
FURTHER ISSUE ITEMS

Use of P1-P9 in Field 10a

These codes are listed as "reserved" by ICAO and should not be used without ICAO authorisation.

Even though there is no need for this information now, ANSPs should accept P1-P9 if filed in an FPL and pass the information
in AIDC messages, but with no interpretation or processing required.  This will avoid transition issues and minimize necessary
coordination when these items begin to be used in the future

Changed definition of "S" in Field 10a There is an APAC  recommendation
to change the definition prior to
transition to ease interpretation
during transition

a) In conjunction with the beginning of Phase 2 of the transition period (i.e. 1 April
2012), ANSPs should not assume ADF capability when an “S” is filed, regardless of
the perceived format of the filed FPL (NEW or PRESENT format).  All FPLs
received on or after 1 April 2012 with an “S” filed in Field 10a will be processed
and/or interpreted as if “V O L” (VHF RTF, VOR and ILS) were filed; and

a) States and ANSPs must provide instructions to their users to file an “F” for ADF
in PRESENT format FPLs, beginning 1 April 2012.

Interpretation of Field 10b- impacts
on filing instructions

There have been differing interpretation regarding whether to allow redundant but consistent codes to be filed.

Field 10/18 consistency There are checks that can be done to ensure PBN/ and Field 10 are consistent. see the APAC guidance tables

Field 10. There was a risk that an airspace user
could file a capability based on the required
standard in one country that was different
from the standard required in another country
e.g. ADS-B, GNSS:

PBN capabilities are the ones in the PBN Manual and AMD 1. Any new PBN capability shall go under
NAV/ until we update the PBN Manual and PANS-ATM. This is the “global interpretation of PBN”.

10b Single or multiple indicators for Transponder. The FPL gives the possibility to file
more than one if the aircraft has the
capability.

The Amendment does not absolutely prohibit them, and
some limited use of them may continue. APAC instructing
users to file only one letter for transponder, as was done
today. EUROCONTROL automation would permit more than
one transponder letter as long as they didn’t conflict.

1 Field 9 + 10a + 10b
> 69 characters (line
length of AFTN
message).

The maximum size of the line, if the aircraft has all the present capabilities of field 10a would be 72 characters (7 for field 9
and 65 for fields 10a and b), 3 above the maximum limit, but how many times this will happen, considering that some
capabilities can be considered mutually excusive?
Thales assumption is valid (10b as 17 character and 10a as 50 characters) and is based on the assumption that the aircraft will
not have all the boxes described in Item 10.

Item 10b as it appears in doc 4444 is a box with a /. This
could be mis-interpreted as requiring a single character.

The ICAO FPL It is a form only and the way to fill it is in the text of the amendment and says
clearly that 10b has a maximum of 20 characters

Non-standard or Unknown  Field 18 indicators

This is down to each individual ANSP and how they handle FPLs which deviate from the Amendment 1 and
doc 4444. A State may chose to outright reject the FPL back to the filer if the FPL contains un-recognised
fields or queue the FPL for manual modification. An ANSP could accept a flight plan with an unknown
indicator, remove the oblique stroke, and add the information to RMK/.

Order of Field 18

Airspace users should file indicators in the required order to ensure that systems applying truncation do not eliminate more important data.  ANSPs
should either enforce the required order, or ensure that AIDC messages contain the items in the required order regardless of the order filed.

Airspace users should only file a single instance of each indicator. If duplicate indicators are detected, their contents will be concatenated within a
single occurrence of the indicator but with a space inserted between the two data streams.

Systems should not accept indicators in Item 18 which are not defined in the PANS-ATM.  If internal requirements create the need to use a
‘local’ non-standard indicator, measures must be taken to ensure that airspace users filing with multiple FIRs are not impacted.

Order of Field 18 during transition

To avoid complications of supporting both orders, some states are considering output of Field 18 in the
New order, even for PRESENT flight plans

Airspace users should file indicators in the required order to ensure that systems applying truncation do not
eliminate more important data.  ANSPs should either enforce the required order, or ensure that AIDC messages
contain the items in the required order regardless of the order filed

Use of the punctuation in Field 18.

CFMU handbook stipulates that “ ( ) ^ % $ # / - are not allowed to be used in RMK/.

Common practice for filers to enter oblique strokes (date separators -
3/06/2011), diplomatic clearances (can also contain hyphens) etc.

APAC guidance states that hyphens and oblique strokes should only be used as
field delineators (hyphen) and as indicators (RMK/).

Separating multiple entries in
a single RMK/ e.g.
RMK/IFPS REROUTE
ACCEPTED/TURKEY
XXXXX/TCAS EQUIPPED
ACARS EQUIPPED).

With the long-haul nature of many operations with multiple State requirements to be met, there will be an
on-going requirement to annotate multiple items under RMK even after the new format becomes effective.

ICAO guidance (both current and the amendment) provides no detail as to how this situation should be accommodated.
The FPLSG tried to accommodate and harmonise as many of the regional requirements of the Flight plan at that time. It
was decided that all other deviations would be accommodated by the RMK/ indicator.

STS/NONRVSM If a ‘W’ was not filed, then
it is axiomatic that the flight was non-RVSM
and thus the reasons for the NONRVSM
indicator were unclear.

To indicate that although the aircraft is non-RVSM, the operator intends to fly in the RVSM stratum, if a
non-exclusionary airspace is established.

STS/NONRVSM - interpreted as
meaning that a non-RVSM flight
intended to operate in RVSM
airspace but it did not confirm
approval.

STS/NONRVSM is a declaration that the aircraft intends to operate in the RVSM startun but does not have the
capability. The ATC will decide about the possibility according to the procedures establish to manage
non-Approved aircraft in RVSM airspace.

Where a received flight plan satisfies both NEW and PRESENT formats, it will be processed as NEW.

Filing location
information in
DEP/, DEST/,
ALTN/, RALT/ and
TALT/

If the aerodrome identifier is not in ICAO DOC 7910, Location Identifiers , but is an approved identifier per the
AIP for the State where the aerodrome is located, the name of the aerodrome should be the identifier and no
additional location information is needed.

If the aerodrome is neither in DOC 7910 nor in a relevant AIP, the name of the airport should be included followed by a location as specified in the
amendment.  ANSPs should expect to be able to process the last text string provided as a location (Lat/Long, or bearing and distance from significant
point, or fix name) to be usable in their flight plan route calculations.

Each of the three ADS-B link types-UAT, 1090-ES, and VDL-could
be filed as 'out' or 'out' and 'in'. Based on the definition, the meeting
believed only one designator per link type should be filed (e.g. B1 or
B2 but not B1B2). Including both is redundant.

B2 covers B1, therefore, B1 will be filed only when there
is no “in”capability. The same interpretation for the
others.

STS/MARSA - the Amendment is ambiguous in that it could
be interpreted as an intention to declare MARSA at some point
in the flight, or it could be interpreted as meaning that
MARSA has been declared, in which case only ATC should
enter the information. It is planned to interpret MARSA as an
intention to declare MARSA at some point, but not an
indication of the flights status.

If MARSA is declared in the FPL is because the military authority
(normally the air defense people) will manage the flight, including
separation from civil aircraft. Previous coordination between the military
authorities and ANSP must be in place for this type of operation.

STS/ATFMX. If a flight transits
several FIRs, it is not possible to
know which ATFM measures the
flight is exempt from.

The use of ATFMX implies that previous coordination was done by the airspace user with the respective
ANSPs on the route. If it is not authorized by one of them, ATFMX cannot be used. Instead, RMK
applies.

Use of DLE/

The significant point in the DLE/ indicator should be required to match a significant point in Field 15c (i.e. not an implied point along an
ATS route).  An FPL designating an unknown point in a DLE/ indicator should be handled in accordance with normal ANSP error message
handling procedures.

Conversion of NEW to PRESENTPlease see the relevant conversion guidance from APAC and the CFMU

Differentiating NEW and PRESENTPlease see the relevant differentiation guidance from APAC and the CFMU

Use of DOF/ in ATS Messages

Numerous questions were raised-- these are answered in the FITS website

APAC recommendation : adopt a regional approach that does not require processing of
flight plans more the 24 hours prior to EOBT during the declared transition period…”.

DOF/ complexities will be further considered by APAC States after the November 2012
implementation and, in any case, would be incorporated into new systems as they were
specified, procured and commissioned

It is now mandatory to insert in FPL Item 18 the date of flight departure if the flight plan is filed more than 24
hours in advance of the estimated off-block time of the flight. This also impacts on associated flight plan update
messages (ARR, CHG, CNL, DLA, DEP).

The DOF provided in Field 18 of the update messages must always refer to the last notified Off Block Date (EOBD).
This is very important and proper application of the rule may appear to result in information being presented in a
counter-intuitive way.see APAC guidance 8.7

Interpretation of STS/ elementsSee APAC 5.14 and FAA recommendations within the US

Filing GNSS augmentation
The amendment requires filing of augmentation information but does not standardize
what should be filed.

Differences between Asia Pacific (APAC) and
European (EUR) implementation plans

-A number of APAC States will not accept FPL filed more than 24 hrs in advance

-Minor differences in translation tables

-APAC will not reject non-standard Item 18 indicators; they will be output following RMK/

-APAC will accept only one transponder descriptor in Item 10b

The structuring and punctuation
rules were not changed. Any
arrangement that is working and
not causing rejections can work.
PANS-ATM Appendix 3 defines the
rules.
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