes of route information prior to the coordination point.

Also suggest including examples on the use of truncation (there are some in ICD V3).

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	This text is referenced from APAC ICD, Appendix A, para 1.2.1
	O

	2.43.1 4.12.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

A number of problems concerning truncation were encountered in SOPAC. The ICD V3 contains several clarification Notes concerning truncation – these notes are included below:

Note 1: In accordance with PANS-ATM Doc 4444 the truncation indicator shall only follow a

significant point or significant point/Cruising Speed and Cruising level in Field 15 and shall not follow an ATS route designator.

Note 2. ATSUs should be aware of the risks associated with simply deleting an unknown waypoint or route without using correct truncation procedures. Deletion of a waypoint or route will result in erroneous route information being transmitted to downstream ATSUs.

Suggest that the intent of these notes is included in this document.

See also later comment for 4.12

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Notes included in para.
	R

	2.44.2 4.13.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

This paragraph refers to para 3.22.5. para 3.21.5 is probably a better reference.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Reference is 3.21.5
	R

	2.51
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

This appears to be new text (not in NAT or AP ICD). Needs discussion. 

We use any waypoint within a time parameter of the FIR boundary otherwise a system calculated lat/long is used. Other systems may use the closest waypoint to the boundary (other than the one before).

We probably need words to ensure that systems support the receipt of any of these options, even if they only support the transmission of one of them (this ensures interoperability). Then add words to the effect that bilateral agreements define the method used.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	This text is from NAT ICD, Part I, para 6.1
	O

	2.5 & 2.51
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

I feel that these paragraphs should follow on from 2.43.1 (i.e. move 2.51 up above 2.44)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	3.14
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

What is meant by an “application message”?

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Para 4.7.4.1.1 describes the FANS application message as:  “Transmitted by an ATSU (generally the controlling ATSU) to another ATSU (generally the receiving ATSU) to provide the required information necessary to establish CPDLC and/or ADS-C connections with FANS equipped aircraft and thus reduce the number of air-ground messages required to affect the transfer.”
This is referenced from APAC ICD, APPENDIX A, PARA 2.5.4.1 – NAT ICD, PART II, PARA 2.5, PG 25
	R

	3.14
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The FAN message may actually include a hyphen, so this sentence needs to be re-worded.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

Unless otherwise described herein (e.g. for FAN message), a A single hyphen “-” shall be used only as a field separator and shall not be used within any field.
	
	There is no para 3.14 in the document, so unable to effect the suggested change
	O

	3.21.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Can anyone clarify the term “AFTN IA-5 Message header”? (is there such a thing?) or should it just be an “AFTN message header”?

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	ICAO Annex 10, Vol II, para 4.4.15 Message format — International Alphabet No. 5 (IA-5):
When it has been agreed between the Administrations concerned to use International Alphabet No. 5 (IA-5) the format described in 4.4.15 through 4.4.15.3 shall be used.
An illustration of the IA-5 message format is at Attachment A to this form.
	O

	3.21.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Re-arrange words:

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Optional data field. Provides The optional data field provides a flexible way to convey information from end-to-end”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	3.21.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Amend tense as follows below

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

The proposed encoding has would have no impact on AFTN switching centers as they ignore this part of the origin line


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	3.21.4.2 3.21.4.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The reference to para 2.12 should probably be para 3.22.3

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	The reference was changed to para 3.21.7 in accordance with APAC ICD & NAT ICD
	R

	3.21.4.2 3.21.4.3 last sentence
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Re: “For messages/data not requiring confirmation the message/data identification parameter shall not be used”

Many ATSUs do actually currently include the message identification in messages such as a LAM. Suggest that this requirement is toned down a little!

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text is in accordance with APAC ICD, PART II, PARA 2.1.3.2 – NAT ICD, PART III, PARA 2.1.4 b)
	O

	3.21.5-6
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest referring the reader to para 3.22.5 for examples

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Reference to para 3.22.5 added.
	R

	3.21.7
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Problems have been encountered with CRC checks, due to there being a number of variations of the CRC-CCITT algorithm.

Suggest additional text describing this. Do we mandate one specific version, or suggest that implementers support all of them (off line define which one to use for each adjoining ATS Unit?)

Refer http://www.bangkok.icao.int/meetings/2010/sip/ip10.pdf
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	3.22.5
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The use of the word “Core” is probably unnecessary. Suggest using the more generic “AIDC”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

The following examples depict two Core AIDC Messages encoded in accordance with the previous procedures.


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	3.33.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

This paragraph refers to “performance figures” in Ch 7 (I couldn’t initially find them! – maybe add a para reference 7.23.1?)?

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	3.34.1 – 3.34.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Where did this requirement come from (not in NAT or AP ICD?). Needs discussion. Also 3.34.1 contains reference to “flight planning messages” – this should probably refer to notification & coordination messages.

Para 3.34.2 contains reference to RTI, RTA & RTU messages which are not contained in the ICD.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	This text is in accordance with APAC ICD, PART II, PARA 3.4, PARA 3.4.1, PARA 3.4.2
	O

	3-36
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest that this section be moved to an appendix?

Also:

Table contains reference to MOD, RTI, RTU, RTA and LRA messages which are not defined in this document.

Table does not contain a number of other AIDC messages, which should be considered for inclusion.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Unable to determine which section and/or table is being referenced in this comment.  Co-ordinator believes this is in reference to Table 1. Expected Message Rates and Sizes, from v0.1 of PAN ICD.  This table was deleted in v0.2 (See Attachment B to this form)
	R

	3.36.2 Note
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Any chance of updated data? (i.e. rather than 1998)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	See Attachment B to this form.  Table deleted.
	R

	3.38, 3.39
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

These paragraphs were not in the original ICDs. Probably need discussion.

3.39 b) refers to a sequence number of “000”. This is the first reference to “sequence numbers” in this document – should it actually refer to “identification number” (in which case it should be  “000000”, rather than “000”.

3.39 c) specifically refers to re-transmission of a CPL – this should probably be made more generic.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Co-ordinator believes this is in reference to v0.1:
FAILURE AND RECOVERY SOLUTIONS

Automation systems may have different failure avoidance and failure recovery mechanisms.  Each participating system shall have the following characteristics:

a. If the recovery process preserves the current message number in the sequence with each facility, no notification is necessary.

b. If the recovery process requires reset of the sequence number to 000, a means of notifying the receiving facility that the message numbers have been reset is required.  This may be procedural rather than automated.

c. The recovery process shall not automatically re-send any CPL for which an LAM had been received.  This is relevant if the system was able to recover state information about which flight plans have been coordinated, and did not need to reset the message sequence numbers.

This was deleted from v0.2
	R

	3.41.2.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

It is not possibly to meet this requirement - only responses to AIDC messages (e.g. LAM, LRM, ACP etc) contain Field 3 information.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	No para 3.41.2.1  Unclear what comment is referring to.
	O

	4.11
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Given that references in the introduction to OLDI that were contained in the NAT & AP ICDs have been removed from this document, suggest removing this last reference to OLDI

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Paras 2.13 and 2.13.1 define OLDI as referenced from NAT ICD, PART I, PARA 1.2
	R

	4.12
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Much of this is duplicated from 2.43.1

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	No duplication.

Para 4.12 describes coordination and the further route of flight.

Para 2.43.1 describes time restrictions at a fix.
	

	4.13
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

This is effectively a duplicate of 2.44.1-2.44.2

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	No duplication.

Para 4.13 describes field 3 requirements.
Paras 2.44.1-2.44.2 describe time restrictions related to level/speed changes
	R

	4.14.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggested reword as follows:

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

Where Field 7 is mandatory required to be present in a message, Field 7a (Aircraft Identification) shall always be included be mandatory. Fields 7b (SSR Mode) and 7c (SSR Code) are optional but should shall always be included present where if the information is available. and applicable.


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 4-1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The definition of CDN varies between “Coordination” and “Coordination Negotiation” – needs to be standardized) (I suggest the latter option)

The definition of NAT varies between “Organized Tracks” and “Organized Track Structure” – needs to be standardized) 


Add a check mark in column 2 against the NAT message

Delete the duplicated TRU message (2nd last row)

Replace “(Surveillance ADS)” with “(Surveillance ADS-C)”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.

Text deleted as suggested.

Text revised as suggested.
	O

	4.31.3, first sentence
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…message to notify an amended destination aerodrome…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.31.3 Example 1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo. 

Also the longitude should probably be “W” (compare with the route data). Interestingly, this example came from our ICD V1.0, dated 1995!

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“...ABI-THA179-EGLL-15N090E15N0090E/0700F330...”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.31.3 Example 2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo (missing <space>)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…-10/SIDHJRW/CD-15/SYL521 15/SY L521 ESKEL

	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.1.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Minor reword:

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Used to initiate the initial coordination dialogue between automated ATS systems for a specific flight”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.1.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest adding wake turbulence category and no. of aircraft” to Field 9. (i.e. to standardize the description of Field 9 in the ABI, CPL and PAC messages.

Also, in the example, it appears that a ,tab. Has been used instead of <space> between the lat/longs in Field 15.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“9
Number, Aircraft type and wake turbulence category”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.3.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Standardise the display of Field 22 – in some messages it is shown as “22*”, in others just as “22”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text standardized as suggested. “22”
	R

	4.4.4.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo – add “to”

Also suggest adding examples to the description of the MAC

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Used to indicate to a receiving centre”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
Example added as suggested.
	R

	4.4.5.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

Also suggest the paragraph by split into two paragraphs for ease of reading

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“ATSUs should ensure that appropriate procedures are defined in n bilateral Letters of Agreement”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
Paragraph revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.5.3, Example (c)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Not quite sure what this example actually means? There are also some additional examples in ICD V3 which may be useful.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Examples are referenced from APAC ICD, APPENDIX A, PARA 2.2.5.4 
	R

	4.4.6.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggested minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Used to confirm that the conditions contained in contents of a received CPL…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.7.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggested minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“The coordination clearance remains as was previously agreed.”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.8.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggested minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Used to coordinate permit the coordination of amendments…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.8.5.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Incorrect paragraph has been inserted. Replace as follows:

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

This optional element is preceded by the identifier ‘CFL’ and contains the amended level that the aircraft has been assigned. Block levels in accordance with Part I, Paragraph 4.2 are also supported.

This optional element is preceded by the identifier ‘HDG’ and contains the magnetic heading that has

been assigned to the aircraft, expressed as a three digit number between 001 and 360.


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.8.6.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Reference needs to be updated.

Suggest including an additional example as shown below

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…Block levels in accordance with para 2.32.1 Part I, Paragraph 4.2 are also supported”

“Example

CFL/F330

CFL/F310F330

CFL/F310F330F210A”


	
	Reference updated to para 2.34.2
Third example added as suggested.
	R

	4.4.8.9.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Reference needs to be updated.

Suggest bulleting the described format for the off track deviation

Few typos.

An important word “not” has been omitted 

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…The format of the off track deviation is as described in para 2.32.3 Part I paragraph 4.4.1 (a,b,c)”

“…a direction, indicating left (L) or right (R) ® or, in the case of weather deviation, either side of track (E); and

when including Offset information in an and AIDC message, the direction “E” (either side of  track) shall not be used


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.4.9 4.4.8.10
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo in example

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

(TRU-UAL73-NTAA-KLAX-CFL/F280 OTD/W20R)

(TRU0TRU-QFA43-YSSY-NZAA-HDG/115 CFL/F270)


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.5.2.2 (Example)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Correction to Departure aerodrome (error in original document)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“(i) (AOC-TAP451/A2217-NFFNNFFF-PHNL)”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.1.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…Normally the information would be presented presended directly to the controller responsible…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.1.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Add “or functional address” to “Aircraft identification” (Field 7)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.2.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Used to transmit operational information which cannot be formatted to comply with any and other message type…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.6.3.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

The entire layout of the TDM (and the NAT message for that matter) could probably be vastly improved. However before any work is considered on that topic, I question whether these messages actually belong in this (AIDC) document – does anyone actually use these messages as AIDC messages (i.e. with a Header), or are they transmitted in a similar fashion as (say) a FPL message?

If the latter, I suggest that they are either deleted in toto, or moved into an appendix in this document.

If it is decided to keep them “as is”, there are a number of errors in both the TDM and NAT descriptions and examples that need to be corrected

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	4.7.1.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Sent for each message (except for another LAM or LRM) that has been bee received, processed…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.2.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Reference needs to be updated

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…which is defined in Chapter 3 Part II of this document…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.2.4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“The following format is used in n the RMK/ RM/ sub-field of the LRM to report errors”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.2.6
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…Where no field number is referenced in Table 5-1, Error Codes, and the field number sub-field will be empty…”

“…Note:
Some ATSUs may not support non-numeric field numbers (e.g. “HEADER”). Whilst this is acceptable in order to preserve backwards compatibility with existing systems, the preferred implementation is for any non-numeric field numbers from for Table 5-1 to be supported within the LRM”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.2.7 Note
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

Also suggest that the repeated inclusion of the text “Error codes” is redundant

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Note: Some ATSUs may not include the error text from Table 5-1, Error Codes, in the <invalid text> field of transmitted LRMs. Whilst this is acceptable in order to preserve backwards compatibility with existing systems, the preferred option is for the LRM <invalid text> field to at least contain the error text from Table 5-1, Error Codes.”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.2.8 4.7.2.9
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Critical errors in examples

References need to be updated

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“(LRM-RMK/1/HEADER/INVALID SENDING UNIT)

OR

(LRM-RMK/1//INVALID SENDING UNIT)

(See Note following paragraph 4.7.2.6 2.7.2.6)

(LRM-RMK/17/16/INVALID AERODROME DESIGNATOR)

OR

(LRM-RMK/17/16)

(See Note following paragraph 4.7.2.7 2.7.2.7

(LRM-RMK/57//INVALID MESSAGE LENGTH)

(LRM-RMK/27/15/INVALID LAT/LON 130S165E)

The actual error “130S165E” may be optionally appended to the error text from Table 5-1, Error Codes”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.3.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggested minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…It is transmitted when no other AIDC application messages have received from the adjacent centre within an adaptable time…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Transmitted by one ATSU on ATSAU…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.4 4.7.4..4.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…This field contains a number of f elements which are separated by a “/” character….”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.5 4.7.4.4.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…If data is not available for an optional element, that element is not to be included in the FAN message.”

	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.7.2 4.7.4.5.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…Examples of SMIs Example or SMI include “FML”, “FMR”, “FMD”, FM3” and “AFD””

	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.12.1 4.7.4.10.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…Occurrences of this element are preceded receded by the identifier ‘FCO’ which describes the ATS data link application(s) available in the avionics, as they were received in a logon or a previously received FAN message. The FAN Fan message must include at least one ATS data link application – a separate identifier is used for each available application…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.12.2

4.7.4.10.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“The values associated with the FCO identifier consist of three…”


	
	Text revised as follows:
“The value associated with FCO identifier consists of three letters…
	R

	4.7.4.12.3

4.7.4.10.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos + suggested minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“The second example illustrates a FAN message with the ADS-C ADS application only. This may be either because the aircraft is not CPDLC equipped, or because the FAN is being transmitted to used with an adjacent ATSU to enable monitoring using ADS-C by that ATSU when with the aircraft is only entering the Area of Common Interest (ACI) ACI.

Example

(FAN-QFA43-YSSY-NZAA-SMI/AFD FMH/QFA43 REG/VH-OJA FPO/34S158E FCO/ATC01 FCO/ADS01)

(FAN-ANZ123-NZAA-KLAX-SMI/FML FMH/ANZ123 REG/ZK-NJP FCO/ADS01)…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.4.12.4

4.7.4.10.4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo + minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“ATSUs should ensure that at least two of the ACID, REG, or CODE elements fields are used to ensure that the logon information contained in the FAN message is associated with the correct flight data date record…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.5.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…when their CPDLC CPDL C Connection  with the aircraft is terminated…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 4-2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Row 2 is missing from this Table.

Few typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

CPDLC Connection Status

Meaning

FCN sent by transferring ATSU

FCN sent by receiving ATSU

0

The CPDLC Connection with the aircraft has been bee terminated

0

No CPDLC Connection could be established with the aircraft

1

The CPDLC CPDL C Connection Request failed due to the receiving ATSU not being the nominated CPDLC Next Data Authority

2

A CPDLC CPDL C Connection has been established with the aircraft

	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.5.7.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“This optional element is preceded by the identifier “FREQ” and may be included in an inan FCN message transmitted by the receiving ATSU to advise of any changes to a previously notified (or a default) frequency. The FREQ/ identifier provides provide advice to the transferring ATSU…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.7.5.7.2 (Examples)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…(FCN-ANZ15-KLAX-NZAA-CPD/2 FREQ/13261)

The CPDLC Connection request for ANZ15 was successful. ContactContac/Monitor voice frequency              is 13261

FCN transmitted by transferring ATSU:

(FCN-QFA43-YSSY-NZAA-CPD/0)

The CPDLC Connection with was QFA43 has been terminated transmitted”
	
	Text revised as suggested, except:
This example:
(FCN-QFA43-YSSY-NZAA-CPD/0)

The CPDLC Connection with was QFA43 has been terminated transmitted”
Was replaced with an example from NAT ICD:

FCN transmitted by transferring ATSU:

(FCN-ICE615-BIKF-KJFK-CPD/0)

The CPDLC connection with ICE615 has been terminated.
	R

	4.8.1.3.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Remove paragraph break between “will be sent” and “To the receiving ATSU”

Suggested minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“The ADS-C data field may also be used…”

“…The trigger would be by the bilateral agreement…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	4.8.1.3.4 
4.8.1.3.3

(Example)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…(ADS-ANZ90-RJAA-NZAA-ADS/.ZK-OKC030007FF946B6F6DC8FC044B9D0DFC013B80DA88

FC0A64F9E4438B4AC8FC000E34D0EDC00010140F3E86)…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 4-4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

Suggest that the row containing NAT is moved underneath the row containing TDM.. NAT also needs a check mark in column 2

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

Replace “Coordination” (Row 8) with “Coordination Negotiation”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
Row moved as suggested.
	R

	Table 5-1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

Error 14

Replace “TURBELENCE” with “TURBULENCE”

Error 21

Replace the text “Error” with “21”

Error 28

Replace “NAVID” with “NAVAID”

Error 49

Replace the text “Error” with “49”

Replace “INVALIDE” with “INVALID”

Error 51, 54

Replace “Note 1” with “para 5.12” (I really think these should remain as Notes)

Error 56

Add text “Use appropriate error”

Error 59

Add text (See para 5.12) (also see comment to Error 51)

Errors 60-71

Missing

Errors 72-91 – Replace Note with appropriate paragraph reference (which I feel should remain as a Note)

Error 90

Replace “LEVE” with “LEVEL”

Errors 87-91

Add <space> between “/” and following text (i.e. “HDG/ IDENTIFIER”, rather than “HDG/IDENTIFIER”

Errors 92-256

Delete reference to fields 14, 15

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	5.12

Table 5-1

Note 2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…is replaced by the applicable value when win this information is available”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 6-1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Title of table will need to be corrected

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Title changed to:
“Proposed ATM Application Naming Convention”
	R

	7.13
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Although outside the scope of the ICD, Flight flight Planning messages…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.21.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Given the proposed global nature of this document, suggest deleting this paragraph

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	7.21.1.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“It must be possible to revert to ot manual intervention…”

	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.22.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Update references

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.23.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Correction to error in original document (“LRM message”)

Also, I feel that ‘an LRM” is more correct than “a LRM”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…. While no LAM is generated for a valid LRM, an ATSU may choose to respond to an invalid LRM with an a LRM. Such a response is termed an Application Response, and is generated automatically by the automation system. A LAM shall be transmitted when the receiving automation system found the received message to be syntactically correct and the message data was accepted for further processing or presentation. Otherwise, an a LRM message shall be transmitted”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.23.1.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Update reference

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.23.1.4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…and a communications process which is responsible for the reliable delivery deliver of data, but not data interpretation…”

	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.23.1.5
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

I feel that ‘an LRM” is more correct than “a LRM”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Receipt of an a LRM shall cause…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7-1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Heading missing from column 2 of table “Required Operational Response”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Heading added.
	R

	7.23.2.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

I feel that ‘an REJ” is more correct than “a REJ”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“An A REJ is not available…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.23.2.5
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Need to discuss whether this is how ATSUs actually do this currently, and if it is the most appropriate method

Personally I would have thought that linking the messages, one by one (in a similar way to CPDLC dialogues would be more appropriate)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	7.24.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggested minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“The ASM message is used to confirm that the ATC application of the receiving ATSU on the other end is on-line…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.2.1

7.24.4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Few typos, updated reference & minor rewords

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…However, when an a FCN is received  with a communication status field value of (1) indicating the receiving ATSU is not the Next Data Authority the transferring ATSU should send another NDA message to the aircraft and another FAN message to the receiving ATSU to indicate that the NDA message has been sent (refer to Figure 7-4 D-4). While the second FAN may not be ve required for address forwarding purposes it does provide the receiving ATSU with a positive indication that another NDA message has been sent to the aircraft”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.2.2

7.24.5
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…for data link transfers in the event of failure of or the ground-ground link”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.2.3

7.24.6
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Updated reference to FOM

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…This parameter should be in accordance with guidance outlined in the Global Operational Data Link Document (GOLD) FANS Operations Manual (FOM)….”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.2.4.1

7.24.7
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest that this paragraph is returned to its previous “Note” status

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Para amended as suggested to “Note”..
	R

	7.24.2.5

7.24.7.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

- There should be 2 <spaces> between the hyphen and “AFN”

- There should be only one comma between “FCOATC” and “01292B”

- There should be no <space> between the period and “VH-EBA”

- There should be no <space> between the two <commas> and “001902”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…In the example below, the aircraft identification is QFA924 rather that the QF0924QFA924 contained in Line 4 of the ACARS message.

QU BNECAYA

.QXSXMXS 010019

AFD

FI QF0924/AN VH-EBA

DT QXT POR1 010019 J59A

- AFN/FMHQFA924, . VH-EBA,, 001902/FPOS33373E150484,0/FCOADS, 01/FCOATC,,01292B”

	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.2.6

7.24.8
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

Suggested additional text

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…it is possible for the SMI of or an aircraft to change…”

“…To ensure that the next ATSU has up to date information, the SMI transmitted in any FAN message should be the SMI from the most recently received logon or FAN message. If a logon is received containing a new SMI after a FAN message has been transmitted to the next ATSU, a new FAN message containing the updated information shall be transmitted.”
	
	This proposed text:
If a logon is received containing a new SMI after a FAN message has been transmitted to the next ATSU, a new FAN message containing the updated information shall be transmitted.”
is not contained in the APAC ICD, APPENDIX D, PARA 2.4.7 or NAT ICD APPENDIX C, PARA 5.1.11
	O

	7.24.2.7

7.24.9
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos.

Suggested minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“A hyphen within with the registration that was a contained in either the logon or any previously received FAN message must also be included in the REG element of any transmitted FAN message. Without this hyphen, data link message transmitted by the next ATSU may not be delivered to the aircraft.”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.2.7.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest that this paragraph is returned to its previous “Note” status

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Para amended as suggest to “Note”
	R

	7.24.2.10

7.24.11
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…that the receiving ATSU has established an a (inactive) CPDLC connection with an aircraft…”

“…a CPDLC Connection by the their receiving ATSU. FCN messages should only be transmitted when a CPDLC transfer is being effected affected – i.e. not for transfers involving aircraft…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7-2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Rather critical typo in heading for column 2 – should read “When an FCN should not be sent”

Missing text in Row 2 column 2: “On receipt of a Disconnect Request terminating the CPDLC connection”

In Row 4 column 2, replace “#” with “DM”

Typo in last row of table – replace “CPDL C” with “CPDLC”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Figure 7-1 to 7-4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

A number of corrections required to diagrams. New versions (using similar format to GOLD) embedded below.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


[image: image1.emf]C:\Fig 7-1.png
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	Diagrams updated as suggested.
	R

	7.24.3.2

7.24.14.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo + minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Figure 7-1 shows a routine CPDLC data link transfer from one ATSU to the next. The first step in the transfer process is the uplinking up linking of a…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Fig 7-2 Title
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Title of figure should read “CPDLC Transfer using FAN and FCN messaging – initial Connection Request failed”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.3.3

7.24.14.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Figure 7-2 shows a CPDLC data link transfer where there is no…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.3.4

7.24.14.4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos + minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Figure 7-3 shows an attempted CPDLC data link transfer where there is no response by the avionics to multiple CPDLC connection request requests uplinked by the receiving ATSU before the ‘time out’ VSP prior to the FIR boundary. An unsuccessful FCN (CPD=0) is transmitted to the transferring ATSU. Letters of Agreement should describe the procedures to be followed in the event even that the receiving ATSU…”

	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.24.3.5

7.24.14.5
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Figure 7-4 shows a CPDLC data link transfer in which the original…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.32.2

7.32.2.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…The sending ATSU is responsible for determining which D-ATSUs must be notified”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.32.5.1, 7.32.5.3, 7.32.5.5
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest that items are bulleted

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text not bulleted as suggested.  Bullets are not used throughout the document.
	R

	7.32.5.5

7.32.5.6
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo – remove <space> in latlong example between “ddmm” and “[NS]”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…Latitude/Longitude in the format dd[NS]ddd[EW] or ddmm [NS]dddmm[EW]…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.32.6

7.32.6.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…A notification can be cancelled using a MAC message…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…as documented within bi-lateral agreements agreement, or it can also be manually initiated. There are several types of coordination dialogues which may occur, depending on where the aircraft is…”


	
	Text revised in accordance with APAC ICD APPENDIX D, PARA 3.2.1
“as documented within a bi-lateral agreement, or…”
	

	7.33.3

7.33.3.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…is available at the R-ATSU (e.g., from form either an ABI or FPL message…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.3.1

7.33.3.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…Pac PAC signals to the R-ATSU…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.4

7.33.4.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…(1) with an ACP, indicating indication that the coordination proposal…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.5

7.33.5.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Active CDN. For a given flight, only one CDN on DCN may be active between any pair of ATSUs. Note, however that coordination between more than two ATSUs (for the same flight) may have a total number of active CDNs greater than one, though thought each pair of ATSUs is still restricted to a maximum of one active CDN per flight. In the exceptional (rare) case where a C-ATSU and D-ATSU both simultaneously transmit CDNs, the C-ATSU shall transmit a REJ to the D-ATSU cancelling the D-ATSU’s S-ATSU’s CDN”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.6.1.2

7.33.6.4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest points are bulleted

Typos in format of latlong

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…Latitude/longitude in the format dd[NS]ddd[EW]{EW] or ddmm[NS]dddmm[EW]; or

…”
	
	Text not bulleted as suggested.  Bullets are not used throughout the document.
Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.6.1.4

7.33.6.5.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…ATSus ATSUs should consider…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.8.1

7.33.8.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Whilst a number of the elements element that may be coordinated by a TRU message may be more suited…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.8.3

7.33.8.4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“When using the DCT/[position]DEC/[position] element…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.8.4

7.33.8.5
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

Suggest points are bulleted

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“For the purpose of the TRU message, the format of [position] is one of the following:

From 2 to 5 characters being the coded designator assigned to an en-route point or aerodrome; or

ddmm[NS]dddmm[EW]; or

dd[NS]ddd[EW]; or

2 or 3 characters being the coded identification of a navigation aid followed by 3 decimal numerics giving the bearing from the point in degrees magnetic followed by a 3 decimal numerics giving the distance from the point in nautical miles”
	
	Text not bulleted as suggested.  Bullets are not used throughout the document.
Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.33.10

7.33.10.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Coordination and the ACI. ATSU A may need to coordinate with or provide information to ATSU B on all aircraft that enter ACI B, even if they do not enter FIR B. Consider the case of aircraft A in FIR A and aircraft B in FIR B, both flying near the FIR A – FIR B boundary, but never penetrating the other FIR’s other’s FIR airspace….”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.34.1

7.34.1.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“This phase occurs when the C-ATSU is ready to relinquish control of the flight to the R-ATSU, normally just before the FIR boundary crossing. The C-ATSU transmits transfers a TOC message to the R-ATSU…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.43.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…Either ATSU can close the dialogue by transmitting issuing an ACP or REJ…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.45.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Several flight states are identified in the above description discussion….”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7-3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Row 4, column 2

“Coordination data is being exchange exchanged between…”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	State transition diagram
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

There are a few omissions from this diagram. The original is probably available somewhere…

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Diagram from APAC ICD inserted.
	R

	Table 7-4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Row 8, column 1

“Negotiating Notifying/Negotiating”

Row 8, column 3 – minor reword

“If the downstream ATSU ATSu does not like cannot accept the current clearance…”

Row 9, column 3 

“…conditions using an ACP”

Row 10, column 1

“CoordinatingNegotiating/Coordinated”

Row 12, column 3 – minor reword

“Either ATSU may propose changes to attempt to change the previously agreed…”

The Table appears to be split after row 14

Row 15, column 3

“A TOC is sent after coordination occurs but bur (usually just)…”

Last row, column 3

“Similar to a Re-Negotiation/Coordinated state transition transmission….”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.51
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…and showed how the aircraft transitions from one form on state to the next…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Table 7-6
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Row 9, column 1 (with “ACP” in column 2)

“Coordinating Coordinated”

4th last row, column 1 (with “CDN in column 2)

“Transferred Transferring”

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.62.2

7.62
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

Is it worth adding info about the NAT message here?

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…The TDM TD is generated…”
	
	
	O

	7.63.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…contains a text field – the ADS-C data field – which contains information…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.63.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

A few extra characters have been added to the ADS-C report and ADS-C data field

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

QU BNECAYA

.QXSXMXS 011505

PAR

FI NZ0090/AN ZK-OKC

DT QXT POR1 011505 F59A

- ADS.ZK-OKC0300007FF946B6F6DC8FC044B9D0DFC013B80DA88F

COA64F9E4438B4AC8FC000E34weD0EDC00010140F3E8660F3

ADS/.ZK-OKC0300007FF946B6F6DC8FC044B9D0DFC013B80DA88FC0A64F9E4438B4AC8FC000E34D0EDC00010140F3E86


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.63.5
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

This is a duplicate of 7.63.4

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Duplicate text deleted.
	R

	7.63.5.2

7.63.4.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…this data may also be transferred using the ACARS ground-ground network…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.71.2

7.72.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…) is transmitted by Brisbane thirty minutes prior to the boundary estimate estimated (which is now 1213)…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.71.4

7.72.4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…is defined in bilateral agreements between the two ATS units.”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.72.1
7.73.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Santa Maria transmits a notification message (ABI) to New York Auckland…”


	
	Text revised as follows:
“Brisbane transmits a notification message (ABI) to Auckland…
	R

	7.72.5, 7.73.5, 7.74.4,

7.75.5,

7.76.5,

7.77.5,

7.78.7
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Minor reword

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…messages is defined in bilateral agreements between the two ATS units.”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.73.2

7.74.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“The coordination message (CPL) is transmitted by to Brisbane…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.74.1

7.75.1
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…by Bali transmitting a coordination message (PAC). This message alerts Brisbane that the flight is pending and indicates a boundary estimate of 1213 at F290 f290….”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.74.3

7.75.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Bali transfer transfers ATC responsibility…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Example 4 (Table)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

(TOC-AAA842/A4534-WRRR-YPPH)-

14/OGAMI/1219F290)
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.75.4

7.76.4
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Due to tow weather QFA11…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Example 5 (Table)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Incorrect table has been inserted

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Example revised.
	R

	7.76.3

7.77.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…requires that prior coordination is completed required before issuing a change…”


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Example 6 (Table)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“(AOC ACO-QFA108-YBBN-NZCH)”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Example 7 (Table)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos + errors in original document

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“(ABI-ANZ136 QFA108-YBBN-RUNOD/1400F350

-NZCH-8/IS-9/A320/M-10/SDHIWRJ

-15/M078F350 M084F350 SCOTT Y32

LOKET L503 LALAP DCT...)…”

(EST-ANZ136-YBBN-RUNOD33S163E/1401F350-NZCH)

(ACP-ANZ136-YBBN-NZCHNZAA)
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.78.7

7.79.7
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Brisbane terminates the CPDLC CPDL connection with UAL815 and transmits an a FCN to Auckland…”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Example 8 (Table)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typos + errors in original document

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

(ABI-UAL815/-YSSY-

3050S16300E3200S16300E/0330F290

-KLAX-8/IS-9/B744/H-

10/SDHIRZYWJP/CD-15/N0499F310

NOBAR A579 JORDY

DCT 3200S16000E 3050S16300E

2800S16500E…)

(EST-UAL815-YSSY-3050S16300E33S163E/0330F290-KLAX)


	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.79.3

7.80.3
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“…responsibility by responding with an AOCACP.”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Example 9
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Error in original document

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

MelbourneBrisbane
BrisbaneAuckland

	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	7.81
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Given the global nature of the document this probably should be removed

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	7.82
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Suggest that this paragraph is moved (e.g. possibly to below 7.62.2?)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	Chapter 8
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

I can’t comment on most of this as it appears to be NAT-specific. However:

1. I suggest that a lot of this information is more relevant to letters of agreement rather than this document?

2. There are a number of message types and acronyms in here that are not described within the document (TAM, RPT, CLR etc)

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	Chapter 9 (Title)
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Typo

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

“Relationship to ICAO AIDC AIDS Messages”
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	R

	Chapter 11
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

I can’t comment on most of this as it appears to be NAT-specific. However:

1. Should messages such as DLA, DEP etc be included within this AIDC document?

2. I am not familiar with the use of the DTSN – I assume that this is the correct format?

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	O

	11.23.1.2
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Error in original document (I think – missing hyphen)

Is Field 15 in this case only supposed to contain a single waypoint?

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

(ACTO/P487-BAW179-KJFK-ETIKI/0703F370

-EGLL-9/B743-15/QPR)
	
	Text revised as suggested.
	O

	Appendix A
	
	AW
	COMMENT:  

Not reviewed

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	
	

	8.22.5.1
	
	KC
	COMMENT:  

The paragraph reference from NAT ICD, ATTACHMENT 1, PARA 2.2.5.1, is unclear.

This will occur when the flight’s route will now no longer traverse airspace as defined in paragraph 3.3.1
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  

	
	Need to determine which para in the NAT ICD is referenced.
	O

	8.22.6.1
	
	KC
	COMMENT:  

The paragraph reference from NAT ICD, ATTACHMENT 1, PARA 2.2.6.1, is unclear.

The "MIS" message will be used to transmit plain language statements or queries between the two centres. However, the MIS message will also be used for the transmission of NAT elapsed times incorporating the information in paragraph 3.2.5 .
SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	Need to determine which para in the NAT ICD is referenced.
	O

	Document
	
	KC
	COMMENT:  

All references in document refer to corresponding NAT or APAC ICD paras/chapters.

SUGGESTED CHANGE TO DOCUMENT:  


	
	All references updated to reflect PAN ICD paras/chapters
	R
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Table 1. Expected Message Rates and Sizes

	Message
	Avg. per Flight
	Avg. Size

	Comments

	Messages per near-border departure flight:

	FPL
	1
	240
	

	CHG
	0.5
	160
	Assumed 1 of 2 flights amended after coordination, before departure.

	EST
	1
	120
	

	MOD
	0.5
	120
	Assumed 1 of 2 flights amended after coordination.

	Messages per non near-border departure flight:

	CPL
	1
	250
	

	MOD
	0.5
	120
	Assumed 1 of 2 flights amended after coordination.

	Messages per every flight:

	CNL
	0.01
	100
	Assumed 1 in 100 flight plans are cancelled.

	RTI
	1
	150
	

	RTU
	5
	140
	Assumed 1 RTU every 6 seconds for 30 seconds.

	RTA
	1
	110
	

	MIS
	0.1
	130
	

	Responses (not per flight):

	LAM/RLA
	Sum of all above except RTU
	80
	

	LRM
	
	100
	



 The average message size includes an estimated 50 bytes of communications header added to each application message. Average message size estimates are based on a combination of specification analysis, and review of sample data.  In particular the route, other information, and nav/comm equipment elements were estimated based on approximately 200 FPLs filed in Houston Center in 1998.










































































































































































































� The average message size includes an estimated 50 bytes of communications header added to each application message. Average message size estimates are based on a combination of specification analysis, and review of sample data.  In particular the route, other information, and nav/comm equipment elements were estimated based on approximately 200 FPLs filed in Houston Center in 1998.
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