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The Automatic Dependent Surveillance Panel Fourth Meeting (ADSP/4) held in Montreal from 9-20 September 1996 approved the forwarding of the ICAO Manual of ATS Data Link Applications for formal ICAO coordination.  This working paper highlights a difference which exists between the work of the ADSP and ATNP in the performance requirements area.





1.	INTRODUCTION





1.1	The ICAO Manual of ATS Data Link Applications was recommended for formal processing under the auspices of the ICAO Secretariat as a result of the ADSP/4 meeting held in September.





1.2	This action results in the adoption of a stable reference from which the ATNP/WG-1 can take guidance.





2.	DISCUSSION





2.1	At the ATNP meeting held in Brisbane, Australia WG-3 and WG-2 had agreed to accept the Performance Requirements output provided by the ADSP WGW held in Dakar, Senegal during March 1996.





2.2	This information was provided to the ATNP meeting held in Brussels.  


2.3	The output of the Brussels meeting resulted in Table 3-1 for “Transit Delays For ATSC Classes” in Sub-Volume 1 (SV-1) with values A-H, based on the A-J input received from the ADSP WGW.





2.4	The understanding is that the SV-1 values are consistent with “expected” networks available in the “CNS/ATM-1” timeframe.  This could be construed to mean that the ATNP has defined what the lifetime of the “CNS/ATM-1” package is.  For the Internet or Upper Layers, this may be a true statement, however no comparable statement can be made for SV-1 or the Air-Ground Application SARP’s.





2.5	The values for ATSC Classes A & B are shown as Reserved.  Given the discussion in 2.4, the question could be raised as to what these values are reserved for? 


Presumably, the answer is, they are reserved for future growth or new networks on the horizon.





2.6	As the ADSP provides the operational requirements for performance, the ATNP approach could be viewed as not meeting specified requirements for transit delay.


	


2.7	To complicate the issue, organizations who currently have on-going activities for implementation of ATS Data Link Applications, which use the SARP’s as a requirement of their contract, are having problems in that the implementor cannot select an ATSC Class which meets the stated requirement for a given environment (eg; Approach Control Service).





2.8	Another complication is the RTCA activities to update the MOPS for CPDLC, ADS, and CMA are using the ATSC Class to set end system timers to reflect the operational need to know that a message which arrives beyond a specified time (derived from the ATSC Class established in the initial connection) are old, and that the message may need to be validated with the originator.





2.9	In addition to the above, the performance requirements defined by the ADSP for Availability, Integrity*, Reliability, and Continuity are not addressed in the SARP’s at 
