Dear Ms. Azegami,

I am off duty until the visitation to Naha, so finally I get enough time to think about the issues for the meeting. The issues to be discussed may include not only those about the draft of amendment of LOA between Naha ACC and Taipei ACC, but also the daily operation issues between Naha and Taipei, as well as the experience of new ATC procedures which Japan implemented last year.

So listed below are the issues in addition to the last e-mail:

1. The intrusion on 121.5 by Japan military calling civil aircraft
It is a long-existing problem which happens occasionally sometimes due to late transfer sometimes no reason. Japan military usually call the civil aircraft directly by the correct call sign (it seems they knew the flight information very well) and usually impolitely (pilots want to express their displeasure by being terrified). This issue has been presented many times in different situations but it still happens. We think it is a serious issue.

If Japan military has any doubt on the civilian traffic, they should coordinate and confirm with Naha ACC, rather than intruding in.

2. Section 5. a. (2) of LOA － revision of altitude or route 

The revision of information happens quite frequently, in peak hours during bad weather condition even more than 50 percent of flights, thus the present method from LOA makes workload heavier.

On reviewing Section 5. a. (2) we find it is not on an equal basis. In order to make it mutual beneficial and to reduce both sides’ workload, the suggestion is:

For aircraft which will overfly the receiving FIR, if it is 30 minutes or more beyond any fix of the boundary, the transferring ACC may make a change in aircraft’s altitude/flight level and/or route directly without the receiving ACC’s approval.

For aircraft which will arrival in the receiving FIR, the transferring ACC may make a change in aircraft’s altitude/flight level and/or route directly at any time without the receiving ACC’s approval.

3. Mutual corporation for changing route of flight when required.

Lots of northeast bound aircraft over-flying Taipei FIR will change route from A1 to M750 due to level changing every afternoon. The routes to be changed extend into Tokyo FIR. Taipei never refuses to issue the detailed routing clearly to aircraft.

On the other side, occasionally some aircraft southwest bound (via G86, N892 or B348) to South China Sea will file wrong route segments (APU A1 FLORA, APU W4 TNN A577 or APU W4) in Taipei FIR. Some Naha controllers will reject to deliver the correct routing (APU B591 HCN) to those aircraft. They want Taipei to do by ourselves until aircraft entering Taipei FIR.

We think, to provide good service to aircraft and to prevent abnormal cases (radio failure, late contact…) on the basis of mutual benefit, Naha should not reject to do this kind of service.
4. Missed transferring.
Recently the chance of transfer error is higher, such as forgetting of transfer, late transfer or forgetting to say beacon code while in transfer or read back.

To err is human. We just want to find out the reason why it becomes more frequent than before and try to get rid of it.

(Related question: If Taipei forget transfer or late transfer to Naha, will Naha find out immediately?)

5. Questions about flow control.
· When will ATMC (Air Traffic Management Center) decide to impose flow control on Taipei, how does Naha ACC process this procedure of flow control?
· Does Naha ACC have a fixed sector to cooperate with ATMC?

· Recently, ATMC began to make flow control for aircraft which will land to RJAA via Taipei FIR. In what situations or reasons will ATMC initiate a flow control?

6. Be improved the backup frequency of 127.5.

Naha frequency 127.5 had ever been unserviceable on July someday. The poor effect of the backup frequency caused heavy workload on coordination and communication between Taipei ACC, Naha ACC and all aircraft. Is the backup frequency improved?

7. For IGURU westbound aircraft via G86 use even levels in large scale weather deviation excuse by Hong Kong.

During bad weather conditions, Hong Kong ACC may initiate large scale weather deviation procedure to aircraft entering Hong Kong FIR via Taipei FIR. For airway G86 the levels FL300, FL340, FL380 will be applied instead of the normal levels FL310, FL350, FL390. 

Do you think it is good to extend that procedure into Naha? Thus Naha, Taipei and aircraft can all benefit from omitting level changes.

8. It’s too far to switch frequency to Taipei beyond 100 NM of BONEY.

In the midnight on midst August, a Cathy aircraft was switched frequency to Taipei beyond 100 NM northeast from BONEY. He told the controller of Taipei that the Naha controller called me to switch frequency to you. 

We think that such distance for switching frequency is too far. The aircraft was sill within Naha FIR and Taipei radar couldn’t cover. We even didn’t know about the actual position of that aircraft and any other potential risk. Finally we found the Cathy aircraft deviated far more distance northeast of BONEY without any oral coordinate from Naha control.

Basically, except special coordination for transfer frequency of aircraft to next control unit under non-radar control shell track on route within fit range or time from boundary. It’s really too far for 100 NM off track beyond BONEY.

9. Questions related to new ATC procedures of Japan adopting ICAO PANS-ATM.

· Shall your control units state the word HEAVY for aircraft in the heavy wake turbulence category after the aircraft call sign in the initial radio contact?

· Does your control tower provide the pilot with the correct time prior to an aircraft taxiing for take-off?

· Does your control tower provide the current visibility representative of the direction of approach and landing, wind information in the form of component and significant change to pilots?

· How do your control units execute “maintain own separation procedure”?

· Do you combine the phraseology “WHEN READY” with “CLIMB/DESCEND TO REACH (level) AT (time, fix, waypoint)” or any other convenient phraseology?

· Do you use the phraseology “CLIMB/DESCEND TO (level)?

· Do you adopt the holding phraseology from ICAO PANS-ATM?
· Do you have the MOCA or terrain procedure?

· How do you make sure the pilot can maintain visual reference to the terrain when an IFR flight is cleared to execute a visual approach?
· Do you restrict the reported ceiling at or above the approved initial approach level when clear for an IFR flight to execute a visual approach?

· Do you clear for an IFR flight to execute a visual approach may be requested by pilot or initiated by the controller?
· Do you distinguish the wordage “unit” for “ATC unit” and “facility” for “navaid facility” according to ICAO PANS-ATM?

· Do you adopt the beacon identification methods from ICAO PANS-ATM?
· After accepting a handoff aircraft from another controller, do you execute confirmation to the aircraft?

· Do you adopt the “RELEASE” concept and phraseology to a complete radar handoff aircraft prior to entering your airspace?

· Do you redesign non-radar procedure in accordance with the standard of ICAO PANS-ATM?
Best regards,

Jennifer Chen
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