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RESUMEN1	
	
Las	comunicaciones	de	radiotelefonía	aeronáuticas	tienen	un	papel	predominante	en	la	
aviación.	A	día	de	hoy,	la	mayoría	de	mensajes	transmitidos	entre	el	control	de	tránsito	
aéreo	y	los	pilotos	dependen	de	la	transmisión	de	mensajes	de	voz	mediante	el	uso	de	
un	 lenguaje	 específico,	 también	 conocido	 como	 fraseología	 estándar,	 que	 intenta	
simplificar	 la	 transmisión	de	 información	para	evitar	confusiones	y,	por	 tanto,	 con	el	
objetivo	 de	 minimizar	 el	 número	 de	 incidentes	 y	 accidentes	 relacionados	 con	 este	
asunto.	
	
El	 problema	 surge	 cuando	 no	 se	 utiliza	 esta	 fraseología	 de	 manera	 estricta	 o	 en	
situaciones	 donde	 la	 fraseología	 estándar	 no	 es	 suficiente	 para	 atender	 a	 las	
necesidades	de	comunicación	de	pilotos	y	controladores.	Para	mitigar	esta	situación	se	
ha	implementado	un	requisito	para	pilotos	y	controladores	para	que	éstos	demuestren	
un	mínimo	nivel	operacional	que	les	permita	lanzar	un	mensaje	en	lenguaje	claro	cuando	
sea	necesario.	
	
Siendo	 el	 inglés	 el	 idioma	 adoptado	 internacionalmente	 para	 comunicaciones	 de	
radiotelefonía	en	aviación	cuando	no	se	comparte	una	lengua	común	en	una	frecuencia	
entre	piloto(s)	y	la	estación	de	tierra,	ha	llevado	a	algunos	reguladores	y	organizaciones	
a	promover	el	uso	único	del	 inglés	en	 todas	 las	 comunicaciones	para	 incrementar	 la	
conciencia	 situacional	 y,	 por	 tanto,	 según	 entienden	 ellos,	 la	 seguridad	 de	 las	
operaciones	
	
En	la	aviación	moderna	dependemos	de	procesos	formales	de	gestión	de	riesgos	para	
evaluar	la	seguridad	de	una	medida	o	procedimiento	específico	con	lo	que	desafiamos	
percepciones,	optimizamos	opciones	y	mitigamos	 impactos	mediante	un	modelo	que	
promueve	la	supervisión	y	reevaluación	continua.	A	través	de	la	evaluación		de	los	datos	
pertinentes	y	la	realización	de	análisis	de	riesgos	sería	posible	alcanzar	conclusiones	más	
razonables.	Como	resultado,	este	estudio	ha	concluido	que	la	utilización	única	del	inglés	
en	 comunicaciones	 de	 radiotelefonía	 no	 es	 una	 aproximación	 válida	 para	 todos	 los	
escenarios	posibles	y	hay	que	ser	precavidos	antes	de	promover	una	medida	restrictiva	
de	este	tipo.	
	
	
	
	
	

PALABRAS	CLAVE	
	
Seguridad	en	aviación,	comunicaciones	radiotelefónicas,	idioma	común,	inglés	
	 	

																																																													
1	Este	estudio	es	una	copia	del	trabajo	de	fin	de	grado	(TFG)	presentado	a	la	
universidad	de	Salamanca	por	Agustín	Guzmán,	miembro	del	departamento	técnico	de	
SEPLA	y	que	se	utiliza	actualmente	como	base	para	representar	la	posición	del	
sindicato	ante	instituciones	nacionales	e	internacionales.	
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ABSTRACT	
	
Radiotelephony	communications	in	aviation	play	a	predominant	role.	Nowadays,	most	
of	 the	 messages	 transmitted	 between	 air	 traffic	 control	 and	 pilots	 depend	 on	 the	
broadcast	 of	 voice	 messages	 by	 using	 a	 specific	 language,	 also	 known	 as	 standard	
phraseology,	 that	 tries	 to	 simplify	 the	 transmission	 of	 information	 in	 order	 to	 avoid	
confusion	and	therefore	striving	to	lower	the	number	of	incidents	and	accidents	related	
to	this	issue.	
	
The	problem	arises	when	this	phraseology	is	not	strictly	followed	or	in	situations	where	
standardized	phraseology	cannot	address	pilot	and	controller	communication	needs.	To	
mitigate	 the	 latter,	a	 requirement	has	been	put	 in	place	 for	pilots	and	controllers	 to	
demonstrate	a	minimum	language	operational	 level	 that	would	allow	them	to	pass	a	
message	in	plain	language	when	needed.		
	
English	being	the	internationally	adopted	language	for	radiotelephony	communications	
in	aviation	when	there	is	not	a	common	language	between	the	pilot(s)	in	the	frequency	
and	the	station	on	the	ground,	has	led	some	regulators	and	organizations	to	promote	
the	sole	use	of	English	in	all	communications	to	increase	awareness	and,	therefore,	they	
think,	the	safety	of	operations.	
	
In	 aviation	 we	 rely	 on	 formal	 risk	 management	 processes	 to	 assess	 the	 safety	 of	 a	
specific	measure	or	procedure	in	order	to	challenge	perceptions,	streamline	options	and	
mitigate	impacts	in	a	model	that	promotes	continuous	oversight	and	re-evaluation.	By	
analyzing	pertinent	data	and	performing	risk	assessments	it	would	be	possible	to	come	
to	more	sensible	conclusions.	As	a	result,	this	study	has	concluded	that	English	only	in	
radiotelephony	communications	 is	not	a	valid	approach	for	all	possible	scenarios	and	
that	caveat	should	be	taken	before	promoting	such	a	prescriptive	measure.		
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Aviation	safety,	radiotelephony	communications,	common	language,	English		
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INTRODUCTION	
	
The	purpose	of	this	work	is	to	assess	the	different	options	to	enhance	radiotelephony	
communications	in	environments	where	the	station	on	the	ground	and	the	pilot	do	not	
share	the	same	native	language.	It	will	focus	on	the	implementation	of	such	procedures	
in	the	European	and	Spanish	frameworks,	since	the	latest	developments	in	this	respect	
are	coming	from	these	areas	of	the	world.		
	
We	 will	 start	 by	 looking	 at	 today’s	 state	 of	 play	 and	 we	 will	 continue	 analyzing	
regulations,	practices	and	recommendations	trying	to	find	where	the	industry	and	the	
regulators	are	leading	this	discussion	to.	A	brief	regulatory	historical	perspective	may	be	
also	in	order	to	understand	where	we	are	coming	from	and	why.		
	
It	may	 seem	 that	 there	 is	 abroad	 consensus	 in	 promoting	 the	 only	 use	 of	 a	 “lingua	
franca”	(i.e.	English)	in	all	communications	since	it	is	presented	by	many	as	a	“known	
fact”	 that	 would	 increase	 the	 awareness	 of	 pilots	 and	 Air	 Traffic	 Control	 Operators	
(ATCOs)	 in	 all	 foreseeable	 scenarios.	 We	 will	 challenge	 this	 perspective	 trying	 to	
encompass	all	 the	different	aspects	that	relate	to	this	 issue,	 that	being	the	 linguistic,	
cultural	and	operational	perspectives.		
	
Additionally,	we	will	use	the	results	of	a	risk	assessment	performed	by	a	multidisciplinary	
group	in	Spain	leaded	by	the	Spanish	Air	Safety	Agency	(AESA),	with	the	participation	of	
the	Regulator,	Air	Navigation	Service	Providers	(ANSPs),	ATCOs	and	pilot	associations,	
as	a	human	factors’	safety	case	to	prove	some	of	the	conclusions	proposed	in	this	paper.	
	
This	work	is	presented	in	English	as	to	widen	the	population	of	potential	readers	and	to	
promote	the	view	of	some	non-native	English	speakers	whose	perspective	on	the	use	of	
a	common	language	in	radiotelephony	communications	may	not	have	been	represented	
adequately	in	the	past.	
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BACKGROUND	
	
In	order	to	define	the	today’s	state	of	play	it	is	necessary	to	review	the	basic	regulatory	
framework	 that	 addresses	 the	 language	 issue	 in	 aviation	 radiotelephony	
communications.	This	work	will	start	looking	at	the	ICAO	regulations	that	are	being	used	
as	 the	basis	 for	 the	different	 States’	 aviation	 laws.	Additional	 references	will	 be	also	
presented	in	order	to	address	the	current	situation	in	Europe	and	some	other	specific	
States2.	
	
ICAO	
	
The	International	Civil	Aviation	Organization	(ICAO)	is	a	United	Nations	(UN)	specialized	
body	established	 in	1944	by	the	Convention	of	 International	Civil	Aviation	(a.k.a.	The	
Chicago	Convention)	and	encompasses	representatives	 from	191	Member	States	and	
different	aviation	related	international	associations	that	hold	a	permanent	observers’	
status.	This	Convention	states	 in	 its	article	54	 (l)	 that	 the	 ICAO	Council,	 its	governing	
body,	may	adopt	international	Standards	and	Recommended	Practices	(SARPS)	and,	for	
convenience,	designate	them	as	Annexes	to	this	Convention.	Throughout	the	years	up	
to	19	Annexes	have	been	developed	and	updated	and	they	have	served	as	the	regulatory	
basis	for	civil	aviation3.		
	
The	Annex	10	of	the	ICAO	Convention	was	developed	to	cover	three	of	the	most	complex	
and	 essential	 elements	 of	 international	 civil	 aviation:	 aeronautical	 communications,	
navigation	and	surveillance	and	it	 is	divided	in	five	volumes	containing	Standards	and	
Recommended	 Practices	 (SARPs),	 Procedures	 for	 Air	 Navigation	 Services	 (PANS)	 and	
guidance	material	on	aeronautical	communication,	navigation	and	surveillance	systems.	
Volume	II	of	this	Annex	addresses	administrative	and	operational	procedures	pertaining	
to	aeronautical	fixed	and	mobile	communications.	It	is	within	this	framework	where	we	
find	 the	 basic	 reference	 to	 the	 language	 to	 be	 used	 in	 air-ground	 radiotelephony	
communications	(ICAO,	Annex	10,	Aeronautical	Telecommunications,	2016).	
	
5.2.1.2	LANGUAGE	TO	BE	USED	
	
5.2.1.2.1	 The	 air-ground	 radiotelephony	 communications	 shall	 be	 conducted	 in	 the	
language	normally	used	by	the	station	on	the	ground	or	in	the	English	language.	
	
Note	1.	—	The	language	normally	used	by	the	station	on	the	ground	may	not	necessarily	
be	the	language	of	the	State	in	which	it	is	located.	A	common	language	may	be	agreed	
upon	regionally	as	a	requirement	for	stations	on	the	ground	in	that	region.	
Note	2.	—	The	 level	of	 language	proficiency	 required	 for	aeronautical	 radiotelephony	
communications	is	specified	in	Appendix	1	to	Annex	1.	
	

																																																													
2	Quotes	relating	to	regulation	(or	even	draft	regulation),	meeting	reports	and	guidance	material	
published	by	ICAO	or	government	bodies	will	be	highlighted	in	grey	
3	http://www.icao.int/about-icao/Pages/default.aspx	
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5.2.1.2.2	The	English	language	shall	be	available,	on	request	from	any	aircraft	station,	at	
all	stations	on	the	ground	serving	designated	airports	and	routes	used	by	international	
air	services.	
	
5.2.1.2.3	The	languages	available	at	a	given	station	on	the	ground	shall	form	part	of	the	
Aeronautical	 Information	 Publications	 and	 other	 published	 aeronautical	 information	
concerning	such	facilities.	
	
If	we	look	at	the	historical	background	of	this	SARP	we	may	get	a	better	idea	of	what	the	
original	 intention	of	 its	 promoters	was.	 In	 1965,	when	 the	 first	 edition	of	Annex	10,	
volume	II,	was	published,	ICAO	was	starting	to	worry	about	international	traffic	flying	in	
and	out	of	airspaces	where	the	language	of	the	station	on	the	ground	may	not	be	the	
same	 as	 the	 one	 of	 the	 crewmembers’	 (ICAO,	 Annex	 10,	 Aeronautical	
Telecommunications,	1965).			
	
5.2.1.1	Language	to	be	used	
	
5.2.1.1.1	Recommendation.	-	In	general,	the	air-ground	radiotelephony	communications	
should	be	conducted	in	the	language	normally	used	by	the	station	on	the	ground.	
Note.-	The	language	normally	used	by	the	station	on	the	ground	may	not	necessarily	be	
the	language	of	the	State	in	which	it	is	located.	
	
5.2.1.1.2	Recommendation.	-	Pending	the	development	and	adoption	of	a	more	suitable	
form	of	 speech	 for	universal	use	 in	aeronautical	 radiotelephony	 communications,	 the	
English	language	should	be	used	as	such	and	should	be	available,	on	request	from	any	
aircraft	 station	unable	 to	comply	with	5.2.1.1.1,	at	all	 stations	on	 the	ground	serving	
designated	airports	and	routes	used	by	international	air	services.	
Note	1.-	While	the	Contracting	State	designates	the	airports	to	be	used	and	the	routes	
to	 be	 followed	 by	 inter-national	 air	 services,	 the	 formulation	 of	 ICAO	 opinion	 and	
recommendations	to	Contracting	States	concerned	is	carried	out	periodically	by	Council,	
ordinarily	on	the	basis	of	
recommendations	of	Regional	Air	Navigation	Meetings.	
Note	2.-	In	certain	regions	the	availability	of	another	language,	in	addition	to	English,	
may	 be	 agreed	 upon	 regionally	 as	 a	 requirement	 for	 stations	 on	 the	 ground	 in	 that	
region.	
Note	3.-	The	development	mentioned	in	5.2.1.1.2	is	the	subject	of	continuing	study	and	
the	broad	principles	of	this	study	are	laid	down	in	Attachment	B.		
	
5.2.1.1.3	Recommendation.	-	Pending	implementation	of	5.2.1.1.2	and	when	the	aircraft	
station	and	the	station	on	the	ground	cannot	use	a	common	language,	arrangements	
should	be	made	between	 the	Competent	Authority	and	 the	aircraft	operating	agency	
concerned	for	the	provision	of	an	interpreter	by	the	latter.	
	
5.2.1.1.4	When	provided,	such	interpreters	shall	be	permitted	to	have	access	to	and	use	
of	radiotelephone	channels	under	the	supervision	of	the	controller	on	duty.	
	



	 5	

5.2.1.1.5	 The	 language	 normally	 used	 by	 and	 other	 languages	 that	may	 be	 used	 on	
request	 at	 a	 station	 on	 the	 ground	 shall	 form	 part	 of	 the	 Aeronautical	 Information	
Publications	and	other	published	aeronautical	information	concerning	such	facilities.	
	
The	need	to	explore	definite	options	to	tackle	the	use	of	a	common	language	in	aviation	
was	further	explained	in	Attachment	B	of	this	text	(attached	as	annex	1	to	this	paper).	
It	may	come	as	a	surprise	for	us	today	that	there	was	not	an	international	compulsory	
requirement	for	crews	and	air	traffic	controllers	to	have	at	least	a	minimum	knowledge	
of	English	for	radiotelephony	communications	among	each	other.	This	situation	had	to	
be	mitigated	by	either	 selecting	 crewmembers	 that	had	 the	necessary	 knowledge	 to	
maintain	radio	communications	with	all	the	ground	stations	they	would	need	to	made	
contact	with	or	by	deploying	interpreters	throughout	the	different	routes	and	airports.	
For	the	sake	of	efficiency,	since	this	issue	was	not	recognized	so	much	as	a	safety	one,	
ICAO	stated	that	(ICAO,	Annex	10,	Aeronautical	Telecommunications,	1965)	“it	would	be	
necessary	to	conduct	a	study	of	recorded	two-way	voice	communications	from	selected	
language	zones	throughout	the	world,	both	where	English	may	be	used	only	occasionally	
and	where	different	habits	of	English	speech	are	employed.	Such	a	study	should	contain	
an	 analysis	 of	 vocabulary	 and	 phraseology	 by	 experts	 in	 the	 fields	 of	 comparative	
linguistics,	phonetics,	language	structure	and	electrosonics.	The	Council	also	was	of	the	
opinion	 that	 it	 would	 be	 necessary	 to	 conduct	 experimental	 trials	 of	 the	 agreed	
phraseologies	 under	 controlled	 conditions	 before	 they	 were	 given	 any	 status	 as	
Procedures	or	Standards.”		
	
It	is	very	interesting	to	see	how	ICAO	promoted	a	very	proactive	approach	to	solve	the	
problem	posed	by	the	lack	of	a	common	language	in	aviation.	Many	years	before	the	
implementation	of	a	risk-based	approach	to	safety,	and	even	the	human	factor	era	in	
aviation,	 they	 were	 thinking	 already	 about	 conducting	 an	 assessment	 that	 would	
necessarily	need	to	include	experts’	advice	and	the	analysis	of	data	coming	from	trials	
performed	 before	 the	 implementation	 of	 any	 Standard	 or	 guidance	 material.	
Additionally,	the	introduction	of	the	concept	of	phraseology	is	of	paramount	importance	
since	they	had	already	detected	the	potential	benefits	of	using	a	simplified,	standardized	
and	specific	code	to	enhance	communications	among	aircrafts	and	ground	stations.	
	
These	“old”	SARPS	relating	to	the	language	to	be	used	remained	unmodified	until	2001	
when	 the	 6th	 edition	 of	 the	 ICAO	 Annex	 10,	 volume	 II	 got	 published.	 Although	 no	
reference	 is	made	to	the	results	of	the	assessment	described	 in	Attachment	B	of	the	
previous	editions,	and	that	was	removed	in	this	later	version,	a	new	set	of	SARPS	were	
published	that	have	remained	unchanged	until	today.	
	
It	 is	 also	worth	 noting	 that	 ICAO	 strongly	 supports	 the	 use	 of	 standard	 phraseology	
(Standard	5.1.1.1)	developing	 it	 in	different	documents	 (i.e.	Annex	10,	Doc.	4444	Air	
Traffic	 Management,	 Doc.	 9432	 Manual	 of	 Radiotelephony	 and	 Doc.	 7030	 Regional	
Supplementary	 Procedures)	 (ICAO,	 Doc.	 7030,	 Regional	 Supplementary	 Procedures,	
2008)	and	only	when	standardized	phraseology	cannot	serve	an	intended	transmission,	
plain	 language	 shall	 be	 used.	 To	 fit	 this	 last	 purpose,	 requirements	 for	 language	
proficiency	have	been	introduced	in	ICAO	Annex	1,	Appendix	1	and	guidance	material	
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has	 been	 developed	 in	Doc.	 9835	Manual	 on	 the	 Implementation	 of	 ICAO	 Language	
Proficiency	Requirements.	
	
Last,	 but	 not	 least,	 SARP	 5.1.1.3	 of	 Annex	 10,	 volume	 II,	 recommends	 to	 assess	 the	
human	performance	regarding	the	reception	and	comprehension	of	messages	in	voice	
communications	and	related	guidance	can	be	found	in	ICAO	Doc	9683,	Human	Factors	
Training	Manual	(ICAO,	Annex	10,	2016).	
	
5.1.1.3	 Recommendation.	 —	 In	 all	 communications,	 the	 consequences	 of	 human	
performance	which	could	affect	the	accurate	reception	and	comprehension	of	messages	
should	be	taken	into	consideration.	
	
Note.—	Guidance	material	on	human	performance	can	be	found	in	the	Human	Factors	
Training	Manual	(Doc	9683)		
	
ICAO	does	also	have	regional	offices	spread	throughout	different	regions	of	the	world4.	
The	European	Air	Navigation	Planning	Group	 (EANPG)	attached	 to	 the	European	and	
North	 Atlantic	 (EUR/NAT)	 Office	 of	 ICAO,	 in	 its	 53rd	 meeting	 adopted	 the	 following	
conclusion	 (53/31)	 after	 discussing	 on	 the	 use	 of	 one	 language	 in	 pilot-controllers’	
communications	in	the	international	sectors	(ICAO	E.	a.,	2011):	“That	the	ICAO	Regional	
Director,	Europe	and	North	Atlantic	on	behalf	of	the	EANPG:	
a) invite	States	in	the	ICAO	European	Region	to	give	due	consideration	to	the	use	of	

only	English	language	by	air	traffic	control	personnel	and	flight	crews	in	conducting	
radiotelephony	 communications,	 with	 special	 focus	 on	 the	 aerodromes	 and	
volumes	of	airspace	with	a	high	percentage	of	international	traffic,	and	

b) identify	means	to	provide	assistance	and	advice,	as	appropriate,	to	those	States	who	
experience	difficulties	in	implementing	the	above	single-language	environment”	

	
	
European	 Commission	 (EC)	 /	 European	 Aviation	 Safety	 Agency	 (EASA)	 /	
EUROCONTROL	
	
The	European	Commission	is	one	of	the	main	institutions	of	the	European	Union	(EU).	It	
represents	 the	 general	 interest	 of	 the	 EU,	 rather	 than	 that	 of	 individual	 national	
governments	or	political	parties.	Its	core	responsibilities	include	proposing	EU	laws	and	
policies	and	monitoring	their	implementation5.	Within	its	remit	lies	the	publication	of	
regulations	 related	 to	aviation.	To	 fit	 this	 specific	purpose,	 the	EC	normally	 relies	on	
EASA	(European	Aviation	Safety	Agency)6	 to	develop	opinions	that	then	could	be	put	
through	the	European	regulatory	approval	processes	prior	to	publication.		
																																																													
4	Asia	and	Pacific	Office	(APAC);	North	American,	Central	American	and	Caribbean	Office	(NACC);	South	
American	Regional	Office	(SAM);	European	and	North	Atlantic	Office	(EUR/NAT);	Middle	East	Office	(MID);	
Eastern	and	Southern	African	Office	(ESAF);	Western	and	Central	African	Office	(WACAF)	
5	https://ec.europa.eu/info/about-european-union_en	
6	The	European	Aviation	Safety	Agency	(EASA)	is	an	agency	of	the	European	Union,	established	in	2002,	
whose	regulatory	role	encompasses	the	airworthiness	and	environmental	compatibility	of	aeronautical	
products,	parts	and	appliances,	flight-crew	licensing	and	air	operations	and	regulation	of	third	country	
aircraft	 from	 a	 safety	 and	 environmental	 viewpoint	 as	 well	 as	 safety	 of	 ATM/ANS	 and	 aerodrome	
operation.	http://www.skybrary.aero/index.php/EASA_Regulatory_Instruments	
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When	transposing	the	provisions	detailed	in	ICAO’s	Annex	10	and	Doc	4444	(Procedures	
for	Air	Navigation	Services	–	Air	Traffic	Management,	PANS-ATM)	the	EC	also	took	into	
account	the	opinion	of	the	Single	Sky	Committee	(SSC)	that	was	established	to	support	
the	European	Commission	in	the	implementation	of	the	Single	European	Sky	(SES)7	and	
EUROCONTROL8,	among	other	stakeholders.		
	
As	a	result	of	these	previous	consultations	and	approval	processes	the	Commission	was	
published	 in	 2016	 in	 order	 to	 update	 the	 common	 rules	 of	 the	 air	 and	 operational	
provisions	 regarding	 services	 and	 procedures	 in	 air	 navigation	 (SERA	 -	 Standardised	
European	Rules	of	the	Air	-	Part	C).	It	is	within	this	regulation	where	we	find	the	current	
requirements	regarding	the	Language	to	be	used	throughout	the	EU	airspace	(European	
Commission,	2016).	
	
SERA.14015	Language	to	be	used	in	air-ground	communication		
	
(a) The	air-ground	radiotelephony	communications	shall	be	conducted	in	the	English	
language	or	in	the	language	normally	used	by	the	station	on	the	ground.	
	
(b) The	English	language	shall	be	available,	on	request	of	any	aircraft,	at	all	stations	
on	 the	 ground	 serving	 designated	 aerodromes	 and	 routes	 used	 by	 international	 air	
services.	Unless	otherwise	prescribed	by	the	competent	authority	for	specific	cases,	the	
English	language	shall	be	used	for	communications	between	the	ATS	unit	and	aircraft,	
at	aerodromes	with	more	than	50,000	international	IFR	movements	per	year.	Member	
States,	where	at	the	date	of	entry	into	force	of	this	Regulation,	the	English	language	is	
not	the	only	 language	used	for	communications	between	the	ATS	unit	and	aircraft	at	
such	aerodromes,	may	decide	not	to	apply	the	requirement	to	use	the	English	language	
and	inform	the	Commission	accordingly.	In	that	case,	those	Member	States	shall,	by	31	
December	2017	at	the	latest,	conduct	a	study	on	the	possibility	to	require	the	use	of	the	
English	 language	 for	 communications	 between	 the	 ATS	 unit	 and	 aircraft	 at	 those	
aerodromes	for	reasons	of	safety,	so	as	to	avoid	incursions	of	aircraft	on	an	occupied	
runway	or	other	safety	risks,	while	taking	into	account	the	applicable	provisions	of	Union	
and	 national	 law	 on	 the	 use	 of	 languages.	 They	 shall	 make	 that	 study	 public	 and	
communicate	its	conclusions	to	the	Agency	and	the	Commission.		
	
(c) The	languages	available	at	a	given	station	on	the	ground	shall	form	part	of	the	
Aeronautical	 Information	 Publications	 and	 other	 published	 aeronautical	 information	
concerning	such	facilities.		
	
When	reading	the	EU	regulation	and	comparing	it	with	the	ICAO	one	we	can	swiftly	spot	
the	differences	among	the	two.	In	paragraph	(a)	we	can	already	see	the	first	discrepancy	

																																																													
7	http://www.skybrary.aero/index.php/Single_Sky_Committee	
8	EUROCONTROL	is	an	intergovernmental	organization	with	41	Member	and	2	Comprehensive	Agreement	
States,	committed	to	building,	together	with	their	partners,	a	Single	European	Sky	that	will	deliver	the	air	
traffic	management	(ATM)	performance	required	for	the	twenty-first	century	and	beyond.	Among	other	
issues,	 it	 supports	 the	 European	 Commission,	 EASA	 and	 National	 Supervisory	 Authorities	 in	 their	
regulatory	activities.	http://www.EUROCONTROL.int/articles/our-role	
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since	the	order	of	languages	to	be	used	is	reversed:	English	as	the	primary	language	and	
the	one	of	the	ground	station	 is	used	as	a	second	option.	This	 is	 further	explained	 in	
paragraph	 (b)	 where	 it	 is	 stated	 that	 the	 English	 language	 (only)	 shall	 be	 used	 at	
aerodromes	with	more	than	50,000	IFR	movements	per	year	(50K+	IFR	airports).		
	
It	may	be	of	 interest	noting	 that	 the	number	of	50,000	commercial	movements	 (not	
necessarily	 IFR)	 may	 come	 from	 Commission	 Regulation	 (EU)	 No	 1216/2011	 (ATM	
performance	IR	–	Implementing	Regulation)9	as	an	exception	not	to	implement	a	specific	
methodology	of	measuring	certain	safety	events	in	airports	of	an	EU	Member	State	that	
would	not	reach	that	number	of	operations.	It	is	also	not	clear	why	this	value	has	been	
adopted	 as	 reference	 for	 this	 specific	 regulation	 since	 the	 rationale	 behind	 it	 is	 not	
explained.	
	
According	to	the	investigation	performed	for	this	paper	the	proposal	to	implement	an	
English	 only	 scheme	 in	 Europe	was	 first	 presented	 at	 the	 40th	 session	 of	 the	 Safety	
Regulation	Committee	(SRC)	of	EUROCONTROL	that	led	an	initiative	to	look	at	the	use	
of	 more	 than	 one	 language	 in	 radiotelephony	 communications.	 The	 initial	 paper	
(SRC40.09)	 was	 presented	 by	 the	 United	 Kingdom	 and	 specifically	 asked	 for	 “…the	
development	and	introduction	of	an	international	agreement	that	English	should	be	the	
only	language	used	for	ground	to	air	communications	at	airports	with	significant	levels	
of	international	commercial	air	transport	within	EUROCONTROL	States,	as	described	in	
ICAO	Doc	9835.”		(annex	2).		
	
The	 SRC	 created	 an	 ad-hoc	 group	 that,	 as	 result,	 proposed	 the	 following	
recommendation	 to	 be	 applied	 at	 all	 airports	 throughout	 EUROCONTROL	 Member	
States:	 “…	 to	progress	 their	 considerations	 regarding	 extending	 the	use	of	 English	 at	
airports	and	relevant	surrounding	airspace	sectors	with	international	traffic	of	more	than	
50,000	commercial	IFR	movements	a	year,	with	a	view	to	improving	safety	in	this	field.”	
(Skybrary,	Multi-language	ATC	Operations,	2017)10.	It	is	again	not	clear	how	the	50,000	
movement	number	came	about	to	become	the	limit	to	recommend	such	a	procedure.		
	
The	 link	 to	 the	 SSC,	 and	 therefore	 the	 new	 EU	 regulation,	 can	 then	 be	made	 since	
EUROCONTROL	 is	 a	 represented	 body	 in	 this	 Committee	 and	 specific	 reference	was	
made	by	EASA	(referred	as	“the	Agency”	in	the	following	text),	during	the	consultation	
process	of	SERA.14015	(Notice	of	Proposed	Amendment	-	NPA	2014-05	of	SERA	part	C).	
	
“Regarding	the	language	to	be	used,	SERA.14015	‘Language	to	be	used’	requires	the	air-
ground	radiotelephony	communications	to	be	conducted	in	the	English	language	or	in	
the	language	normally	used	by	the	station	on	the	ground.	However,	a	number	of	serious	
incidents,	 involving	 some	 commercial	 air	 transport	 operators,	 are	 related	 to	 poor	
situational	awareness	from	the	use	of	more	than	one	language	at	major	international	

																																																													
9	Additionally,	and	to	make	this	discussion	a	bit	more	confusing,	Decision	2011/017/R	(Acceptable	Means	
of	Compliance	(AMC)	and	Guidance	Material	(GM)	for	the	implementation	and	measurement	of	Safety	
Key	Performance	Indicators	(SKPIs))	that	was	published	as	reference	to	develop	the	provisions	established	
in	 Reg.	 1216/2011	 also	 defined	 a	 150000	 movements’	 value	 as	 the	 limit	 to	 implement	 such	 a	
methodology.	
10	http://www.skybrary.aero/index.php/Multi-language_ATC_Operations#cite_ref-1	
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aerodromes	 in	Europe.	Or	 the	use	of	more	 than	one	 language	at	major	 international	
aerodromes	 in	 Europe	 has	 been	 one	 of	 the	 contributor	 factors.	 This	 issue	 has	 been	
discussed	in	the	past	at	the	EUROCONTROL	Safety	Regulation	Commission	(SRC)	and	a	
proposal	 is	 being	 made	 to	 EUROCONTROL	 Provisional	 Council	 for	 endorsement	 to	
recommend	Member	States	to	consider	the	extension	of	the	use	of	the	English	language	
by	qualified	pilots	on	some	critical	frequencies	at	aerodromes	with	international	traffic	
of	more	than	50	000	commercial	Instrument	Flight	Rules	(IFR)	movements	a	year.	The	
use	of	a	single	frequency	for	all	 the	safety	critical	operations	on	a	runway	or	a	set	of	
runways	at	these	aerodromes	is	also	recommended.	
Based	on	this,	the	Agency	would	like	to	know	the	opinion	of	the	stakeholders	regarding	
the	content	of	SERA.14015	and	the	possibility	to	extend	this	requirement	to	require	the	
use	of	the	English	language	at	aerodromes	with	international	traffic	of	more	than	50	000	
commercial	IFR	movements	a	year.”	
	
This	EUROCONTROL	involvement	was	further	explained	in	EASA’s	Opinion	No	04/2014	
on	SERA	part	C	where	it	was	stated	under	paragraph	2.5.1	(m)	(4)	that:	“It	also	has	to	be	
noted	that	the	EUROCONTROL	Provisional	Council	in	its	39th	meeting	has	endorsed	the	
recommendation	to	Member	States	to	consider	the	extension	of	the	use	of	the	English	
language	 by	 qualified	 pilots	 on	 some	 critical	 frequencies	 at	 aerodromes	 with	
international	traffic	of	more	than	50	000	commercial	IFR	movements	per	year”.		
	
States	
	
Some	States	in	Europe	have	already	followed	the	principle	to	use	the	English	language	
in	radiotelephony	communications	even	though	the	language	of	the	country	where	the	
ground	 station	 is	 based	 is	 different.	 Below	 are	 presented	 a	 few	 examples	 of	 these	
procedures	extracted	from	their	respective	AIPs11.	
	
Belgium	(GEN	3.4	COMMUNICATION	SERVICES)	
	
3.5			Languages	Used	
	
3.5.1			Civil	
	
In	the	Brussels	FIR/UIR	English	shall	be	used	to	contact	ATS	units	providing	ATC,	FIS	and	
AFIS.	(…)	
	
Italy	(GEN	3.1.3	COMMUNICATIONS)	
	
3.1	The	English	language	is	used	for	the	provisions	of	ATS12.	Italian	language	will	be	used	
only	with	Italian	pilots	when	it	is	clear	that	a	safe	and	positive	exchange	is	not	possible.	
	
It	is	worth	noting	that	this	measure	has	been	in	place	in	Italy	since	2009	and	was	not	
preceded	by	a	safety	study	of	any	kind13.	
																																																													
11	Aeronautical	Information	Publication	
12	Air	Traffic	Services	
13	Dossier	comunicaciones	en	inglés	AESA	
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Netherlands	(GEN	3.4	COMMUNICATION	SERVICES)	(LVNL,	2017)	
	
3.5	Languages	used	
	
The	radio	communication	shall	be	executed	in	the	English	language.	
	
Germany	(GEN	3.4	COMMUNICATION	SERVICES)	
	
3.	Language	
	
(1)	Voice	communication	 in	 the	aeronautical	mobile	 service	shall	be	conducted	 in	 the	
English	language	
	
The	German	language	may	only	be	used:	

a) On	VFR	flights	and	for	taxiing	traffic	on	frequencies	/	channels	designated	for	
voice	communication	in	the	German	language	or	

b) If	the	receiving	person	is	not	familiar	with	the	English	language	
…	

(4)	In	cases	of	emergency,	any	language	can	be	used	which	is	adequately	spoken	as	long	
as	it	can	be	expected	that	the	person	spoken	to	speaks	it	adequately.	
	
Portugal	(GEN	3.4	COMMUNICATION	SERVICES)	
	
Languages	used	
	
English	 is	 the	 language	 normally	 used	 in	 all	 types	 of	 service	 described	 in	 the	 above	
paragraphs.	However,	 in	 the	Mobile	 Service,	 the	Portuguese	 language	 is	also	used	 in	
Radio-telephony	(see	ENR	2.1	and	AD	2.17	for	each	Aerodrome)14.	
	
Previous	trials	in	France	and	Spain	
	
Similar	provisions	apply	 for	other	airports	 in	the	European	region	and	worldwide	but	
many,	if	not	all,	have	not	been	preceded	by	a	risk	assessment	before	implementation	
(no	 open	 source	 information	 has	 been	 found	 during	 the	 course	 of	 this	 study)	 and,	
therefore,	lacking	the	prerequisite	for	a	formal	process	to	deviate	from	what	is	written	
in	ICAO	SARPS.	They	have,	most	probably,	only	relied	on	recommendations	delivered	by	
some	organizations	that	have	been	incorporated	in	the	regulation	as	“known	facts”	but	
had	 not	 been	 challenged	 by	 a	 proper	 study	 or	 evaluation.	 An	 analysis	 of	 these	
recommendations	will	be	covered	later	on	in	this	paper.	
	
On	the	other	hand,	there	have	been	at	least	two	initiatives	in	Europe,	not	counting	the	
latest	one	in	Spain,	and	that	will	also	be	covered	at	later	stage	in	this	study,	that	tried	to	
implement	such	a	measure	but	with	negative	results.		
	
																																																													
14	ENR	2.1	and	AD	2.17	show	different	airspaces	(including	Lisboa	TMA	and	Lisboa	airport	-	LPPT)	where	
the	local	language	(Portuguese)	is	also	available.	
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Trial	in	France	
	
Air	France	led	an	initiative	in	2003,	supported	by	IFALPA	(The	International	Federation	
of	Air	Line	Pilots’	Associations)	and	IATA	(The	International	Air	Transport	Association)	
and	 admitted	 by	 the	 French	 DGAC15only	 as	 an	 instruction	 method	 as	 it	 was	 not	
considered	as	a	measure	that	would	benefit	safety.	The	airline	requested	all	their	pilots	
flying	 into	 Charles	 de	 Gaulle	 airport	 in	 Paris,	 France,	 to	 use	 only	 English	 in	 their	
communications	with	ATC	unless	in	case	of	emergency	when	they	would	be	allowed	to	
return	using	their	native	language.	
	
The	implementation	of	this	measure	did	come	with	some	resistance	from	some	pilots	
and	ATCOs	but	this	initiative	was	followed	in	70/80%	of	the	operations.	Some	confusions	
with	callsigns	and	 late	 replies	 took	place	and	got	 registered	during	 this	exercise	 that	
provoked	a	reaction	from	the	professional	associations	from	pilots	and	ATCO’s	asking	
for	 the	 end	 of	 this	 trial,	 suggestion	 that	 was	 finally	 addressed:	 “Not	 sufficiently	
understood	by	a	certain	number	of	controllers	as	well	as	by	some	of	our	pilots	the	ratio	
of	those	who	adhere	to	the	measure	 is	not	sufficient	to	reach	the	safety	objective	we	
were	initially	aiming	for.	As	a	consequence	we	have	decided	to	suspend	the	measure	and	
will	resume	as	soon	as	possible	cooperation	with	all	actors	involved".	(AESA,	2014)16	
	
Previous	Trial	in	Spain	
	
In	2010,	ACETA	(Asociación	de	Compañías	Españolas	de	Transporte	Aéreo)17	with	the	
support	of	IATA,	EUROCONTROL	and	AENA18	and	within	the	framework	of	the	“Madrid	
Action	 Plan,	Operational	 and	 Safety	 Improvements”	 published	 a	 recommendation	 to	
their	member	airlines	to	use	English	only	in	all	their	radiotelephony	communications	in	
the	TMAs19	of	Madrid,	Barcelona,	Mallorca	and	Canary	Islands.	
	
This	exercise	resulted	in	a	very	low	compliance	by	pilots	and	ATCOs,	when	not	by	a	direct	
opposition	 to	 this	 recommendation.	 This	 confrontation	 between	 airlines,	 ANSPs	 and	
their	 operational	 workers	 led	 many	 to	 believe	 that	 such	 a	 procedure	 needed	 the	
publication	of	a	piece	of	legislation	that	would	impose	this	requirement	to	all	the	labor	
force.20	

																																																													
15	Direction	Générale	de	l'Aviation	Civile	
16	Dossier	comunicaciones	en	inglés	AESA	
17	Association	that	represents	the	major	Airlines	in	Spain:	Air	Europa,	Air	Nostrum,	Binter	Canarias,	Canair,	
Evelop,	Iberia,	Iberia	Express,	Naysa	and	Vueling	
18	Spanish	ANSP	
19	Terminal	Maneuvering	Area	
20	Dossier	comunicaciones	en	inglés,	AESA	
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BASIC	DOCUMENTS	THAT	ADDRESS	LANGUAGE	IN	RADIOTELEPHONY	
COMMUNICATIONS	
	
After	defining	the	regulatory	framework,	it	is	time	to	review	the	basic	documents	that	
are	 widely	 used	 as	 reference	 to	 address	 the	 language	 used	 in	 radiotelephony	
communications.	 These	 are	 not	 part	 of	 the	mandatory	 norms	 and	 do	 have	 only	 the	
status	of	guidance	material	or	are	 simply	used	as	 reference	 to	promote	positions	by	
different	international	organizations	and	regulators.	
	
The	documents	are	presented	in	order	of	relevance	according	to	this	author	and	the	first	
ones	should	not	be	taken	necessarily	as	more	significant	than	the	last	ones	since	they	all	
should	 be	 considered	 as	 guidance	material.	 In	 any	 case,	 ICAO’s	 documents	 normally	
relate	 to	 SARPS	 that	we	 can	 find	 in	 the	 Annexes	 and	 therefore	 are	 taken	 as	 formal	
guidance	material	to	develop	provisions	established	by	this	organization.	This	is	the	main	
reasoning	behind	the	order	of	the	different	documents	in	this	chapter,	being	the	other,	
the	author’s	personal	perception	after	studying	all	 the	relevant	 information	and	how	
each	document	has	been	used	in	the	past	to	address	the	use	of	English	in	aviation.	
	
The	 issue	of	 language	is	 intimately	related	to	phraseology	and	plain	 language.	All	the	
references	 found	 in	 this	 chapter	 refer	 to	 these	 three	 subjects	 and	 are	 presented	 as	
reference	to	have	a	clearer	picture	of	the	material	that	is	available	and	as	part	of	the	
basis	for	the	later	conclusions	of	this	study.	Every	effort	is	made	to	present	the	material	
in	 the	 most	 objective	 and	 concise	 way	 avoiding	 any	 interpretation,	 analysis	 or	
conclusion,	which	will	come	at	a	later	stage	of	this	paper	when	the	formal	assessment	
of	all	the	information	will	take	place.	
	
Manual	 on	 the	 Implementation	 of	 ICAO	 Language	 Proficiency	 Requirements	
(Doc.	9835)	
	
This	 document	 is	 a	 direct	 result	 of	 previous	 investigations	where	 the	 lack	 of	 English	
proficiency	played	a	direct	or	indirect	role	in	past	aviation	accidents	and	incidents	and,	
sometimes,	exacerbated	the	result	of	such	events.	It	defines	three	contributing	factors	
where	language	is	involved:	
a) incorrect	use	of	standardized	phraseologies;	
b) lack	of	plain	language	proficiency;	and	
c) the	use	of	more	than	one	language	in	the	same	airspace.	
	
The	order	of	events	lists	the	importance	of	one	in	relation	to	the	others.	While	the	use	
of	standardized	phraseology	has	been	developed	to	cover	many	circumstances	it	cannot	
contemplate	 all	 pilot	 controller	 communications	 and,	 therefore,	 a	 minimum	 plain	
language	(the	spontaneous,	creative	and	non-coded	use	of	a	given	natural	language)21	
proficiency	is	sometimes	necessary.	Finally,	the	use	of	more	than	one	language	on	the	
frequency	 has	 sometimes	 been	 addressed	 as	 a	 contributing	 factor	 in	 some	 aviation	
related	events.	
	

																																																													
21	Definition	of	plain	language	according	Doc.	9835	
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The	nature	of	the	language	problem	is	very	well	summarized	in	paragraph	1.3.2	of	this	
document	where	it	states	that:	“…there	were	hopes	that	the	requirements	for	pilot	and	
controller	communications	would	be	achieved	once	a	radiotelephony	speech	based	on	
simplified	English	had	been	developed.	Linguistic	research	now	makes	it	clear	that	there	
is	no	form	of	speech	more	suitable	for	human	communication	than	natural	language.	…	
.	Human	language	is	characterized,	in	part,	by	its	ability	to	create	new	meanings	and	to	
use	words	 in	novel	 contexts.	 This	 creative	 function	of	 language	 is	 especially	useful	 in	
accommodating	the	complex	and	unpredictable	nature	of	human	interaction,	including	
in	 the	 context	 of	 aviation	 communications.	 There	 is	 simply	 no	more	 suitable	 form	of	
speech	for	human	interactions	than	natural	languages.”.	On	one	hand	we	are	trying	to	
implement	an	“aviation	Esperanto”	that	could	widely	be	used	in	all	communications	but,	
on	 the	 other	 hand,	 it	 is	 recognized	 that	 there	 is	 nothing	 more	 effective	 in	 human	
communications	than	natural	languages.	
	
Additionally,	 this	 document	 expresses	 caveats	 about	 the	 establishment	 of	 a	 single	
language	 in	 the	 radiotelephony	 environment	 since	 it	 would	 have	 to	 face	 several	
challenges	that	would	necessarily	include	“significant	national,	cultural,	economic	and	
organizational	impediments	that	make	such	a	move	impractical.	Because	language	use	
is	 so	 closely	 tied	 to	 a	 community’s	 sense	 of	 national	 and	 cultural	 identity,	 language	
policies	always	require	sensitive	management”22	
	
ICAO	Manual	of	Radiotelephony	(Doc.	9432)	
	
According	 to	 the	 foreword	 of	 this	 document,	 “ICAO	 phraseologies	 are	 developed	 to	
provide	 efficient,	 clear,	 concise,	 and	 unambiguous	 communications”.	 This	 precept	 is	
repeated	several	times	in	this	Manual	since	ICAO,	as	we	have	seen	at	the	beginning	of	
this	study,	has	always	tried	to	come	up	with	the	most	efficient	way	of	communication	
for	aviation	purposes.	
	
This	Manual	also	recognizes	the	need	to	use	plain	language	in	circumstances	when	the	
standard	phraseology	may	not	be	enough	to	pass	a	message	efficiently.	Caveats	should	
also	be	exercised	when	passing	a	message	to	someone	whose	first	language	is	not	the	
one	being	used	for	radiotelephony	communications.		
	
In	paragraph	3.2	of	this	Manual	the	role	of	phraseology	and	plain	language	is	addressed23	
and	 it	 clearly	 states	 that	 phraseologies	 are	 “not	 intended	 to	 cover	 every	 conceivable	
situation	which	may	arise”24	and	it	continues	adding	that	the	need	for	plain	language	
proficiency	 is	a	 requirement	 that	 is	made	clear	 throughout	 the	 ICAO	documentation.	
Additionally,	it	also	states	that	plain	language	should	incorporate	the	same	precepts	of	
clarity,	 brevity	 and	 unambiguity	 as	 with	 any	 other	 communication	 that	 would	 use	
standard	phraseology.	
	

																																																													
22	Doc.	9835	paragraph	4.3.5	
23	3.2	AN	EXPLANATION	OF	THE	ROLE	OF	PHRASEOLOGIES	AND	PLAIN	LANGUAGE	IN	RADIOTELEPHONY	
COMMUNICATIONS	
24	Doc.	9870	paragraph	3.2.2	
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Regarding	 the	 potential	 threat	 of	 confusion	 to	 persons	 not	 using	 their	 own	 native	
language	the	concept	of	“appropriate	subsidiary	phraseologies”25	is	introduced.	These	
“should	not	be	used	instead	of	ICAO	phraseologies,	but	in	addition	to	ICAO	phraseologies	
when	required,	and	users	should	keep	in	mind	that	many	speakers/listeners	will	be	using	
English	as	a	second	or	foreign	 language”.	Special	awareness	of	the	special	difficulties	
faced	by	second-language	speakers	 is	also	seen	as	a	contribution	 to	safety	and	since	
recommending	that	transmissions	should	be	performed	slowly	and	clearly	and	idiomatic	
expressions,	colloquialisms	and	slang	should	be	avoided.	
	
ICAO	Manual	on	the	Prevention	of	Runway	Incursions	(Doc.	9870)	
	
This	Manual	 addresses	one	of	 the	main	 concerns	 today	when	we	 look	at	one	of	 the	
aviation	 mishaps	 that	 is	 causing,	 even	 today,	 most	 concerns	 according	 to	 the	 ICAO	
Global	 Aviation	 Safety	 Plan	 (GASP,	 ICAO	 Doc.	 10004)26.	 Overall	 runway	 operations	
(runway	safety,	RS)	have	been	defined	as	one	of	the	primary	threats	that	would	need	to	
be	specifically	be	looked	into	in	order	to	improve	the	safety	of	the	aviation	system	(figure	
1).	
	
figure	1,	High-risk	accident	categories	worldwide	(2010–2014)	

	
	

																																																													
25	the	use	of	plain	language,	or	the	use	of	regionally	or	locally	adopted	phraseologies	
26	Doc.	10004	version	years	2017-2019:	3.1.2	Runway	safety	events	were	 identified	as	one	of	the	main	
high-risk	accident	categories.	Runway	safety	related	events	include	the	following	ICAO	accident	occurrence	
categories:	abnormal	runway	contact,	bird	strikes,	ground	collision,	runway	excursion,	runway	incursion,	
loss	of	control	on	the	ground,	collision	with	obstacle(s)	and	undershoot/overshoot.	

Source:	ICAO	GASP	
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Relating	to	the	language	issue	in	aviation,	Doc.	9870,	in	the	communications	chapter,	
makes	the	following	recommendation:	
	
“All	 communications	 associated	 with	 runway	 operations	 should	 be	 conducted	 in	
accordance	 with	 ICAO	 language	 requirements	 for	 air-ground	 radiotelephony	
communications	 (Annex	10	 -	Aeronautical	Telecommunications,	Volume	 II,	Chapter	5,	
and	Annex	1	–	Personnel	Licensing,	Chapter	1	and	Appendix	1,	refer).	The	use	of	standard	
aviation	English	at	international	aerodromes	will	improve	the	situational	awareness	of	
everyone	listening	on	the	frequency.”	
	
Additionally,	in	Appendix	A,	Communication	Best	Practices	(paragraph	1.4)	it	states	that	
“At	 times,	 the	 volume,	 speed	 of	 delivery	 and	 complexity	 of	 radiotelephony	 (RTF)	
instructions	can	cause	difficulty	for	controllers,	vehicle	drivers	and/or	pilots,	especially	
when	the	language	in	use	is	not	their	native	language.	Transient	crews	not	speaking	in	
their	 native	 language	 are	 often	 susceptible	 to	 misunderstandings	 due	 to	 the	 use	 of	
colloquialisms.	Therefore,	the	use	of	ICAO	standard	phraseology	and	phonetics	is	critical	
to	enhancing	the	safety	of	operations”.	
	
In	appendix	B,	Best	practices	on	the	flight	deck	(chapter	6.4),	of	Doc	9870	the	language	
issue	is	also	addressed:	
	
6.4	Language	
	
6.4.1	While	 the	 language	normally	used	by	 the	 station	on	 the	 ground	or	 the	English	
language	is	allowed,	the	use	of	standard	aviation	English	at	international	aerodromes	
will	enhance	the	situational	awareness	of	all	those	listening	on	the	frequency.	
	
6.4.2	 Conducting	 and	 comprehending	 radiotelephony	 communications	 requires	
competence	with	standard	phraseology	as	well	as	general	proficiency	in	the	language	
used	 for	 communications.	 Standard	 phraseology	 should	 be	 used	 at	 all	 times.	 Strict	
adherence	to	standard	phraseology	prevents	miscommunications.	…	.	
	
6.4.3	Speaking	slowly	is	essential	when	operating	in	foreign	regions.	When	the	speech	
note	is	slowed,	the	response	may	be	slower	and	clearer.	
	
Doc	4444	(PANS-ATM)	27	
	
Although	this	document	does	not	refer	specifically	 to	the	common	 language	usage	 is	
often	mentioned	as	an	example	for	the	only	use	of	English	in	all	communications.	The	
impression	is	widely	shared	that	the	ICAO	phraseology	presented	in	chapter	12	of	this	
document	is	produced	only	in	English	and,	therefore,	is	the	only	one	that	should	be	used	
as	a	standard	worldwide.		

																																																													
27	The	Procedures	for	Air	Navigation	Services	—	Air	Traffic	Management	(PANS-ATM)	are	complementary	
to	the	Standards	and	Recommended	Practices	contained	in	Annex	2	—	Rules	of	the	Air	and	in	Annex	11	
—	Air	Traffic	Services.	They	are	supplemented	when	necessary	by	regional	procedures	contained	in	the	
Regional	Supplementary	Procedures	(Doc	7030).	
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We	would	address	this	common	misconception	later	when	performing	the	analysis	of	all	
the	 presented	 information	 but	 it	 is	 worth	 mentioning	 now	 that	 this	 document	 is	
published	in	separate	English,	Arabic,	Chinese,	French,	Russian	and	Spanish	editions.	All	
these	versions	include	the	native	language	phraseology	as	well	as	the	English	one	for	
reference.	Actually,	it	is	not	until	amendment	2	to	the	12th	edition	of	Doc.	4444	in	1987	
when	the	English	language	phraseology	was	also	introduced	in	the	French,	Russian	and	
Spanish	versions.	
	
Below	you	can	see	an	example	of	the	same	section	found	in	chapter	12	of	Doc.	4444	
(Phraseology)	in	its	Chinese	and	Spanish	editions	respectively	(figure	2).	
	
This	document	also	 takes	note	of	who	 is	 responsible	 for	 the	 final	 implementation	of	
these	procedures	which	lays	on	the	Contracting	States	that	need	to	enforce	them	by,	
normally,	publishing	its	own	national	regulation	regarding	air	navigation	services	(e.g.	
SERA	for	the	European	Union	and	Reglamento	de	Circulación	Aérea	(RCA)	for	Spain)28.	
	
Finally,	In	ICAO	Doc	7030	(Regional	Supplementary	Procedures)29	chapter	10	we	can	find	
specific	references	for	procedures	and	phraseologies	that	are	used	in	different	parts	of	
the	world	divided	according	the	ICAO	region	designators.	This	Manual	is	also	presented	
in	different	languages	(i.e.	English,	French,	Russian	and	Spanish)	and	phraseologies	are	
shown	in	their	respective	national	language	and	English	(except	for	the	English	version	
for	obvious	reasons).	
	
	
figure	2,	example	of	Chinese	and	Spanish	phraseologies	in	Doc.	4444	

	
	

																																																													
28	 	 Foreword,	 paragraph	 4	 of	 Doc.	 4444	 “The	 implementation	 of	 procedures	 is	 the	 responsibility	 of	
Contracting	States;	they	are	applied	in	actual	operations	only	after,	and	in	so	far	as,	States	have	enforced	
them.	However,	with	a	view	to	facilitating	their	processing	towards	implementation	by	States,	they	have	
been	 prepared	 in	 language	 which	 will	 permit	 direct	 use	 by	 air	 traffic	 services	 personnel	 and	 others	
associated	with	the	provision	of	air	traffic	services	to	international	air	navigation”.	
29	Also	referred	as	SUPPS	
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European	Action	Plan	for	Air	Ground	Communications	Safety	
	
The	 International	 Air	 Transport	 Associations	 (IATA),	 International	 Federation	 of	 Air	
Traffic	 Controllers'	 Associations	 (IFATCA),	 Flight	 Safety	 Foundation	 (FSF),	 European	
Cockpit	 Association	 (ECA),	 European	 Regions	 Airline	 Association	 (ERA)	 and	
EUROCONTROL	 with	 the	 support	 of	 the	 European	 Commission	 (EC)	 addressed	 the	
subject	of	air	ground	communications	safety	in	2006	at	European	level.	The	objective	of	
this	paper	was	to	reduce	the	number	of	incidents	where	the	communication	problems	
may	have	played	a	contributory	factor.	
	
This	document	 is	 the	 result	of	an	Air	Ground	Communications	Safety	Workshop	 that	
took	place	at	the	EUROCONTROL	Headquarters	in	Brussels	on	the	30th	of	September	of	
2005.	It	also	refers	to	two	previous	studies	conducted	by	Gerard	van	Es	of	the	National	
Aerospace	 Laboratory	 (NLR)	 of	 the	 Netherlands	 under	 a	 contract	 awarded	 by	
EUROCONTROL30.	Further	reference	to	the	NLR	studies	is	presented	below.		
	
This	 paper	 makes	 a	 series	 of	 recommendations	 with	 the	 hope	 to	 improve	 ATC	
communications	and	some	referred	specifically	 to	the	 language	problem	and	the	use	
English	 in	 pilot-ATCOs	 verbal	 transactions.	 The	 use	 of	 standard	 phraseology	 is	
emphasized	 throughout	 the	 document	 as	 well	 as	 the	 improvement	 of	 the	 English	
language	knowledge	and	capacities	in	order	to	promote	a	better	communication.	Other	
factors	like	training,	correct	pronunciation,	transmitting	techniques,	increase	awareness	
for	read-backs	and	hear-backs,	and	the	impact	that	local	accents	have	or	even	dialects	
in	ATC	communications	were	addressed	throughout	the	document.	
	

																																																													
30	 Air-ground	 communication	 safety	 study:	 An	 analysis	 of	 pilot-controller	 occurrences	 and	 Air-ground	
communication	safety	study:	Causes	and	Recommendations	

Source:	ICAO	Doc.	4444	
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It	 is	 recognized	 that	 language	differences	 in	 the	 flight	deck	are	a	greater	obstacle	 to	
safety	than	cultural	differences	although	this	problem	is	not	addressed	similarly	when	
assessing	the	impact	in	ATC	communications.	On	the	other	hand,	in	this	study	the	sole	
use	of	 the	English	 language	 in	 radiotelephony	communications,	 is	neither	mentioned	
nor	recommended.	
	
Some	 briefing	 notes	 are	 included	 as	 appendices	 to	 this	 paper	 (AGC	 Safety	 Briefing	
Notes).	 In	 section	 5	 of	 these	 briefing	 notes	 on	 radio	 discipline,	 among	 the	 issues	
regarding	standard	phraseology,	message	format	and	content,	speed	of	transmission,	
timeliness	 of	 communications,	 read-back/hear-back	 and	 the	 language	 problem	 are	
addressed.		
	
Language	is	recognized	as	the	greatest	barrier	to	good	communication.	Even	for	English	
native	speakers	it	presents	some	challenges	because	of	the	use	regional	accents	and/or	
dialects.	It	also	comments	on	the	results	of	the	“Air-ground	communication	safety	study:	
Causes	and	Recommendations”	where	it	was	stated	that	the	use	of	both	English	and	the	
local	language	“hinder	some	flight	crews	from	achieving	the	desired	level	of	situational	
awareness”	because	of	the	probable	loss	of	“party-line	communications”.	
	
Air-ground	communication	safety	study:	an	analysis	of	pilot-controller	occurrences	
	
This	report,	published	in	2004,	and	according	its	abstract,	“provides	an	analysis	of	the	
incidents	 related	 to	 air-ground	 communication	 between	 controllers	 and	 pilots.	
Significant	safety	issues,	hazardous	scenarios,	causal	factors,	and	potential	prevention	
strategies	concerning	air-ground	communication	safety	are	provided	in	this	report”.	 It	
tries	to	picture	the	European	situation	since	the	previous	reports	on	this	matter	used	
data	from	the	US	reporting	system	(ASRS)	and	could	not	relate	perfectly	to	the	picture	
in	other	areas	of	 the	world.	This	 report	analyzed	444	 incidents	 related	 to	air-ground	
communications	in	Europe	in	a	1	½	year	period	(January	2002-	August	2003)	and	made	
a	number	of	recommendations.		
	
According	to	the	conclusions	of	the	study	air-ground	communications	problems	had	a	
very	low	occurrence	rate	(1.4	per	10.000	flights)	but	also	acknowledge	the	severe	safety	
implications	these	may	have.	Read-back	and	hear-back	errors	were	found	to	be	the	most	
common	type	of	generic	communication	problems	(see	figure	3	for	all	the	results).	
	
There	is	also	a	short	correlation	performed	between	the	results	of	these	incidents	and	
previous	 accidents	 where	 air-ground	 communications	 played	 a	 contributory	 factor.	
Amongst	 the	 factors	 identified	were	 the	 use	 of	 non-standard	 phraseology,	 incorrect	
read-backs,	 hear-back	 errors,	 call	 sign	 confusion,	 malfunctioning	 of	 radio	
communication	equipment,	and	language	problems.		
	
This	 study	 also	 addressed	 the	 human	 factors	 implication	 in	 radiotelephony	
communications	using	the	SHELL31	model	as	reference	since	the	human	element	plays	a	
																																																													
31	This	model	refers	to	the	interaction	between	humans	and	different	elements	of	the	system	(Liveware,	
Software,	 Hardware	 and	 Environment).	 The	 issue	 of	 how	 human	 factors	 relate	 to	 radiotelephony	
communications	will	be	addressed	later	on	in	this	study.		
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key	role	 in	these.	High	workload	scores	high	 in	occurrences	assessed	according	these	
criteria	for	pilots	and	ATCOs.	Specific	to	pilots	is	the	problem	caused	by	the	expectation	
bias	where	she/he	hears	what	she/he	is	expecting	to	hear	and	not	the	real	message.	
	
figure	3,	common	type	of	generic	communication	problems	

	
	
	
	

The	conclusion	of	this	study	concluded,	among	other	things,	that	“the	top-six	of	most	
frequently	cited	 factors	 in	 the	analysed	 incidents	 involving	air-ground	communication	
problems	 are:	 similar	 call	 signs,	 sleeping	 VHF	 receivers,	 frequency	 change,	 incorrect	
readback,	radio	interference	and	use	of	non-standard	phraseology	by	controllers”.	There	
is	no	specific	mention	to	the	use	of	English	and	the	only	reference	made	throughout	this	
document	to	any	language	problem	refers	to	language	difficulties	between	pilots	and	
controllers,	 recommending	 that	 these	 communications	 should	 be	 conducted	 in	 a	
mutually	agreed	language.			
	
Air-ground	communication	safety	study:	causes	and	recommendations	
	
The	 second	 report	 requested	 by	 EUROCONTROL	 analyzed	 535	 occurrences	 collected	
from	 European	 Airlines	 and	 Air	 Navigation	 Service	 Providers.	 A	 survey	 of	 European	
airline	pilots	and	ATCOs	was	also	performed	to	address	some	types	of	communication	
problems32	and	its	conclusions	included	in	the	report.		
	

																																																													
32	 similar	 call-signs,	 loss	 of	 communication,	 frequency	 change,	 nonstandard	 phraseology,	 blocked	
transmission	and	radio	interference	
	

Source:	Air-ground	communication	safety	study:	an	analysis	of	pilot-controller	occurrences	
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One	of	the	main	findings	of	this	study	 is	the	observation	 in	the	 literature	study	“that	
most	communication	problems	have	causal	factor	associated	with	human	performance	
limitations.	 Factors	 often	 mentioned	 in	 the	 various	 studies	 are	 controller	 workload,	
frequency	 congestion,	 non-standard	 phraseology,	 readback/hearback	 errors,	 similar	
call-signs,	message	complexity,	speech	rate,	language	proficiency	and	accent”.	
	
The	top	5	contributing	factors	in	the	reported	communication	problems	are	shown	in	
the	table	below	and	language	problems	only	accounted	as	1%	of	all	of	them.	The	overall	
result	after	the	analysis	of	the	data	showed	similar	results	as	the	previous	report	with	
slightly	more	occurrences	involving	loss	of	communications	and	less	involving	read-back	
and	hear-back	errors	(table	1).	
	
The	 results	 of	 the	 survey	 reveal	 that	 factors	 related	 to	 radiotelephony	 skills	 (e.g.	
phraseology,	 accent,	 speech	 rate)	 and	 human	 factors	 (e.g.	 distraction,	 expectation)	
hardly	show	up	in	the	occurrence	reports	as	contributing	to	the	occurrences	since	when	
it	 comes	 to	 reporting	 communication	 occurrences	 other	 factors	 are	 deemed	 more	
important	(by	pilots	and	air	traffic	controllers)	than	the	R/T	skills	or,	at	least,	they	are	
not	reported.		
	
Table	1,	top	5	contributing	factors	in	reported	communication	problems	

Factor	 Occurrences	 Percentage	
Similar	call-sign	 175	 33%	
Frequency	change	 64	 12%	
Radio	equipment	malfunction	–	air	 43	 8%	
Radio	interference	 42	 8%	
Content	of	measure	
inaccurate/incomplete	 29	 5%	

	
	

Within	 the	 framework	 of	 the	 survey	 performed	 for	 this	 study	 is	 where	 we	 find	
recommendations	 by	 pilots	 and	 ATCOs	 that	 refer	 to	 the	 sole	 use	 of	 English	 in	 all	
communications	 although	 in	 the	 concluding	 remarks	 it	 is	 also	 stated	 that	 these	
recommendations	 should	 not	 be	 judged	 at	 a	 first	 glance	 but	 need	 further	 study	 to	
examine	 their	 potential.	 Therefore,	 “some	 recommendations	 from	 the	 survey	
respondents	 require	 a	 safety	 study	 to	 examine	 the	 feasibility	 in	 terms	 of	 safety	 and	
operational	consequences	and	benefits,	costs,	timeline	for	implementation	and	possible	
side	effects.	This	is	necessary	before	a	rational	decision	can	be	made	whether	or	not	to	
implement	 a	 particular	 recommendation.	 Such	 a	 safety	 assessment	 requires	
participation	from	the	different	actors	involved	in	aviation	communication”.	
	
The	European	Action	Plan	for	the	Prevention	of	Runway	Incursions	(EAPPRI)	
	
The	version	used	for	this	work	was	the	2nd	edition	published	in	April	2011.	This	is	a	paper	
promoted	by	EUROCONTROL	and	the	results	were	endorsed,	among	others,	by	EASA,	

Source:	Air-ground	communication	safety	study:	causes	and	recommendations	
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IATA,	 ECA,	 IFALPA,	 ACI	 Europe,	 IFATCA,	 UK	 CAA	 and	 French	 DGAC.	 According	 to	 its	
Statement	of	Commitment,	findings	from	incidents’	and	accidents’	reports	have	been	
used	to	update	this	edition	although	no	specific	risk	analysis	and/or	conclusions	of	these	
reports	are	specified	in	the	paper.	
	
The	results	analyzed	by	EAPPRI	show,	according	to	its	own	conclusions,	that	the	majority	
of	 contributory	 and/or	 causal	 factors	 relate	 to	 communication	 breakdown,	 ground	
navigation	 errors	 due	 to	 inadequate	 or	 ambiguous	 surface	 signs	 and	 markings	 and	
relevant	information	needed	in	the	cockpit.	Communications	are	then	again	specifically	
addressed	as	a	primary	factor	for	runway	incursion	prevention	with	special	emphasis	on	
visibility	and	tracking	of	traffic.	
	
According	to	the	analysis	of	 investigation	reports	and	from	surveys	regarding	runway	
safety	 occurrences33	 a	 few	 examples	 are	 listed	 as	 examples	 of	 communication	
breakdown34:	
	

- Complex	instructions	to	different	aircraft;	
- Controller	high	speech	rate;	
- Two	different	languages;	
- Frequency	congestion	/	blocked	frequency;	
- Use	of	non-standard	ICAO	phraseology	by	air	traffic	control;	
- Call	sign	confusion;	
- Poor	read-back	procedure;	
- Inadequate	aviation	English;	
- Different	frequencies	associated	with	runway	operations;	
- Inadequate	driver	communication	training.	

	
Specifically,	 when	 talking	 about	 aviation	 language	 for	 international	 services	 it	 states	
that:	“Use	of	Aviation	English	is	proven	to	be	a	significant	factor	in	the	establishment	and	
maintenance	 of	 situational	 awareness	 for	 all	 participants	 associated	 with	 runway	
operations”35.	 In	 other	 sections	 and	 appendices	 of	 the	 EAPPRI	 it	 shows	 similar	
recommendations	 and	 it	 is	 even	 presented	 as	 “What	 pilots	 want”	 in	 Appendix	 B.	
Additional	 references	 established	 that	 “The	 use	 of	 Aviation	 English	 in	 a	 busy	 and	
complicated	environment	should	be	encouraged,	improving	situational	awareness”	and	
to	“Improve	situational	awareness,	when	practicable,	by	conducting	all	communications	
associated	 with	 runway	 operations	 using	 aviation	 English”36.	 Actually,	 this	 last	
statement	was	extracted	from	the	first	edition	of	EAPPRI	and	used	by	many	international	
aviation	professional	 associations	 in	an	open	 letter	 sent	 to	all	Member	States	of	 the	
European	Civil	Aviation	Conference	(ECAC)	DGACs	(see	annex	3)	with	the	very	strong	
request	 for	 the	 urgent	 implementation	 of	 aviation	 English	 (only)	 in	 all	 European	
international	 airports.	 The	 rationale	being	 that	 recently	 (in	2006)	 some	airlines	were	

																																																													
33	Again,	no	specific	information	is	shared	throughout	the	paper	about	specific	events	analyzed.	About	the	
sole	 use	 of	 English	 in	 radiotelephony	 communications	we	 can	 find	 a	 couple	 of	 examples	 of	 previous	
surveys	that	relate	specifically	to	this	issue.	
34	Appendix	A,	Communications	Guidance	
35	Appendix	A,	Communications	Guidance	
36	Appendix	D,	Flight	Crew	Best	Practices	
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involved	 in	serious	 incidents	at	a	major	 international	airport	 in	which	the	use	of	 two	
languages	definitely	caused	a	loss	of	situational	awareness.	Again,	no	specific	reference	
to	specific	occurrences	are	defined	in	the	document.	
	
IATA’s	Phraseology	Report	
	
The	 International	 Air	 Transport	 Association	 (IATA),	 together	 with	 the	 International	
Federation	of	Air	Line	Pilots'	Associations	(IFALPA)	and	the	International	Federation	of	
Air	 Traffic	 Controllers’	 Associations	 (IFATCA),	 prepared	 in	 2011	 an	 on-line	 survey	
regarding	 communication	 issues,	 that	would	 focus,	 initially,	 on	 the	 non-use	 of	 ICAO	
standard	 phraseology	 and	 “although	 The	 use	 of	 “Aviation	 English”	 was	 explicitly	
excluded	from	the	report	as	this	issue	has	been	managed	through	other	venues”	it	shows	
a	few	instances	where	this	issue	is	addressed.	
	
This	report	surveyed	pilots	and	ATCOs	trying	to	identify	areas,	according	the	perception	
of	these	two	groups,	to	continue	research	in	the	areas	of	concern	and,	consequently,	
improve	 and	 harmonize	 communications.	 Some	 of	 the	 questionnaires	 had	 to	 be	
translated	 into	Russian	and	Chinese	to	try	to	 increase	the	number	of	responses	from	
persons	coming	from	these	two	areas	of	the	world	but	with	limited	success.	Therefore,	
most	of	the	pilots	that	took	part	in	this	survey	had	English	as	their	primary	language.	In	
the	end,	this	survey	was	completed	by	2070	pilots	and	568	Air	Traffic	Controllers.	
	
According	 to	 the	 scope	 and	 objective	 section	 of	 this	 study	 the	 use	 of	 non-standard	
phraseology,	local	accents	and	local	languages	are	infrequently	reported	as	contributing	
factors	for	incidents	and	accidents.	The	answers	from	the	participants	showed	a	totally	
different	picture	although	no	further	analysis	is	performed	since	the	only	objective	of	
this	exercise	is	to	foster	opening	lines	of	communications	among	relevant	stakeholders	
and	future	research.	
	
The	conclusion	of	the	study	identified	the	following	factors	as	contributory	to	pilot-ATC	
communication	errors:	

1. Operational	 factors	 which	 increase	 the	 likelihood	 of	 communication	 errors	
include:	

- Non	Standard	Phraseology	
- Rate	of	speech	delivery	
- Use	of	general	aviation	English	in	lieu	of	standard	phraseology	
- Use	of	slang	
- Ambiguity	in	general	aviation	language	
- Lack	of	Harmonization	
2. Other	factors	which	compromise	human	communication	include:	
- Difficulty	 for	 some	 non-native	 speakers	 in	 pronouncing	 English	 vowel-based	

words	including	the	phonetic	alphabet	
- Accents,	including	native	English	accents	and	strong	English	dialects	
- Non-English	speaker	to	non-English	speaker	communication	

	
The	 lack	 of	 use	 of	 standard	 phraseology	 was	 identified	 as	 the	 primary	 cause	 for	 a	
potential	misunderstanding	in	communications	and	it	is	worth	noting	that,	although	the	
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use	of	local	language	and	English	in	the	same	frequency	was	addressed	as	an	issue	by	
many	pilots,	it	is	not	considered	relevant	to	be	included	in	the	conclusion	of	this	paper	
as	a	contributory	factor	for	communication	errors.		
	
IFALPA	Annex	10,	Volume	II,	Policy	Statement	
	
IFALPA	 stands	 for	 The	 International	 Federation	 of	 Airline	 Pilots’	 Associations	 and	 it	
encompasses	 the	global	voice	of	pilots	 since	 it	 is	 the	supranational	organization	 that	
represents	the	most	pilot	member	associations	worldwide.	One	of	its	primary	objectives	
is	“to	 facilitate	 the	exchange	of	 information	and	 ideas	on	 technical,	professional	and	
industrial	 problems,	 to	 promote	 discussion	 among	 pilots	 on	 all	 matters	 of	 common	
interest,	…”37.		
	
IFALPA	relates	to	ICAO38	in	order	for	the	pilots’	voice	to	be	heard	and	to	fit	its	purpose	
it	 established	 a	 framework	 of	 technical	 committees	 that	 relate	 specifically	 to	 the	
different	working	areas	defined	by	ICAO	Annexes.	It	has	developed	specific	annexes	that	
contain	the	federation’s	positions	for	all	and	every	ICAO	Annex.		
	
IFALPA’s	 Annex	 10	 establishes	 in	 one	 of	 their	 policies	 (Policy	 Statement,	 POL-STAT),	
reaffirmed	in	2006,	that	calls	for	“the	deletion	of	para.	5.2.1.2.1	and	its	replacement	by	
a	Standard	specifying	that	all	air	and	ground	traffic	control	messages	by	radiotelephony	
communication	shall	be	conducted	using	ICAO	standardised	phraseology	based	on	the	
English	 language	 at	 international	 airports	 and	 by	 ATC	 units	 handling	 international	
traffic”.	
	
Its	rationale	is	based	on	the	statement	that	“the	IFALPA	view	on	this	subject	is	that	it	is	
essential	that	pilots	are	at	all	times	fully	aware	of	the	situation	in	the	ATC	environment	
and	this	is	obviously	impossible	if	communications	are	being	conducted	between	other	
aircraft	and	the	ground	station	or	stations	in	an	incomprehensible	language”.	
	
	 	

																																																													
37	IFALPA’s	A	Manual	
38	Recognized	observer	by	ICAO	in	The	Air	Navigation	Commission	(ANC)	
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ANALYSIS	OF	PREVIOUS	EVENTS	
	
In	order	to	start	our	analysis,	 it	 is	worth	 looking	at	previous	events	where	the	use	of	
more	than	one	language	in	the	frequency	have	been	deemed	as	a	contributory	factor	in	
accidents	or	 incidents	and	whose	safety	 recommendations	extracted	 from	the	safety	
investigation	reports	have	been	used	as	the	basis	for	endorsing	the	sole	use	of	English	
in	radiotelephony	communications.	
	
Paris	Charles	de	Gaulle	Accident	Report	(f-ed000525	/	g-wn000525)	(BEA,	2000)	
	
This	accident	is	frequently	referred	to	when	addressing	the	need	to	evaluate	the	use	of	
English	in	radiotelephony	communications.	Therefore,	a	short	abstract	from	this	event	
will	be	presented	and	its	conclusions	will	be	briefly	analyzed.	
	
On	25	May	2000,	the	MD	83	registered	F-GHED,	call	sign	IJ	8807,	was	cleared	for	take-
off	from	runway	27	at	Paris	Charles	de	Gaulle	(CDG).	The	Shorts	330	registered	G-SSWN,	
call	 sign	 SSW	 200,	 was	 then	 cleared	 to	 line	 up	 and	 to	 wait	 as	 “number	 two”.	 The	
controller	believed	that	the	two	aircraft	were	at	the	threshold	of	the	runway,	whereas	
the	Shorts	had	been	cleared	 to	use	an	 intermediate	 taxiway.	The	Shorts	entered	 the	
runway	at	the	moment	the	MD	83	was	reaching	its	rotation	speed.	The	tip	of	the	MD	
83’s	left	wing	went	through	the	Shorts	330’s	cockpit	and	hit	both	pilots,	killing	one	of	
them.	
	
The	investigation	found	that	runway	incursions	at	Paris	CDG	were	frequent	since	20	such	
events	had	been	recorded	in	the	first	semester	of	2000	which	evidenced	recurring	types	
of	events	(annex	4):	
	

• aircraft	cross	the	runway	or	go	past	a	holding	point,	
• aircraft	line	up	in	front	of	an	aircraft	on	take-off	or	on	final	instead	of	lining	up	

behind,	
• there	is	a	confusion	in	call-signs	which	leads	to	one	aircraft	moving	other	than	

that	which	the	controller	wished	to	call.	
	
It	was	considered	that	these	events	"demonstrate	that	it	is	sometimes	difficult	for	crews	
to	identify	where	they	are	and	so	arrive	at	a	predetermined	point".	Recurring	features	
were	found:	
	

• Holding	points	are	not	always	identified.	
• The	terminology	used	is	sometimes	ambiguous	when	several	call	signs	resemble	

each	other	and	no	position	information	is	given.	
• In	particular,	one	aircraft	lining	up	in	front	of	another	aircraft	which	is	taking	off	

is	not	exceptional,	collisions	being	avoided	because	the	crews	notice	each	other	
in	time	–	being	able	to	see	is	a	crucial	factor	in	saving	the	situation	which	was	
absent	in	the	case	of	the	investigated	accident.	

	
In	 addition,	 a	 general	 lack	 of	 awareness	 amongst	 the	 Paris	 CDG	 controllers	 of	 such	
incidents	and	the	lessons	which	could	be	learned	from	them	was	identified	as	was	the	
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fact	 that	"no	organised	 (incident)	 feedback	exchange	system	exists	between	different	
French	aerodromes,	even	less	with	foreign	aerodromes".	It	was	considered	"regrettable	
that	 the	 absence	 of	 such	 a	 system	 [means	 that	 an]	 objective	 comparison	 of	 the	
advantages	 and	 disadvantages	 of	 the	 use	 of	 a	 single	 language,	 for	 example,	 is	 not	
possible".	 It	 was	 concluded	 that	 "this	 rather	 underdeveloped	 feedback	 system,	
associated	with	a	lack	of	established	rules	for	teamwork,	results	in	a	non-optimal	use	of	
the	[safety-related]	information	available"	(Skybrary,	2017)39.	
	
A	substantial	amount	of	 issues	where	detected	in	the	report	that	 led	to	this	accident	
ranging	from	lack	of	an	efficient	reporting	system,	working	conditions,	SOPs,	inefficient	
terminology,	 human	 factors,	 training,	 etc.	 According	 the	 official	 accident	 report	 the	
accident	was	caused:	
	

• Firstly,	 by	 the	 LOC	 controller’s	 erroneous	 perception	 of	 the	 position	 of	 the	
aircraft,	this	being	reinforced	by	the	context	and	the	working	methods,	which	led	
him	to	clear	the	Shorts	to	line	up,	

• Secondly,	by	the	inadequacy	of	systematic	verification	procedures	in	ATC	which	
made	it	impossible	for	the	error	to	be	corrected,	

• Finally,	by	the	Shorts’	crew	not	dispelling	any	doubts	they	had	as	to	the	position	
of	the	“number	one”	aircraft	before	entering	the	runway.	

	
Among	the	six	contributory	factors	the	use	of	two	languages	was	defined	as	one	since	
the	Shorts	crew	could	not	be	aware	of	the	takeoff	clearance	given	to	the	MD	83	and,	
therefore,	unable	to	confirm	if	they	were	the	number	one	in	sequence	for	takeoff.		
	
The	report	published	14	safety	recommendations,	one	of	which	related	specifically	to	
the	use	of	a	common	language	“…	stressing	that	the	investigation	did	not	aim	to	evaluate	
the	advantages	and	disadvantages	of	the	systematic	use	of	a	single	language”	and	that	
“in	the	light	of	the	analysis	of	this	accident	and	previously	acquired	experience,	the	DGAC	
study	 the	 expediency	 and	methods	 of	 implementation	 for	 the	 systematic	 use	 of	 the	
English	language	for	air	traffic	control	at	Paris	Charles	de	Gaulle	aerodrome,	as	well	as	
the	extension	of	this	measure	to	other	aerodromes	with	significant	international	traffic”.	
	
As	we	have	seen	previously	in	this	study,	a	trial	test	took	place	at	Paris	CDG	airport	in	
2003	but	it	could	not	determine	that	the	use	of	a	single	language	would	be	beneficial	for	
the	efficiency	and	 safety	of	operations.	 In	hindsight,	 and	 referring	 specifically	 to	 this	
event,	 it	would	 have	 been	 appropriate	 for	 the	 CDG	 airport	 controllers	 to	 have	 used	
English	 in	 the	 Tower	 communications.	 This	 would	 have	 given	 the	 Shorts	 crew	 the	
opportunity,	as	a	last	line	of	defense,	to	acknowledge	that	another	traffic	was	taking	off	
from	the	same	runway,	even	though	many	other	circumstances	had	a	much	more	severe	
impact	in	the	outcome	of	this	event.	In	any	case,	it	also	becomes	evident	that	there	was	
(and	is)	a	need	for	a	proper	risk	assessment	to	address	the	convenience	of	implementing	
the	systematic	use	of	the	English	language.	
	

																																																													
39	Extracts	copied	from	SH33	-	MD83,	Paris	CDG	France,	2000	-	SKYbrary	Aviation	Safety	
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Recommendations	 from	 the	 Spanish	 Civil	 Aviation	 Accident	 and	 Incident	
Investigation	Commission	(CIAIAC)40	
	
According	 the	 Spanish	 CAA	 (AESA),	 the	 Spanish	 Civil	 Aviation	 Accident	 and	 Incident	
Investigation	 Commission	 (CIAIAC)41,	 after	 investigations	 performed	 after	 severe	
incidents	and	accidents	have	published	a	series	of	recommendations	related	to	the	use	
of	 the	English	 language.	Since	 these	recommendations	have	been	widely	used	 in	 the	
past	to	promote	the	use	of	only	the	English	language	in	radiotelephony	communications	
not	only	in	Spain	but	elsewhere42	it	is	worth	studying	these	cases	in	detail	to	understand	
the	rationale	behind	these	recommendations	(Table	2).		
	
	
Table	2,	CIAIAC	recommendations	related	to	the	use	of	English	

																																																													
40	Agencia	Estatal	de	Seguridad	Aérea	(AESA)	and	Comisión	de	Investigación	de	Accidentes	e	Incidentes	
de	Aviación	Civil	(CIAIAC)	
41	Dossier	comunicaciones	en	inglés,	AESA	
42	 CIAIAC	 recommendation	 (REC	 08/14)	 is,	 for	 example,	 specifically	 addressed	 in	
http://www.skybrary.aero/index.php/Situation_awareness	

RECOMMENDATION	 REPORT	 TYPE	 DESCRIPTION	
REC	25/03	 IN-

060/2002	
incident	 It	 is	 recommended	 that	 a	 working	

group	 is	 established	 with	
participation	of	the	DGAC,	AENA	and	
representatives	 of	 the	 operators,	
pilot	 professional	 associations	 and	
air	 traffic	 controllers	 professional	
associations,	 that	 studies	 the	
possibility	 of	 regulating	 the	 use	 of	
English	 language	 only	 at	 major	
international	 airports	 whenever	 a	
non-Spanish	 speaking	 pilot	 is	
involved,	 and	 the	 conditions	 of	 the	
corresponding	 implementation	 of	
that	regulation.	

REC	11/10	 A-053/2006	 accident	 It	 is	 recommended	 that	 AENA	
improve	 the	 procedures	 in	 case	 of	
aircraft	 with	 difficulties,	 anomalies	
and	 emergencies,	 to	 guarantee	 in	
these	cases	that	the	information	and	
coordination	 interchange	 between	
the	controllers	and	the	crew	be	more	
efficient.	 It	 is	also	 recommended	 to	
avoid	 the	changes	 in	 frequency	and	
to	maintain	the	communications	in	a	
language	 known	 by	 all	 the	 parties	
involved,	especially	by	all	the	aircraft	
in	the	frequency.	
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For	the	purpose	of	this	paper	recommendation	REC	27/03,	found	in	the	original	AESA’s	
dossier,	was	discarded	since	it	only	relates	to	the	potential	phonetic	confusion	of	the	
Spanish	standard	phraseology	“ascienda”	(ascend)		and	it	recommends	to	change	it	to	
“suba”	(climb)	(Ministerio	de	Fomento,	Dirección	General	de	Aviación	Civil,	2014)43.	In	
addition	to	the	AESA	compilation	of	significant	events	an	additional	incident	is	going	to	
be	analyzed	(IN-010/2010)	since	it	also	refers	to	the	use	of	the	English	language	in	the	
frequency	that,	for	some	reason,	skipped	the	original	list	and	was	not	included	in	the	
dossier.	
	
TECHNICAL	REPORT	IN-060/2002	
	
This	event	took	place	in	Barcelona	on	September	1,	2002,	and	two	traffics	were	involved:	
A	B-737	registration	OK-BGQ	flight	number	CSA	6656	and	a	Boeing	B-737	registration	G-
EZYP	 flight	 number	 EZY	 820.	 The	 hole	 incident	 occurred	 in	 visual	 meteorological	

																																																													
43	This	change	in	standard	phraseology	has	already	been	introduced	in	the	latest	versions	of	the	Spanish	
Air	Traffic	Regulation	(RCA)	

REC	79/12	 IN-
007/2012	

incident	 It	 is	 recommended	 that,	 during	 the	
Unit	 Competence	 Scheme	 theory	
instruction	 phase	 for	 controllers,	
AENA	stress	the	importance	of	using	
English	 phraseology	 in	 those	
situations	 that	 involve	 crews	 who	
speak	different	languages.	

REC	21/13	 IN-
010/2010	

incident	 It	 is	 recommended	 that	 RYANAIR	
introduce	as	part	of	its	practices	and	
procedures	 that,	 at	 least	 when	
operating	 	 outside	 domestic	
airspace,	and	specially	in	emergency	
situations,	 its	 crews	 speak	 English	
adapted	 to	 the	 so-called	
“operational	 level”,	 using	 standard	
phraseology	as	much	as	possible	and	
speaking	 slowly	 and	 clearly	 enough	
so	 that	 they	 may	 be	 easily	
understood	 by	 all	 the	 parties	
involved.	

REC	08/14	 IN-
037/2012	

incident	 It	 is	 recommended	 that	 AESA	
promote	the	 implementation	of	the	
necessary	 actions	 in	 order	 to	
minimize	 the	 problems	 caused	 by	
the	 use	 of	 Spanish	 in	 situations	
involving	 crews	 that	 do	 not	master	
the	language.	

Source:	CIAIAC	
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conditions44	 and	 with	 communications	 with	 the	 two	 traffics	 involved	 performed	 in	
English	at	all	times.	
	
There	are	several	conflicting	instructions	and	errors	that	led	the	EZY	820	to	be	instructed	
to	enter	the	active	runway	while	the	CSA	6656	was	in	short	final.	A	go-around	procedure	
was	instructed	to	the	CSA	flight	followed	by	a	clearance	to	land	(mental	slip	by	the	air	
traffic	controller	that	was	corrected	immediately)	that	ended	up	with	this	flight	landing	
long	on	the	runway	but	not	before	crossing	on	top	of	the	 lined	up	aircraft	(EZY	820).	
Both	aircrafts	were	fully	aware	of	the	situation	of	the	other,	with	the	EZY	even	calling	on	
the	 frequency	 for	 the	 traffic	 on	 final	 to	 go	 around,	 and	 the	CSA	6656	 crew	 in	 visual	
contact	with	the	B-737	standing	at	the	threshold	of	the	active	runway.		
	
Only	two	recommendations	were	published	for	this	report.	The	first	one	regarding	the	
use	of	English	since	a	communication	was	given	to	the	previously	departing	traffic	that	
was	not	 involved	 in	 the	 incident	and	could	hardly	be	defined	as	essential	 traffic	and,	
therefore,	with	very	little	impact	on	the	final	outcome.	The	second	one	addresses	the	
need	to	remind	all	safety	departments	of	the	operators	involved	on	the	use	of	standard	
phraseology.	
	
No	further	recommendations	were	published	about	training,	flight	procedures,	Tower	
SOPs,	 noncompliance	 with	 ATC	 instructions	 and/or	 the	 fact	 that	 a	 crew	 decided	 to	
continue	an	approach	flying	over	a	traffic	on	the	active	runway,	although	reference	to	
all	these	facts	were	addressed	throughout	the	investigation	report.	
	
TECHNICAL	REPORT	A-053/2006	
	
The	crew	of	 the	aircraft,	 an	A-300-600	 (flight	QTR	068),	was	 taxing	out	 to	 the	active	
runway	(36R)	from	Terminal	1,	south	end	of	the	Madrid	Barajas	airport,	after	a	three-
hour	stopover.	During	the	long	taxi	procedure,	the	crew	encountered	some	problems	
with	the	braking	system	that	were	swiftly	detected	by	the	pilots	who	reported	to	ground	
control,	at	one	point,	their	intention	to	return	to	the	parking	area.		
	
During	the	taxi	back	to	the	terminal	area	they	had	departed	from,	and	after	a	few	stops	
to	allow	for	the	brakes	to	cool	down,	the	crew	notices	a	few	bumps	due	to	the	deflation	
of	wheels	5	and	645.	At	that	approximate	time	a	Spanish	traffic	calls	ATC	advising	them	
that	 they	 were	 seeing	 fire	 coming	 out	 of	 the	 left	 leg	 of	 the	 Qatari	 aircraft.	 This	
information	 was	 relayed	 immediately	 to	 the	 aircraft	 using	 the	 English	 language.	
Additionally,	a	Follow-Me	car	that	was	called	to	the	area	where	flight	QTR	068	was,	also	
informed	the	crew	that	fire	was	visible	coming	out	of	the	left	landing	gear.		
	

																																																													
44	The	METAR	of	07:00	at	the	time	of	the	event	in	Barcelona	was:	LEBL	35006G16KT	CAVOK	21/16	Q1019	
NOSIG	(visual	meteorological	conditions)	
45	 Systems	 in	 the	 aircraft	 account	 for	 thermal	 plugs	 to	 activate	 and	 deflate	 tires	 in	 case	 of	 high	
temperatures	to	prevent	them	from	exploding	uncontrollably,	although	in	this	case	it	is	not	clear	if	this	is	
the	cause	for	deflation	or,	on	the	other	hand,	the	presence	of	fire	and	high	temperatures	of	the	wheel	
assembly	caused	the	tires	to	explode.	
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An	emergency	evacuation	followed	that	resulted	in	a	serious	injury	and	hence	defined	
this	event	as	an	accident	according	ICAO’s	Annex	13	provisions.	It	is	also	noted	in	the	
report	that	if	the	crew	had	been	granted	by	ATC	the	assistance	they	required	when	they	
had	detected	the	problem	the	accident	would	have	not	taken	place.		
	
Five	 recommendations	 were	 published	 in	 the	 report	 that	 call	 for	 revision	 of	 SOPs,	
training,	maintenance	procedures	and	ATC	procedures	regarding	the	assistance	of	fire	
brigades.	Specifically,	REC	11/10	requested	for	improvement	of	communications	and	for	
the	use	of	a	common	language	and,	specially,	by	all	the	aircraft	in	the	frequency	although	
it	 is	not	known	how	this	would	have	improved	the	outcome	of	the	accident,	more	so	
when	the	report	states	that	the	evacuation	was	deemed	not	necessary	and	that	“The	
deplaning	of	the	passengers	may	have	been	halted	had	there	been	better	communication	
among	the	crew,	the	TWR	and	the	firefighters,	…”	all	of	which	were	using	English	or	hand	
signals	for	their	communications	with	the	aircraft.		
	
TECHNICAL	REPORT	IN-007/2012	
	
On	8	February	2012,	two	airplanes,	an	Airbus	319	(call	sign	BEL3HH)	and	an	Airbus	330	
(call	sign	IBE0716),	approaching	runway	25R	at	the	Barcelona	Airport	received	a	TCAS	
RA	warning	when	separated	horizontally	by	2.2	NM	and	at	the	same	height,	requiring	an	
evasive	maneuver.	Also	converging	during	the	approach	was	a	Boeing	777,	with	heavy	
wake	turbulence,	with	call	sign	DAL114	and	operated	by	Delta	Airlines.	The	controller	
established	a	landing	sequence	with	DAL114	first,	IBE0716	second	and	BEL3HH	third.	
	
A	miss	calculation	on	the	side	of	the	ATCO,	a	last	minute	change	in	approach	sequence	
and	 the	 inefficient	 controller	 instructions	 to	 separate	 traffics	 resulted	 in	 the	 loss	 of	
separation	according	to	the	report.	Additionally,	and	since	the	communications	between	
IBE0716	 and	 air	 traffic	 control	 were	 held	 in	 Spanish	 this	 fact	 is	 established	 as	 a	
contributory	factor.	It	is	worth	noting	that	the	aircraft	that	was	in	need	to	make	the	most	
rapid	maneuver	was	this	last	one,	since	the	short	delay	in	starting	the	turn	provoked	a	
further	 lack	of	separation	among	the	two	traffics	 involved	 in	the	 incident.	To	file	this	
situation	 as	 a	 contributory	 factor	 somehow	 implies	 that	 the	 BEL3HH,	 if	 it	 had	 been	
understanding	the	instructions	given	to	the	IBE	flight	should	have	taken	evasive	action	
only	relating	to	this	communications	and	visual	references,	if	any.	
	
As	background	information	and	to	justify	the	need	to	recommend	the	use	of	English	the	
report	references	to	previous	EUROCONTROL	guides	where,	according	the	report,	the	
use	of	different	languages	resulted	in	incidents	caused	by	the	inability	of	one	crew	to	
understand	the	instructions	given	to	another.	This	is	an	over	statement	as	there	has	not	
been	a	single	incident	that	has	been	caused	by	not	understanding	an	instruction	given	
to	another.		
	
It	additionally	makes	reference	to	REC	11/10	(see	previous	report)	where	it	states	that	
the	 use	 of	 different	 languages	 prevented	 the	 crew	 from	 learning	 vital	 evacuation	
information.	According	to	our	previous	analysis	different	issues	caused	the	accident	that	
this	event	is	referred	to	and,	in	any	case,	did	not	prevent	the	evaluation	by	the	crew	to	
evacuate	 the	 aircraft.	 Again,	 if	 they	 had	 not	 been	made	 aware	 of	 the	 other	 traffic’s	
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report	 they	 may	 have	 not	 performed	 it	 and,	 therefore,	 avoiding	 the	 accident	 from	
occurring.	It	is	also	difficult	to	compare	both	events	as	there	is	no	obvious	correlation	
among	the	two.	
	
Only	 two	 recommendations	 are	made	 in	 this	 report,	 the	 first	 one	 about	 the	 use	 of	
English	 and	 the	 second	 relating	 to	 theoretical	 instruction	 on	 spacing,	 vectoring	 and	
speed	control	management.	
	
TECHNICAL	REPORT	IN-010/2010	
	
On	26th	July	2012	thunderstorms	occurred	in	the	vicinity	of	Madrid	airport	(LEMD)	that	
forced	ATC	to	divert	twelve	flights	towards	Valencia	Airport	(LEVC).	Four	of	these	twelve	
flights	declared	emergency	due	to	problems	with	fuel,	when	they	were	in	approach	to	
Valencia	airport.	Two	years	earlier,	a	B-737-800	(call	sign	RY9ZC)	was	also	flying	from	
Stansted	airport	(EGGS,	UK)	to	Alicante	Airport	(Spain).	After	two	approaches	at	Alicante	
Airport,	the	crew	decided	to	divert	to	Valencia	arriving	with	a	final	fuel	amount	of	956	
kg,	183	kg	less	than	the	calculated	final	reserve	fuel.	Since	these	two	separated	incidents	
had	many	similarities	the	CIAIAC	decided	that	no	new	recommendations	were	necessary	
although	 the	 re-occurrence	 of	 a	 similar	 incident	 reinforce	 the	 arguments	 these	
recommendations	were	based	upon.		
	
It	 is	 stated	 the	 convenience	 of	 speaking	 in	 a	 common	 language	 when	 non	 Spanish	
speaking	crews	converge	at	 the	same	 frequency	although,	 in	 this	case,	 it	 is	not	even	
considered	as	a	contributory	factor.	On	the	other	hand,	it	is	reflected	in	the	report	that	
the	aircraft’s	crew	spoke	in	a	quick	and	poorly	enunciated	manner	instead	of	using	an	
English	that	was	understandable	by	all	 involved,	resulting	 in	frequent	repetitions	and	
exchanges	that	were	hard	for	control	personnel	to	understand.	A	recommendation	was	
made	 in	 this	 regard,	 among	 others	 relating	 to	 SOPs	 in	 emergency	 situations,	
meteorological	information	and	fuel	management.	
	
TECHNICAL	REPORT	IN-037/2012	
	
On	21	September	2012,	a	Bombardier	BD-700	aircraft,	registration	EC-JIL	and	call	sign	
MGO758,	was	making	a	flight	from	Nice	to	Ibiza.	At	the	same	time,	a	Dassault	Falcon	
2000,	registration	CS-DNP	and	call	sign	NJE599U,	was	flying	to	Ibiza	from	Porto	(LPPR).	
Both	aircrafts	met	in	approach	to	Ibiza	at	the	same	time	and	in	visual	meteorological	
conditions.	 Communications	 with	 the	 Portuguese	 aircraft	 were	 held	 in	 English	 and	
instructions	were	given	to	the	other	traffic	in	Spanish.	
	
A	TCAS46	resolution	advisory	avoidance	maneuver	was	triggered	when	the	two	traffics	
flight	paths	were	to	be	crossed	missing	each	other	by	1.2NM	(Nautical	Miles)	and	300	
feet	vertically.	The	 investigation	showed	that	NJE599	crossed	the	 Initial	Approach	Fix	
(IAF)	of	the	approach	chart	without	authorization	(see	figure	4)	and	then	did	not	comply	
with	 the	 controller’s	 instructions	 to	 separate	 him	 from	 the	 other	 traffic,	 as	 he	 was	
expecting	to	be	vectored	to	final	approach	and	had	great	difficulties	understanding	the	

																																																													
46	Traffic	Collision	Avoidance	System	
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ATCO	due	to	his	very	strong	accent	(instructions	had	to	be	repeated	three	times	to	the	
Portuguese	aircraft).	The	crew	of	this	flight	also	stated	that	they	were	in	visual	contact	
with	the	other	aircraft	throughout	the	entire	incident,	from	the	time	they	passed	the	IAF	
TILNO	until	they	completed	the	maneuver	indicated	by	the	TCAS.	
	
All	the	communications	between	aircraft	CS-DP	and	the	Ibiza	APP	controller	before	and	
after	the	incident	were	in	English.	The	communications	between	ATC	and	aircraft	EC-JIL,	
however,	were	in	Spanish,	except	for	one	exchange	that	was	made	in	English,	during	the	
close	approach	between	the	two	aircraft.	
	
figure	4,	STAR	chart	Ibiza	airport	

	
	
	

Only	one	recommendation	is	published	for	this	incident	and	it	refers	to	the	use	of	English	
again	implying	that	the	event	could	have	been	avoided	if	the	Portuguese	aircraft	would	
have	been	more	aware	of	the	intentions	of	the	ATCO.	Additional	reference	is	made	to	
recommendation	REC	25/03	(IN-060/2002)	in	which,	as	 it	has	been	shown	above	in	a	
previous	analysis,	 it	 refers	 to	an	 incident	where	both	 traffics	 involved	and	ATC	were	
communicating	in	English	and	still	one	decided	to	land	crossing	over	a	lined	up	traffic	on	
the	threshold	of	the	same	runway.	Again,	no	obvious	correlation	or	lessons	learned	that	
could	apply	to	these	two	incidents.	
	
No	further	recommendations	were	published	relating	training	or	SOPs	(both	to	pilots	
and/or	air	traffic	controllers),	use	of	standard	phraseology	or	adherence	to	provisions	
established	 in	 the	 Spanish	 Air	 Traffic	 Regulation	 although	 all	 this	 factors	 were	 also	
addressed	in	the	report.	

Source:	CIAIAC	
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Recommendations	 from	 the	 Spanish	ATS	 Incidents	 Investigation	Commission	
(CEANITA)47	
	
This	 Commission	 publishes	 annually	 a	 document	where	 the	 incidents	 related	 to	 ATS	
operations	are	summarized.	This	only	relates	to	the	less	severe	incidents	since	the	more	
safety	sensitive	ones	are	to	be	investigated	by	the	CIAIAC.	From	these	annual	reports	
and	the	information	gathered	from	other	sources48	we	have	summarized	the	results	in	
the	following	tables	and	a	few	comments.		
	
In	the	tables,	Incidence	16	refers	to	use	of	Spanish	in	the	frequency	that,	in	most	cases,	
is	shown	as	a	similar	recommendation	such	as	the	following	one:	“It	is	recommended	to	
(entity)	 that	 this	 report	 (reference	 number)	will	 be	 sent	 to	 (the	ATS	 unit	 involved)	 to	
remind	their	ATS	personnel	of	the	convenience	to	use	the	English	language	when	there	
is	no	certainty	that	all	aircrafts	involved	understand	the	Spanish	language”49	.	
	
Table	3,	CEANITA	recommendations	2012-2014	

RECOMMENDATIONS	2012	
1.	Readbacks/hearbacks	 12	
2.	ATC	deviations		 2	
3.	Training	 13	
4.	Phraseology		 9	
5.	ATC	instructions	during	TCAS	RAs	 5	
6.	Other	 0	
7.	Flight	Planning		 5	
8.	ATCO	relief	procedures	 6	
9.	Relaying	of	information	 23	
10.	Letter	of	Agreement	review		 1	
11.	Review	of	procedures		 22	
12.	Systems	 13	
13.	TCAS	RA	 0	
14.	Transfer	of	traffic		 6	
15.	Procedures	use	 66	
16.	Use	of	Spanish	in	the	frequency		 9	
17.	Radar	Surveillance	 0	
18.	Visual	Surveillance	 0	
TOTAL		RECOMENDATIONS	2012		 192	
TOTAL	INCIDENTS		2012	 103	
	 	
	
	

																																																													
47	Comisión	de	Estudio	y	Análisis	de	Notificaciones	de	Incidentes	de	Tránsito	Aéreo	(CEANITA)	
48	Including	the	Dossier	Comunicaciones	en	Inglés	from	AESA	
49	“Se	recomienda	a	(XXXXX)	que	envíe	el	presente	expediente	(XXXX)	a	la	dependencia	implicada	(XXXXX)	
para	que	recuerde	a	su	personal	ATC	la	conveniencia	de	utilizar	el	idioma	inglés	cuando	no	haya	seguridad	
de	que	todas	las	aeronaves	comprendan	el	idioma	español”.	
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RECOMMENDATIONS	2013	
1.	Readbacks/hearbacks	 15	
2.	ATC	deviations		 1	
3.	Training	 17	
4.	Phraseology		 18	
5.	ATC	instructions	during	TCAS	RAs	 4	
6.	Other	 3	
7.	Flight	Planning		 4	
8.	ATCO	relief	procedures	 2	
9.	Relaying	of	information	 3	
10.	Letter	of	Agreement	review		 2	
11.	Review	of	procedures		 18	
12.	Systems	 9	
13.	TCAS	RA	 15	
14.	Transfer	of	traffic		 15	
15.	Procedures	use	 52	

16.	Use	of	Spanish	in	the	frequency		 3	
17.	Radar	Surveillance	 11	
18.	Visual	Surveillance	 0	
TOTAL		RECOMENDATIONS	2013	 193	
TOTAL	INCIDENTS		2013	 79	
	
RECOMMENDATIONS	2014	
1.	Readbacks/hearbacks	 11	
2.	ATC	deviations		 1	
3.	Training	 28	
4.	Phraseology		 24	
5.	ATC	instructions	during	TCAS	RAs	 12	
6.	Other	 0	
7.	Flight	Planning		 10	
8.	ATCO	relief	procedures	 7	
9.	Relaying	of	information	 5	
10.	Letter	of	Agreement	review		 3	
11.	Review	of	procedures		 40	
12.	Systems	 18	
13.	TCAS	RA	 24	
14.	Transfer	of	traffic		 4	
15.	Procedures	use	 97	
16.	Use	of	Spanish	in	the	frequency		 1	
17.	Radar	Surveillance	 16	
18.	Visual	Surveillance	 4	
TOTAL		RECOMENDATIONS	2014	 304	
TOTAL	INCIDENTS		2014	 107	

	Source:	CEANITA	
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Considering	that	a	single	recommendation	was	issued	for	each	type	16	incident	we	can	
estimate	 the	 statistic	 relevance	 of	 these	 types	 of	 incidents	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 total	
number.	The	result	of	this	calculation	is	shown	in	the	following	table	(table	4):	
	
Table	4,	percentage	of	type	16	incidents	

	
	
	

It	 is	 left	 for	 further	 studies	 the	 follow	 up	 of	 this	 tendency	 to	 assess	 the	 qualitative	
relevance	of	this	tendency	and	the	evaluation	of	the	associated	risk	in	relation	to	this	
specific	issue	and	possible	mitigation	actions.	What	seems	clear	as	of	today	is	that	the	
negative	impact	of	the	use	of	Spanish	in	the	National	environment	has	decreased	in	the	
recent	years	without	the	need	to	mandate	the	use	of	the	English	language	at	all	times	in	
the	frequency.		
	
Additionally,	and	 in	order	to	put	a	possible	future	evaluation	 in	perspective,	 it	 is	also	
worth	 noting	 that	 during	 a	 short	 period	 of	 time	 during	 2006	 a	 few	 Spanish	 airlines	
decided	to	echo	the	latest	EUROCONTROL	recommendations	and	started	using	English	
in	all	of	 their	communications.	This	 initiative	caused,	at	 least,	 two	reported	 incidents	
that,	 according	 the	 investigations’	 conclusions,	 resulted	 in	 the	 following	
recommendation:	
	
“With	the	objective	to	enhance	the	situational	awareness	among	two	aircrafts	that	may	
be	 in	 conflict,	or	essential	 traffic,	 it	 is	 recommended	 that	 the	aircrafts	 involved	use	a	
common	language.	In	case	only	Spanish	Crews	are	involved,	the	Spanish	language	should	
be	used”50.	
	
It	was	clear	to	CEANITA	in	these	incidents	that	the	sole	use	of	English	eliminates	events	
related	to	the	use	of	different	languages	in	the	frequency	but	would,	at	least,	increase	
																																																													
50	Recommendations	found	in	CEANITA	reports	314/06/A	and	342/06/A.	The	original	recommendations	
read	 like	 this:	“Con	objeto	de	mejorar	 la	percepción	de	una	 situación	 creada	entre	dos	aeronaves	que	
puedan	ser	conflictivas,	o	tráfico	esencial,	se	recomienda	que	las	aeronaves	implicadas	utilicen	el	mismo	
idioma.	En	el	caso	de	estar	involucradas	únicamente	tripulaciones	de	habla	hispana,	debería	utilizarse	el	
español”	(CEANITA,	2006).	
	

Source:	own	production	
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the	workload	among	pilots	and	air	traffic	controllers	that	have	Spanish	as	their	mother	
tongue	among	other	possible	undesired	consequences.	
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SAFETY	ANALYSIS	
	
In	a	radiotelephony	survey	it	was	found	that	80%	of	radiotelephony	(RTF)	transmissions	
by	pilots	were	incorrect	in	some	way	and	there	are	other	statistics	that	show	that	30%	
of	all	incident	events	have	communication	errors,	rising	to	50%	in	airport	environments.	
Additionally,	23%	of	all	level-bust	events	errors	and	40%	of	all	runway	incursions	also	
involve	communication	problems	(Anne	Isaac,	2007)51.	It	is	therefore	a	matter	of	great	
relevance	 to	 improve	 RTF	 communications	 in	 order	 to	 improve	 the	 safety	 of	 all	
operations.	
	
Having	a	mental	picture	of	the	actual	situation	of	other	traffics	and	the	inter-relation	
among	all	of	them	is	also	important	to	pilots	but	more	so	to	air	traffic	controllers	that	
need	to	maintain	a	very	precise	mental	scenario	of	the	developing	environment	in	their	
airspace.	Situational	awareness	when	it	relates	to	air	traffic	management	may	include	
the	 following	 factors	 depending	 if	 we	 relate	 to	 pilots	 or	 ATCOs.	 For	 the	 latter,	 this	
includes	communication	with	aircraft	(voice	and	data	link)	and	with	other	controllers;	
and	 radar,	 together	 with	 associated	 safety	 nets.	 For	 the	 pilot,	 this	 includes	
communication	 with	 the	 controller;	 monitoring	 communication	 between	 controllers	
and	other	aircraft;	visual	 look-out;	navigation	(including	use	of	maps	and	charts);	and	
aircraft	safety	nets,	including	TAWS,	ACAS	and	GPWS	(Skybrary,	2017)52.	
	
As	we	can	see,	in	aviation	we	relate	heavily	in	communications	to	pass	instructions	to	
manage	 the	 flow	 of	 traffic	 in	 a	 safe	 manner	 but	 also	 to	 increase	 the	 situational	
awareness	 of	 pilots	 and	 ATCOs	 involved	 in	 a	 specific	 operation.	 It	 is	 therefore	 the	
purpose	 of	 this	 analysis	 to	 address	 all	 the	 different	 issues	 that	 affect	 RTF	
communications	in	order	to	be	able	to	assess	the	specific	implications	of	the	sole	use	of	
English	in	the	aviation	environment.	
	
Safety	Culture	
	
Before	we	start	with	the	formal	analysis	it	is	necessary	to	perform	a	brief	introduction	
on	how	we	approach	safety	and	perform	risk	analysis	in	the	aviation	world	today.	Since	
the	 beginning	 of	 aviation,	 a	 continuous	 improvement	 has	 taken	 place	 in	 order	 for	
aviation	to	be	defined	as	the	safest	mean	of	transportation	in	the	world	(figure	5).	
	
This	 new	 evolution	 in	 safety	 culture	 can	 be	 divided	 in	 three	 specific	 eras:	 technical,	
human	 factors	 and	organizational.	 All	 three	 aspects	 are	 considered	holistically	when	
addressing	any	safety	issue	in	aviation	and	with	the	development	of	safety	management	
systems	we	are	able	now	to	assess	the	actual	performance	of	the	system	by	processing	
key	 performance	 indicators	 and	 searching	 for	 continuous	 improvement.	 This	 latest	
approach	 to	 safety	 then	 requires	 for	 the	proactive	 collection	and	analysis	of	data	 to	
detect	emerging	safety	issues	and	its	implications	(Figure	6).	

																																																													
51	Effective	Communication	in	the	Aviation	Environment:	Work	in	Progress,	Anne	Isaac,	Ph.D.	
52	http://www.skybrary.aero/index.php/Situational_Awareness	
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figure	5,	airline	accidents	per	1	million	flights	1977-2016	

	
	
	

Additionally,	when	studying	previous	events	in	aviation	the	system	has	moved	from	only	
stating	what	happened,	when	and	who	was	involved	to	ask	more	in-depth	questions	as	
to	answer	why	and	how	an	undesired	situation	took	place.	It	is	not	the	purpose	of	this	
work	to	show	in	great	detail	the	way	we	perform	safety	 investigations	today	but	 it	 is	
worth	noting	 that	we	have	moved	 from	stating	 the	obvious	 to	 try	 to	address	all	 the	
factors	involved	at	organizational	level.	Therefore,	every	time	we	study	an	incident	or	
accident	we	need	to	search	upstream	of	what	could	be	called	the	organizational	accident	
investigation	in	order	to	try	to	detect	all	the	different	factors	that	led	to	an	event	to	take	
place	(figure	7).	
	

figure	6,	evolution	of	safety	

	
	
	
	

Source:	Aviation	Safety	Network,	Flight	Safety	Foundation	

Source:	ICAO	Safety	Management	Manual	
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figure	7,	organizational	accident	

	
	
	

Safety	risk	management	does	play	a	fundamental	role	in	any	aviation	related	study.	We	
do	also	use	a	 very	 specific	methodology	 to	process	 the	data	 in	order	 to	 come	up	 to	
precise	and	manageable	conclusions.	Safety	risk	is	defined	by	the	projected	probability	
and	severity	of	the	consequence	of	an	existing	situation.	This	will	provide	us	with	a	risk	
index	that	then	we	could	export	to	a	tolerability	matrix	(figure	8)	in	order	to	define	the	
recommended	 actions	 to	 address	 that	 specific	 risk.	When	we	 include	 the	mitigation	
actions	into	the	equation	then	we	are	talking	about	risk	management.	
	
figure	8,	risk	management	–	risk	tolerability	matrix	

	
	

Source:	ICAO	Safety	Management	Manual	

Source:	ICAO	Safety	Management	Manual	
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Where	necessary,	a	supplementary	Human	Factor	 (HF)	analysis	may	be	conducted	to	
support	 that	 particular	 risk	 mitigation	 exercise.	 An	 HF	 analysis	 provides	 an	
understanding	of	the	impact	of	human	error	on	the	situation	and	ultimately	contributes	
to	the	development	of	more	comprehensive	and	effective	mitigation/corrective	actions	
(ICAO,	2013)53.		
	
We	can	therefore	argue	that	 the	communications	 issue	 in	aviation	relates	heavily	on	
human	 factors	 and	 the	 way	 we	 interact	 among	 ourselves	 and	 our	 environment.	 To	
address	this	factor,	we	have	developed	in	aviation	a	conceptual	model	to	analyze	the	
impact	of	the	different	components	 in	relation	to	the	human	being.	This	 is	called	the	
SHELL	model	as	it	contains	the	following	four	components	(figure	9):	
	

a) Software	(S):	procedures,	training,	support,	etc.;	
b) Hardware	(H):	machines	and	equipment;	
c) Environment	(E):	the	working	environment	in	which	the	rest	of	the	L-H-S	system	

must	function;		
d) Liveware	(L):	humans	in	the	workplace.		

	
figure	9,	SHELL	model	

	
	
	

According	 to	 this	model,	 the	 communication	 issue	mainly	 relates	 to	 the	 Liveware	 –	
Liveware	(L	–	L)	aspect	since	it	plays	a	key	role	in	determining	the	human	performance.	
Since	a	mismatch	between	any	component	of	 this	model	does	have	 the	potential	 to	
contribute	to	human	error	the	L	–	L	factor	needs	to	be	specifically	addressed	during	this	
analysis.	
	

																																																													
53	ICAO	Doc.	9859,	Safety	Management	Manual	

Source:	ICAO	Safety	Management	Manual	
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EUROCONTROL	Voluntary	ATM	Incident	Reporting	System	(EVAIR)	
	
In	 order	 to	 continue	 with	 our	 formal	 analysis,	 we	 need	 to	 put	 the	 problem	 into	
perspective	 and	 refer	 to	 actual	 data	 gathered	 specifically	 to	 study	 the	 impact	 of	
communications	and	the	use	of	language	in	specific	events.		
	
The	EUROCONTROL	Voluntary	ATM	Incident	Reporting	System	(EVAIR)	has	been	set	up	
as	 part	 of	 the	 Safety	 Analysis	 Function	 of	 EUROCONTROL	 to	 enable	 proactive	
identification	and	timely	resolution	of	safety	related	problems.	The	main	objectives	of	
EVAIR	are	to	fix	problems	in	the	shortest	time	possible	and	to	promote	a	data	driven	
approach	to	further	safety	enhancement	activities	based	on	low	or	medium	risk	bearing	
incidents,	instead	on	serious	risk	bearing	incidents	and	accidents.	
	
In	 its	 2011-2015	 period	 bulletin	 (EUROCONTROL,	 2017),	 EVAIR	 identified	 the	 7	 top	
contributors	to	ATM	occurrences	which	are	shown	in	figure	10.	
		
figure	10,	7	top	contributors	to	ATM	occurrences	

	
	
	

As	 we	 can	 see,	 the	 two	 main	 contributory	 factors	 are	 related	 to	 mistakes	 and	
communications.	EVAIR	communications	cover	two	main	areas:	Spoken	and	operational	
communications	(figure	11):	
	
Operational	 communication	 (HEIDI)54:	 Air-Ground,	 Ground-Ground	 and	 Use	 of	
Equipment	for	verification	testing.	Air-Ground	communication	encompasses	hearback	
omitted,	pilots’	read	back,	standard	phraseology,	message	construction,	R/T	monitoring	
including	sector	frequency	monitoring	and	emergency	frequency	monitoring,	handling	
of	 radio	 communication	 failure	 and	 unlawful	 radio	 communications	 transmission.	
																																																													
54	 HEIDI	 (Harmonisation	 of	 European	 Incident	 Definitions	 Initiative	 for	 ATM)	 is	 intended	 to	 finalize	 a	
harmonized	set	of	definitions	(taxonomy)	for	ATM-related	occurrences.	

Source:	EVAIR	2011-2015	
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Ground-Ground	 communication	 refers	 to	 standard	 phraseology,	 speech	 techniques,	
message	 construction,	 standard	 use	 of	 equipment,	 radio	 frequency,	 telephones,	
intercoms,	etc.	
	
Spoken	 communication	 (HEIDI):	 human/human	 communication	 encompassing	 air-
ground	 and	 ground-ground	 communications	 but	 also	 call	 sign	 confusion,	 noise	
interference	 and	 other	 spoken	 information	 provided	 in	 plain	 language.	 Air-ground	
communication	 refers	 to	 language/accent,	 situation	 not	 conveyed	 by	 pilots,	 pilot’s	
breach	 of	 radio	 telephony	 (R/T),	 workload,	misunderstanding/misinterpretation,	 and	
other	 pilot	 problems.	 Ground-ground	 communication	 refers	 to	
misunderstanding/misinterpretation	and	poor/no	coordination.	
	
	
figure	11,	spoken	and	operational	communications	

	
	
	

The	language/accent	issue	is	only	captured	by	spoken	communications	and	it	counts	for	
less	than	0.02	reports	for	every	10000	flights	(less	than	0.0002%	of	all	flights	or	less	than	
2	events	every	1.000.000	flights)	and	it	does	not	necessarily	relate	to	events	where	more	
than	one	language	was	used	on	the	same	frequency	but,	for	instance,	to	accents	or	lack	
of	English	proficiency	(figure	12).			
	
Previously,	EUROCONTROL	had	performed	a	study	with	the	objective	of	identifying	the	
Spanish	 contribution	 to	 the	 total	 number	of	 events	 related	 specifically	 to	 air-ground	
communications	in	the	European	action	area	(AESA,	2014)55	and	in	relation	with	issues	
regarding	 English	 proficiency	 and	 the	 use	 of	 two	 languages	 at	 the	 same	 time	 in	
radiotelephony	communications.	
	

																																																													
55	The	reason	for	this	study	is	unknown	and	there	is	no	further	reference	about	any	other	similar	study	
performed	in	a	specific	State.	The	results	of	this	study	is	reflected	in	the	AESA	Dossier	de	Comunicaciones	
en	Inglés.	

Source:	EVAIR	2011-2015	
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figure	12,	spoken	communication	reports	per	10.000	flights	

	
	
	

Out	of	the	8.110	events	extracted	from	the	EVAIR	database	between	the	years	2006	and	
2011,	1.927	related	to	air-ground	communications	of	which	375	(19%	of	all	air-ground	
communication	 events)	 related	 specifically	 to	 Spain.	 It	 is	 also	worth	 noting	 that	 the	
percentage	 of	 air	 traffic	managed	 by	 Spain	 is	 also	 of	 approximately	 20%.	When	we	
compare	the	spoken	and	operational	communications	we	can	check	that	the	incidence	
of	events	maintains	the	same	proportionality	(figure	13).	
	
figure	13,	spoken	and	operational	communications	in		Spain	

	
	

Source:	EVAIR	2011-2015	

Source:	EVAIR	–	Dossier	de	Comunicaciones	en	Inglés	
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When	looking	at	the	spoken	communication	factors	in	detail	the	results	show	that	Spain	
was	doing	better	in	misunderstanding/interpretation	issues,	slightly	worse	in	situational	
awareness	 (that	may	 include	 the	use	of	 two	 languages	 in	 the	 frequency	at	 the	same	
time)	and	much	worse	in	English	proficiency	and	accent.	
	
The	Spanish	Human	Factor	Study	
	
In	late	December	2015,	a	working	group	was	created	in	Spain,	with	representatives	of	
the	 Spanish	 Civil	 Aviation	 Authority	 (DGAC),	 The	 Spanish	 Air	 Safety	 Agency	 (AESA),	
providers	of	air	navigation	services,	airlines,	pilots	and	air	traffic	controllers,	to	evaluate	
and,	where	appropriate,	promote	a	reform	of	the	“Reglamento	de	Circulación	Aérea”	
(Air	Traffic	Regulation)	to	regulate	the	mandatory	implementation	of	a	single	language	
in	air	ground	communications	between	air	traffic	controllers	and	aircrews	involved	in	
commercial	air	transport	operations,	whenever	the	frequency	is	used	by	traffics	which	
must	be	considered	as	“essential	traffic”56.		
	
The	purpose	of	the	work	shop	was	to	conduct	a	safety	study	to	determine	the	impact	
that	the	use	of	a	single	language	in	the	radiotelephony	communications	might	have	on	
safety,	 from	 the	 human	 factors	 point	 of	 view.	 This	 study	 would	 conclude	 if	
communications	between	air	traffic	controllers	and	commercial	air	transport	crews,	in	
the	scenarios	established	in	the	regulation	modification	proposed	in	paragraph	10.2.1.1	
of	the	Air	Traffic	Regulation	(annex	5),	can	be	carried	out	within	acceptable	 levels	of	
safety,	once	the	proposed	regulation	modification	is	introduced.		
	
To	achieve	this,	and	given	the	profound	relation	between	change	and	human	factors,	
the	EUROCONTROL	methodology	“Human	Factor	Case”	described	in	the	guidance	paper	
called	 “Support	 Material	 for	 Human	 Factors	 Case	 application”	 ed.	 3.0	 is	 used.	 This	
methodology	 allows	 for	 the	 evaluation	 of	 changes	 introduced	 within	 the	 Air	 Traffic	
Management	(ATM)	system,	through	an	integrated	and	global	focus,	and	ensuring	that	
the	targeted	performance	is	achieved	from	a	human	factors’	standpoint.			
	
In	 line	 with	 the	 used	 methodology,	 this	 study	 is	 divided	 into	 the	 following	 phases:	
Change	 Description	 (Phase	 1),	 Identification	 of	 change	 benefits	 and	
threats/inconveniences	(phase	2),	Mitigating	Action	Plan	(phase	3),	and	Identification	of	
Requirements	in	relation	to	human	factors	(Phase	4).		
	
The	group	of	experts	had	to	define	the	operational	scenarios	using	a	human	factors	pie	
where	all	the	areas	related	to	the	performance	of	the	persons	affected	by	the	change	in	
the	system	had	to	be	taken	into	consideration	(figure	14).	
	

																																																													
56	Essential	traffic	is	that	controlled	traffic	to	which	the	provision	of	separation	by	ATC	is	applicable,	but	
which,	in	relation	to	a	particular	controlled	flight	is	not,	or	will	not	be,	separated	from	other	controlled	
traffic	by	the	appropriate	separation	minima.	
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figure	14,	Human	Factors	pie	

	
	
	

The	assessment	of	each	and	every	working	area	defined	in	the	human	factor	pie,	assures	
the	 identification	and	evaluation	of	all	positive	and	negative	 impacts	associated	with	
change.	To	now	determine	the	impact	that	change	causes	in	each	and	every	one	of	the	
people	involved,	the	EUROCONTROL	methodology	proposes	the	list	of	impacts	(figure	
15).	
	
figure	15,	list	of	HF	impacts	of	change	

	
	
	

Once	the	impact	in	the	persons	is	addressed	it	is	time	to	evaluate	how	this	changes	the	
ATM	system	and	a	severity	(S)	and	probability	(P)	matrix	is	determined	for	each	impact	
of	threat.	When	assessing	the	benefits	of	each	action	the	impact	on	persons	(IP2)	and	
the	 probability	 (P)	 of	 occurrence	 is	 also	 defined.	 These	 scores	 are	 based	 on	 the	
likelihood/severity	 matrix	 according	 the	 “Support	 Material	 for	 Human	 Factors	 Case	
application”	(table	5).	
	
Phases	3	and	4	 identify,	 implement	and	evaluate	the	mitigating	measures	 in	order	to	
lower	 the	 risk	 to	 a	 level	 to	 be	 as	 low	 as	 possible.	 Additionally,	 human	 factors’	
requirements	 are	 put	 in	 place	 to	 comply	 with	 the	 proposed	 mitigating	 actions	 and	
evidence	of	compliance	is	also	introduced	in	the	matrix.	

Source:	EUROCONTROL	-	Support	Material	for	Human	Factors	Case	application	

Source:	EUROCONTROL	-	Support	Material	for	Human	Factors	Case	application	
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Table	5,	likelihood/severity	matrix	ranging	scale	

	
	
	

The	result	of	the	HF	study	is	comprised	in	the	following	matrixes.	In	table	6	we	can	see	
the	threats	and	disadvantages	of	each	operational	situation.	After	the	impact	analysis,	
the	severity	(S)	and	probability/likelihood	(P)	of	each	situation	is	assessed	according	to	
the	matrix	shown	and	a	final	score	is	presented	as	the	addition	of	S	+	P.	According	this	
risk	assessment	then	a	proposed	mitigation	is	specified	that	need	for	concrete	human	
factor	requirements	(HFRs)	to	be	met.	These	HFRs	are	listed	in	table	7	and	relate	mostly	
to	training	and	awareness	campaigns.	
	
Table	6,	threats	and	disadvantages	matrix	

	

Source:	EUROCONTROL	-	Support	Material	for	Human	Factors	Case	application	
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Table	7,	Human	Factor	Requirements	(HFRs)	

	
	
	

Additionally,	and	according	the	methodology	specified	in	“Support	Material	for	Human	
Factors	Case	application”	of	EUROCONTROL,	the	benefits	of	some	operational	scenarios	
are	analyzed,	the	impact	on	persons	and	in	the	system	addressed	and	the	probability	of	
such	a	situation	to	benefit	the	system.	To	finalize	the	benefits	matrix	(table	8)	evidence	
of	compliance	and	the	body	that	has	the	implementation	responsibility	are	defined.	
Table	8,	benefits	matrix	

	
	

Source:	AESA	Human	Factor	Case	

Source:	AESA	Human	Factor	Case	

Source:	AESA	Human	Factor	Case	
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The	conclusion	of	the	study	was	that	in	the	operational	scenarios	where	essential	traffic	
is	involved	and	in	which	at	least	one	crew	member	is	not	a	Spanish	language	speaker,	
the	 only	 language	 to	 be	 used,	 except	 in	 exceptional	 (e.g.	 emergencies	 or	 critical	
situations)	 circumstances,	 would	 be	 the	 English	 language.	 The	 result	 of	 this	 study	
therefore	endorses	the	change	of	the	Spanish	Air	Traffic	Regulation	to	read:	

“…,	only	one	 language	 shall	 be	used	 in	 radiotelephony	 communications	when	 two	or	
more	 traffics,	 operating	 as	 commercial	 air	 traffic,	 that	 should	 be	 considered	 among	
themselves	as	essential	traffic,	meet	at	the	same	specific	communications’	frequency”	
(AESA,	2015)57.	

This	 study	 may	 have	 to	 be	 further	 developed	 at	 local	 level	 to	 address	 operational	
scenarios	that	would	need	to	be	 included	 in	the	risk	assessment	of	 the	different	ATS	
units.	The	result	of	this	risk	assessment	could	then	be	included	in	the	training	programs	
of	 the	ANSPs	and	airlines	 to	comply	with	some	of	 the	different	HFRs	 that	have	been	
defined	in	the	human	factors’	study	to	mitigate	some	of	the	threats	defined.	An	example	
of	different	operational	scenarios	is	included	in	annex	6.	
	
	 	

																																																													

57	 “…,	 se	 utilizará	 un	 único	 idioma	 en	 comunicaciones	 radiotelefónicas,	 cuando	 dos	 o	 más	 tránsitos,	
realizando	 operación	 de	 transporte	 aéreo	 comercial,	 que	 deban	 considerarse	 entre	 sí	 como	 tránsito	
esencial,	coincidan	en	una	determinada	frecuencia	de	comunicaciones”	
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THE	LANGUAGE	FACTOR	AND	EFFECTIVE	COMMUNICATIONS	
	
By	now	it	must	have	become	evident	that	effective	communication	plays	a	key	role	in	
any	 human	 action	 that	 requires	 for	 information	 to	 be	 transmitted.	 Efficient	
communication	has	been	instrumental	to	increase	the	safety	level	of	aviation	or,	on	the	
other	hand,	has	been	defined	as	 the	cause	or	a	contributory	 factor	of	many	aviation	
accidents	and	incidents.	
	
The	more	severe	accident	in	aviation	history	took	place	in	Tenerife,	Canary	Islands,	in	
1977	when	two	B-747s	collided	on	the	runway	when	one	was	trying	to	take	off	while	the	
other	had	not	vacated	the	runway.	All	communications	were	held	in	English	and	even	
then	the	situational	awareness	of	all	the	actors	involved	was	not	sufficient	to	avoid	this	
very	tragic	event.	As	with	any	other	accident,	many	factors	played	a	contributory	role	
for	this	accident	to	happen	but	it	made	it	very	clear	to	many	that	the	priority	should	be	
placed	 into	passing	 the	message	across	 to	 the	 intended	 receiver	 in	 the	best	possible	
manner	to	avoid	confusion.			
	
The	risk	of	misunderstanding	is	always	present	in	any	kind	of	human	communication	but	
it	becomes	critical	when	we	address	this	problem	in	aviation.	As	we	have	seen,	the	use	
of	standard	phraseology	was	developed	to	try	to	avoid	confusion	by	applying	a	code	to	
aviation	 that	 could	 be	 used	 in	 a	 clear	 and	 concise	 manner.	 Additionally,	 language	
proficiency	 requirements	 (Alderson,	2009)58	have	been	developed	 in	order	 to	ensure	
that	even	in	the	case	when	there	is	a	need	to	pass	a	message	in	plain	language	the	crews	
and	ATCOs	do	have	the	appropriate	tools	to	communicate	effectively.	
	
This	seemed	to	have	solved	the	problem	in	all	possible	scenarios	but	reality	has	proved	
otherwise,	 showing	 the	 communication	 issue	 to	 be	 a	 very	 complex	 one.	 When	 we	
introduce	 the	 language	 factor	 in	 aviation	 all	 the	 different	 problems	 that	 concur	 in	
aviation	communication	become	exponentially	more	troubling.	Language	is	intrinsically	
linked	to	the	person’s	cultural	background	and,	as	with	any	other	cultural	issue,	needs	
to	be	addressed	specifically	to	make	sure	there	are	no	operational	mismatches.	
	
Cultural	factors	in	communications	
	
It	 is	very	natural	 in	humans	to	assume	that	the	culture	they	are	used	to	 live	 in	 is	the	
reference	of	the	world	and	that	the	same	and	practices	and	beliefs	are	shared	globally.	
Others	do	have	a	tendency	to	think	that	his/hers	 is	 inherently	superior	due	to	either	
ignorance	and/or	arrogance	although	this	ethnocentrism	is	hardly	understandable	in	a	
globalize	world.	
	
	

																																																													
58	According	the	paper	Air	Safety,	Language	Assessment	Policy,	and	Policy	Implementation:	the	Case	of	
Aviation	English	by	Charles	Alderson,	it	concludes	that	“many	of	the	assessment	procedures	appear	not	to	
meet	 international	 professional	 standards	 for	 language	 tests,	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 language	
assessment	policy	is	inadequate,	and	much	more	careful	and	close	monitoring	is	needed	of	the	quality	of	
the	 tests	 and	 assessment	 procedures	 required	 by	 the	 policy”.	
(https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190509090138)	
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Therefore,	“the	aim	is	not	to	eliminate	culture	or	make	us	all	the	same.	The	goal	is	to	
recognize	 and	 manage	 the	 potential	 threats	 posed	 by	 different	 cultural	 interfaces”	
(ICAO,	2004)59.	 To	 solve	 the	 risk	posed	by	mismatch	 cultural	 interfaces	will	 need	 for	
formal	 interventions	 to	deal	with	 the	different	 cultural	 interfaces	 since	 ignoring	 it	or	
trying	to	adopt	a	“one-size-fits-all”	approach	is	not	a	valid	option	(figure	16).		
	
figure	16,	the	problem	of	cultural	interfaces	

	
	
	

	
We	may	have	to	admit	that	there	is	a	dominant	model	when	we	refer	to	aviation	with	
the	reality	of	global	aviation	suggesting	“that	many	 interactions	are	not	so	balanced,	
that	they	are	usually	weighted	in	favour	of	a	more	dominant	group	or	culture”60.	There	
are	many	unintended	consequences	related	to	the	dominant	model	in	aviation	that	may	
range	from	the	different	perspectives	 in	the	 identification	of	problems	and	solutions,	
training,	 technology,	 regulations	 and	 language.	 Related	 specifically	 to	 language	 and	
considering	 that	 the	 “lingua	 franca”	 in	 aviation	 is	 English	 we	 can	 argue	 that	 “this	
standard	favours	pilots	in	some	areas	of	the	world	more	than	others.	Nonetheless,	all	are	
expected	 to	 speak	 English	 as	 the	 normal	 way	 of	 doing	 business	 in	 international	
aviation”61.		
	

																																																													
59	ICAO	Circular	302-AN/175,	Human	factors	Digest	No.	16,	“Cross-Cultural	Factors	in	Aviation	Safety”	
60	ICAO	Circular	302-AN/175,	Human	factors	Digest	No.	16,	“Cross-Cultural	Factors	in	Aviation	Safety”	
61	ICAO	Circular	302-AN/175,	Human	factors	Digest	No.	16,	“Cross-Cultural	Factors	in	Aviation	Safety”	

Source:	ICAO	Circular	302-AN/175	
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An	 example	 of	 this	 unintended	 consequence	 is	 also	 addressed	 in	 ICAO	Circular	 302-
AN/175:	

“A	 software	 company	 experimenting	 with	 English	 versus	 native	 language	 computer	
interfaces	 discovered	 that	 pilots	 committed	more	 Air	 Traffic	 Control	 readback	 errors	
when	the	interface	was	English	and	not	their	native	language.	Despite	the	higher	error	
rate,	 the	 pilots	 still	 said	 they	 preferred	 the	 English	 computer	 interface,	 as	 it	 was	
important	to	them	to	“be	like	other	pilots””.	
	
We	can	find	a	similar	conclusion	in	some	other	publications	like,	for	example,	it	is	stated	
that:	“The	native	English	speaker	group	repeated	messages	more	accurately	than	both	
L262	groups,	and	the	low-proficiency	group	repeated	messages	less	accurately	in	the	high	
workload	condition	than	in	the	low	workload	condition”	(Farris,	Trofimovich,	Segalowitz,	
&	Gatbonton,	2008)63.	
	
Some	training	may	be	necessary	to	see	this	cultural	differences	since	there	are	studies	
that	 show	 that	 people	 from	 different	 cultures	 differ,	 among	 other	 issues,	 in	 the	
preferred	way	of	communicating	and	interacting:	
	
“This	type	of	training	to	“see”	culture	is	not	just	for	those	who	want	to	assimilate	into	
the	dominant	model.	As	an	example,	English	is	the	lingua	franca	of	aviation.	Does	this	
mean	 that	 only	 nonnative	 speakers	 of	 English	must	 study	 and	perfect	 their	 standard	
English	usage?	The	answer	is	most	definitely	“no”.	The	dominant	model	favours	certain	
nationalities	 because	 of	 the	 English	 language	 requirement.	 The	 challenge	 for	 these	
English-speakers	 is	 to	 remove	 all	 jargon,	 jokes,	 excess	 words,	 complex	 sentence	
constructions,	and	non-standard	phraseology	from	their	professional	communication	in	
order	to	communicate	standard	English	to	those	from	other	linguistic	backgrounds.	The	
majority	of	English	speakers	are	monolinguists	who	have	never	faced	the	challenge	of	
communicating	 in	 a	 second	 or	 third	 language.	 English-speaking	 pilots	 and	 English	
speaking	Air	 Traffic	 Controllers	 need	 to	 appreciate	 the	 necessity	 for	 slow,	 short,	 and	
clearly	 articulated	 words,	 especially	 if	 stress	 or	 comprehension	 is	 an	 issue”	 (ICAO,	
2004)64.	
	
Language	related	problems	
	
Problems	 reported	 by	 non-native	 crews,	 according	 ASRS	 data,	 in	 foreign	 operations	
include	unfamiliar	controller	phraseology,	a	controller's	unclear	English	or	heavy	accent,	
and	readback/hearback	issues	(Krivonos,	2007)65.	According	to	other	reports	the	use	of	
two	 languages	 is	addressed	 in	 the	answers	of	different	surveys	performed	to	 foreign	
pilots.	As	we	have	seen	previously,	the	situation	in	Europe	is	similar	and	according	EVAIR	
data	 there	 is	 a	higher	 impact	of	unclear	English	or	heavy	accents	 that	 cause	a	much	
higher	disruption	in	operations	than	the	use	of	different	languages	in	the	frequency.	
																																																													
62	English	as	a	second	language	
63	“Air	Traffic	Communication	 in	a	Second	Language:	 Implications	of	Cognitive	Factors	for	Training	and	
Assessment”	by	Candance	Farris,	Pavel	Trofimovich,	Norman	Segalowitz,	and	Elizabeth	Gatbonton	
64	ICAO	Circular	302-AN/175,	Human	factors	Digest	No.	16,	“CROSS-CULTURAL	FACTORS	IN	AVIATION	
SAFETY”	
65	“Communication	in	Aviation	Safety:	Lessons	Learned	and	Lessons	Required”,	Paul	D.	Krivonos	
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According	the	Operator's	Guide	to	Human	Factors	in	Aviation66	Briefing	Note	(OGHFA	
BN)	“Human	Performance	and	Limitations,	Communication:	 Linguistic	Factors”	 (Flight	
Safety	Foundation	European	Advisory	Committee,	2016),	there	are	several	key	points	
that	are	related	to	the	use	of	language	in	radiotelephony	communications:	
	

• Proficiency	 in	 English	 is	 essential	 to	 flight	 safety,	 but	 even	native	 speakers	of	
English	have	communication	problems	

• The	confirmation/correction	loop	can	protect	against	linguistics	errors	
• Context	and	expectations	can	lead	the	listener	to	hear	what	he	or	she	expected	

to	hear	
• Code	switching	can	occur	when	a	pilot	speaks	two	languages,	or	it	can	also	occur	

when	a	pilot	switches	between	technical	and	common	language	
• Flight	 crews	need	 to	be	 aware	 that	non-native	 English	 speakers	often	 cannot	

distinguish	 between	 certain	 sounds	 and	 therefore	 may	 not	 understand	 a	
communication	

• Paralinguistic	 factors	 such	 as	 speech	 rate	 and	 pauses	 can	 negatively	 affect	
communication	quality	

• Aviation	jargon,	especially	the	use	of	numbers,	can	lead	to	confusion	and	errors	
• Homophones,	homographs	and	homonyms	can	negatively	affect	communication	

since	words	that	sound	or	look	alike	may	have	different	meanings	
• There	are	49	instances	where	FAA	and	ICAO	use	different	words	for	the	same	

meaning	
	
When	looking	at	this	list	it	becomes	evident	that	there	are	certain	situations	where	it	
would	be	better	to	use	native	language	(if	available)	instead	of	only	English	to	detect	
errors	or	misunderstandings	in	the	benefit	of	safety	since	a	small	reduction	in	situational	
awareness	of	other	 traffics	 that	may	be	 listening	 to	 the	communications	may	have	a	
lesser	 impact	 in	 the	safety	of	operations.	This	becomes	so	much	more	evident	when	
there	are	only	aircrafts	involved	that	do	share	the	same	common	language.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 	

																																																													
66	The	Operator's	Guide	to	Human	Factors	in	Aviation	(OGHFA)	is	a	project	of	the	Flight	Safety	
Foundation	(FSF)	European	Advisory	Committee.	OGHFA	is	an	extensive	compendium	of	human	factors	
information	focused	on	further	advancing	commercial	aviation	safety.	
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CONCLUSIONS	
	
Radiotelephony	communications	play	a	key	role	in	aviation	safety	and	it	has	proved	to	
be	 a	 very	 difficult	 issue	 to	 address.	 Many	 aspects	 are	 involved	 in	 an	 effective	
communication	process	and	many	issues	have	been	defined	as	threats	that	may	need	
for	 urgent	 attention	 since	 they	 have	 the	 greatest	 impact	 in	 operations.	 Use	 of	 non-
standard	phraseology	and	lack	of	or	deficient	readback	and	hearback,	perhaps	biased	by	
expectation,	have	many	times	been	addressed	as	two	of	the	primary	factors	that	may	
cause	disruption	in	aviation	communications.		
	
It	 might	 be	 worth	 reminding	 that	 the	 priority	 of	 any	 communication	 is	 to	 pass	 the	
message	 across	 in	 the	 most	 efficient	 manner	 possible	 to	 the	 intended	 recipient.	 In	
aviation,	 increased	awareness	 is	always	a	very	good	thing	to	have	although	 it	 should	
never	undermine	the	first	basic	principle.	When	addressing	the	language	use	in	aviation	
we	 need	 to	 caveat	 about	 one-size-fits-all	 solutions	 like	 the	 sole	 use	 of	 English	 in	 all	
operations	that	may	preclude	a	message	to	be	appropriately	received	and	understood	
by	the	intended	recipient.	
	
Language	 problems	 in	 aviation	 communications	 do	 mostly	 refer	 to	 lack	 of	 English	
proficiency	or	heavy	accents	 for	non-native	English	speakers	and	to	excessive	 jargon,	
jokes,	excess	words,	complex	sentence	constructions,	use	of	regional	accents,	dialects	
and	a	tendency	to	use	non-standard	phraseology	for	native	English	speakers.	A	lot	of	
effort	has	been	put	in	addressing	the	issues	relating	with	the	first	group	but	not	the	same	
appetite	for	initiatives	to	address	the	latter	is	perceived	to	be	taking	place.	
	
If	we	refer	specifically	to	the	use	of	more	of	than	one	language	on	the	frequency,	it	does	
have	a	very	 low	 impact	on	safety,	having	almost	a	residual	 incidence	 in	the	reported	
events	according	to	data	in	Europe.	More	so,	when	looking	at	some	of	the	incident	and	
accident	 reports	where	 a	 recommendation	 refers	 to	 this	 issue,	 it	 either	 requests	 for	
further	 assessment	 (e.g.	 CDG	 accident)	 or	 it	 is	 very	 hard	 to	 relate	 such	 a	
recommendation	 to	 the	 actual	 event.	 After	 all,	 incident	 and	 accident	 reports	 should	
refer	to	the	findings	and	conclusions	of	the	report	with	the	aim	to	prevent	future	similar	
events	and	not	as	a	ragbag	to	list	good	practices	that	would	have	little	or	no	impact	in	
the	final	outcome.			
	
We	have	found	previous	studies	and	initiatives	that	have	been	used	to	back-up	the	need	
to	use	a	single	language	in	aviation	were	either	based	on	surveys	with	little	participation	
from	pilots	and	ATCOs	from	parts	of	the	world	where	more	than	one	language	was	used	
in	radiotelephony	communications,	and	either	requested	more	analysis	to	implement	
such	a	measure	or	were,	simply,	inconclusive.		
	
The	latest	Spanish	Human	Factor	study	has	shown	that	there	are	situations	that	may	not	
only	allow	for	different	languages	to	be	used	in	the	frequency	but	that	the	use	of	the	
local	language	may	actually	increase	safety	when	there	are	no	foreign	essential	traffics	
involved	 and/or	 in	 situations	 where	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	 have	 a	 more	 fluent	
communication	in	the	perspective	of	the	ATCO	or	pilot.		
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It	 is	 also	 acknowledged	 that	 cross-cultural	 factors	 play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 the	way	
different	populations	 find	solutions.	Aviation	being	one	of	 the	most	 important	global	
industries	 it	 is	worth	 taking	 the	 time	 to,	 in	a	 combined	effort,	 find	 the	best	possible	
options	that	may	encompass	all	the	different	sensibilities	to	this	very	specific	issue	and	
others,	maybe	more	critical,	that	may	lay	ahead.	
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ANNEX	2	
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ANNEX	3	
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ANNEX	4	
	
	
	

Summary	
Significant	Events	from	01/01/2000	to	30/06/2000	at	Paris	Charles	de	Gaulle	

	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	

	 67	

	
	

	
	
	 	



	68	

ANNEX	5	
	

	
10.5.2.1.1. Idioma	que	debe	usarse.	
10.5.2.1.1.1. Las	comunicaciones	aeroterrestres	en	radiotelefonía	se	efectuarán	en	el	idioma	que	

la	estación	terrestre	usa	normalmente	o	en	inglés.	
Nota.-	 El	 idioma	 normalmente	 usado	 por	 la	 estación	 en	 tierra	 no	 tiene	 que	 ser	
necesariamente	 el	 del	 Estado	 en	 que	 está	 emplazada.	 Podría	 convenirse	
regionalmente	en	un	idioma	común	como	requisito	para	las	estaciones	terrestres	de	
la	región	en	cuestión.	

10.5.2.1.1.2. Se	usará	el	 inglés	a	petición	de	toda	estación	de	aeronave	en	todas	 las	estaciones	
terrestres	 que	 sirvan	 a	 aeropuertos	 designados	 y	 a	 rutas	 usadas	 por	 los	 servicios	
aéreos	internacionales.	

10.5.2.1.1.3. Sin	perjuicio	de	 lo	dispuesto	en	el	10.5.2.1.1.1,	 salvo	en	 los	 casos	y	 circunstancias	
particulares	exceptuados	en	el	apartado	10.5.2.1.1.3.1,	se	utilizará	un	único	idioma	
en	 comunicaciones	 radiotelefónicas,	 cuando	 dos	 o	 más	 tránsitos,	 realizando	
operación	 de	 transporte	 aéreo	 comercial,	 que	 deban	 considerarse	 entre	 sí	 como	
tránsito	esencial,	coincidan	en	una	determinada	frecuencia	de	comunicaciones.	En	
particular,	se	utilizará	el	 idioma	 inglés	en	aquellos	escenarios	operacionales	en	 los	
que,	a	criterio	del	controlador,	existan	tránsitos	esenciales,	en	la	misma	frecuencia,	
en	los	que	uno	o	varios	de	ellos	puedan	desconocer	el	idioma	que	la	estación	terrestre	
usa	normalmente.	

10.5.2.1.1.3.1. En	situaciones	de	emergencia	sobrevenida,	en	las	que	el	uso	de	un	único	idioma	en	
frecuencia	a	 juicio	del	comandante	de	 la	aeronave	no	garantice	una	comunicación	
fluida	entre	 la	 aeronave	o	aeronaves	 implicadas	en	 la	emergencia	 y	el	 servicio	de	
control	de	tránsito	aéreo,	podrá	utilizarse	excepcionalmente	el	idioma	que	garantice	
una	comunicación	más	fluida	en	las	comunicaciones	aeroterrestres	radiotelefónicas	
a	que	se	refiere	el	apartado	10.5.2.1.1.1.”	

Borrador	de	Reforma	Normativa	del	RCA,	
RD57/2002	de	18	de	enero	
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ANNEX	6	
	
	

Sample	Operational	Scenarios	to	meet	HFRs’	Requirements	
	

1. TWR	
a. Ground	Control	Frequency	

i. Low	Visibility	Procedures	(LVP)	with	the	objective	to	avoid	runway	
incursions	or	collision	of	aircrafts	during	taxi	operations	

ii. Taxi	 procedures,	 including	 push-back,	 that	may	 require	 to	 give	
way	to	another	aircraft	

b. Tower	Local	Frequency	
i. Low	Visibility	Procedures	(LVP)	with	the	objective	to	avoid	runway	

incursions		
ii. Operations	in	cross	or	non-independent	runways	
iii. Taxi	of	aircraft	on	active	runway,	including	taxi	and	push-back	
iv. Clearances	 to	 land	 or	 for	 takeoff	 with	 traffic	 on	 short	 final	 or	

holding	short	
v. Traffic	maneuvering	in	the	airports	pattern	(IFR	flight	plan)	

2. APPROACH	
a. Final	Approach	Frequency	

i. Vectors	to	localizer,	speed	control,	number	in	sequence,	miles	to	
touchdown	information	

ii. Clearances	for	instrument	or	visual	approaches	
iii. Missed	Approach	procedures	

b. TMA	Frequency	
i. Holding	operations	over	IAFs	or	“feeders”,	including	the	entering	

and	exiting	
ii. Evolving	traffic	with	stopped	vertical	profile	or	vector	guidance	for	

traffic	separation	
iii. Separations	 below	 10,000	 feet	 based	 in	 visual	 contact	 of	 the	

traffics	involved	
iv. Separations	based	on	vertical	rate	of	climb	or	descent	

3. ACC/FIR/UIR	
i. Level	change	or	vectors	to	separate	traffic	at	the	same	flight	level	
ii. Separations	based	on	Mach	number	technique	or	rates	of	climb	

or	descent	
iii. Essential	traffic	information	
iv. Readback	of	ACAS	communications	

	


