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1. Background 
 
In April 1996, AMCP/4 (Recommendation 2/2) recommended the development of the Required 
Communication Performance (RCP) concept. The task was assigned by the Air Navigation 
Commission to the ADSP (later renamed OPLINKP). Further to a request by the Secretary of the 
OPLINKP, AMCP WG-C has reviewed the document entitled “Concept of Required 
Communication Performance (RCP)” produced by OPLINKP WG-C. A preliminary draft of 
version 1.4 of the document was used in the review. This communiqué contains the comments of 
AMCP WG-C on the RCP document. 
 
2. General comments 
 
AMCP WGC would like to express its appreciation to OPLINKP WGC for their valuable 
contribution to the development of an ICAO RCP concept, as contained in the RCP document 
version 1.4, and in particular for the useful insights into the operational communication process 
provided by the document. 
 
However, it is the view of AMCP WGC that the RCP document, in its current stage of 
development, does not meet in full the expectations associated with the original recommendation 
that led to the development of the document. The main reasons for this view are presented in this 
section.  
 
2.1 The proposed definition is not readily quantifiable or testable 
 
The original requirement from AMCP/4 was for “objective criteria to evaluate the 
communication performance requirements”, and called for the development of a means “to 
assess the various technical options of communications systems against the RCP parameters”. 
 
The definition of RCP provided in the RCP document does not appear to provide a practical tool 
for objective evaluation of a technical communication system option. The main reason for this is 
that the definition includes the human element  (pilot, controller) as an integral component of the 
communication system. While this is certainly a justifiable view in operational terms, the 
practical consequence is that the quantitative values of RCP parameters contain a widely variable 
and difficult to quantify component, namely the one attributable to the human element. 
 
For instance, the “process time” parameter includes components such as “thinking time”, made 
up of “cognitive processing” and “decision making” times. Such components are lumped 
together in the definition with technical components, such as transfer delay over the 
communication link. Thus, the required value of the “process time” parameter cannot readily be 
used as a technical basis for the development or assessment of a communication system, because 
it includes non-technical elements that cannot readily be quantified or tested. 
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This difficulty is obviously recognized in the RCP document.  The documents makes an attempt 
to clarify how the overall allowance for an RCP parameter is allotted to the technical and human 
components of the overall system (see e.g. Sect. 3.1.18, 6.1.1 – 6.1.3), and how the technical 
component is used to assess conformance with the RCP type.  It is unclear whether the document 
implies that a similar conformance assessment should be carried out for the human component as 
well, but AMCP WG- C assumes that testing of individual pilots or controllers for conformance 
to RCP would not be meaningful or feasible. On the other hand, the use of “mean values of 
human performance”, as advocated in 5.1.4, would not be very meaningful either, given the wide 
variability of human performance across different individuals and for the same individual in 
different operational situations. Hence, the only testable element of the overall RCP would be the 
technical component, while the value of the human component would have to be based on 
invalidated assumptions. 
 
AMCP WG-C recognises that the draft RCP paper has evolved into a document with multiple 
audiences, with varying needs for RCP. If this document were to satisfy only the needs of a 
technical communications panel, it would be best to remove the human components from the 
definition of RCP parameters, leaving only the technical component, which is the only 
quantifiable and testable component. 

 
Presuming that this approach is not acceptable to OPLINKP, it is recommended that the process 
of breaking down an RCP type into required technical performance and required human 
performance be clarified (specific suggestions are provided in the comments to Section 6.1). We 
also suggest that this discussion could be strengthened with a thorough description of ICP and 
the relationships of ICP, ACP, and RCP. This would increase the value of the RCP document not 
only to AMCP, but also to any other users of the RCP document. 

 
WG-C notes that OPLINKP has not yet developed a naming convention for RCP values. In the 
case of RNP, the RNP value associated with an operational requirement is easily associated with 
a corresponding set of technical requirements. In the case of RCP, it appears to be very 
challenging to develop a naming scheme that can easily address the technical and 
procedural/human factors implementation of RCP. 
 
2.2 The proposed definition is not generally applicable to all types of communication 
 
Section 2.3 of the RCP document states that the document “does not yet provide a 
comprehensive operational concept for all aspects of ATM communications". AMCP WG-C 
recognises the complexity of the task associated with the definition of a generally applicable 
RCP concept and understands the difficulty of providing a comprehensive operational concept. 
This difficulty certainly justifies the strategy adopted by OPLINKP, whereby, as stated in 
Section 2.3.1 the initial  goal is to work out the issues associated with controller/pilot 
communications (as opposed to all possible types of communications), while developing a 
flexible framework which can be expanded to cover all communications. A consequence of this 
strategy, however, is that the proposed definition fails to meet in full the requirements associated 
with the original recommendation for the development of the RCP concept. 
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In order to clarify the scope and limitations of the definition, the following clarifications are 
requested from OPLINKP: 
 
- are all types of controller-pilot communications (both voice and data) addressed by the RCP 
document ? 
 
- what elements of the RCP concept as developed in the document are actually based on the 
specific assumption of controller/pilot communications (and are therefore not generally valid)? 
 
- conversely, what elements of the concept are of general validity? 
 
- when does OPLINKP intend to complete the development of the concept to cover all 
communications types? 
 
- when and where will the actual RCP types be developed and where will the task for partitioning 
of the contributing subsystems reside?  
 
 
2.3 Analogy with RNP concept is not fully applicable 
 
The development of the RCP concept was originally undertaken on the basis of an assumed 
analogy with the RNP concept, which had proved to offer great practical benefits to airspace 
designers and users. As a result of its review of the RCP document, AMCP WG-C has come to 
question that initial assumption. The central role of the human element in the general definition 
of RCP (as recognized by OPLINKP) has only a partial analogy in the definition of RNP. The 
fundamental difficulties encountered in the attempt to define measurable and testable parameters 
for the human performance component of RCP would lead to the tentative conclusion that a 
definition of RCP would not be as beneficial in practice as the established definition of RNP. 
 
3. Detailed comments 
Detailed inline comments are provided in the attachment. 
 

[…] 


