IFATCA 48th ANNUAL CONFERENCE- Dubrovnik, Croatia, April 2009
COMMITTEE C – C.10
CROATCA Committee C WP on Language Proficiency Level 4 Endorsement 
(presented by Mirna Marinčić, M.A. State Examiner and RT Communications Senior Lecturer   Department of Aeronautics, Faculty of Traffic Engineering, Zagreb University )
Having the 5th of March 2008  well behind and the "grant" of another  odd year , certain doubts have troubled the Association related to  the Language Proficiency Testing and LP Endorsement,  therefore CROATCA  again initiates the discussion at a  less academic but more pragmatic level: 

1. Language Proficiency (LP) in both aeronautical plain English and phraseology set in 2004 is a fine concept, yet that complex to provide for quite a number of States?

2. Has LP been more an ATC matter than the airlines' one? How far does it actually concern the aviators’ managements regardless of the officially accepted responsibility for provision of LP?
3. Does LP actually represent such a safety issue, as stated in Air Ground Communications Safety Action Plan by officials of highest competence if its provision can be temporarily evaded but repeatedly postponed?  
4. Does capacity in CAPAN Simulation draft reflect and support the liability of RT communication safety issue if the average transmission is supposed to last 10-15 seconds which can not possibly comprise the read back acknowledgement?  
5. Do valid - rated controllers / pilots in international traffic function at the " operational level 4" without being aware of "holistic descriptors", "rating scales" or linguistic “demands” from ICAO and EC Directives,  JAR-FCL Proficiency Requirements or do they not ? How should the aeronautical community be helped without being “threatened”? 
6. Who may speculate on Level 4 as a minimum? What level would present an optimum in the communication safety rating scale?
7. Why have native speakers of English, bound to use an "intelligible dialect  of standard plain English and phraseology" in their professional activities, bound to share the burden of communication proficiency but not liable to LP testing,  been exempted from the aeronautical language competency check, thus automatically granted proficiency at higher than Expert Level 6 ?  What about other than English proficiencies? 
8. Has "plain English" been misinterpreted and taken for "general English" in number of invalid testing cases, the results of which have proved disastrous for the controllers' careers?
9. Why has the language competency check for LP Endorsement been so willingly postponed or given little or no consideration in some States with fluent aeronautical community?  
10. Do many rightly count on "grandfather's rights" concerning their valid licenses?
11. Is 2011 the new deadline set to be put off again regardless of the consequences to safety?

12. What effort has IFATCA as a crown professional organization actually invested into solving the problem of disparity among the affected organizations related to PL or  so solemnly proclaimed unification of FAA and ICAO phraseologies, with exception to EMR/UNIN Communications procedures, in the first ICAO Language Symposium  ?   
 13. Except for ANSPs and airline operators, nominally responsible for ensuring that their staff meet the proficiency requirements,   might  there be anybody else  " to blame" for "willful non- compliance", for lack of radio discipline or for potential ignorance of the facts  laid down in ICAO Annex 10 concerning the language(s) of air-ground communications?
IFATCA 08, WP No. 173- "LP" Presented by the Executive Board (EB), para 2.4 reads:
 "States and organizations were fully aware of their responsibilities (underlined by WP presenter). Many reliable and well established language institutions with good reputations came forward with their "solutions" to the problem of training and testing of both controllers and pilots. As well, ICAO published the Manual on the Implementation of ICAO Language Proficiency Requirements (ICAO Doc. 9835) and arranged seminars in preparation for the introduction of the language proficiency requirements. These seminars highlighted the disparate status existing among States, operators and air traffic providers." 
Para 2.6 reads: " In April of 2006, IFATCA once again reminded both States and regulators of their obligation and responsibility to ensure that language testing is made available for controllers of all language abilities. However, it appeared that some States did not take the issue seriously...”
 In para 2.7: "Despite the efforts of IFATCA, ICAO and others there has been little progress made on a global scale…. We have seen that many providers and/or CAAs have taken little or no action that would contribute to the language training."
14. Having highlighted the problem, what actions have been actually undertaken i.e. what suggestions, recommendations, assistance have been offered to those particular States or their Associations?

The findings of a serious  state of disparity and non-commitment are  quite serious but  are "malfunction remedies” offered in para 2.8 , excluding the designation of a national focal point and  notification of  ICAO concerning differences to the LP Standards and Recommended Practices, their publication in relation to the provision of air navigation services in particular AIPs / AICs,  exhaustive?
In Conclusion, para 3.4 reads: "ICAO will support States in their implementation of the language proficiency requirements by establishing globally harmonized language testing criteria,  providing guidelines to States” … and further on : ... "…provided that the States which issued or rendered valid the licenses have made their implementation plans available to all other contracting States;" 
15. Does the EB pass the ICAO’s wishful thinking concerning the globally harmonized testing criteria and how remarkable is the number of States which have made their implementation plans available to all countries? 
16. Do not pilots face a far greater communication problem flying over regions with duly published differences to ICAO COM/RTF and proficiency procedures in various AIPs/ AICs? What about our comfort of being in the same environment and theirs changing them from Ground to Approach and Area, Conventional and Radar, RVSM and non-RVSM, not to mention the dialects in various regions? Are the controllers indifferent? Insensitive to their problems? 
17. Has the ICAO Manual on Proficiency turned out to be primarily meant for the controller/pilot applicants  and service provider / aircraft operator management in non- native English speaking communities?

18. Have the ones in-the-know made clear to their managements what language performance, language competence, language proficiency endorsements actually are?

Except for  having to fund the diagnostic, benchmarking  and screening tests, the design of "reliable, valid and trustworthy  tests", provision of  training for such  tests, left to fear of the outcome, i.e. whether the testees are at the required level or whether they may be "lost" for the operation rooms  for a certain  while if not permanently?
 19. What is the Committee C’s reaction to the prescribed procedure on how language endorsement  be entered onto item  XIII in the ATCO’s and the pilots’ licences  when the testee has not met the LP requirements (which makes the licence invalid for unknown duration)? 

We do not think that any sort of fail should be entered onto the licence; there are other available and efficient steps to be taken in order to reach the goal.  
20. Does LP tend to put forward a globally harmonized “recipe” for revision of  ICAO and Common Core Content Courses, refinement to all the continuation-refresher, recurrent,  remedial, initial, transition, instructor and/or assessor, simulation  and some other  odd trainings in the communication language syllabus and curriculum all of us have been  pursuing for decades? 

21. Are we informed of  national Committee C’s or the IFATCA Committee C's reactions to  the continuous changes to ICAO phraseologies, in particular the latest ones from 2007 , which are not the matter of  proficiency testing but of globally unified and standardized proficiency tool set appliance? 
In the attempt of finding plausible or pragmatic clues to the above doubts in the Committee C session, notwithstanding  wondering what has happened to the glorious idea of standardizing the proficiency of aeronautical  English  in Air/Ground Communications worldwide, there are some documentations  to be referred to and facts to be reminded of therein. Quite exhaustive excerpts and quotations to follow,  underlined for "clarity and emphasis" and sometimes directly commented, have been  meant to save the readers' looking up the references and CROATCA’s comments are, and have already  been, italicized. 
1) In the  Directive 2006/23 EC of the European Parliament and the Council of 5 April 2006 on a Community air traffic controller licences in point (1) one reads of " the highest standards of responsibility and competence,  while pursuing the objective of an overall improvement in air traffic safety and competence of personnel."  In point (4) that the Directive should build on existing international standards and that ICAO has adopted provisions on air traffic controller licensing, including linguistic requirements. In (5) that Member States may also apply the national provisions taken pursuant to this Directive to student air traffic controllers and air traffic controllers.  
This points to the national proceedings and national  training programs  as liable and relevant without any prejudices concerning the standards.
In point (11) that in many incidents and accidents, communication plays a significant role and that ICAO has therefore adopted language knowledge requirements. This Directive develops these requirements and provides a means of enforcing these internationally accepted standards. The rating and rating endorsement trainings will include in item 8. ‘language endorsement’ which means the authorization entered on and forming part of a licence, indicating the language proficiency of the holder;"  
This does not imply the  holder's approval to give language training instructions, as  sometimes  interpretted. 
In Article 4., point 2. applicants for a licence shall prove that they are competent to act as air traffic controllers or as student air traffic controllers and that the evidence demonstrating their competence shall relate to knowledge, experience, skills and linguistic proficiency. 
 This  may  relate  only to   proficiency in  general English, not in aeronautical communicative plain English, because even the  student controllers’ level 4 Performance is  not the operational  Level 4  Proficiency.
 (b) have successfully completed approved initial training relevant to the rating, and rating endorsement if applicable, as set out in Part A of Annex II ; 

Quite a few approved tests do not follow this instruction but  present a general proficiency test no matter what rating or endorsement the testee has or has not achieved yet as a  student-controller.
(d) have demonstrated an adequate level of linguistic proficiency in accordance with the requirements set out in Annex III.  
This may now relate to plain English competence and performance or proficiency at  pre-operational levels  of a student controller. 
In point 3. the level required in application of paragraphs 1(ATCO) and 2(student ATCO) shall be level 4 of the language proficiency rating scale (set out in Annex III.) 
Our mind is that Operational level 4 Proficiency may be fully  achieved and demonstrated for assessment at the end of the student- controller’s OJT-training or Unit training and then as such entered onto the ATCO's licence. The student  controller's licence should have Radio Telephony Operator's Certification -General or Restricted, depending on the rating/endorsement pursued and the languages required, before starting the operational activities on the frequency. RT Certificate normally comprises the rating related plain English competence which could  not   be the Operational language proficiency yet.   
In para 4.  it is said that Member States may require level five of the language proficiency rating scale ….in application of paragraphs 1 and/or 2 where the operational circumstances of the particular rating or endorsement warrant a higher level for imperative reasons of safety.  
The proficiency is all about safety and such imperative reasons should be properly and ideally applied particularly with instructors / assessors /examiners both in ATM and  Communications respectively.
Why is there  no document concerning the guidelines on a classroom instructor training,  linguistic qualifications or excellence such a specialist should have and  why is there no hint about an RT instructor/trainer altogether? Could not an OJTI with proper experience, classroom instructor language training and upgrading to level 5 or 6 competence  be indispensable?  
In para 5. Proficiency shall be demonstrated by a certificate issued after a transparent and objective assessment procedure approved by the national supervisory authority. 
Does this not reveal a sense of a risk since other than aeronautical experts have to be involved in the assessment procedures?
 In Article 9, point 4. one reads that the certificate is valid three years  for proficiency level four and no longer than six years for applicants who demonstrate proficiency level five.  
These rates may be justified should the continuation training- refresher /recurrent courses  in the communication abilities  take place annually.
Particularly following the instructions in Continuation training requirements for air traffic controllers:…' licences will be kept valid through approved continuation training, which consists of training to maintain the skills of air traffic controllers, refresher courses, emergency training and, where appropriate, linguistic training….will consist of theoretical and practical courses, together with simulation. 
To our minds, linguistic training i.e. aeronautical communicative< language  training is always appropriate and quite efficient in combination with ATM and EMR refresher/ recurrent training, in theory and simulation. Specially so, when taking into account permanent changes to phraseologies due to technical improvements, obligation of transferring best practices into standards and the inevitability of continuation training in the linguistic domain. Having all this in mind, would it not be more appropriate to bind the language endorsement validity interval with the  rating and other endorsements validity? None of the language proficiency requirements are mentioned in the instructor/assessor endorsement  training programs; All the effort  about proficiency is there  but COM  has disappeared as a separate syllabus from the Unit Training Plans being  "hidden" in the ATM  and therefore considered of second-rate importance. 
Again, there are no classroom instructor trainings  altogether -  OJT instructors are to provide operational training but who is meant to train the trainers and assessors in aeronautical English ? Who is to maintain and assess the acquired proficiency of aeronautical personnel? Again an Aviation English teacher and a pilot/controller working in pair? We think to know what profile an  RT or COM or AET  instructor should make and what  AET/RT specialist certificate of professional competence or approval or endorsement should comprise. Such suggestions have been passed to the Croatian Aviation Authority. We would highly appreciate the matter be discussed in this Conference.  
 The language proficiency requirements laid down in Article 8, Annex III  reads :
…”student tested for a licence or a licence holder will be assessed and must demonstrate compliance with at least the operational level (level four) of the language proficiency rating scale”. 
This "at least", or "minimum" in other documents, has proved to be the most controversial, the most misinterpreted idiom in the whole "Proficiency Sphere". If by definition it is the level of an educated speaker , who can suggest, support, advise, affect the interlocutor's attitude, solve the conflict in an emphatic way in the language which may not be his mother tongue , it cannot possibly  be  the minimum of the  language competence. It is the minimum safe level of communications which suffices. We again wonder how this level, which embraces skill, experience, knowledge, compassion and understanding can be expected of a student controller and demonstrated by him/her  after the initial training?
Further on it is well defined that “a Proficient speaker is to communicate effectively both on the phone  and  via radio and in face-to-face situations, on common, concrete and work-related topics accurately and clearly,” which leads to the rule that: 
Proficiency testing is to be related to the licence holder’s rating(s)  not to general  English proficiency which has often been  the case. Also that s/he can use “appropriate communicative strategies to exchange messages and to recognize and resolve misunderstandings (e.g. to check, confirm or clarify information) in a general or work-related context i.e. Strategic  communication represents the competence well above the " at least"  level.
And that s/he can find “the ways and means to successfully communicate  with relative ease when facing the language difficulties  which come as a result of unusual and unexpected turn of events that phraseologies can not cover but should be resolved in plain language.” Tactical communication, since in unusual -therefore- stressful events, is the actual competence  at an Expert level. The proficient speaker should speak in such  a  dialect that pilots and ATCOs can understand  without any special  effort. The Directive only does not state which dialect it will or might be. None of us has ever learned of provision of "speech therapy" in the native speaker's training organizations. A Malaysian pilot addressing the Heathrow aerodrome controller pleaded in pain:"Speak English, please!” 
One  still wonders why  Eurocontrol (or EC Directive)  have not been more persistent  about  the proficiency testing deadline in a harmonized training and licensing environment related to the Single Sky  Requirements,  having the outstanding  EATCHIPs endeavors and overall compliance with them in mind. 
2)  ICAO Doc 9835- Manual on the Implementation of ICAO Language Proficiency Requirements, Executive summary in Chapter 1. also pointing to inadequate language proficiency in accidents and incidents which has led to a review of ICAO language requirements in both phraseologies and plain language  requires  of all the member States and  aeronautical organizations to participate in improving communications.
In Chapter 2. ICAO SARPs concerning Language Proficiency Requirements strengthen the provisions related to the language use in radiotelephony communications that English, is the official language to be used at minimum skill level requirements for language proficiency for flight crews and air traffic controllers; and that it is applicable to both native and non-native speakers clarifying the use of both plain language and phraseologies which is to be even more standardized and shall be used whenever possible. In item 4.:The language proficiency requirements in Annex 1 apply equally to native and non-native speakers alike, and in point 6. that a Standard in Annex 1 stipulates recurrent testing for pilots and controllers who demonstrate language proficiency below Expert Level 6., while in point 7., that  Annexes 6 and 11 stipulate service provider or airline oversight of personnel language proficiency 

Concerning the Linguistic Awareness, Chapter 3. point 2., the burden of improving radiotelephony communications should be shared by native and non-native speakers and that States should ensure that their use of phraseologies aligns as closely as possible with ICAO standardized phraseologies. Pilots and controllers should be aware of the natural hazards of cross-cultural communication, at which native and other expert users of English should refrain from the use of idioms, colloquialisms, and other jargon in radiotelephony communications, should modulate their rate of delivery and  native speakers must ensure that their variety of English is comprehensible to the international aeronautical community. Plain language should be specific, explicit, and direct.
It is stated that English-speaking organizations, airlines or training centers may wish to explore how they might provide cost-efficient English language learning opportunities to code share partners and other airlines at minimal cost. 
Here lies the origin of the idea  that the language learning starts from the scratch  and as if it were only for the applicants to the aviation organizations and not for the existing staff who have been already thoroughly trained in  communications but not very thoroughly checked.
In Chapter 4.-Language Training and Radiotelephony Communications, apart from stressing the importance of having efficient and cost-effective language learning programs, it is the selection of appropriately and adequately qualified teachers. The definition of Language proficiency (points 4. and 5.) is an intricate interplay of knowledge, skills, and competence, requiring much more than memorization of vocabulary items, difficult to predict how long any particular individual will require to reach the ICAO Operational Level 4 proficiency;  
Again, the text refers more to applicants than to the licensed staff.
Considering the compliance with ICAO Language Proficiency Requirements (Chapter 5) it is said that until 5 March 2008, States may continue to use the procedures they currently have in place to assess the English proficiency of flight crews and controllers.
 In paras 2.,4. and 5.  that the relative facility to assess proficiency at the expert level allows flexibility in the way the assessment is made, frazeology-only testing is not appropriate, and demonstration of actual speaking and listening ability is required. 
It does not say anything about writing which is indispensable in language learning and testing.

Language testing in aviation has high stakes because careers and safety are at stake. (Chapter 6). Further on it is stated that language testing is a specialized professional activity, which, on the whole, is an unregulated industry 
Globally harmonized testing criteria have been mentioned elsewhere?
 General lack of awareness of the professional requirements for language testing, combined with the high-stakes nature of language testing, might present a risk. While the ICAO language proficiency reruirements establish testing requirements, the developement of tests and testing procedures is left to States, airlines, and training organizations, with the States Aviation Authorities maintaining oversight responsibility.
The States Aviation Authorities do not see what other than existing responsibilities they should adopt.
In item 2. of the same Chapter ... the need for the reliability and validity of language proficiency tests in an aviation context is very high. With careers and possibly lives at stake, administrations should turn to language testing professionals... Therefore a code of ethics and a sample code of practice to guide test development are provided (Appendix D to the Manual).Testing services, rather than "a test", are required, and an aviation context for testing. Indirect tests of grammatical knowledge, reading or writing are not appropriate. 
Nevertheless  ATCOs have been exposed to such tests with no consequence to the testers or test orders and with doubtful or no reaction of the Associations or Unions .  
There are three distinct roles of language as a factor in aviation accidents and incidents  listed in Chapter 7.: Use of phraseologies,  
                                                             Proficiency in plain language, 
                                                             Use of more than one language.
The same Chapter, in point 2. provides information and material to support curriculum development for aviation language programs referring to Annexes 10,1, 6 and 11:
-Amendments to Annex 10 regarding the harmonization of radiotelephony speech and improvement in the use of standard phraseology say that the objective should not be limited to the English language.  
Annex 10 SARPs clarify which languages can be used for radiotelephony communications; Annex 1 SARPs establish proficiency skill level requirements as a licensing prerequisite; and Annexes 6 and 11 provide for service provider and operator responsibility.
In Annex 1 — ref. Applicability dates: ... These provisions came into effect on 27 November 2003 and are becoming applicable progressively. This progressive application is the result of the Council decision to make the part of the Standard related to testing requirements applicable five years after adoption and of the application of Article 42 of the Convention on International Civil Aviation that provides some "grandfather" rights for existing licence holders.  
This identifies and makes the comfortable approach to the testing legal but the term of five years has already run out. 
Ref. Air traffic controllers and aeronautical station operators, as well as aeroplane and helicopter pilots it is stated: "... shall demonstrate the ability to speak and understand the language used for radiotelephony communications. The Licensing Authority of each ICAO Contracting State determines the way in which the ability is demonstrated." 
This might have been misinterpreted or mistaken for "already pursued in other ratings at licensing, so no special action is needed". Furthermore, no clear guidelines to the competence programmes which could be globally approved and determined by the Authorities.  

 As of 5 March 2008,   the demonstration of the ability to speak and understand the language used for radiotelephony communications shall be done in accordance with the holistic descriptors (Appendix to Annex 1) and the rating scale (Attachment to Annex 1). 
ICAO recommends that the interval be 6 years for those at the Extended Level (Level 5) and 3 years for those at the Operational Level (Level 4).
 If any, this recommendation has been universally cheered by aeronautical community.
Overall language proficiency Standards  are applicable to all categories of  aeronautical personnel, also Recommendations   for Flight engineers, glider and free balloon pilots who “ should have the ability to speak and understand the language used for radiotelephony communications”, at what level or criteria?
The Manual announces the design of ELPAC test, meant for controllers to test English language proficiency at ICAO levels 4 and 5, in both phraseology and plain language. It was said to be a web based test, consisting of Listening Comprehension in routine/non-routine situations  and  Oral Interaction in non-visual/visual communications.
The above underlined points present our conceptual support to the idea   and need no special comment, except, perhaps, the reinforcement in the direction that the burden be evenly divided  onto native and non- native speakers of English, that no one  be exempted, that the existing national COM procedures and programs be revised, keeping  in mind that all States have been struggling and handling the problem by their own ways and means, and that they  should naturally go on improving. Again, it is obvious that a fine ideal of unique air-ground communication language becomes ever more  a "lingua franca" which should be treated most appropriately in national terms (with "English close at hand") and natural environment of the speaker under the national authorities’ oversight.
 The Manual is an extraordinary fine document which does not provide pieces of practical advice on how to make management believe in cost - effective language training of "old dogs" who have not been "occurrence reported”. Yet. 
 Quite a different problem arises from the mentioned lack of hints for aeronautical station operator  or glider and free balloon pilot testing criteria - specially because they may communicate in other than English language. 
3)  In ICAEA FORUM, “Testing for ICAO compliance: Best practice in aviation English proficiency assessment”, Warshaw, May, 2008, organized by International Civil Aviation English Association and Polish Air Navigation Services Agency , Ms.Magdalena Večeřová, Language testing consultant and expert to Eurocontrol in her presentation on“Test evaluation: Do our tests fulfill the ICAO requirements?” explains  among other things the fact  that Level 4 is not the minimum required but sufficient level - the minimum for safe operations and underlines that ICAO language  proficiency tests do not test general English proficiency. 
Passing the examples of problematic tests Ms.Večerova says: "Oral proficiency interviews are used to assess the language proficiency of  pilots and controllers; Diagnostic instead of proficiency testing is used; Placement tests and informal interviews take place. Concerning  the test validity , she adds: "It is the test only for the purpose what it was designed for and such a test should be revalidated. Validity pertains the correctness of the interfaces made on the basis of the test scores. Representative sample of the target population it should be: if it is for pilots , then it is for pilots not ATCOs. Skill is needed and not talking about the job. Twenty minute  test, with one interlocutor and one rater, listening and comprehension separately assessed from the oral part cannot test any ICAO level scale, specially not level 6. Language proficiency test is the test  in plain English - setting the context is not enough." 
Aeronautical aviation language is phraseology and aviation language which interact and cannot be tested separately. 
"Sample interview and estimating grading represent an informal estimate: A test should not estimate, it should measure" she says and adds: "Grandfather's rights“ represent a comfortable approach. Needs analysis is vital. Invalid tests compromise safety." Further on the lady wonders: "Who decides one is at level 4? What basis does one decide on? Which paths leading to level 4 are effective?  Whom can the consuming aeronautical population trust? A rater must inspire trust and gain confidence of the aeronautical community. How can we all continuously improve?" Talking about training in different countries:"Do they all estimate Level 4 in the same way? Can they? What is intra-rater responsibility and what inter- rater responsibility?  A national scale and the international scale, which to choose?"
Capt. Maurino: "What is the safety and the language proficiency?"
"English is a widespread tool of the trade. Programs to be developed comprise designs, regulations, training, operations, safety managing, safety investigations. What to do with the tool - language proficiency - in aviation? Design management training supervision is needed. It should be kept under control in normal system conditions until the system goes into unstable system conditions which is a great damaging potential. Operational perspective is that the Language proficiency is a threat. Safety practioneers say that it is not a HF issue, not a cultural issue but a case of cultural imperialism - it is a technical skill acquired through conventional training. It is a threat that increases complexity of aviation operations; There are three possibilities: denial, repair, reform i.e. deny the problem, pay cosmetic actions and cosmetic behavior in stressful situations but safety concern properly tackled diminishes risk."
H.Day: "Parity must exist between PILs and ATCOs: minimum safety standard is the best solution to the entire group. English "close at hand" : formalic language and standardized phraseology; Word meanings are product of mind and miscommunication is inevitable, like incidents and errors. The challenge is to minimize their intensity and impact. Concerning Annex 10- Standards and discipline- there is a question: How compliant are pilots and ATCOs? There is a global willful non-compliance. The standards focus on the spirit of the message- there is war of the senses, the power of expectations and numerous other traps in the world of RT. There should be commitment to the highest standards of discipline and care."
Jeremy Mell (ENAC language expert): "Testing and the Test should be the result of partnership of English language teachers community , CAAs, service providers and airlines. One should develop testing/purposes: entry /placement tests for selection, for ab-initio and recurrent training; diagnostic tests to identify specific areas and to individualize the training program; progress/achievement tests; proficiency tests to establish competence of candidates to exercise language skill in operational conditions. Test for ICAO level 4 should be designed according to existing parameters and technologies applied."
Adrian Enright (Eurocontrol language expert): Talking  about PELA Test points out that it consists of listening, oral responses and oral interactions; PELA is compliant with ESARR 5. and ICAO being designed for student controllers, thus, the language needs for PIL and ATCOs are not the same as for the students; ELPAC test follows the principles of PELA but designed for the licensed controllers.  
Elisabeth Mathews (ICAO language expert): In "Language proficiency testing" Ms. Mathews speaks of the content of Initial trainings and their progress, of Indirect testing, direct testing and semi-direct testing. Talking about the Rating scale says it is there to: measure, assess, evaluate, judge. Measured event represent aeronautical knowledge. Judged event must strive to meet the requirements a community agreed upon. Well informed and experienced raters inspire trust and confidence following the  Code of ethics and good practice. "Worldwide seminars reveal that it gets "worser and worser". There is no God-given demarcations between levels. Communication proficiency in aeronautical language when phraseology is not sufficient is what the testing is meant to be." Explaining what Aviation English is, the lady points to: interest, motivation, relevance i.e. the aeronautical context of the test  is a must“. The final conclusion is that language learning is an everlasting model of training.

Capt. Rick Valdes: "It is essential that one tool – the English language is used" and quoting from Annex 6: „Operators shall ensure that flight crew members demonstrate the ability to speak and understand“ i.e. not the pilot but the company shall be responsible. If you think how training and testing is expensive, remember how expensive an accident is. Do not allow your training programs to teach how to pass the test - recurrent training will help them reach and maintain the goal - to be proficient. We want pilots and ATCOs to acquire the language of communication."
Summary reported to CROATCA's Annual Conference, Bjelolasica, October 2008:

The Controllers of mid- and south Europe, who have already taken the proficiency test, find ELPAC test fair and reliable. They still think it should be revised  to specified needs of aerodrome, approach and area controllers, tailored to the appropriate context of the testee.

The training and testing programs we should develop should be supported, authorized and kept reliable by all parties: providers, operators and regulators. The test itself should be reliable, the quality of which can be achieved by consistency of measurement while balancing safety, fairness and practicality.
Above all: Language proficiency is knowledge, skill and strategic communicative competence in the service of safety, and the Operative level 4 is not the minimum knowledge or skill or competence but the level below which the safety is at risk. It is the level of an educated speaker communicating in his/her professional context - the Croatian controllers are reminded of the existing fact and encouraged into taking the test. In the safety respect-one should be more "radio disciplined" and not " willfully non- compliant" believing in charms of "grand-fathers' rights". Not a single  controller should, could or shall be lost by proficiency testing. The testing is here to prove that their communication is safe! 
4) The CAA of Croatia and CROATCA's WP on "Standard Communication in Emergency Situations" prepared for Montreal Language Symposium in 2004  elaborates the goal of globally harmonized communication  achieved  in emergency communication procedures. Flight Safety Foundation Editorial Staff in Airport Operations (March-April 2000) claim that, “ICAO procedures for declaring mayday or pan pan eliminate ambiguity about an aircraft in distress or an aircraft in urgency condition respectively; declaring an emergency generates maximum assistance  from air traffic controllers worldwide, but delay in declaring an emergency may create confusion or narrow the pilot’s options.” 

Why are emergency communication procedures the matter of global interest? Because they universally represent the safety feature no one dares deny or ignore, since, according to ESARR 5, they belong to ATC Safety regulation procedures – training and competence. “Safety regulations assist in ensuring that ATS provided by licensed controllers at ATC Units are safe and that the ATS they provide satisfy the requirements of the Unit and the aircraft operations. And the rating competence is the ability of the controller to apply his/her appropriate knowledge, skills and experience to provide ATC services as notified in his/her licence. Before a rating is granted, competence in that rating must be demonstrated. Units must have training procedures which include EMR training.” 
When so, why not tested? 

Another  supporting point is that international procedures and phraseology for pilot-controller emergency communications “have globally proved adequate. Declaring an emergency obligates controllers under procedures of the ICAO to give maximum assistance and priority handling to an aircraft in distress.” Cay Boquist, chief of ICAO ATM Section in 2000, said, “ICAO procedures for emergency communication do not prevent the use, by an aircraft in distress, of any means at its disposal, to attract attention, make known its position an obtain help.” (Annex 12)
Specific ICAO terms – for declaring an emergency and for telling ATC about an urgency condition – were designed “to be simple but unmistakable signals taught even during the basic training of pilots and air traffic controllers worldwide.”
“ICAO’s policy on languages to be spoken in international aviation is that language of the ground station determines the primary language of the ground station. If English is not the language of the ground station, however, ATC services in English should be available on request. English, in effect, serves as universal medium of radio communications.”(Annex 10)
 In the Croatian airspace English is used in air-ground communications while Croatian, besides English, may be used in emergencies, in VFR flights and operations on or in vicinity of uncontrolled airports. The rule applies to military communication procedures as well. 

 Describing the need for a universally available language, ICAO said, "It is always possible that an emergency may require communication with a ground station not foreseen in the original planning [of crewmember assignments by language qualification], and that the handicapping or prevention of such emergency communications by the lack of a language common to the aircrew and the ground station could lead to an accident.“

Standardized phraseology and communication procedures help to compensate for distractions and ambiguity of context inherent in pilot-controller radio communication even when English is used. 
Number of civil aviation authorities, international aviation organizations, controllers and pilots believe that ICAO procedures for pilot-controller emergency communications work well. They say that in current practice, ICAO procedures and phraseology for declaring an emergency are well documented, but many flight crews use alternate phraseology in their first language if circumstances permit.
Capt. Deborah Lawrie, flight safety manager of KLM City hopper and chairwoman of the European Regions Airline Association's Air Safety Work Group, says that in general, unless pilots in Europe declare PAN PAN or MAYDAY, they will not be given priority handling or emergency assistance. One misconception among some pilots is the difference between declaring mayday and pan pan. 
To our  minds, this dilemma can be solved by training pilots and controllers in EMR COM procedures in the simulators  in the  exactly the same way and even in the same EMR courses. 
Again, Capt. Ashok Poduval, from IATA said, "Pilots appear to have moved away from the strict use of ICAO phraseology, even in emergencies. Although pilots and air traffic controllers speak English, it is often spoken very rapidly and there is considerable use of colloquialisms and American expressions that are often not understood by international operators within the airspace."

“Global phraseology — including pilot-controller emergency communications — may be enhanced within a few years by several international initiatives,” said Boquist a few years ago.

ICAO also has been involved recently in several initiatives on worldwide pilot-controller communications. A coordinating group has presented to the ICAO Secretariat an amendment proposal to change phraseology in ICAO annexes and in the ICAO PANS-RAC. The Coordination Group  compared FAA phraseology and ICAO phraseology and generated a working paper to be presented to the Air Navigation Commission session in May 2000.They added some phraseology and adopted some FAA phraseology. Eurocontrol, NavCanada and FAA worked on it and presented a revised phraseology for global application - some of it is emergency communications.
One objective is to reduce air traffic controllers' use of non-ICAO phraseology in routine operations throughout the world. There should be no problem for a controller to understand a pilot who uses standard ICAO phraseology, and it is not believed that a pilot would misunderstand ICAO phraseology. Typically, the English phraseology used by pilots worldwide is not significantly different, but controllers may use some localized phraseology that is unfamiliar to pilots who are accustomed to standard ICAO terms. Nevertheless, this practice affects routine operations but is unlikely to cause problems in declaring mayday or pan pan. 
Only a dozen nations in their AIPs have already published the differences to the ICAO phraseologies. The Croatian AIC, which comprises the RT communication procedures will appear in November 2004 and will notify  some differences although one would have preferred remaining with the ICAO standard use of phrases altogether.  

They also started technical work on a task called Radiotelephony Speech for International Aviation. The intent is to develop and establish proficiency requirements, review everything in present provisions and look at minimum skill levels for the use of common (later used term- plain) English. 
This has never been done before and is highly appreciated by aeronautical community. We do hope that the Symposium will render the chance of learning what the ICAO language experts have prepared to delight us.Worldwide. 

“In an emergency situation after declaring an emergency, people may not be able to use a standardized English phraseology for all situations. We are looking for controllers and pilots in the future to have a common level of English knowledge for routine and emergency aviation communications," Boquist also said. 
The air traffic controller's ability to recognize signs of an aircraft emergency and to request non-routine information in English from flight crews may be impeded by limited English (or any non-native language) proficiency of the controller or the flight crew. 

Gilles Le Galo, air traffic management expert in the Safety-Quality and Standardization Unit of Eurocontrol, says that “Company philosophies influence pilots during emergencies in Eurocontrol area” and adds that “38 countries in the European Civil Aviation Conference (ECAC) have different legislation, rules, habits and ways of doing things in some aspect of aviation. Nevertheless, ICAO procedures and phraseology for communicating an aircraft emergency transcends these differences.The training of air traffic controllers for positions in Eurocontrol's Maastricht Upper Area Control Centre—which provides air traffic services in the upper airspace of Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and part of Germany — includes an ab-initio course that "follows as closely as possible ICAO procedures for handling an aircraft in distress or urgency." 
"Some states of Europe have had aircraft emergencies where handling by ATC has not been what would have been expected," said Le Galo. "This is an issue that we are addressing. One of the big issues is how to assess whether someone handled an aircraft in distress appropriately. One of the aviation myths to kill in Europe is that you cannot train controllers effectively on aircraft emergencies, because emergencies never will be the same thing twice and you cannot say what will happen." 
If it were not hazardous, it would be a preposterous attitude which truly deserves to be killed!
Current ICAO phraseology for pilot-controller emergency communication works well and enhances safety when used properly, but it has to be trained from the initial level to the most complex Unit and refresher training levels. The process by which the competence in handling the emergencies is to be assessed shall be fully documented indicating the method by which competence will be judged, that is by continuous assessment, by an examination or by a combination of both.  Simulators may be used to augment the assessment of competence. The process by which the controllers' competence is assessed should be audited by a competent authority.

“Development of Radiotelephony Speech for International Aviation“ (ICAO, Annex 10) The document says that ICAO believes that the current recommended practice on language has many limitations and that the process of developing a universal language for aviation must continue to enhance safety. In attacking the problem with the sole objective of obtaining the highest efficiency in air-ground communication, the cooperation of all states may be expected and the burden now largely carried by non-English-speaking countries will be more equitably shared.  
We cannot agree more but why does it have to be only in events of crisis or  when lives depend on the issue? Why do we not take it equally seriously  in the routine  communications? 

A flash back onto the history of  continuous strives for  establishing a universally accepted   language proceedings  helps realize how efficient and consistent in these endeavors one has been so far. Although the above WP was not presented at the Symposium due to circumstances,  the points enforcing the globalization remain valid: in highly important safety issues the ways and means of standardization, training and competence assessment in communication procedures are found, agreed, improved and complied with. FAA representatives to the Symposium  solemnly declared  readiness to fully adopt  ICAO phraseologies in  routine communications once the global language of AG communications was English. How far has this unification goodwill reach? The blessing is that every now an then, yet almost always spurred by certain mishaps, pilot and controller experts gather to rebuild the  trust in safety standards and common competence level. The term "Safety" seems to be the proven latch-key to the management fortifications and funds!

We still wonder  why no sign of emergency procedures have appeared in the proficiency tests!
 Similarly, an esteemed expert group gave birth to another highly appreciated document we would next remind you of referring to pragmatic L anguage Proficiency .  
5) IFATCA assemblies well-known project from 2006 of European Air-Ground Communications Safety Action Plan (AGC Safety) and its excellent "All Clear?" section   addressing National Authorities, Service providers, Aircraft operators, Eurocontrol offer a set of highly recommendable steps to be taken. The recommendations are based on an analysis of over reported 500 air-ground communications safety events in the period of 13 months,  suggestions put forward by over 300 experienced controllers and flight crew members, and contributions from stakeholders including ECA, IFALPA, IFATCA, ERA and EUROCONTROL. Some recommendations concern standards, technology and awareness, but the vast majority of recommendations concern best practice.  

Recommendations to pilots and ATCOs are, normally, almost identical. 
Analysis of incident reports concerning air-ground communications safety suggests that “what many may consider to be standard practice is not universal, and all aircraft operators and ANSPs would find it useful to examine their training and standard operating procedures to ensure that this best practice is not taken for granted.”
In its Statement of commitment the Action Plan reads:
"Clear, unambiguous, timely and uninterrupted communications are central to the efficient and safe management of air traffic ...and  voice communications will always have a role to play in emergency situations and in tactical intervention. Not surprisingly, communications related problems are a factor in many flight safety incidents. This Action Plan specifically addresses the subject of Air-Ground Communications Safety (AGC Safety) and is the result of the combined efforts of organizations representing all areas of airline operations.” 
Further on, the Action Plan elaborates the issues of concern: call sign confusion, undetected simultaneous transmissions, radio interference, use of standard phraseology, prolonged loss of communication and radio discipline. 
An occurrence-reporting campaign addressed to European airlines and Air Navigation Service Providers was conducted and   "since the events of 11 November 2001, prolonged loss of communications has become a matter of security as well as a safety issue." 
"Possible dangerous outcomes of radio interference include  that the controller fails to note error in read-back (including wrong call sign) and does not correct the error (hear-back error)"! 
It is a notorious fact that AG communication is a vital link  in thecontrol of air traffic, requiring from pilots to report their situation, intentions and requests in the standardized way no matter whose air space they are using and controllers are to respond by issuing  clear and unambiguous instructions in a professionally disciplined way. Although Data Link communication has reached an advanced stage of development in Maastricht Area, verbal communication is likely to remain the prime means of air-ground communication for many years to come, whatever some airmen may wish  facing the Language Proficiency checks.
Radio equipment should be reliable  enabling clear voice communication  without distortions, however, the process of communication  has to  be maintained successful even in  difficult conditions. Good radio discipline is essential to this process.

 A number of factors are involved in the process of communication but phraseology, supported by acceptable  plain language,  is the most important because it enables interlocutors to communicate quickly and effectively, despite the differences in the language proficiency. This is the operational level 4 at its best. 
Being fully aware of the fact that standardized phraseology reduces the risk that a message will be misunderstood and aids the read back/hear-back process so that  error is quickly detected, controllers should not be constantly reminded of these facts but should be continuously trained in communication discipline and, ultimately, even fined for lack of it.  Other factors, such as format and content of the message, tricky conditional clearances, plain language incompetence and the speed and timeliness of transmissions also make important contributions to AGC, which  can be put under control by continuous training and assessment.  
ATCOs and pilots can do little concerning the quality of the frequencies and radio interference, but can definitely affect "radio discipline" by individual professional compliance, particularly not only in unusual situations. Pursuing the continuous training ATCOs should: 
follow the proceedings of  just culture; 
 be aware of the communicative task laid heavier  on them for the fact that they always act in their own environment and  in the scope of own rating/endorsement; 
 not  filter the listening to the pilots' read back being already busy with another party; 
not break the "pilot-controller communication loop" by failing to acknowledge the receipt of the ATC message and  thus falling into hear-back problems  and hazard of not correcting  a wrong read back;
 be a reliable  team member in emergencies strictly following the ASSIST procedures; 
know the ways of suggesting, convincing, advising the flight crew with a "relative ease" in an "intelligible dialect" and empathy in unusual situations.  
The above mentioned items present the minima (!) of the safe operational level 4 at work. 
The skill and the competence in communication are to be maintained, and for the testing: the airmen need a fair chance, benevolence and encouragement. They have  been  trained to the trainers’ and instructors’ best knowledge. Their ratings and endorsements should be respected and duly treated. One more endorsement- the language proficiency - will not do any "harm", as they fear,  if  they are properly approached, prepared and supported. Quite a few among us are dismayed by the "linguistic downpour". Rightly so. Many older ADV/ADI and APP rated controllers are horrified by the electronic testing methods. Rightly so. Pencil-paper tests and direct assessments they are accustomed to should be designed for them i.e. any kind of testing methods which would not distract them but give them a practical chance to demonstrate their knowledge and skill at a relative ease is The Proper Testing. The tool is irrelevant, the goal is relevant. We do not think that controllers should go for language learning to language schools or ex- training centers- aimed individualized  refresher courses and self-study  will surely prove sufficient. 
We presume that the questions put at the beginning  have been tackled throughout  the documentation of this WP. Yet  we  believe that an exchange of ideas in open discussion shall find the way  to our minds and enable the Associations help the decision-makers or managements out of the troubled waters of the Language Proficiency even prior to 2011.
The final question concerning the latest ICAO Doc 9432 from 2007  relating to phraseology changes and IFATCA Committee C's reactions to national differences to ICAO  COM procedures published in various AIPs and AICs,  which are not of minor significance,  have to be left , again, to the session  discussion. 






