
RASMAG/14 − WP/26 
21-25/02/2011 

 
International Civil Aviation Organization 
 
The Fourteenth Meeting of the Regional Airspace Safety Monitoring  
Advisory Group (RASMAG/14) 
 
Bangkok, Thailand, 21 − 25 February 2011 

 

Agenda Item 5: Airspace Safety Monitoring Activities/Requirements in Asia/Pacific Region 
 

CLARIFICATION OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS BY ANSPs FOR CATEGORY D 
AND M OPERATIONAL ERRORS  

 
(Presented by Australia) 

 
 

SUMMARY 
 

This paper proposes changes to the LHD taxonomy to clarify specific reporting required 
Category D (ATC loop errors) and Category M (Other). 

 
 
 
1. Introduction 

1.1. This paper proposes changes to the currently agreed LHD Cause taxonomy to clarify to States 
the type of incidents reportable as Category D (ATC loop errors) and Category M (Other). The 
proposal attempts to resolve the issue identified at RASMAG/10 in relation to possible State 
confusion as to operational error reporting to RMAs.  

2. Discussion 
 
2.1  At RASMAG/10, the AAMA raised the issue of under–reporting of large height deviations 
by some States and referred to previous meetings of RASMAG where similar issues had been 
identified and discussed by the RMAs. Of major concern to the AAMA was their belief that many 
States misunderstood the exact meaning of some of the descriptions for LHD types detailed in the 
current LHD category descriptions. The AAMA stated that their observations led them to the 
conclusion that as a result of this misunderstanding, and lack of developed reporting culture in some 
States, that there was confusion as to what types of operational error should be reported as Category D 
ATC loop errors. 
  
2.2 The AAMA is of the view that loss of separation reports should be included as reports made 
under Category D operational errors, but this is not clearly stated. Additionally, there did not seem to 
be a common understanding of how loss of separation incidents were to be reported as no common 
definition existed in the Region. Another possibility is that some States in the region are actually 
reporting operational errors relevant to RVSM airspace within their safety reporting systems, but had 
not made the link to the LHD taxonomy and reporting requirements to the relevant RMA. In other 
words there internal safety reporting taxonomy had not been effectively mapped against the LHD 
taxonomy. As a result internally captured reports relevant to RVSM airspace may not be being 
forwarded to the RMAs for assessment in some cases and hence under-reporting is the outcome.  
 



RASMAG/14 − WP/26 2 
 
2.3  RASMAG/10 agreed that the current LHD taxonomy was possibly a source of confusion on 
the part of some States as to what types of incidents should be reported to RMAs in terms of being an 
LHD. Other RMAs indicated that their experience had been similar to that of the AAMA. As a result, 
that meeting generated a task (10/7) that sought to develop a taxonomy of RMA-related terms with 
objective of clarifying and standardising reporting of Large Height Deviations (LHDs) by States and 
limiting under reporting. The AAMA agreed to lead this work. 
 
2.4 In reviewing this task, the AAMA is of the view that wording that clarifies the types of 
operational errors that might be reported as Category D or Category M reports is necessary and not a 
detailed taxonomy. To that end, the AAMA’s expectation, at least with regards to Australian FIR 
operations, is that Breakdown of Separation or Loss of Separation incidents involving operations in 
RVSM airspace must be reported as Category D or Category M operational errors. Additionally, the 
description of what is required to be reported as an ATC loop error could be clarified. 
 
2.5 Table 1 below is the currently agreed LHD Cause taxonomy contained in the RMA Manual. 
Additional wording has been suggested in highlight to better describe loop errors and provide clarity 
on the need to report loss of separation incidents. 
 
  

Code  LHD Cause
Operational Errors 

A Flight crew failing to climb/descend the aircraft as cleared 
B Flight crew climbing/descending without ATC Clearance 

C 

Incorrect operation or interpretation of airborne equipment (e.g. incorrect operation of 
fully functional FMS, incorrect transcription of ATC clearance or re-clearance, flight 
plan followed rather than ATC clearance, original clearance followed instead of re-
clearance etc) 

D 

ATC system loop error; (e.g. ATC issues incorrect clearance or flight crew 
misunderstands clearance message. Includes situations where ATC delivery of 
operational information, including as the result of hear back and/or read back errors, 
is absent, delayed, incorrect or incomplete, and may result in a loss of separation.) 

E 

Coordination errors in the ATC to ATC transfer or control responsibility as a result of 
human factors issues (e.g. late or non-existent coordination, incorrect time 
estimate/actual, flight level, ATS route etc not in accordance with agreed 
parameters) 

F Coordination errors in the ATC to ATC transfer or control responsibility as a result of 
equipment outage or technical issues

Aircraft Contingency Events 

G Deviation due to aircraft contingency event leading to sudden inability to maintain 
assigned flight level (e.g. pressurization failure, engine failure) 

H Deviation due to airborne equipment failure leading to unintentional or undetected 
change of flight level 

Deviation due to Meteorological Condition 
I Deviation due to turbulence or other weather related cause 

Deviation due to TCAS RA 

J Deviation due to TCAS resolution advisory, flight crew correctly following the 
resolution advisory 

K Deviation due to TCAS resolution advisory, flight crew incorrectly following the 
resolution advisory 

Other 

L 
An aircraft being provided with RVSM separation is not RVSM approved (e.g. flight 
plan indicating RVSM approval but aircraft not approved, ATC misinterpretation of 
flight plan) 
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M 

Other – this includes situations where: 
 i) There has been a failure to establish or maintain a separation standard between 
aircraft; or 
 ii) Where flights are operating (including climbing/descending) in airspace where 
flight crews are unable to establish normal air-ground communications with the 
responsible ATS unit. 
 

Table 1: Proposed revised taxonomy. 
 
 
2.6 As an additional source of information for States, it is proposed that specific examples of 
incidents/reports for each LHD taxonomy category are provided. Table 2 below 2 below provides 
suggested wording and examples for some of the categories for consideration. 
 

Code  LHD Cause
Operational Errors 

A Flight crew failing to climb/descend the aircraft as cleared 

 
Example: Aircraft A was at F300 and assigned F360. A CLAM alert was seen as 
the aircraft passed F364. The Mode C level reached F365 before descending 
back to F360. 

B Flight crew climbing/descending without ATC Clearance 

 

Example: At 0648, Aircraft A reported leaving cruise level FL340. The last level 
clearance was coincident with STAR issue at 0623, when the flight was instructed 
to maintain FL340. ATC was applying vertical separation between Aircraft A and 
two other flights. The timing of the descent was such that Aircraft A had become 
clear of the first conflicting aircraft and there was sufficient time to apply positive 
separation with the other.

C 

Incorrect operation or interpretation of airborne equipment (e.g. incorrect operation 
of fully functional FMS, incorrect transcription of ATC clearance or re-clearance, 
flight plan followed rather than ATC clearance, original clearance followed instead 
of re-clearance etc) 

 
Example: The aircraft was maintaining a flight level below the assigned altitude. 
The altimeters had not been reset at transition. The FL assigned was 350.  
The aircraft was maintaining 346 for 4 min 46 s. 

D 

ATC system loop error; (e.g. ATC issues incorrect clearance or flight crew 
misunderstands clearance message. Includes situations where ATC delivery of 
operational information, including as the result of hear back and/or read back 
errors, is absent, delayed, incorrect or incomplete, and may result in a loss of 
separation.) 

 

Example: All communications between ATC and aircraft are by HF third party 
voice relay. Aircraft 1 was maintaining FL360 and requested FL380. A clearance 
to FL370 was issued, with an expectation for higher levels at a later point. A 
clearance was then issued to Aircraft 2 to climb to F390, this was correctly read 
back by the HF operator, but was issued to Aircraft 1. 
The error was detected when Aircraft 1 reported maintaining F390.

E 

Coordination errors in the ATC to ATC transfer or control responsibility as a result 
of human factors issues (e.g. late or non-existent coordination, incorrect time 
estimate/actual, flight level, ATS route etc not in accordance with agreed 
parameters) 

 

Example 1: Sector A coordinated Aircraft 1 to Sector B at FL380. The aircraft was 
actually at FL400. 
Example 2: The Sector A controller received coordination on Aircraft 1 for 
Waypoint X at F370 from Sector B. At 0504 Aircraft 1 was at Waypoint X at F350 
requesting F370.  

F Coordination errors in the ATC to ATC transfer or control responsibility as a result 
of equipment outage or technical issues 
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Aircraft Contingency Events 

G Deviation due to aircraft contingency event leading to sudden inability to maintain 
assigned flight level (e.g. pressurization failure, engine failure) 

H Deviation due to airborne equipment failure leading to unintentional or undetected 
change of flight level 

 
Deviation due to Meteorological Condition 

I Deviation due to turbulence or other weather related cause 
Deviation due to TCAS RA 

J Deviation due to TCAS resolution advisory, flight crew correctly following the 
resolution advisory 

K Deviation due to TCAS resolution advisory, flight crew incorrectly following the 
resolution advisory 

Other 

L 
An aircraft being provided with RVSM separation is not RVSM approved (e.g. flight 
plan indicating RVSM approval but aircraft not approved, ATC misinterpretation of 
flight plan) 

M 

Other – this includes situations where: 
 i) There has been a failure to establish or maintain a separation standard 
between aircraft; or 
 ii) Where flights are operating (including climbing/descending) in airspace where 
flight crews are unable to establish normal air-ground communications with the 
responsible ATS unit. 
 

Table 2: Taxonomy with Examples 
 
 
3. Actions by the Meeting 
 
3.1 The meeting is invited to: 

 
a) review the information provided in the paper and at Table 1;  
b) consider the possibility of including specific report examples to provide further clarity for 

States; and 
c) consider the applicability of the proposed wording in the Asia/Pacific context and how, if 

agreed by RASMAG, this might be disseminated to States. 
 
 
 

………………………….. 
 
 


