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SUMMARY

This document contains the structure and principles of operation of the ATNP CCB created by ATNP/2.  

It also contains as the appendices, the detailed procedures to be followed to participate in the ATN Panel Configuration Control Board change control process, based on a simple use of electronic tools.
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��1. 	Introduction

The ATN SARPs have been considered by ATNP/2 as being in a mature enough state to be included in ICAO ANNEX 10.  However, they will still be subject to corrections even when the ATN is implemented and operational on a large scale.  A new process for the identification and proposing of amendments of the SARPs has been proposed to ICAO (ATNP/2 recommendation 3/2) which would provide an effective defect resolution mechanism and allow ATN implementors to be aware of the proposed changes in the SARPs as soon as they have been agreed by ATNP, without waiting for the process of modification and publication of the ICAO SARPs to be completed.  This process is based on the creation of an ATNP CCB (Configuration Control Board), which will manage the configuration of all the ATN SARPs, and ensure that they are correctly and efficiently resolved when defects are found.  The CCB will also be responsible for  providing to ICAO, via the Secretariat, all the change proposals in an appropriate format. The Secretariat will process the amendments in the normal manner.

2.	Scope and Purpose of this Document

This document describes the role, structure and mode of operation of the ATNP Configuration Control Board (CCB).  It is based on the decisions made at ATNP/2 and described in the ATNP/2 meeting report on item 5 of the agenda.

Appendix A of this document contains detailed procedures for the ATNP Configuration Control Board (CCB) change control process.  It is be  based on the use of electronic tools such as mailing lists and an electronic archive.  Appendix A also defines the format to be used for submission, and resolution, of Proposed Defect Reports (PDRs), and defines the electronic mail procedures to be used for the exchange of these messages among the active members of the ATNP CCB, Working Groups and Sub-Groups. 

Appendix B details the process for maintaining the Engineering Edition of the SARPs.

3. 	Role of the CCB

The CCB will only address defects reported on SARPs and Guidance Material (GM) that have been “approved” by the ATN Panel for submission to ICAO, and those SARPs and GM that have been adopted by ICAO.

NOTE 1: DEFECT: A standard, recommended practice, or statement of information in the ATN SARPs which, if not corrected, will prevent the system from working properly or prevent the system from meeting its stated operational requirements

NOTE 2: Draft ATN SARPs and GM that are being revised through the work program of the ATNP working groups will be the responsibility of the applicable working groups.



The objective of the CCB is to provide a means to coordinate the impact of State implementations on the ATN SARPs.  The base ATN SARPs  came from ATNP/2 and future revisions will serve to define the migration path to later versions of the ATN.�PDRs may fall inter alia into the following categories:

1.	Implementation hardships resulting from schedule and/or cost;

2.	The ATN SARPs overspecify what is actually required to achieve interoperability or the requirement is stated in such a way that they may unnecessarily constrain implementations;

3.	Ambiguities exist in the SARPs such that different interpretations will result in different implementations that are not interoperable;

4.	Interoperability discrepancies are discovered that were not detected as part of the initial validation process.

During the process of Validation, Implementation and Operation of the ATN SARPs, PDRs will be submitted to the ATNP CCB by members of the different ATNP Working Groups and Sub-Groups, by the ICAO Secretariat,  by States, by Organizations or by Industry.  The role of the CCB will be to manage each PDR concerning the ATN SARPs and agree on the changes, if any, to be made to the SARPs in order to address the PDR.

Resolutions to PDRs could differ depending on the implementation status (schedule) of particular States/Organizations which could result in an “interim” fix to be followed by a “permanent” fix. For example, it may be desirable to provide a procedural fix to a PDR because the problem was discovered too late in the schedule to proceed any other way at this time but the long term fix could be a technical change for future modifications or new builds at a later point in time.

Should the CCB recognize a safety-critical resolution, i.e. necessitating grounding of aircraft, an ICAO fast-track procedure issues such notifications.  The CCB understands that an implementor may declare a safety-critical defect.  The declaration of the converse (that a system is safe) from lack of PDRs certainly does not follow, and is not within the remit of the CCB.

The CCB will send, on a regular basis, proposed modifications (in hard copy)  to the ICAO Secretariat.  The ICAO Secretariat will prepare an Amendment to the current Edition of Doc 9705 for distribution to Member States and Organisations.  The ICAO Secretariat may decide, from time to time, to incorporate all current amendments into the text and publish a new Edition of the document“.

Furthermore, the CCB maintains a edition of the ATN SARPs which will track the CCB approved changes in the full text of the ATN SARPs. This “Engineering Edition” of the ATN SARPs will be a CCB working tool which will include all CCB approved modifications change-barred against the current ICAO master edition. The Engineering Edition of the ATN SARPs and GM will be updated in accordance with the procedures in Appendix B of this document.

4. 	Structure of the CCB

The  CCB will comprise a CCB Chair, one Subject Matter Expert (SME) for each SARPs Sub-Volume (Sections 1-5 of Document 9705), and any ATN Panel Members (or designated representative) who wish to be involved.

NOTE: An ATN Panel member (or designated representative) will indicate either ACTIVE PARTICIPATION status or OBSERVER status when identifying his/her interest in participating in the CCB.

The CCB Chair shall be the interface between the CCB and ICAO.  The Chair will coordinate the CCB process and maintain an archive.

An SME is a technical expert for a Sub-Volume and acts as the interface between the CCB and an open group of technical experts wishing to be involved in the resolution of PDRs.    The SMEs coordinate the technical debates among experts and report the results to the CCB.

The SME for each Sub-Volume will be proposed by the WG responsible for the Sub-Volume in question, e.g. WG2 will propose the SME for Sub Volume 5.  The WG and CCB will establish a set of procedures (within the context of the SME role as defined in this document) defining the relationship between the SME and the WG in resolving defects submitted to the CCB.  These procedures should not unduly delay the CCB process as defined in this document.

5. 	Method of Operation

The following points outline the method of operation of the CCB (Appendix A details the process):

The CCB bases its work on the latest official ICAO Edition of the SARPs as well as any new SARPs and GM material that has been “approved” by the ATN Panel for submission to ICAO. Each PDR submitted to the CCB must reference the official edition or the “ATNP approved” SARPs and GM.

The CCB receives PDRs by e-mail to a predefined address.

The CCB accepts the PDR,  rejects the PDR, or forwards the PDR to the appropriate WGs.

If the PDR has been accepted by the CCB, the CCB Chairman designates one (even if several Sub-Volumes are concerned) responsible SME for the PDR resolution.

The PDR is resolved under the responsibility of the designated SME, who, with the help of his/her team of technical experts, produces a recommended action for CCB approval.  If the CCB does not agree to the change, the PDR is returned to the SME.

The CCB sends its agreed changes to the SARPs to ICAO. The CCB Chair is responsible for archiving the changes.

The CCB will keep the ATN community informed as to the status of proposed ATN related amendments.

The process will be progressed using e-mail discussion and, if consensus cannot be reached, voting.  In very difficult PDRs it may be necessary to resolve the problem at a CCB meeting. CCB meetings should be held over one or two days at the end of the WGs meetings (i.e. every 3 or 4 months) so as not to  require additional travel and to make use of an existing ATNP mode of operation.   

6. 	Version Control 

Note. -- In the CCB procedure, ‘edition’ refers to a copy of the SARPs. “Version’ refers to an implemented instantiation of an edition of the SARPs. Figure 2 illustrates the interaction of Edition and Version control.

The Baseline consists of the First Edition of ICAO Doc. 9705..

For any PDRs which are still open, or which are subsequently submitted, the CCB shall:

Use best endeavours to find a solution that will not affect interoperability with the Baseline.

If such changes are unavoidable, then ensure that the extensibility features inherent in the data definitions are actually utilised (e.g. insert new field AFTER the ASN.1 extensibility marker).

If a major change is required which cannot be accommodated using built-in extensibility features, then the protocol version identifier will have to be incremented (this has no relation with the SARPs document edition number).  In such cases, interoperability with the Baseline application version will not be possible.  This should be a rare event.

Within each category, distinguish changes that are safety-critical from those that are enhancements or extensions to current application protocols.  For the safety-critical cases, all operational implementations will be required to implement the changes, as is the case for current systems.

In general, it is agreed that all SARPs enhancements shall provide backwards compatibility to all implementations of initial ATN SARPs.  This means that all SARPs enhancements (e.g. security, systems management, multicast, etc.) implementing enhanced SARPs features shall be able to interoperate with any entity (router, end system, etc.) implementing initial ATN SARPs.  

� EMBED PowerPoint.Slide.4  ���



Figure 2.  Interaction of System Development and Editions/Amendments

�APPENDIX A: DETAILED CCB PROCEDURES

This appendix provides the detailed procedures of the ATNP CCB.

1. 	Introduction

1.1.	Communication

The preferred method of communication within the CCB processes is INTERNET e-mail. Other methods, at the call of the CCB Chair, will be used if E-mail is not available.  Mailing lists will be set up and maintained, most with open subscription.  

The mailing lists will be:

ccb_chair :  maintained by the CCB Chair, this list will only include the CCB Members and will be used for CCB level communication and voting and for the initial submission of a PDR.

ccb_list : maintained by the CCB Chair, this list will be used to disseminate all CCB decisions.

5 specialist lists : one maintained by each SME, will be used to progress the resolution of submitted PDRs.

All messages will use the  predefined format (para 3.1.2) to progress between the formal stages of the procedures.  Free format messages will be used for discussion within any stage.  The predefined message uses are described in the relevant sections below.

When e-mail exchange does not produce a decision, the PDR will be tabled at the next CCB meeting where a decision will be made.

1.2.	Voting

The normal method of resolution of PDRs will be by consensus of the members of the CCB. If consensus cannot be reached then resolution will be by voting.

The CCB will make decisions at two stages:

the initial consideration of the PDR status;

consideration of a SME’s recommended action regarding a PDR. (An SME may implement a voting procedure within his/her team for the progression of PDRs but such a process is not covered within this document.)

Only one CCB vote per State or International Organization will be permitted and the Chair does not vote.

NOTE: In extraordinary circumstances when the chairman is the only representative of a particular state/IO and provisions have not been made for that particular State/IO to exercise their right to fully participate in the operation of the CCB process, the chairman will be granted a vote.



At the initial PDR review stage, each CCB member shall vote (using a predefined message format) to either Reject, Forward, Accept or Abstain.

At the SME recommended action stage, each CCB member shall vote (using a predefined message format) to either Agree or Not-Agree with the SME proposal regarding the PDR resolution or to Abstain from a decision. If the CCB does not agree with the SME proposal, the PDR will continue to stay in the PROPOSED status. If the CCB agrees with the SME proposal, the PDR  will move into the RESOLVED, REJECTED, FORWARDED, or WITHDRAWN status depending on the particular proposal contained in the recommendation of the SME (see section 2.3 and figure 1).

In general, ATNP CCB meetings will take place at the end of a session of the WGs meetings.  However, when considered necessary by the CCB Chair, an extraordinary CCB meeting may be convened for review of outstanding PDRs.

1.3.	Change Archive

The CCB Chair shall maintain an Archive which includes a database of the submitted PDRs and their status.  PDRs shall be assigned unique numbers to enable full traceability.

In order to advise CCB Members and any interested party of the status of the PDR archive, a report will be created periodically by the CCB Chair and will be distributed to the ccb_list mailing list.  This report will also be archived on the ATNP CCB Change Management (CM) system for ftp retrieval by interested parties.  The period at which these reports will be issued may vary depending on CCB activity, but will not be shorter than 1 week and not longer than 1 month.

1.4.	Engineering Editions of the SARPs

The CCB will maintain a working edition of the SARPs which have all of the CCB-approved changes incorporated and change-barred against the current ICAO master edition.  This shall be called the “Engineering Edition”.  The Engineering Edition of a Sub-volume will be maintained by the SME.

2. 	Change Control Process Flow

The CCB uses the procedure shown in Figure A.1 to record, process, and trace all PDRs which are received in the context of the CNS/ATM-1 Package implementation and operation.

�

Figure A.1.  ATNP CCB Process

2.1.	PDR Review Process

In order to ensure that PDRs submitted to the CCB are relatively mature, it is recommended that the proposed defect report be first discussed among members of the « atn-internet-technical » or « atnp_wg3 » mailing lists.

Each PDR should be sent to the ccb_chair mailing list in the pre-defined e-mail format (3.1.2) with a title that an idea of the content of the PDR. The CCB has the authority to refuse a PDR which is not presented on the mandatory form described in para 3.1.3, with the fields appropriately filled in.

Each PDR shall explicitly state the interoperability considerations associated with the PDR.

The CCB Chair will allocate a unique PDR number and then coordinate the CCB discussion and resolution on the PDR.

There are four possible results at this stage of the process:

The CCB can decide that the PDR does not present a Defect.  The CCB Chair will archive it as a REJECTED defect, and inform the author that the PDR has been rejected and why.   

The CCB can decide the PDR presents a defect, but not one that requires immediate resolution, or a proposal for enhancing the Doc. 9705 provisions. The CCB Chair will archive it as FORWARDED and forward the PDR to the Rapporteur(s) of the concerned Working Group(s) for their future work. In the meantime, the Working Groups will, as part of their normal operation, be specifying new functionality and enhancements to the existing technical provisions, based upon requirements from ADSP and elsewhere (e.g. new emergency mode handling procedures) and FORWARDED PDRs.  Editors are responsible for the generation and maintenance of a new document, which must incorporate all RESOLVED PDRs, and which will contain ADDITIONS clearly identified as pending ATN Panel approval.  After these additions have been successfully validated and approved by ICAO ANC, the new document will be sent (as change pages) to the CCB and ICAO Secretariat for publication.  As far as PDRs are concerned, this means the following:  

PDRs RESOLVED by the CCB have their resolution implemented in both the CCB working document  and the editor’s Engineering Edition

PDRs FORWARDED by the CCB to WGs are not implemented at all in the CCB working document, but rather in the editor’s Engineering Edition as new topics for validation and approval.  They are not processed any further by the CCB (PDR status stays FORWARDED).

The CCB can decide the PDR presents a defect that requires immediate resolution.  The CCB Chair will archive it as ACCEPTED and assign responsibility for its resolution to one SME.

The author can decide not to pursue the PDR . The CCB Chair will archive it as a WITHDRAWN defect and remove it from consideration.

The PDR Review Phase is expected to take 1-3 weeks and will conclude on the basis of the votes of those CCB members responding to the PDR submission. If no REJECT or FORWARD votes with respect to a submitted PDR which is currently under review by the CCB has been received within this review period (i.e. within 3 weeks following submission of the PDR on the ccb_chair mailing list), and the PDR has not been withdrawn by the author meanwhile, the PDR shall progress to the ACCEPTED state at the end of the review period.

The CCB Chair will post the PDR and decision to the ccb_list e-mail list.

2.2.	PDR Resolution Process

After the receipt of an ACCEPTED PDR, the SME is in charge of preparing (with the help of the technical experts of his/her team) a proposed solution for the CCB. Each SME will determine the actual working methodology of the team but generally it will consist of a discussion period followed by a consensus (or if necessary a vote) on the solution for the PDR. The SME will then submit this proposed resolution to the CCB. The SME recommendation to the CCB will be in the predefined message format (3.1.2) and be sent to the ccb_chair e-mail list. 

The PDR Resolution Phase is expected to take 1-3 weeks, but in practice has been longer pending SME deliberations.



 The PDR will be archived as PROPOSED.

2.3	PDR Decision Process

 

The PDR Decision Phase is expected to take 1-4 weeks.

 

The CCB shall reach consensus (or vote if necessary) upon the SME proposal, using predefined message formats. 

Consensus shall be considered to be reached if no messages which vote against the SME proposal have been received from CCB members on the ccb_chair mailing list within the above decision period. A reminder message concerning the end of the PDR decision period will be distributed by the CCB Chair one week prior to the end of the decision period.



If the CCB does not agree with the proposal: 

the SME shall be given the reasons and asked to develop an alternative proposal.

If the CCB agrees with the proposal the action is dependent upon the proposal:

if the recommendation was FORWARD, the PDR is archived as FORWARDED and forwarded  to the relevant WG(s) for their future work. 

if the recommendation was RESOLVED, the PDR is archived as RESOLVED, the relevant Engineering Edition document is updated and an amendment to the SARPs is sent to ICAO in the approved manner.

if the recommendation was REJECT, the PDR is archived as REJECTED

.NOTE: The author can decide that s/he does not wish to pursue the PDR . The CCB Chair will archive it as a WITHDRAWN defect and remove it from consideration.

2.4	ICAO Coordination

Periodically, the CCB Chair will ask the SME to print the Engineering Edition of the Sub-Volume for which that SME is responsible.  The CCB Chair will send a hard copy of the CCB RESOLVED changes to the Panel Secretary .

The Panel Secretary shall provide the CCB with the master ICAO Edition (soft copy) of the adopted Amendments to Annex 10 and Doc. 9705 related to ATN.

3.	ATNP CCB Report Forms

Forms to be used for the ATNP CCB Configuration Management process are contained in the following sections.



NOTE: The format of the messages must be strictly followed to enable automated processing of the PDRs and resolution reports



3.1.	Proposed Defect Reports

3.1.1.	PDR proposal

An ATNP CCB PDR proposal message, when submitted to the CCB, shall have the format described in the following sub-sections.

3.1.1.1.	“TO” Address

This should be sent to the ccb_chair list.

3.1.1.2.	“SUBJECT” Field

PDR: <title>

3.1.1.3 	Message Content

The format  of the body of the PDR message (which must be used) is described in 3.1.2.

3.1.2 	PDR Form

The PDR submitted by the author to the CCB will be a text item in the format shown below.

NOTE: The initial status of a PDR is always SUBMITTED. This status must be entered by the author of the PDR in the “Status” field.

This form will be updated by the responsible SME throughout the life of the PDR (e.g. addition of a PDR reference number, status change after a CCB vote, addition of a proposed resolution, etc.).

Title:

PDR Reference: <Provided by CCB Chair>

Originator Reference: 

SARPs Document Reference: <requirement number, section, page number, figure or table number, as appropriate>

Status: <SUBMITTED/ REJECTED/ FORWARDED/ WITHDRAWN/ ACCEPTED/ PROPOSED/ RESOLVED/ ADOPTED >

Impact: <A / B / C / D / E / R>

PDR Revision Date: <dd/mm/yy>

PDR Submission Date:<dd/mm/yy>

Submitting State/Organization: <Panel Member/Observer/ICAO/other>

Submitting Author Name: <Last Name, First Initial>

Submitting Author E-mail Address: <INTERNET E-MAIL Address>

Submitting Author Supplemental Contact Information:

SARPs Date:

SARPs Language:

Summary of Defect:

Assigned SME:

Proposed SARPs amendment:

Impact on Interoperability:

SME Recommendation to CCB: <resolve, reject, forward>

CCB Decision:

�3.1.3.	PDR Form Legend 



Field�Format�Comments��Title�TEXT�Short description of the subject of the Defect.  This field is assigned by the CCB chair upon receipt of a valid defect��Originator Reference�IDENTIFIER�Unique identifier assigned by the author��PDR Reference:�IDENTIFIER�Unique identifier assigned by the CCB Chair��SARPs Document Reference:�TEXT�Related or affected requirement number, section, page number, figure or table number, as appropriate.��Status:�SUBMITTED/ REJECTED/ FORWARDED/WITHDRAWN/ ACCEPTED/ PROPOSED/ RESOLVED/ ADOPTED�Status assigned by the author:

SUBMITTED, i.e. the PDR  has been sent to the CCB;

Status assigned by the CCB:

REJECTED, i.e. the CCB did not recognize the content of the PDR as being a defect;

FORWARDED, i.e. the CCB recognizes that the PDR raises a valid request for a change in the SARPs but considers that this change is not a defect. The PDR is therefore forwarded to the appropriate WG for consideration;

WITHDRAWN,  i.e. the author of the PDR recognizes that what s/he has submitted was not valid;

ACCEPTED, i.e. the PDR has been reviewed by the CCB, accepted as an actual defect in the SARPs and allocated to an SME for action;

PROPOSED, i.e. the PDR has been studied by the SME and his/her team who recommends a resolution to the CCB;

RESOLVED, i.e. the CCB accepted a proposed amendment to the SARPs as a resolution of the PDR;

ADOPTED, i.e. the amendment to the SARPs proposed by the CCB in resolution of the PDR has been adopted by ICAO.��Impact�A / B / C / D / E / R�See following Table.��PDR Revision Date:�DATE (dd/mm/yy)�Latest revision date at which the report was updated; this field is assigned by the CCB Chair��PDR Submission Date:�DATE (dd/mm/yy)�Date at which the report is received by the CCB Chair.��Submitting Organization of Author:�TEXT�ICAO/ ATNP Member/Observer/other��Submitting Author Name:�TEXT�Last Name, First Initial��Submitting Author E-mail Address:�TEXT�INTERNET E-MAIL Address��Submitting Author Supplemental Contact Information:�TEXT�Postal Address, Telephone, FAX��SARPs Date�TEXT�Date shown at the bottom of the page of the SARPs document on which the defect is found��SARPs Language�TEXT�Language of  the SARPs where defect was found��Summary of Defect:�TEXT�Brief presentation of the problem.  The discussion must address interoperability.��Assigned SME�TEXT�Assigned by CCB Chair��Proposed SARPs amendment:�TEXT�Associated text of the SARPs amendment proposed to correct the defect.��Impact on Interoperability�TEXT�SME’s summary of the effect of implementing the proposed changes on the interoperability possibilities between implementations which have implemented the change and those which have not.��SME recommendation to CCB�TEXT�Recommendation to CCB (resolve PDR by accepting the proposed amendment, reject the PDR, or forward the PDR to WG(s))��CCB Decision:�TEXT�CCB will indicate here whether it either agrees with the SME proposal or does not agree with it and why.  If the proposal is agreed to, the PDR status becomes REJECTED/WITHDRAWN, FORWARDED, or RESOLVED.��

NOTE: All the FIELDS must be contained in the PDR submission but the COMMENTS section which refer to CCB or SME are to be left blank by the author of the PDR. The comments for the “Submitting Author E-mail Address” field can also be left blank if the PDR is submitted by means other than E-mail.

3.1.4.	Values for the “Impact” Field



PDR Category�Severity�Description��A�Critical�The PDR identifies a serious flaw in the Doc 9705 text which either : 

if implemented in an operational system could jeopardise safety in the air, and/or 

would result in non-interoperability between operational systems which have implemented the defect resolution and those which have not.

PDR resolutions in this category would normally require the version number of the relevant protocol(s) to be incremented.��B�Bug�The PDR resolution fixes a definite bug in Doc 9705, which makes it impossible to produce an operational implementation fully compliant with the technical provisions in Doc 9705 (e.g. error in ASN.1 syntax).

PDR resolutions in this category do not affect interoperability at the protocol level and so do NOT require the protocol version identifier to be modified.  However, they must be adopted by all implementation projects which aim to be compliant with Doc. 9705.��C�Clarification�The PDR resolution clarifies a significant ambiguity or omission in Doc 9705, such that:

implementation projects could reasonably be expected to have encountered and fixed the problem in a non-ambiguous way, or

the PDR clarifies a “tail” condition, which would be very unlikely to occur and would not cause serious problems if it did occur, or

the PDR solution improves the internal processing or efficiency of implementations but does not affect external protocol behaviour

PDR resolutions in this category are useful but not essential for implementation projects to adopt.��D�Minor�The PDR resolution clarifies or improves the internal consistency of Doc 9705, but should not have any effect on implementations.  For example, a change to align a state table with the textual description, where the latter is stated to take precedence.

Implementation projects can safely ignore PDR resolutions in this category.��E�Editorial�The PDR corrects one or more editorial or typographical errors in Doc 9705, or adds detail which has no effect on implementations. ��R�Registration�The PDR registers identifiers or values which may be used by applications other than those specified in Doc 9705 Edition 1.�� 
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