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This was the fourth meeting of the whole since the ANC approved the reconvening of the panel. The last meeting of the OPERATIONAL DATA LINK PANEL (OPLINKP) was held in October 2011. 
The Secretary of the OPLINKP, Mr. F. Robert, Technical Officer, Air Traffic Management from ICAO Headquarters, Montreal, welcomed all the members, advisors and representatives and provided an opportunity for participants to introduce themselves. Mr P.  Radford acted as the Chairman for the meeting. 
The President of the ANC, along with members of the ANC formally welcomed all the participants. It was agreed that a briefing to the ANC by OPLINKP would take place on Thursday 22 March 2012 at 14h30.
WORKING ARRANGEMENTS
The meeting was held in Montreal, Canada and was attended by 19 participants. A list of participants is at Appendix A.
A list of working papers is at Appendix B.
AGENDA
The meeting opened with a review of the draft agenda, which had been circulated by the Secretary. The meeting approved the following agenda:
	Agenda Item 1:		OPLINKP work practices and work allocation
	Agenda Item 2:		Review of current planning and implementation programs
	Agenda Item 3:	Review data link initiatives related to advancing safety in air transportation
	Agenda Item 4:	Develop amendments to standard and recommended practices (SARPs) and procedures relating to the use of data link applications in the provision of air traffic services
	Agenda Item 5:	Develop guidance material and means to reference industry standards relating to the use of data link applications in the provision of air traffic services
	Agenda Item 6:	Review and revise SARPs and guidance material related to the implementation of performance-based framework for communications and surveillance
	Agenda Item 7:	Review and revise SARPs and guidance material related to the use of SATCOM voice for ATS communications
	Agenda Item 8:	Any other business

AGENDA ITEM 1: OPLINKP work practices and work allocation
The list of deliverables is at Appendix C.
agenda item 2: REVIEW OF CURRENT PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS
Two (2) working paper and one (1) information paper were presented under this agenda item. Information in the papers is to be used by the panel as resource material during the development of agreed deliverables. Appendix C links working papers and deliverables. 
WP/02, presented by the FAA, provided the meeting with the most recent changes to the message set for Controller Pilot Data Link Communication (CPDLC) proposed by RTCA SC-214/EUROCAE WG-78. The justifications for these changes, as well as suggested changes to ICAO Document 4444 can be found in Appendix D.
RTCA SC-214/EUROCAE WG-78 is tasked with the development of the CPDLC message set. OPLINKP was presented with a proposed message set which included the elimination of unused or confusing messages, the improvement of existing messages as well as the introduction of new messages related to new procedures and/or new technologies.
The main criteria used to assess the message set were the need for the messages to be operationally required, the logical consistency between the uplink and downlink messages, as well as the need for messages to be constructed so as to minimize the probability of human errors.
The final product is expected to see the addition of new messages, the revision of existing messages, as well as the deletion of some messages.
WP/06, developed by Australia, and presented by New Zealand, provided feedback on the proposed message set.  
The meeting reviewed the proposed message set and made recommendations to further improve what was proposed by RTCA SC-214/EUROCAE WG-78. The feedback was further incorporated in the feedback form associated with the message set and can be found in Appendix D.
OPLINKP agreed that a revised message set based on the SC214/WG-78 inputs and validated by the fifth OPLINKP meeting, be presented to the ANC with the intent of a publication date of November 2014, targeting the following intermediate steps:
1. in Oct-Nov 2012, OPLINKP secretariat presents to the Air Navigation Commission the CPDLC Message Set resulting from the fifth OPLINKP meeting, initiating ANC preliminary review
1. in Apr 2013, ANC approves CPDLC Message Set before initiating State Letter for consultation (States consultation would then be achieved in Q2 and Q3 2013)
1. in Jan 2014, Council approves the final CPDLC Message Set.
1. in Nov 2014, final CPDLC Message Set is published as Doc 4444.
ACTION ITEM: 
The Secretariat will share the proposed message set from SC214/WG78 and the comments/recommendations from OPLINKP to the OPLINKP members, the regional offices and  ICAO HQ. Feedback to be provided NLT 01 June 2012.
A consolidation of the feedback will be done by the United States and shared with SC214/WG78.
SC214/WG78 will be asked to provide a WP for OPLINKP/WG/WHL/5 containing a proposed message set based on the initial work and the feedback collected NLT 15 August 2012.
OPLINKP will  proceed with final review at OPLINKP/WG/WHL/5 with the intent of publication in November 2014.
The Alerting and urgency values currently published in various ICAO documents were discussed and the meeting felt that this needed to be improved. An amendment proposal which will address this specific issue will be presented for approval at the next OPLINKP meeting.
ACTION ITEM: The United States will provide OPLINKP with a WP on this subject for the September 2012 meeting.
The meeting was informed that a State letter was just about to be issued in relation to new phraseology related to SIDs and STARs and it was suggested that new messages elements be added to the message set to match this new phraseology. The meeting requested that an update be provided at the next OPLINKP meeting scheduled for September 2012 to confirm the need for new message elements.
ACTION ITEM: The ICAO Secretariat will provide OPLINKP with a WP detailing the new procedures and the associated messages needed for the September 2012 meeting.
IP/01 , presented by India, provided the meeting with the data link harmonization strategy planned for India.
The meeting agreed that an updated version of the roadmap would be provided to the Secretariat.
The meeting agreed that input should be requested from OPLINKP members and through coordination with ICAO regional office
ACTION ITEM: An updated roadmap will be provided by OPLINKP members responsible for this task
ACTION ITEM: The ICAO Secretariat will canvas the OPLINKP membership and the ICAO regional offices to provide input for States who have yet to do so.
Agenda item 3: Review data link initiatives related to advancing safety in air transportation
No paper was submitted for this agenda item.
Discussions took place during the meeting to identify the best possible initiatives, from an OPLINKP perspective, to advance safety in air transportation. 
The panel agreed to introduce new procedures first into the GOLD, and ultimately into PANS-ATM and ICAO docs. The points to be addressed were procedures in the event of log-on failures, mandatory event contracts, as well as ATC and crew training related to these items.
A formal WP is expected to be presented at the September 2012 OPLINKP meeting for approval of changes proposed to ICAO publications to advance safety, particularly in remote and oceanic areas.
The meeting agreed that a proposed text would be provided in time for the GOLD June meeting
ACTION ITEM: New Zealand will provide the proposed text for GOLD to the OPLINKP members NLT 15 May 2012.
OPLINKP members will provide feedback to New Zealand on proposed text for GOLD NLT 01 June 2012.
Nez Zealand will provide final proposal for GOLD in time for the GOLD June meeting.
Nez Zealand will present a WP to the September 2012 OPLINKP meeting which will have the proposed Doc 4444 and Annex amendments. These amendments are planned to be published in November 2014. 
agenda item 4: develop amendments to standards and recommended practices (sarPs) and procedures relating to the use of data link applications in the provision of air traffic services
1 paper was presented under this agenda item. Information in the paper is to be used by the panel as resource material during the development of agreed deliverables. Appendix C links working papers and deliverables.
WP/03, presented by the FAA, provided the meeting with proposed revisions to specific ICAO SARPs and Procedures for current implementation.
A discussion followed the review of the paper and it was determined that it was necessary to include the high-level requirements for provisions resulting from the work on the use of standardized free text, the PANS-ATM provisions to support procedures published in GOLD and the updated CPDLC Message Set.
The review of Appendices contained in WP/03 where assigned to various meeting participants and the resulted outcome was the following:
Appendix A was reviewed by Wim Brondsema and no change to PANS-ATM 14.1 was identified.
Appendix B was handled in plenary session and proposed for inclusion in PANS-ATM.
Appendix C was reviewed by Jerome Condis and a redlined Doc 4444, section 4.15 was presented and agreed by the group.
Appendix D was reviewed by Peter Brook and further analysis was necessary and the outcome was scheduled to be reported at the September 2012 OPLINKP meeting.
Appendix E was not reviewed.  See above
Appendix F was reviewed by Paul Radford and a redlined Doc 4444 to add definitions and further amendments referring to the new Standardized free text. This is further discussed under Agenda item 8.
The meeting was made aware of the progress on the new version of GOLD, as well as some areas of GOLD which needed to be aligned with Doc 4444 PANS-ATM.
agenda item 5: Develop guidance material and means to reference industry standards relating to the use of data link applications in the provision of air traffic services
No paper was submitted for this agenda item. 
agenda item 6: review and revise sarps and guidance material related to the implementation of performance-based framework for communications and surveillance
No paper was submitted for this agenda item.
agenda item 7: review and revise sarps and guidance material related to the use of satcom voice for ats communications
A PP presentation was made available to the meeting and presented by the United States.
The meeting was informed that the work of the SATCOM Voice Task Force was progressing normally and that the first edition of the SATCOM VOICE Guidance Material was expected to be published no later than May 2012.
The meeting was also invited to subscribe to the IRSVTF web site to follow the progress.
It was pointed out that OPLINKP would be required to review ICAO Annexes and PANS related to the use of SATCOM voice for ATS communications.
Action item:  OPLINKP will include an agenda item at September 2012 meeting to review ICAO Annexes and PANS related to SATCOM and provide recommendations for changes
agenda item 8: any other business
Two (2) working paper were submitted for this agenda item.
WP/04, presented by the Secretariat, provided the meeting with proposed amendments to Annex 10 Volume II and PANS-ATM related to standardized free text.
WP/05, presented by New Zealand, provided the meeting with an overview on the use of free text for the In-Trail Procedures (ITP) and the need to introduce the use of standardized free text. 
The ITP refers to the use of free text, which is somewhat inconsistent with PANS-ATM which does not recommend the use of free text.
WP/05 supported WP/04 and its proposed amendments related to standardized free text as additional means to mitigate against misinterpretation and ambiguity in free text.
ACTION ITEM: The Secretariat will provide the GOLD TF with the proposed definition related to free text NLT 01 May 2012
The Secretariat will present a WP at the September 2012 OPLINKP for review and approval with a planned publication date of November 2014.
The meeting was provided with a presentation on the Aviation System Block Upgrades (ASBUs).
From the presentation it was established that blocks B0-05, B0-20, B0-25 and B0-40 needed to be reviewed by OPLINKP for validation. The meeting agreed to provide feedback by cob 10 April 2012.
ACTION ITEM: The United States (T. Mustach) will collect feedback and provide the Secretariat the outcome NLT 10 April 2012.
The Secretariat presented the meeting with the timeline of all the steps leading to an Annex or PANS amendment, applicable only for the November 2014 amendment. 
This timeline is attached at Appendix E.
It was felt that in order to progress the work, there was a need for two(2) meetings per year, of no more than one week duration. The meeting location was agreed as Montreal, on the following dates:
	a) 17-21 SEPTEMBER 2012
	b)  MARCH 2013 (TBD NEW ZEALAND TBD)
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Name					M/A/o*			Nominated by 
Bayley, S.	M				Canada	
Kapur, A.	M				India
Subramanian, S.			     A
Radford, P.	M				New Zealand	
Brook, P.		M				United Kingdom

Anderson, G.		M				United States
Cardosi, K.		A
Cherry, D.		A
Kraft, T.		A
Lennertz, T.		A
Mustach, T.		A

Condis, J.		M				Airbus

Nguyen, D.		M				Boeing

Sheldon, S.		M				Gulfstream

Brondsema, W.	M				EUROCONTROL

Cirilo, C.		M				IATA

Torn, R.		A				IFALPA
Meyer, A.		A

Robert, F.		M				ICAO
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[bookmark: appTitle1]LIST OF WORKING PAPERS
	wp No.
	Agenda
Item
	Presented by
	title

	1
	-
	Secretary
	Administrative arrangements, agendas and proposed timetable

	2
	2
	United States
	Update on the EUROCAE WG-78/RTCA SC-214 CPDLC Message Set

	3
	4
	United States
	Proposed changes to SARPs and Procedures for Current Implementation  

	4
	8
	Secretariat
	Proposal to amend Doc 4444 PANS-ATM and Annex 10 Volume II on free text

	5
	8
	New Zealand
	ITP and free text

	6
	8
	New Zealand
	Comments on Message Set


 
                                               LIST OF INFORMATION PAPERS
	wp No.
	Agenda
Item
	Presented by
	title

	1
	2
	India
	Data link harmonization strategy in India
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[bookmark: appTitle2]LIST OF DELIVERABLES

	No.
	Deliverable
	Task
	POC

	1
	Proposals to amend:
Annexes and PANS provisions for current implementation            (current = Europe +OCR)
	Ensure that a framework exists to provide a link between the Annexes and PANS provisions and applicable guidance material.

The GOLD contains guidance material that may eventually become Standards and Recommended Practices (SARPs), or PANS provisions when it has reached the maturity and stability necessary for adoption or approval.  It also comprise material prepared as an amplification of the basic principles in the corresponding SARPs, and designed particularly to assist the user in the application of the SARPs and PANS.

Review Doc 4444 against GOLD guidelines and determine which SARP or PANS provision supports the guideline.  Consider new SARP or PANS provision for those guidelines for which there is no supporting requirement.  
a)  Review Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 of GOLD and review against:
Doc 4444 - Chapter 13 – ADS-C
Doc 4444 – Chapter 14 – CPDLC
Doc 4444 – Appendix 5 – CPDLC Message set
Doc 4444 – Chapter 15 – Emergency, communication failure and contingencies.
b) Consider other Chapters of Doc 4444, 
c) Consider other Annex material (ie Annex 10 Vol 2) and identify where amendments are needed.
Identify where reference to industry standards or ICAO guidance material is needed.
Review references to ICAO doc 9613 and determine if equivalent reference to ICAO doc 9869 is needed, e.g., separation standards in chapter 5 that are dependent in communication and surveillance capability and performance.
	D. Cherry
C. Couchman
K. Cardosi
E. Harrell
G. Anderson
C. Cirilo
C. Roberts
T. Lennertz
A. Krebber
S. Arnold
C. Yeo






	2
	Global Communications Harmonization Plan 
 

	Future Convergence strategy
High Level Road Map
Operational improvement blocks
Development of benefit metrics
Prepare for the future. Rationalise:
CPDLC application 
ADS-C application
AIDC application
D-FIS application

Consider also where the global data link plan and other deliverable material would reside

Note: when looking at applications, this includes feedback to SC214/WG78, and is wider than just the message sets and the plan. Also includes HMI considerations and procedures.
	G. Anderson M. Adnams
J. Condis
R. Mead
A. Krebber
D. Nguyen
D. Cherry


	3
	Propose amendments to RCP Manual 9869

	Start with WP08 as a baseline
Put in manageable format, ie WORD
Use comment matrix, and mark-ups to support comment matrix
	T. Kraft
W. Brondsema
N. Dwyer

	4
	Operational Data Link guidance material.
Merge GOLD and L2K+ 


	a)  Monitor progress of inter-regional activity including EANPG and GOLD Ad Hoc Working Group
b)  Review CPDLC Guidance material 
(Appendix L of the OPLINKP Report, Sep 2005) against GOLD and consider potential amendments to GOLD.
c) Merge L2K+ and GOLD material as basis for the Operational Guidance.
	P. radford
A. Krebber
T. Kraft
C. Kwek
W. Brondsema

	5
	Global SATCOM voice guidance material

	a)  Identify need for SARPs and where in ICAO Annex or PANS provisions
b)  Monitor progress of inter-regional activity and inter-regional SATCOM voice task force.
	S. Arnold

T. Kraft
E. Harrell
C. Yeo

	6
	Proposed amendments to amend Doc 9694 
Proposal is to remove obsolete material (All except AIDC material)
	a)  Monitor progress of inter-regional activity on development of PAN-Regional ICD for AIDC.
b)  Refer to the future WP deliverables for GLOBAL AIDC
c) Check for cross references in ICAO material
	P. radford
N. Dwyer


	7
	Report to ANC - response to High Level Safety Conference.
	Data link initiatives relating to advancing safety in air navigation
Prepare WP for ANC review planned for June 2011
Consider other chapters of doc 4444, such as chapter 9 – FIS and alerting service, i.e., to address conclusions of HLSC (see separate deliverable).
	O. Teyssandier
C. Cirilo
J. Roustan
S. Arnold
J. Condis

	8
	Global issues/resolutions database
Plan for CRA Europe
Current CRA & databases (ISPACG/NAT DLMA, Japan + ???)
	a)  Develop overview of global issues/resolution data base.  Consider regional implementations of data link operations.  Include procedures for provisions, administration, maintenance and inter-regional exchange of information.   Consider as a separate task for material eventually for the GOLD
	P. radford
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APPENDIX D


Legend for Cat Column:
E	Editorial
R	Review
C	Confusing, clarification, erroneous information, inconsistency, or invalid argument
A	Additional material
S	Serious – resolution of comment requires special attention (includes regional difference with potential operational impact)

Legend for Status Column
[TBD]

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

	[bookmark: _Hlk250806720]JC
	CONDIS
	Jerome
	AIRBUS
	+33 561188968
	jerome.condis@airbus.com

	FR
	ROBERT
	Francois
	OPLINKP
	
	FRobert@icao.int

	TL
	LENNERTZ
	Tracy
	DOT/Volpe Center
	
	tracy.lennertz@dot.gov

	US, CSG
	
	
	Additional comments from 14 March CSG Webex, WG-78/SC-214
	
	

	AW
	WATKIN
	Adam
	Airservices Australia
	
	adam.watkin@airservicesaustralia.com

	GS
	SANDELL
	Gordon
	Boeing
	
	gordon.r.sandell@boeing.com



Use attachments to show marked-up pages of the working paper or appendix, if needed.
	
Paragraph reference
	Comment Number
	Comment Author
	Description of comment and proposed resolution
	Cat
	Resolution Status
	Status

	New
	20
	FR
	Comment:  With the introduction of open climb or descent should we not introduce new messages accordingly


Suggested Change:  
	
	[RTCA SC-214/WG-78 CSG Editors – 21 March]: Require more information about operational use cases to figure out the need for additional messages. 

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]:
Messages regarding “open climb” and “open descent” are part of new SID and STAR procedures that will shortly be going out for State letter. We may need to include these additional messages in the set. A working paper will be presented at OPLINKP 5, by the Secretariat, in September 2012 to resolve the issue.

	Open

	4.13
	34
	AW
	Suggest consideration be given to including message elements to support ADS-B ITP
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: As far as we know, messages supporting ITP are already defined (UM341, DM161).  

Some messages specific to ADS-B application management have been deleted in favor of more generic surveillance management messages. 

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: The message elements are defined in the message set.

	Closed

	4.15
	3
	JC
	Comment:  
“(so that urgent messages will always be displayed)”
Would it imply that non urgent messages could not be displayed at all?

Suggested Change:  
(so that urgent messages will always be displayed in priority with regards to non urgent messages)
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March]: Not compliant with Boeing’s flight deck implementation.  This paragraph should be rephrased in order to reflect every implementation.


[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agreed with CSG above, 4.15 revised to the following:

“In the new scheme, the urgency of the messages may still determine the ordering of messages in a queue so that urgent messages would still be displayed”

	Closed

	4.15
	56
	GS
	Jerome has put in a comment on this, but we need to make it clear that we do NOT support any requirements to change the ordering of message display based on message attributes of any kind.
	
	See Comment 3 (above).
	Open

	4.2.4
	1
	JC
	Comment:  
In order to clarify rationale for change, it would be helpful to distinguish “Requests for immediate report or confirmation” (e.g. REPORT PRESENT LEVEL for report and “CONFIRM ASSIGNED LEVEL”) and “Instruction to report upon a specific event” (e.g. REPORT MAINTAINING [level single]).
4.2.4 shall apply to the first category only.
Second category shall still be tagged as “instructions” (W/U resp attribute).

Suggested Change:  
Requests for immediate report or confirmation were formed as “Requests” rather than “Instructions” as in the past (e.g., UM132 REPORT POSITION, “Instruction to report the present position” was revised to “Request to report the present position”).
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March]: Agreed with the suggested change

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with the suggested change, 4.2.4 revised to the following:
Requests for immediate report or confirmation were formed as “Requests” rather than “Instructions” as in the past (e.g., UM132 REPORT POSITION, “Instruction to report the present position” was revised to “Request to report the present position”).

	Closed

	4.5.1 to 4.5.1.3, Table A5-6
	30
	AW
	These paragraphs describes the deletion of various EXPECT messages through either a ‘lack of operational use’, or the possibility of confusion. However, two new EXPECT messages have been created!:

UM356 EXPECT TO MAINTAIN (speed) UNTIL TIME (time) 
UM357 EXPECT TO MAINTAIN (speed) UNTIL (positionR)

Now without discussing whether or not these message elements would actually be used, it would be expected that their usage would be if an aircraft was already subject to speed control, in which case it appears to be pointless re-iterating the speed. And what speed would be used if the previous instruction was to “MAINTAIN M085 OR LESS”.

If these message elements are deemed necessary, suggest the variable (speed) is replaced with “ASSIGNED SPEED” (e.g. “EXPECT TO MAINTAIN ASSIGNED SPEED UNTIL (time)”)
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Support the proposed change but is the word “ASSIGNED” appropriate? Why not CURRENT or nothing?

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]:
These messages are standardized free text in GOLD, so operational need was identified.  OPLINKP does not accept the proposed change, but suggests the following modifications: “Expect speed change at time (time)” / “Expect speed change at (position)”.  

	Open

	4.5.1.4, Table A5-2
	31
	AW
	Suggest the word “LEVEL” is added to these new EXPECT messages (UM7, 8R, 9, 10R)

e.g. “EXPECT HIGHER LEVEL AT (time)”
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Agree with the suggested change.

Nevertheless to avoid confusion, we propose: 

UM7 EXPECT HIGHER LEVEL CLEARANCE AT TIME (time)

UM9 EXPECT LOWER LEVEL CLEARANCE AT TIME (time)

Note that there is a ripple effect. It should be applicable for Speed messages as well.

See comment#36

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: OPLINKP does not agree with the Editors’ suggested changes and also disagrees that it is applicable to speed changes.  Adding “LEVEL” is confusing; it is both a verb and a noun. Recommend 1) not adding “LEVEL” to UMs above and 2) removing “LEVEL” from DM52 and DM53.  Need to double check if this applies to additional messages.

	Open

	4.6, Table A5-2
	32
	AW
	This paragraph provides the rationale for a deletion of a number of ‘safety’ message elements (e.g. IMMEDIATELY CLIMB TO (level). While it is acknowledged that an ‘immediate’ CPDLC clearance would not be acted upon in the same time frame as the equivalent voice instruction, it does not detract from the meaning of the message (i.e. carry out this instruction immediately upon receipt).

It must be recognised that the alternative in many cases is HF voice which may result in a delay of several minutes in issuing a ‘time critical’ clearance.

It must also be recognized that some States may use the message elements in the CPDLC message set to communicate clearances via their HF operator. Deletion of these message elements may also prevent them being transmitted by HF!
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: “IMMEDIATELY” messages are still available when using CPLDC (require concatenation)

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with Editors above. “IMMEDIATELY” can be concatenated with message elements as needed.    This concatenation could be a part of ground automation. This also provides the opportunity to create any new emergency messages as needed (applies also to Comment 33).
	Closed

	4.6.1
	33
	AW
	The creation of standalone message elements “IMMEDIATELY” and “EXPEDITE” appears to contradict the reason given in the previous paragraph for the deletion of the IMMEDIATELY/EXPEDITE message elements!

IMMEDIATELY & EXPEDITE are terms generally used when ATC requires the clearance to be executed without delay. However the actual creation of the multi-element message (and finding that rarely used :IMMEDIATELY” message element) will probably do more harm than good.

There are also human factors issues with regard to whether the additional message element is appended or pre-pended to the clearance, and how this combination of message elements is displayed.

Given that there are only a small number of clearances to which it would be appropriate to add IMMEDIATELY or EXPEDITE to, it is suggested that UM36-39 & UM98 be re-instated and the IMMEDIATELY and EXPEDITE message elements be removed
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: It can be completely transparent for the controller depending of the implementation. Concatenations could be “pre-formatted” and proposed by the system according to the operational context.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with Editors above.  See also status of Comment 32.
	Closed

	4.8
	2
	JC
	Comment:  
The consideration that a level is to be maintained actually applies to level change instructions (CLB or DES) but not apply to CROSS constraints.
On current FMS, an altitude constraint is only applied to downstream wpts in CLIMB or DESCENT phases. The altitude constraint on the constrained point is certainly not to be maintained. Operational intents of the associated message elements are correct (no request to maintain the level), but this paragraph should be changed.
An altitude constraint is not an altitude assignment on a given waypoint only, but does not define any notion of maintaining the level beyond the constrained waypoint.

Note: Should the need exist to send a crossing constraint implying that the level is to be maintained after the constrained waypoint, new message elements should be created with a different operational intent (and avionics upgraded to support such additional capabilities). As an exemple, such mechanisms could be used to clear “step climbs (or descent)” in cruise.

Suggested Change:  
An instruction to assign an altitude constraint to a downstream waypoint does not convey any clearance to maintain this level beyond the constrained waypoint. …
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March]: Agreed with the suggested change. The instruction to MAINTAIN the Level has to be concatenated when required.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agreed with proposed change.

4.8 revised accordingly.
“The words “AND MAINTAIN” were deleted from: “CROSS (position) AT AND MAINTAIN (level) AT (speed)” (UM61), in favor of using “CROSS (position ATW) AT (level) AT (speed)” (UM61R), and “CROSS (position) AT AND MAINTAIN (level)” (UM49) in favor of using “CROSS (position ATW) AT (level)” (UM46R). “MAINTAIN (level)” (UM19) can be concatenated with altitude constraints as needed.”

	Closed

	Table A5-1
	4
	JC
	Comment:  
UM200 is a request for a report.

Suggested Change:  
Move UM200 into Table A5-8.
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March]: Agreed with the suggested change. 

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agreed with suggested change.
	Closed

	Table A5-1
UMs 164, 177, 247

	13
	FR
	Comment:  Are these messages really conveying a different message? Not sure what is different between when ready and when able

Suggested Change:  Eliminate one or 2 messages to reduce the size of the message set
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Both are already and currently used. Political decision!

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: OPLINKP recommends retaining “WHEN READY” (UM164) and deleting UMs 177 and 247.
	Open

	Table A5-1
	35
	AW
	1. The message intent of some message elements commences with “Indication”, whilst others commence with “Indicates”. It isn’t a huge issue, but let’s standardize it.

2. UM1: Suggest adding the words “has been received” to the message intent:

“Indication that the message has been received and will be responded to shortly.”

3. UM164: Suggest adding the words “to be” to the message intent:

“Indication that the associated instruction is to be executed when the flight crew is ready”

4. UM200: Is there a reason that this must be concatenated to a vertical clearance? It is yet another ‘difference’ that must be managed by the controller.

(i.e. when issuing a vertical clearance, append “REPORT MAINTAINING”, otherwise use REPORT MAINTAINING (level single)”

5. UM247: “WHEN ABLE”: Realistically, there aren’t many clearances that this can be appended to. A “WHEN ABLE” clearance is currently used for aircraft carrying out a weather deviation: UM75 WHEN ABLE PROCEED DIRECT TO (position), but this message element is proposed for deletion.

We currently have options of “WHEN READY” & “AT PILOTS DISCRETION” – is it really necessary to add a “WHEN ABLE” into the mix?

There is also the (standardisation) issue of whether WHEN ABLE is appended or pre-pended to an instruction.

Unless there are other message elements that it would be useful to be able to append WHEN ABLE to, suggest reinstating UM75, and delete UM247.

6. UM4: AFFIRM(ATIVE). The proposed message set changes the text of AFFIRM to AFFIRMATIVE. This is at odds with the corresponding voice phraseology. (It is also noted that DM4 is still proposed as AFFIRM)

Suggest the message text for UM6 remain as AFFIRM

7. UM0: Suggest adding the word “with” to the message intent:

“Indication that the received message cannot be complied with”.

8. UM177: Suggest adding the words “to be” to the message intent:

“Indication that the associated instruction is to be executed when the flight crew is prepared to do so.”

9. UM200: Suggest replacing “an” with “the”:

“Instruction to report when the an aircraft levels off at the level specified in the associated instruction.”

10. UM245 (if it is to be retained): Wouldn’t this be categorised as an instruction, rather than an indication?

11. UM325 REVISED (revision reason): If this is to be appended to a clearance that is different to that requested, the provisions of Doc 4444 p14.3.2.3.4 - p14.3.2.3.6 need to be considered. It is also difficult to envision exactly what (revision reason) would be given for (say) a different level to that requested.

By their very nature, any clearance supercedes (or is a revision to) a previous clearance. Is it necessary to flag it as “revised”?
	
	1 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed to change “Indicates” to “Indication” (to be consistent with other type of messages (e.g. instruction to…))

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with proposed change.

2- [Editors – 21 March]: – Support to change it to “Indication that the message will be responded to shortly.” (Already like this in the SPR)

2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with AW’s suggested change, disagree with Editors above.  To be consistent, add “ATC” (e.g., “ATC has received”).  This should also apply to UM0.

3 - [Editors – 21 March]: Support “Will be” instead of “to be”. It shall also be applicable to UM247.

3 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with AW, disagree with Editors above, “to be” is correct and should be added (because the UM has not been responded to yet, so it “to be” instead of “will be”).

4 - [Editors – 21 March]: Yes and i.e. is exactly how it shall behave.

4 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with Editor above, both UM 200 and UM 129 exist.  

5 - [Editors – 21 March]: See comment 13. It can be completely transparent for the controller depending of the implementation. Concatenations could be “pre-formatted” and proposed by the system according to the operational context.

5 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: See comment 13.

6 - [Editors – 21 March]: Prefer “AFFIRMATIVE” for DM4 and UM6 as it is in the SPR.

6 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with AW, disagree with Editors above. Both DM4 and UM6 should be “Affirm” as it is currently in PANS voice phraseology,

7 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed (already in the SPR)

7 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agreed with change.

8 - [Editors – 21 March]:  Support “Will be” instead of “to be”.

8 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Disagree with AW and Editors above, OPLINKP recommends deletion of this message.

9 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed (already in the SPR)

9 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agreed, editorial.


10 - [Editors – 21 March]: This is not the instruction (which is concatenated) but really an indication. Disagreed.

10 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Disagree with Editors above, agreed with AW.  This is an instruction, not an indication.  

11 - [Editors – 21 March]: Not a hard requirement to use “revised”.

11- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with Editors above, there is not a requirement to use this.  

	



1 – Closed




2 – Closed









3 – Closed









4 – Closed








5 – Open







6 – Closed








7 – Closed





8 – Open







9 – Closed







10 – Closed








11 – Closed

	Table A5-1
	57
	GS
	Um200 is really a surveillance function. This information should be available from ADS-C, ADS-B or other surveillance (such as SSR). We should NOT be duplicating in CPDLC capabilities that are provided by other functions. I propose to delete um200 (and the corresponding report downlink).
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: We could support this proposal. Up to the group to decide. It assumes that ADS-C and/or ADS-B are always available. There are certainly some overlaps with the surveillance functions but is it always the case? ATCO may want to be notified when the A/C reaches and maintains the assigned level without paying continuous attention on the surveillance info.  

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Disagree with this proposal, keep UM 200.  We need to cover cases when surveillance is not working.  

	Closed

	Table A5-10
	44
	AW
	1. My interpretation of changes made in this table is that it is no longer possible via CPDLC to identify an aircraft or to advise them that they are no longer identified. Is that the intention?

2. UM226; 
The revised message intent and message text appears to have completely changed the meaning of this message element.

My understanding of the purpose of the original message element was that it was to advise flight crews of the time at which they could expect to make an approach, not the time at which they could expect to actually receive the clearance to make the approach. 

Suggest that the message text and intent be amended appropriately

3. UM314:
Same comment as comment Table A5-7 bullet 3 (i.e “AT OR BEFORE EOBT 2200”)

4. UM355 TRAFFIC IS (traffic description)

The (traffic description) variable does not appear to support information describing where the traffic is:

(traffic description): Sequence:

Aircraft flight identification (O)
Aircraft type (O)
Level single (O)

(traffic description) could in fact be <null>!!!

Suggest that other variables such as (traffic type) and/or (traffic location) be included

	
	1 - [Editors – 21 March]: Generic messages have been defined for Surveillance (whatever the surveillance mean is). Up to the group to decide.

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: UM 155 and UM 210 are now combined in UM 155R.

2 - [Editors – 21 March]: The current meaning is right. It refers to when the Approach Clearance will be received and not when the approach will be executed.

2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Expect approach time is the right meaning, agree with AW and disagree with Editors above.  Retain the original message element and intent in 4444. The text and message element was appropriate before, go back to 4444 version.  Delete “ATS” from 4444 intent.

3 - [Editors – 21 March]: – This is correct.

3 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Difficulty understanding comment, OPLINKP requires more information.

4 - [Editors – 21 March]: Up to the group to decide whether Traffic type/location should be added.

Agreed that (traffic description) could not be <null>! At least one must be provided. Status change from “O” to “C” (for conditional : At least one must be provided)

4 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Need to specify traffic type or traffic location.  We agree with AW, we do not want to have this as null, and we agree with CSG.  Traffic type and traffic location (e.g., crossing, opposite direction) should be specified.  
	


1 – Closed





2 – Closed













3 – Open





4 – Closed



	Table A5-10
	67
	GS
	Why does um285 exist? The message comes from the active center. Shouldn’t that be the same as the center in the uplink?
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Um285 is used to provide more information (function and full name of the ATC current unit) beyond the Facility designation as provided in NDA.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: UM285 is needed since there is a single data authority in the US.  This message notifies the pilot since there is not another change in the cockpit.
	Closed

	Table A5-11
	45
	AW
	1. UM234 FLIGHT PLAN NOT HELD

Given that all the information in the logon (Aircraft identification, registration, aircraft address) is used to correlate a logon with a flight plan, will this specific message ever actually be sent? (i.e. if you reject the logon due to no flight plan, you don’t establish CPDLC & hence can’t uplink this message to the aircraft)

2. UM340 LATENCY TIME VALUE (latency value)
Is this an advisory or an instruction to set the latency timer to a specific value?

In which case suggest changing the message text, intent and response attribute appropriately

	
	1 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed that it is not used with Current ATC Unit but it was back in for Downstream ATC Unit with is a reason for rejecting a DSC request.

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: This message is intended to be used by a downstream ATC Center.

2 - [Editors – 21 March]: Usually “Instruction” has a W/U response. We recommend keeping it as an “Advisory” (“N” response attribute). There should be nothing that the pilot can do….

2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with Editors comment above; this is a system message that the pilot will not see.
	





1 – Closed




2 – Closed



	Table A5-11
	68
	GS
	Um340 contains the latency time value. Aren’t the timers fixed in the ATN CPDLC application? Wouldn’t this only apply to FANS-1/A+ airplanes (i.e. airplanes that don’t have this messages set)?
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Not only applicable to FANS. In SC214/WG78 world, ground systems may use different values.  

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: See comment 45.
	Closed

	Table A5-13
	46
	AW
	1. UM365: SELECT TRAFFIC (aircraft flight identification) AND REPORT SELECTED TRAFFIC

The wording of this message text  has probably been discussed at length, but it does not appear intuitive.

Suggest:
SELECT TRAFFIC (aircraft flight identification) AND REPORT WHEN TRAFFIC IS SELECTED TRAFFIC

Similar change suggest to the message intent:

“Instruction to select the specified aircraft and report when the target is selected target for the spacing operation.

2. UM368 FOR INTERVAL SPACING CROSS (position ATW) (FIM spacing) BEHIND (aircraft flight identification) (FIM target aircraft routing) TERMINATE AT (position ATW)

Out of interest, what happens at the position where the spacing is terminated?

3. UM369 EXPECT INTERVAL SPACING TO CROSS (position ATW) BEHIND (aircraft flight identification) (FIM target aircraft routing) TERMINATE AT (position ATW) ASSIGNED SPACING INTERVAL PENDING

Given the deletion of a number of “EXPECT” messages due to their ‘lack of operational use’, is there really any perceived use for this message element? I can’t really see any controller going through the effort of constructing this message when it is just an expectation…

	
	1 - [Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed with the FIM Tiger Team

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: OPLINKP agrees with the recommended changes and will take this back to the FIM Tiger Team.







2 - [Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed with the FIM Tiger Team. 


[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: OPLINKP agrees with the recommended changes and will take this back to the FIM Tiger Team.


3 - [Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed with the FIM Tiger Team

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: OPLINKP agrees with the recommended changes and will take this back to the FIM Tiger Team.

	
1 – Open












2 – Open









3 – Open


	Table A5-15
	47
	AW
	UM230 IMMEDIATELY

Suggest delete this proposed message element. Its only real use appears to be to append it to a small number of message elements (e.g. CLIMB TO [level]) to create a message similar to a deleted message element “IMMEDIATELY CLIMB TO [level]”!!!

However the “immediately” aspect is lost when you consider the extra time required to find the little used “IMMEDIATELY” message element to append to the CLIMB TO [level] element!

There can be no automation associated with the IMMEDIATELY message element, whereas there couple potentially be with an IMMEDIATELY CLIMB TO [level] message element
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Duplicate comment with cmt#33?

It can be completely transparent for the controller depending of the implementation. Concatenations could be “pre-formatted” and proposed by the system according to the operational context.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]:
Agree with Editors above.  See also status of Comment 32.
	Closed

	Table A5-16
	48
	AW
	1. DM0 WILCO

I’m not sure what the intended change in the message intent means – surely a WILCO means that the aircraft will comply with the clearance, not that they can comply with the clearance?

2. DM75 AT PILOTS DISCRETION

Suggest amendment to the message intent:

“Indication that the associated request will be executed when the pilot is prepared to do”

	
	1 - [Editors – 21 March]: Proposed to change the intent to “Indication that the instruction will be complied with”

New changes: 

For UNABLE Intent: “Indication that the instruction will not be complied with”

For ROGER Intent: “Indication that the message is understood”

1- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with changes above.

2 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed

2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: OPLINKP recommends a change in message intent for DM 75, “Indication that the pilot wishes to execute the associate request when the pilot is prepared to do so”

	1 – Closed














2 – Closed



	Table A5-17
	49
	AW
	There are multiple deletions proposed from this Table (e.g. DM9, 10 REQUEST CLIMB/DESCENT TO (level)) the rationale being (I suppose) to simply use the ‘generic’ “REQUEST (level)” and to reduce the size of the CPDLC message set.

However, it should be realized that the proposed deletions may be used by the ground systems in automating the composition of the uplink response. 

For example, REQUEST CLIMB TO (level) may result in the autoloading of CLIMB TO (level) etc. This functionality is lost when a generic REQUEST (level) is received.

While ground system automation may have some ‘smarts’ in comparing present and requested altitudes and proposing an appropriate response, this pre-supposes that real time surveillance information is being received. In a procedural SATCOM environment this may not be the case. Suppose an aircraft has departed recently and is climbing to FL370, then a downlink REQUEST FL310 is received. What is the appropriate response? Has the aircraft already left FL330 on climb (in which case DESCEND TO FL310 is appropriate), or has the aircraft just left FL210 (in which case CLIMB TO FL310 is appropriate).

Who knows what altitude the aircraft is? The aircraft!!! 

So the appropriate downlink request should originate from the aircraft in the first place

	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Up to the group to decide

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Keep the original request climb/descent messages specified in 4444, therefore retain both DM 9 and 10 and delete DM 6 (request level).

	Closed

	Table A5-19
	50
	AW
	DM156 – 157:
What is the intended use of these downlinks? Is it in response to an uplink REPORT (speed types) SPEED, or CONFIRM ASSIGNED SPEED?

Suggest that the current message wording be amended, for example, is the following actually the “planned” (i.e. flight planned) speed, the ‘intended’ speed or the assigned speed (or even the ‘current’ speed)?

PLANNED SPEED IN THE CLIMB (speed schedule)



	
	[Editors – 21 March]:  Agreed that clarification is required about the use cases for these messages. They are in support of ITBO but no UM are triggering them. To be discussed with 4DTRAD/ITBO experts.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: OPLINKP needs more details about the operational intent.  Action for WG-78/SC-214 to seek clarification from 4DTRAD/ITBO experts.  



	Open

	Table A5-2
UM 27-209

	14
	FR
	Comment:  Why not just use 27 

Suggested Change:  Eliminate 1 message to reduce the size of the message set
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: CLIMB/DESCEND were required by FAA. Up to the group to decide. (note there was a typo in message number when Editors originally commented, 209 was mistakenly 29).

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Recommend deleting UM 209, when it is concatenated with a climb, it is the same as UM 27, and UM 47 can be used with more clarity.
	Open

	Table A5-2
UM28-192

	15
	FR
	Comment:  Why not just use 28

Suggested Change:  Eliminate 1 message to reduce the size of the message set
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: CLIMB/DESCEND were required by FAA. Up to the group to decide.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Same recommended resolution as Comment 14, except this addresses time rather than position. Recommend deleting UM 192.  

	Open

	Table A5-2
UM 28-192

	16
	FR
	Comment:  Why not just use 28; same comment at 15.

Suggested Change:  Eliminate 1 message to reduce the size of the message set
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: CLIMB/DESCEND were required by FAA. Up to the group to decide.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Comment duplicated.  See comment 15.
	Open

	Table A5-2
	58
	GS
	Is um302 part of DCL? I question why free text is not used for this part of the clearance. That would make this element a candidate for deletion.
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Yes part of DCL. 

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: This is a PANS-ATM requirement, cannot delete.  See comment 36-7.

	Closed

	Table A5-2
	36
	AW
	1. UM8R, UM10R: Suggest replacing “descend” with “descent” in the message intent:

“Notification that a descent descend instruction may be issued at the specified position.”










































2. UM23, 24: Suggest replacing “a” with “the” in the message intent:

“Instruction that a descent to the a specified level or vertical range is to commence and once reached is to be maintained.”

3. The message intents of UM192R and UM209 are markedly different, despite them being similarly intentioned message elements. Suggest using the intent of UM209R in UM192R (making appropriate changes to allow for the (time) variable instead of the (positionR) variable

4. UM261: Surely UNABLE says the same thing? Or if a clearance is issued that is different to that requested wouldn’t UM325 be used? The danger that is faced is the scenario where an aircraft requests FL350 (say), and the controller simply responds with REQUESTED LEVEL IS NOT AVAILABLE, rather than UNABLE

Suggest UM261 is not required.

5. UM262, 263: Is there the possibility of confusion with the following combination of message elements: “CLIMB TO F350. HIGHER LEVEL NOT AVAILABLE”? While the ATC intent is (obviously) that a level higher than F350 is not available, that is not necessarily how the message may be interpreted.

6. UM265: Is the intent that this is an instruction (in which case should it have a W/U attribute)?

Is it to be carried out in conjunction with another vertical clearance (in which case suggest that is added to the intent)

Is the message element intended to apply to the leaving the current level by the specified time, or any intermediate level (because intermediate levels are already covered by UM192R)

7. UM302: A new “EXPECT” message that appears to meet all the reasons that the other EXPECT messages were deleted!!!

Is this a message that flight crews/ATC really require? If this message element is really required in its present form, I suggest a reword of the message intent. The best I can come up with is:

“Notification that at the specified amount of time after departure, a climb instruction may be issued”.

(Note that there is an error in the current message intent wording (the first “at” should be an “a”)

	
	1 - [Editors – 21 March]: It is UM9 not UM8R.  

Editor change proposal on EXPECT LEVEL Message Text: 

Note: time/position condition moved to first place (to be consistent with expect speed messages) 

UM7 AT TIME (time) EXPECT HIGHER LEVEL CLEARANCE 
“Notification that an instruction to climb may be issued at the specified time.”

UM8R AT (PositionATW) EXPECT HIGHER LEVEL CLEARANCE 
“Notification that an instruction to climb may be issued at the specified position.”

UM9 AT TIME (time) EXPECT LOWER LEVEL CLEARANCE 
“Notification that an instruction to descend may be issued at the specified time.”

UM10R AT (PositionATW) EXPECT LOWER LEVEL CLEARANCE 
“Notification that an instruction to descend may be issued at the specified position.”


Editor change proposal on EXPECT SPEED Message Text: 

UM100 AT TIME (time) EXPECT SPEED CLEARANCE 
“Notification that a speed instruction may be issued at the specified time.”

UM101R AT (PositionATW) EXPECT SPEED CLEARANCE 
 “Notification that a speed instruction may be issued at the specified position.”

UM102R AT LEVEL (level single) EXPECT  SPEED CLEARANCE 
“Notification that a speed instruction may be issued at the specified time.”

Is it useful to specify HIGHER / LOWER Speed? Do we need to specify the speed value?

Consider changing UM302 as well?

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Disagree with Editors’ change of message elements (above), but agree with proposed change in message intent.


2 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed (and done in SPR/INTEROP)

Same has to be done for UM20, UM215R, DM143

2- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: Agree with comment and Editors resolution (above).

3- [Editors – 21 March]: Preference is for 192R Intent that has been change according to CSG consideration. But that change has not been applied to 209 yet. 

3- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 21 March]: OPLINKP proposes these messages for deletion (see comment 14), Francois (ICAO Secretariat of OPLINKP) will gather more information on this based on comment 14/15. 

4 - [Editors – 21 March]: Standalone UNABLE is a valid response.   It could be concatenated with a level clearance (in response to the request) with a different level in order to justify why the requested level is not proposed. It should avoid any further level requests 

4 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]:
OPLINKP Disagreed with AW comment.  Keep UM 261, this helps prevent error in conjunction with issuing the clearance.  Clarify in message intent that this is only used in conjunction with a climb clearance when it is different than is what requested.  UM 325 is not a suitable message element for this purpose. Also recommend clarifying the intent of UM 325, remove “or is different for the requested clearance”.  May want to add an OR for revising DCL and D-TAXI related to UM 325.

5 - [Editors – 21 March]: 5 - ???? Clarify the comment

5 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]:
Need to work these through SC-214/WG-78 to facilitate OPLINKP understanding. OPLINKP noted that there is currently a set procedure for this in the GOLD (4.3.5). If these messages are kept, there is a need to clarify the intent of messages (e.g., mitigation to prevent ambiguity), suggested revision: “Requested level not available”.  



6 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed (and W/U in the SPR)

The “specified” level has be left that is not necessarily the “current” level.
Use case for this message shall be assessed. Could it be sent alone?

6 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed on editorial change.  OPLINKP also agreed with Editors on the need to assess to use case; could this message be sent alone and if so, how? 


7 - [Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed.

7 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]:
There is a PANS requirement to provide the pilot with an EXPECT (lvl) when issuing a departure clearance if the cleared altitude is different than the flight plan altitude. The risk associated with this element is minimal since this is normally happening while the AC is still at the gate.

Agree with editorial: “a” level instead of “at level”.


	1 – Closed




























































2 – Closed










3 – Open










4 – Open




















5 – Open


















6 – Open











7 – Closed


	Table A5-20
	51
	AW
	DM20, 21
Suggest that these two message elements could be combined into one, using the proposed (frequencyR) variable:

DM21R REQUEST VOICE CONTACT (frequencyR)

	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Agreed and proposed

UM21R REQUEST VOICE CONTACT (frequencyR)

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed with Editors comments. FrequencyR must have a null capability.

	Closed

	Table A5-21
	9
	JC
	Comment:  
DM26 message element was never implemented on any FANS 1/A Airbus/Boeing aircraft.
And it clearly looks like no one has missed it in 20 years of FANS operations.

Suggested Change:  
Remove DM26 from message set.
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March] Agreed with the suggested change.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed.
	Closed

	Table A5-21
	52
	AW
	1. DM27R REQUEST WEATHER DEVIATION UP TO (lateral deviation) OF ROUTE

Comment as per comment 9, bullet 1 regarding the (lateral deviation) variable not being supported by the AIDC application for deviations of different values on each side of route

2. DM120 REQUEST OCEANIC CLEARANCE (oceanic clearance request data)

Out of interest, who does this request get sent to (the current data authority?) If so, don’t they already have all the required data (speed, entry point, etc)?

	
	
1- [Editors – 21 March]: Yes but not defined only for AIDC.

Intent Change proposal (as for UM246): 

Request for a weather deviation up to the specified distance(s) off track in the specified direction(s)

1- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Keep message; SC-214/WG-78 to assess the operational need for this flexibility.

2- [Editors – 21 March]: Request sent to the Downstream ATSU. (not to the CDA)

2- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with the Editors.  
	







1 – Open




2 – Closed



	Table A5-22
	10
	JC
	Comment:  
As per WG78 discussions, DM113R, DM76R, DM114, DM102, DM104R, DM105, DM106R and DM109R are reponses to report requests. They are not notifications.

Suggested Change:  
Update Message Intents by replacing “Notification…” with “Report indicating…”
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March]: Agreed with the suggested change

It is applicable to every “Notification” (e.g. DM78R)

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed with the suggested change, recommend double-checking its applicability to all messages.

DM113R Intent shall be updated according to SPR Intent. – added as comment 26
	Closed

	Table A5-22
	11
	JC
	Comment:  
As per WG78 discussions, DM79 is not a notification.

Suggested Change:  
Update Message Intents by replacing “Notification…” with “Confirmation…”
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March]: Disagreed with the suggested change and Proposed “Report indicating…”

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with CSG above and proposed change (“Report indicating…”).  Need to determine how this applies to emergency messages (that are notifications).



	Open


	Table A5-22
	12
	JC
	Comment:  
DM167 reponse and alert attirbutes are missing.

Suggested Change:  
Add attributes for DM167., “M” and M”
	R, E
	[CSG Webex – 14 March]: Agreed with the suggested change. 

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed.
	Closed

	Table A5-22
DM113R
	26
	TL
	Comment:  Need to make sure intent matched intent from SPR (also noted above from CSG, comment 10)

Suggested Change:  Currently
“Notification of the requested speed.”  Should be revised to: “Notification of the speed defined by the specified speed types is the specified speed.”
	E
	[Editors – 21 March]: Agreed to be done.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed.

	Closed

	Table A5-22
	53
	AW
	1. DM78R (distance) FROM (positionR)

The same comment to that made in Comment 12 regarding the (to/from) variable

2. DM164, 165
The variable (traffic type and or location) does not support options such as “crossing”, “opposite direction” etc


3. DM167 WE WILL MAINTAIN (level single)AT TIME (time)

Minor typo – add <space> between “)” and “AT”


	
	1- [Editors – 21 March]: It refers to comment 41. No (to/from) variable.

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Implement a “to/from” variable. See also comment 29. “To” should be used when the ground ATC wants to refer to a downstream waypoint in the route (e.g. aircraft will report the flying distance up to this waypoint in the FMS flight plan). “From” should be used in any other case, including to request distance from a waypoint that is not part of the Flight Plan.


2- [Editors – 21 March]: Neither in GOLD the initial definition of TrafficTypeLocation paramater contained this information. CSG discussion confirmed no need for this information (Paris meeting). OPPOSITE direction is in capital letter in the UM349

2 -[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Include traffic type and/or location in the variable.


3- [Editors – 21 March]:  - Agreed

3 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed, editorial.

	1 – Closed
















2 – Closed










3 – Closed


	Table A5-23
	54
	AW
	1. DM 51 WHEN CAN WE EXPECT BACK ON ROUTE

We receive a surprising number of occurrences of this downlink from aircraft that are off track having requested a weather deviation! 

Given that the flight crew really has a better idea of when they can regain track, I would suggest that the original intent of this message element is as a query from an aircraft that has been taken off track as a result of an instruction by ATC (e.g. “OFFSET (specified distance) (direction) OF ROUTE”, or “FLY HEADING (degrees)”)

If this is the case, suggest that the message text and intent be reworded:

WHEN CAN WE EXPECT A CLEARANCE TO REJOIN BACK ON ROUTE

Request for the earliest time that a clearance to rejoin the cleared route can be expected.

If the above is agreed to, it may be necessary to resurrect UM70 & 71 EXPECT BACK ON ROUTE BY (position/time), although with slightly different wording

2. DM115 WE CAN ACCEPT (level) AT (positionR)

Should (level) be replaced with (level single) (as per 81R)

3. DM81R: 

Suggested correction to the wording of the message intent:

“Indication that the specified level can be accepted at the specified time.”

	
	1 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed with the change. Global review shall be performed in order to ensure harmonized use of this type of messages (e.g. EXPECT, WHEN CAN, …)\

1- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed with change and Editors above.


















2- [Editors – 21 March]: DM115 is already a single level in SPR and INTEROP. Error in the OPLINK paper. 

2- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed; editorial.


3- [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed. It is what we have in SPR and INTEROP. Error in the OPLINK paper.

3- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed; editorial.


	1 – Closed

























2 – Closed







3 – Closed




	Table A5-29
Range and Resolution Table
	27
	TL
	Comment:  Position should be Position R

Suggested Change:  Add “R”
	E
	[Editors – 21 March]: Agreed.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed; editorial.

	Closed

	Table A5-29
	55
	AW
	1. (assigned time type):
“CTOT”,
“EDCT”,
“ELDT”
“EOBT”,
“ETOT”,
“TOBT”,
“TSAT”,
“TTOT”,
“CSTT”

Are these standard ICAO abbreviations?

2. (direction preposition)
“AT”
“ON”
“TO”,
“Abeam”,
“VIA”,
“FROM”,
“ONTO”
“Clear”, or
“OF”

Are all of these valid values? (How would “of” be applied ???)

3. (time preposition)

The current definition of (time preposition) is:

“Indication whether the associated instruction is to be performed
“At”
“In Accordance with”
“At or After”,
“At or Before”
the specified time”

The “Parameters” are “none”

Shouldn’t the definition be something like:

“Indication of when the associated instruction is to be performed relative to the specified time”, and the parameters be something like:

“Choice:

“At”; or
“In Accordance with”; or
“At or After”; or
“At or Before””

The same comment applies to many of the other variables

	
	1 -[Editors – 21 March]: 
No but should be coordinated with ICAO

Action editor: Full/explicit wording will be provided in SPR/INTEROP. 

Assessment has to be done for the need for these values.

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Unclear whether all these abbreviations could be accepted from an ICAO perspective.  OPLINKP secretariat will look into implementing them.




2 -[Editors – 21 March]: 
It shall be assessed by D-TAXI team. 
Action is taken to provide this question to SESAR D-TAXI team


2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed with Editors.




3 -[Editors – 21 March]: 
No. Style issue.  

3 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agreed with Editors.
	1 – Open


















2 – Open











3 – Closed




	Table A5-3
UM56

	17
	FR
	Comment:  CROSS (position ATW) AT OR LESS THAN (speed) 


Suggested Change:  CROSS (position ATW) AT(speed) OR LESS to be consistent with 108/109
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Disagreed. Style is consistent with other CROSS. 

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: OPLINK disagrees with the Editors and recommends this should be consistent with the speed instructions.

	Open

	Table A5-3
UM57

	18
	FR
	Comment:  CROSS (position ATW) AT OR GREATER THAN (speed) 


Suggested Change:  CROSS (position ATW) AT(speed) OR GREATER to be consistent with 108/109
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Disagreed. Style is consistent with other CROSS.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: OPLINK disagrees with the Editors and recommends this should be consistent with the speed instructions.


	Open

	Table A5-4
	5
	JC
	Comment:  
UM70R perfectly fulfil criterias for deletion as defined in §4.5.1.3.

Suggested Change:  
Remove UM70R (and add it in the list of deleted EXPECT messages in §4.5.1.3).
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March] Agreed with the suggested change. 

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with suggested change.

UM69 shall be reinstated as UM69R “REJOIN ROUTE AT OR BEFORE TIME (time)”  -- added as comment 28, from CSG discussion on 14 March

	Closed

	Table A5-4
UM69
	28
	US, CSG
	Comment:  UM69 shall be reinstated as UM69R
-- see comment 5

Suggested Change: Add UM69R “REJOIN ROUTE AT OR BEFORE TIME (time)”
	R
	[Editors – 21 March]: Agreed.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with suggested change.

	Closed

	Table A5-4
	37
	AW
	1. UM69 REJOIN ROUTE BY (time): Recommend that this message element (currently proposed for deletion) be retained. Some ATSUs that use a conflict probe to calculate a ‘conflict start time’ for an off-track aircraft may use the REJOIN ROUTE BY (time) in preference to the REJOIN ROUTE BY (position) option.

If retained, changes would have to be made to mirror other changes made to elements containing the (time) variable

2. UM70R: The current wording of the message intent does not appear to quite match the message text. Reading the message intent, it appears to indicate that the clearance may be issued prior to passing the (position), rather than the aircraft actually being required to be back on route prior to the (position). Suggest minor re-word:

“Notification that a clearance may be issued to rejoin the cleared route before passing the specified position may be issued.”
	
	
1 -[Editors – 21 March]: Agreed

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree, see comment 28.  






2 - [Editors – 21 March]:  – To be discussed and issue is for all expect/when can you accept.

2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: UM 70R is deleted per comment 5.
	
1 – Closed










2 – Closed



	Table A5-4
	59
	GS
	Um65R, um68R and um70R have changed from using positionR to using positionATW. This is not a big deal for um68R or um70R, which will never be loadable, but would complicate making um65R loadable (actually, it would just create another case where it would be non-loadable, and the crew would probably reject it). The positionATW was constructed specifically to allow crossing constraints to be inserted along the route. This seems like an unnecessarily complicated extension of their use, for no reason other than that someone wanted to reuse the positionATW variable. These should be returned to using positionR.
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed in Grand Rapids. Assessment has been done for each Position message and PositionATW was required for these messages.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with Editors above, for discussion at Grand Rapids.

	Open

	Table A5-5
UM93

	19
	FR
	Comment:  we might be missing the one for EXPECT APPROACH CLEARANCE

Suggested Change:  Write FURTHER/APPROACH or add new message
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Already in. Covered by UM226 and UM93.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with Editors.

	Closed

	Table A5-5
UM336

	21
	FR
	Comment:  How about speed and altitude restrictions cancellations?


Suggested Change:  
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: No use case identified for that. A new clearance without these constraints can be re-issued.

UM116, UM222 can be use for Speed constraints cancellation.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with Editors.

	Closed

	Table A5-5
	38
	AW
	1. UM82R: Suggest removing reference to ‘granting approval’ in the message intent; e.g.

“Instruction granting approval to deviate approving a deviation up to the specified distance(s) from the cleared route in the specified direction(s).

There are also concerns with regard to the changes made to the deviation direction/distance. Currently a weather deviation can be up to a specified distance on one side of route or the other, or the same distance on either side. The change allows different distances on either side of route (e.g. 20NM left & 30NM right). The coordination of such a clearance is NOT supported by the AIDC application (ground-ground coordination)

The same comment(s) apply to UM246

2. UM96: Suggest removing either the word “present” or “current” from the message intent:

“Instruction to continue to fly on the current present heading”

3. UM284 DESCEND OUT OF CONTROLLED AIRSPACE:

a) Does this message element belong in Table A5-5? Maybe A5-2 would be more appropriate?

b) Suggest that the message element text be revised, to match the voice phraseology:- e.g.

LEAVE CONTROL AIRSPACE DESCENDING 

Maybe UM236 could even be adapted to:

LEAVE CONTROLLED AIRSPACE [new_variable], where [new_variable] is a choice of NONE, DESCENDING or CLIMBING.

4. UM292 AT (positionR) DESCEND VIA (named_instruction)

Won’t this new message element potentially cause the same problems that were attempted to be corrected in UM22 & 25? 

Suggest that “AT” is replaced with “AFTER PASSING”; i.e. “AFTER PASSING AT (positionR) DESCEND VIA (named_instruction)”. The same comment applies to UM295.

Also suggest that the message intent for both message elements be changed – replace “when reaching” with “after passing”

5. UM303 CLEARED TO DEVIATE UP TO (number of degrees) DEGREES (direction) OF ROUTE

Is this message element really, really required? Just very recently I had an aircraft ask for a heading due to weather (which I issued for the fun of it). 3 heading changes later, the aircraft finally cleared the weather. This workload could have been replaced with a single request for 30NM left of route!

6. UM289 REST OF ROUTE UNCHANGED

This proposed message element is a hangover from an old technology. It is not needed in a CPDLC environment. It has no meaning to the FMC (where automatic loading rules are being defined), and will cause problems for ATSUs that do not use it. (flight crews with receive a “PROCEED DIRECT TO [pos]” uplink from one ATSU with the REST OF ROUTE UNCHANGED appended, and then query an ATSU that uplinks a similar clearance without it.

Suggest delete proposed message element. 

	
	
1 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed with the UM82R/UM246 Intent change proposal.


Not only defined for being used wit AIDC

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with change in message intent.


2 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed and already done in the SPR. Error in OPLINK Paper

2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree; editorial.



3 - [Editors – 21 March]: a) b) to be discussed with the group. It could be a vertical instead of route.

3 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with AW.  Delete UM284, modify UM236 to accommodate parameter for none, descending, and climbing.  But, keep message in Table 5-5.



4 - [Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed in the group. Rationale to keep AT was: A procedure (named_instruction) has to be started at the position which is the first position in the procedure.

4 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with the Editors.  


5 - [Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed with the group

5 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: There is an operational need for this message element per 5.4.1.2.1.2 in PANS-ATM, therefore retain message.  



6 - [Editors – 21 March]: Required by FAA.

6 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 22 March]: Agree with AW and recommend deletion of UM289.








	1 – Closed










2 – Closed







3 – Closed











4 – Open










5 – Closed








6 – Closed


	Table A5-5
	60
	GS
	Um74R, 76R, 77R, 78R, 79R, 83R, 91R, 97R and 339 also have been expanded to use positionATW. This creates the problems noted above, but also now creates route clearance message that wouldn’t be loadable, complicates conditional clearance monitoring, and, in the case of direct clearances, creates waypoints along track from a waypoint that may not exist once it’s execute. For the same reasons as above, these should revert to using positionR.
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed with the group

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Requires more discussion with SC-214/WG-78.

	Open

	Table A5-5
	61
	GS
	The use of “named instruction” in um81R, 84R, 290, 292, 293 and 295 creates problems for making these loadable. If named instruction is a published procedure, they can be loadable, but a named instruction is effectively free text. This will create issues with combining the instruction with other loadable clearance elements, as it would result in a partial clearance load (or no load at all on those airplanes that don’t support partial loads).
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed with the group

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Requires more discussion with SC-214/WG-78.
	Open

	Table A5-6
	39
	AW
	1. UM107
It may just be a formatting problem, but the message intent of UM107 appears to have been truncated:

“Instruction to maintain the present.” Suggest adding “speed” as the last word of the message intent

2. UM116:

Minor typo in the message intent. Delete the word “a” between “resume” and “normal”

3. UM309: MAINTAIN SLOWEST PRACTICAL SPEED

Is the word “practical” a commonly understood word? (in both the message text and the intent)

4. UM334, 335
Suggest that the word MAINTAIN be added to the message text; e.g.:

IN THE CLIMB MAINTAIN (speed schedule)
IN THE DESCENT MAINTAIN (speed schedule)

	
	
1 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed. OK in the SPR. Error in OPLINK paper

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Editorial, agreed.


2 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed. OK in the SPR.

2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Editorial, agreed.


3 - [Editors – 21 March]: Yes. Maintain slowest speed means maintain 0!

3 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: OPLINKP agrees with AW proposal.  Suggest revising the message to “Maintain (optional: minimum clean/approach/none) minimum speed”. 

4 - [Editors – 21 March]:  – Agreed Verb seem to be missed.

4 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: OPLINKP agrees with AW proposal.  12.4.1.6. (c) in PANS-ATM uses “MAINTAIN”


	

1 – Closed






2 – Closed






3 – Open









4 – Closed



	Table A5-6
	62
	GS
	Um308 (calling for maximum and minimum speed don’t sound like they’d be common datalink messages. They appear to be candidates for deletion.
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Up to the Group

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Operational need for messages identified, retain messages.


	Closed

	Table A5-7
	6
	JC
	Comment:  
As per §4.2.1, message intent should indicate the controller does not have to contact ATC by voice.

Suggested Change:  
Update message intent with :
“Instruction to change to and monitor the specified frequency of the specified ATS Unit name. The flight crew is not required to establish voice contact on the frequency”
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March] Agreed with the suggested change. 

Applicable to UM120R, UM121R, UM122R and UM296. Chapter §4.2.1shall be updated accordingly.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agreed with the suggested changes and CSG above.  

	Closed

	Table A5-7
UM361/362

	22
	FR
	Comment:  Wording is inadequate. Pilots may turn off ADS-C

Suggested Change: ADS-C TERMINATED….
 
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Agreed with the issue. Up to the group. 

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Modify message element to replace “SHUT DOWN” with “ADS-C OUT OF SERVICE” as in the voice phraseology in PANS-ATM (12.5.1).  This covers both termination and shut down.

	Closed

	Table A5-7
	40
	AW
	1. (Multiple message elements):
Should consideration be given to including “Flight Service” as an option in the facility_functionR variable?

2. The (position_ground_air) variable is extremely complicated!

3. The (time_ground_air) variable is a little confusing. 

(time_ground_air) is a choice of (time) or (assigned_time_value) <OK>

(assigned_time_value) is a sequence of (time_preposition) (O), (assigned_time_type) (O) and (time) (M)

(time_preposition) is “AT”, “AT or before” etc
(assigned_time_type) is “CDOT”, “EOBT” etc
(time) is simply the time in hours and minutes

So a (time_ground_air) value could be “AT OR BEFORE EOBT 2200”

Is that correct?

4. UM240, 241, 242
Is there a reason why the ADS-B-related message elements were deleted?

While it may not be desirable to have ‘duplicated’ radar/ADS-B message elements, it is important to at least have a generic message element

Have any corresponding amendments been proposed for the voice phraseologies or associated procedures?

5. UM354 CPDLC WITH (unit id) NOT AVAILABLE EXPECT NEXT CPDLC FACILITY (unit id)

This message element would appear to be derived from the GOLD standard free text UM169m “EXPECT NEXT CENTER [facility designation]. CONTACT WITH [facility designation] NOT REQUIRED.”

While the words have been shifted around (no major issue), the meaning of the message element has been changed slightly – the original intent was to advise flight crews that they would be conducting a short term crossing of another ATSU, but CPLDC ‘contact’ with that ATSU was “not required”, rather than was “not available”

Suggest amending the message text for UM354 by replacing “AVAILABLE” with “REQUIRED”:

“CPDLC WITH (unit id) NOT AVAILABLE REQUIRED EXPECT NEXT CPDLC FACILITY (unit id)”

6. UM352
Suggest an amendment to the message intent:

“Notification that a SELCAL check an HF communication is expected on the specified frequency.”

7. UM363 RELAY TO (aircraft flight identification) (unit id) (relay text)

Should a (frequency) (or (frequencyR)) variable be included here to advise the relay aircraft which frequency to transmit on? Or is it expected that this would be included as free text in the (relay text)?


	
	
1 - [Editors – 21 March]: What is a Flight Service? Up to the group 

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agree with AW.  Add “Flight Service” to the list.

2 - [Editors – 21 March]: We don’t think so. It is choice between an Air position and a Gnd position.

2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agree with Editors above. 

3 - [Editors – 21 March]: There are possible combinations that do not make sense. Up to the ground to provide a valid one.

3 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agree with Editors.  


4 - [Editors – 21 March]: Generic messages for Surveillance have been defined. They could be used whatever the surveillance means are.

4 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: For some A/C types, it is impossible to activate/inhibit ADS-B altitude transmission only. OPLINKP agrees with deletion of messages, and will propose changes to the voice phraseology in PANS-ATM.



5 - [Editors – 21 March]:  – Up to the group.

5 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agree with AW; revise message from “AVAILABLE” to “REQUIRED”.  Also change parameter from “Unit ID” to “Facility Designation”














6 - [Editors – 21 March]:   – Up to the group

6 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: OPLINKP agrees with the modification of message intent from AW, but proposes this message for deletion.





7 - [Editors – 21 March]:   Yes a frequency could be added. Up to the group

7- [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agree with AW, add frequency.

	1 – Closed








2 – Closed





3 – Closed







4 – Closed













5 – Closed




















6 – Open










7 – Closed



	Table A5-7
	63
	GS
	Um361 and um362 seem to be there exclusively to cover cases of ground system failures. I don’t think the airbornes systems should be complicated with special messages to cover ground system failures. Free text could be used for the rare cases where these might be used. They are candidates for deletion.
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Up to the group

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Disagree with GS, retain messages to avoid standardized free text since an operational need is identified.  
	Closed

	Table A5-8
	7
	JC
	Comment:  
As per 4.2.4, UM181R, 182, 228R, 229, 231, 232, 372, 375 message elements are not instructions.

Suggested Change:  
Update Message Intents by replacing “Instruction to” with “Request to confirm” or “Request to report”.
	R
	[CSG Webex – 14 March] Agreed with the suggested change

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agreed with the suggested change, update intents to “request” or “confirm” according to the context of the message.  

In UM181R (from) shall be replaced by FROM (no need to be a parameter) – added as comment 29

	Closed

	Table A5-8
	8
	JC
	Comment:  
UM217 message element is an instruction to report when the aircraft has landed.

Suggested Change:  
Change resp attribute with W/U.
	R, E
	[CSG Webex – 14 March] Agreed with the suggested change
(already W/U in SPR/INTEROP)
 
[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agreed, editorial.  

	Closed

	Table A5-8
231/294

	24
	FR
	Comment:  Why not use similar format ?

Suggested Change: STATE PREFERED LEVEL (level single) OR (level single)
 
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: 294 seems fine as it is. Already proposed and discussed with Chris Adams.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agreed with Editors above.   

	Closed

	Table A5-8
UM307
	25
	TL
	Comment:  Fix, currently identical to UM294

Suggested Change:  Should be “Request to provide the required runway visual range.” “REPORT REQUIRED RVR” M, Y
	E
	[Editors – 21 March]: Agreed. Error in OPLINK paper.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agreed, editorial.  

	Closed

	Table A5-8
UM118R
	29
	US, CSG
	Comment:  In UM181R (from) shall be replaced by FROM (no need to be a parameter) – see comment 7

Suggested Change: Remove FROM parameter
	R
	[Editors – 21 March]:  Agreed

the UM181R shall be read/corrected as : REPORT DISTANCE FROM (position ATW)

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Disagree with suggested change and Editors above, implement a “to/from” variable.  Need to accommodate both.  “To” should be used when the ground ATC wants to refer to a downstream waypoint in the route (e.g. aircraft will report the flying distance up to this waypoint in the FMS flight plan). “From” should be used in any other case, including to request distance from a waypoint that is not part of the Flight Plan.

	Closed

	Table A5-8
UM181
	41
	AW
	The (from) variable in UM181R: REPORT DISTANCE (from) (position ATW)

The current UM181 REPORT DISTANCE (to/from) (position) allows the reporting of a distance “to” a future waypoint, or “from” a sequenced waypoint (at least that is how one avionics manufacturer implemented the functionality.

The proposed UM181R removes this capability, so that in fact in some cases it may not be possible to determine of an aircraft is before or after a waypoint! This may render the message element useless in some cases for the purposes of determining spacing between two aircraft or establishing an aircraft clear of a lateral separation point.

Note. The (from) variable in the proposed UM181R should actually be text “FROM” (this feedback has already been provided to the WP authors)

	
	[Editors – 21 March]:  Require Justification for (to/from) variable 


[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Implement both a “to/from” variable.  




	Closed

	Table A5-8
	42
	AW
	1. UM294 and UM307 appear to be duplicated – possibly an inadvertent “paste”

2. UM349 REPORT SIGHTING AND PASSING OPPOSITE DIRECTION (traffic type and location) (ETP time)

The variable (traffic type and location) does not allow for the altitude displacement of the aircraft; e.g. 1000FT ABOVE, 2000FT BELOW – it simply permits “above” or “below”

3. UM371 REPORT STARTING INTERVAL SPACING

Is this message text intuitive for a flight crew to easily understand its meaning?

Would replacing “STARTING” with “COMMENCING” make it any clearer?

	
	1 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed. UM307 shall be REPORT REQUIRED RVR

1 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agreed, editorial.  


2 - [Editors – 21 March]: Agreed. To be discussed.

2 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Operational use usually specifies vertical displacement.  Traffic type and location would have to include an additional variable to include feet above and below.  


3 - [Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed with FIM Tiger Team.

3 - [OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agree with Editors.  Discuss with FIM Tiger Team.  
	1 – Closed






2 – Open










3 – Open


	Table A5-8
	64
	GS
	Um 128R, 129R, 180R, 130R, 181R, 132, 133 and 146 are really surveillance data requests. This information should be available from ADS-C, ADS-B or other surveillance (such as SSR). We should NOT be duplicating in CPDLC capabilities that are provided by other functions. I propose to delete these uplinks (and the corresponding report downlinks).
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Up to the group to decide.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Disagree with GS. Retain messages and need to maintain capability to do it without ADS-C.

	Closed

	Table A5-8
	65
	GS
	Um 130R has changed from using positionR to using positionATW. If this message element is not deleted, then for the same reasons noted for the other messages using positionATW above, it should revert to using positionR.
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: To be discussed with the group

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Identified an operational need to keep as position ATW.  SC-214/WG-78 should discuss how to implement.

	Open

	Table A5-8
	66
	GS
	Um358 appears to effectively duplicate um348. The ground should handle the positionR in the response to um358 and be able to convert that to distance from any other location. Um358 is a candidate for deletion.
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Up to the group.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agree with GS. Delete UM358 and UM348 and use revise the message element of UM350 to “when will you maintain” Delete DM128 (and retain DM168, 127).  Resolution also applies to Comment 23.

	Closed

	Table A5-9
	43
	AW
	UM316 WHEN CAN YOU ACCEPT (clearance type)

One option for the variable type (clearance type) can be “None” – is that intended?

	
	[Editors – 21 March]: Agreed that Null is not a valid value for uplink. Proposal is to have an OR in the SPR for this.
 
[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: Agree with Editors above. 
	Closed

	Table A5-9, Table A5-8
UM151/350

	23
	FR
	Comment:  AT WHAT TIME and WHEN are used

Suggested Change: Stick to one way only
 
	
	[Editors – 21 March]: WHEN can cover both, Time and Position. AT WHAT TIME cover only time.

[OPLINKP WG/WHL/4 – 23 March]: See Resolution of Comment 66.
	Closed




— — — — — — — —
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