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1.0	ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS

1.1	JY Piram opened the meeting by welcoming those present. He advised that he has been invited by the meeting to act as Rapporteur for the Working Group due to Mike Asbury’s ill health. JY Piram advised that although Mike Asbury’s illness had been serious, he is now starting to recover and he hopes to be back at work by Christmas.



1.2	G Anderson welcomed all present on behalf of the FAA and introduced Ricky to the Group, advising that secretarial support services were available through Ricky. 



1.3	The Rapporteur emphasized a key objective of the meeting which is to complete and endorse the Guidance Material documents during the week. He advised that his main objective for the week is to be able to report to the Working Group of the Whole (WGW) that WG3 has endorsed this set of documents.

Rapporteur's note: Although this report is generally structured in accordance with the sequential course of the meeting, a few sections have been moved to better fit into the overall document outline, provided that this had no impact on the meaning of the reported discussions.



2.0 	APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA (agenda item 1.)

2.1	The Rapporteur introduced the agenda contained in WP11-1. Subject to a few minor amendments, the agenda and schedule was approved. 

3.0	REVIEW OF REPORT OF LANGEN MEETING (agenda item 2)

3.1	The report of WG3/10 was approved by the meeting, subject to the correction of typographical errors.

4.0	REVIEW STATUS/OUTCOME OF anc actions, of ADSP Joint WG Transition meeting, and of ccb meetings (agenda item 3)

4.1	UPDATE FROM THE PANEL SECRETARY



4.1.1	M Paydar presented WP11-23. He advised that Panel meetings are only open to participating experts and their advisors. Thus anybody wishing to participate in Panel meetings must be in the delegation of a nominated expert.



4.1.2	M. Paydar informed the Working Group that a formal letter has been addressed to States for the approval of ATN SARPS. The document included the « Core SARPs and mentioned that the annexes could be made available on request. Only 5 States who do not have panel membership have requested copies of the detailed SARPs.



4.1.3	All comments relating to the SARPS have been limited to Core SARPs and Sub-Volume 1. They are of a minor nature and will not fundamentally affect the documentation. No major effort is required from the Working Groups to effect the necessary changes.



4.1.4	M Paydar advised that final review of ATN SARPs by the ICAO ANC will take place in Dec 97.



4.1.5	Version 2.0 of the SARPs has been updated to v2.1 by the Secretariat and this is now the proposed ICAO baseline.



4.1.6	Paragraph 4.2 d) of the working paper requires amendment. There will be a requirement to hold a special meeting of the CCB after the 9th Dec. S Van Trees offered to be in Montreal for the CCB meeting, not to directly participate, but to assist the Secretariat if changes are to be made.



4.1.7	P Camus queried the last sentence of Para 5.2. The Montreal joint meeting of Working Groups A and B of ADSP last month stated that only ground accommodation has been considered for the transition of FANS1/A to ATN. The final report of meeting stated that there are alternative solutions such as dual stack 622 / ATN aircraft configuration which do not necessitate the ground accommodation.



4.1.8	G Anderson advised that the operational ATN security requirements was on the agenda for the Feb. / Mar 98 ADSP meeting.



4.1.9	S van Trees confirmed that many of the known errors have been corrected in v2.1. M Paydar stated that only few comments, mostly of an editorial nature, had been received from States and organizations as the result of the State letter. He stated that he was consequently not seeking formal input from the WGs for the resolution of the comments received but would welcome informal discussions with CCB members and editors. The Rapporteur stated his concern over this approach, adding that the CCB normally has ultimate responsibility for the editorial content of the SARPs and should be consulted. The Rapporteur stated that he sincerely hoped that the strong co-operation that currently exists between ICAO and the CCB would remain.



4.1.10	D van Roosbroek queried para 5.1d). He asked how non-ATS requirements could be addressed by the relevant experts. It was suggested that the experts should not be restricted to ATS requirements coming from the ADSP. Concern was raised that there is no clear procedure for identifying requirements from other sources. M Paydar suggested that the ICAO secretariat could collate requirements if asked. M Paydar added that the ATN SARPs have to address requirements from a number of sources, for example APC, AOC; and that the ADSP is responsible for addressing only the ATS requirements. It was generally agreed that if members of the ATNP became aware of additional requirements from an identifiable source, then the appropriate experts would report the secretariat to such sources, and, after endorsement of the requirements by WG1, would analyse how the SARPs could be amended to address the requirements.



4.2	STATUS OF ADSP WORK ON ACCOMMODATION 



4.2.1	A Dedryvere presented WP 11- 14. He explained that the paper was an update on the reported discussions on accommodation at Langen.



4.2.2	A Dedryvere highlighted the facts that accommodation will take place on the ground and that only a minority of ACC centres will actually carry out the accommodation. The ADSP intends to progress this subject at a meeting to be held in Brussels in Dec. 97. The conclusions reached will be reported in an Atlanta meeting scheduled for Feb. 98. 



4.3	CCB PROGRESS REPORT

4.3.1	S van Trees presented WP11-15. He advised that over the summer he worked with M Paydar to resolve the editorial PDR raised in June as the result of the differences between Version 2.0 and Version 1.1 of the SARPs.



4.3.2	S van Trees stated that anyone can submit a PDR to the CCB. He went on to describe the process of going from accepted to resolved, which is normally simple provided there is no disagreement between SME Team or CCB experts.



4.3.3	S van Trees reported that some PDRs affect 2 WGs and the resolution of the PDRs has only been possible due to good co-operation between SMEs. This was appreciated by the CCB Chairman.



4.3.4	The last section of the WP stated that there were still 30 PDRs currently “Accepted” and awaiting resolution, but S van Trees reported that this number should rapidly reduce following discussions in the CCB meeting to be held during the week.



4.3.5	F Picard presented IP 11 - 1 (Status of SV II PDRs). In essence there was little of significance to report with the exception of the inconsistencies identified between the SARPs and the ADSP manual. All these inconsistencies have been resolved by these PDRs, except one for FIS which will have to be addressed in version 2 of the application.



4.3.6	J M Vacher presented IP 11 - 2 (Status of SV III PDRs). He stated that none of the PDRs could be considered as serious and all would be addressed shortly.



4.3.7	T Kerr then briefly summarised the outstanding PDRs relating to Sub-Volume 4. None of the PDRs were considered to be serious.



4.3.8	P Camus advised that Aerospatiale has started to implement the SARPs. He was concerned that when a defect is raised, clearly an implementor would not wish to build a system with the known defect incorporated. Essentially, what standards should be used when the resolution of the PDR has been identified, since formal amendment to the standards will significantly lag behind PDR resolution ? S van Trees advised that the “edition” column in the PDR register will include the amendment number of the ICAO edition which includes the correction. M Paydar advised that if there was a potential safety issue, then a State Letter would be promulgated. This issue had been discussed in WG1 last week. It was generally agreed that the issue is not a CCB problem.



4.3.9	S van Trees advised that Amendment 73 to Annex 10 will be the information contained in version 2.2. He further advised that PDR 97060004 was the first significant safety related PDR, addressing the situation when the aircraft is unable to deliver its ADS reports. The proposed solution to this PDR is procedural, so the impact on the SARPs, including ASN.1, is limited. 



4.3.10	M Paydar stated that the change proposals coming from the CCB/3 meeting will be incorporated into the changes proposed to the ANC in December. 



4.3.11	S van Trees stated that he had opened PDR 9711001 which relates to the review of the ICAO v.2.1 material and is the mechanism for capturing editorial differences with ICAO v1.1.



4.3.12	The Rapporteur closed the discussion on CCB activities, stating that an update would be provided to the group after the CCB meeting on Wednesday.

5.0	REVIEW OF GUIDANCE MATERIAL (agenda items 4.3, 5.3, 6.3)

5.1	REVIEW OF AIDC GM



5.1.1	C Leclerc presented an overview of the WP11-10. He stated that the numbering and style is consistent with the CAMAL outline, of which this document is to become Part 3, Chapter 7.



5.1.2	The document’s introduction describes the relationship of AIDC to the ICC, with AIDC restricted to being only the initial part of the ICC over the ATN. C Leclerc advised that section 7.6 would require significant changes resulting from the resolution of the PDRs. Section 7.8 is to be drafted this week.

Rapporteur’s note: It has been done.



5.1.3	D Fieldhouse then provided the group with a detailed presentation of the AIDC Guidance Material document. D Fieldhouse stated his intention to leave in all the references even though some might not actually be utilised within the document. He stated that multi centre co-ordination is not supported within the current document, unlike the North Atlantic OLDI. Thus there is a significant difference between the two specifications. D Fieldhouse stated that the Naming and Addressing sections have now been split into separate sections. Sections 7.2.12.4 - 7 had been added to highlight the importance of flight plan distribution, and at 7.2.13.3, a new paragraph had been inserted to allow for the possibility of the ATN passthrough service. At 7.3.1 the Eurocontrol API reference had been removed and at 7.3.2.3 new text has been added relating to the User Abort. the User Abort service does not allow to transfer diagnostic information, thus the free text transfer option should be used if required.



5.1.4	D Fieldhouse advised that there had been a significant mail dialogue relating to the Provider Abort at para 7.3.2.4.3. He completed that care must be taken not to destabilise the existing documentation. 



5.1.5	R Esser highlighted an apparent inconsistency between figures 7.7.1-1 and 7.7.1-2. It was agreed that this issue would be resolved outside the meeting with the CPDLC editor.

Rapporteur’s note: It has been done.



5.1.6	T Mizoguchi asked whether the GM could explain in greater detail what was necessary to maintain timers and their interaction with state changes. He further asked whether the GM could highlight the fact that the User Confirmation primitive is at a different semantic level to other primitives. G Anderson suggested that a section could be inserted before the existing timer section that detailed possible timer values. He added that in his opinion, the document was extremely readable and complimented the authors accordingly. G Anderson had some other comments on the GM and would prepare a flimsy (flimsy 11-1) for Tuesday to aid the discussion. It was agreed that these issues would be discussed outside of the meeting

Rapporteur’s note: The discussion took place on Tuesday and is reported on para 5.8.



5.1.7	M Paydar raised the point that the AIDC GM is to become an ICAO Manual and should therefore not have references to a given version of other ICAO documents. The Rapporteur suggested that this would then have to apply to all GMs. C Leclerc was concerned that such an approach would obscure the derivation of the requirements. It was agreed that this issue will be discussed at a later date.



5.2	REVIEW OF ATSMHS GM 

5.2.1	JM Vacher presented WP11-9 to the group stating that there had been no significant changes since the last version. He stated that there were indeed no change bars in the document despite the statement on the cover sheet to the contrary. Minor points were the addition of few sections as the result of the SG1 and CCB discussions on some PDRs. Additionally, the references had been isolated to ease the integration of the document into the CAMAL.



5.2.2	There were no comments received from the floor.



5.3	REVIEW OF FIS GM

5.3.1	F Picard presented the WP 11-7. R Esser expressed his admiration of the document and highlighted a couple of errors at figure 5.4-8 and 5.5.32 to the editor which were accepted by the group.



5.3.2	The Rapporteur asked when the various activities detailed in the “Editor’s Note” inserts would be actioned. F Picard advised that for the whole document, the editor’s note actions would be complete and the inserts removed by the end of the meeting.



Rapporteur’s note: It has been done.



5.3.3	As a general point, it was agreed that the editors of the GM were permitted to resolve minor outstanding issues relating to their GM without reference to the group.



5.4	REVIEW OF ADS GM

5.4.1	F Picard presented WP 11-6 to the group. There had been no significant changes since the last version but some textual options had been included to cater for the various possible resolution outcomes of the relevant PDRs. 



5.4.2	A few minor drafting errors were highlighted and accepted by the editor.



5.4.3	P Camus raised the issue of utilising ADS for AOC purposes. He stated that the GM contained little guidance in this area. F Picard pointed out that this is already addressed at a high level in section 3.2.2.3.3. He explained to the Group that four connections are available for ATC purposes which do not preclude any other implemented by the avionics for any other application such as the AOC. It was also explained to the group that if the ATC does not make use of the four possible connections, they could be made available for AOC. The Rapporteur invited participants to submit amendment proposals to the SG2 or present WG3 , in written form if of some significance, if individuals consider the present material to be insufficient.



5.5	REVIEW OF UPPER LAYER GM

5.5.1	T Kerr presented WP 11-8 to the group. He stated that there had been no significant changes since the version presented at Langen. Some new sections have been incorporated as a result of PDR resolution.



5.5.2	P Camus asked whether the implementation method for encoding / decoding of data ought not to be defined. S van Trees explained that in his opinion, encoding / decoding could take place in either the application or presentation layers. He further stated that it was not the intention of the GM to constrain physical implementations to a particular design approach. F Picard advised that there are some commercial implementations which adopt both approaches and they interoperate perfectly well. This explanation was accepted by the group.



5.6	 REVIEW OF CPDLC GM 

5.6.1	J Hamelink presented WP 11-4 to the group. T Kerr asked whether the GM would be complete by next Tuesday, J Hamelink stated she perceived no problems and should have the GM complete by this date.



5.7	 REVIEW OF CM GM 

5.7.1	G Saccone presented WP11-5 to the group. He advised that there were no significant changes from the previous version and there were no questions from the floor.



5.8	COMMENTS ON AIDC GM (based on flimsy 11-1)

5.8.1	Item 1. This error was accepted by the group, together with the proposed solution.



5.8.2	Item 2. M Paydar suggested that references should not include version numbers to ease the finding of these references in the future. Additionally, Working Group papers should not be referenced. The Rapporteur stated that there was no straightforward solution to this problem and perhaps reference should be made to higher authority. It was agreed that this problem will be discussed by the GM editors. They will keep informed the Working Group



5.8.3	Item 3. The meeting agreed that this would require resolution outside of the working group.



5.8.4	Item 4. It was agreed that the wording would be amended to remove the ambiguity.



5.8.5	Item 5. J M Vacher stated that the use of AMHS and ATSMHS was correct. M Okle suggested an alternative would be to delete the first paragraph. The meeting agreed that JM Vacher and M Okle would resolve the issue externally to the meeting.

Rapporteur’s note: It has been done.

5.8.6	Item 6. C Leclerc provided a satisfactory explanation which was accepted by the group. No further action.



5.8.7	Item 7. The group agreed that this was a valid point and would be addressed outside of the meeting by the GM editors.



5.8.8	Item 8. A similar issue had been discussed yesterday and references would be included as deemed appropriate.



5.8.9	Item 9. M Paydar stated that as the Guidance Material was only a guide, then rigorous cross references did not have to be maintained. An alternative approach was suggested by J Hamelink. This approach reflected the fact that the SARPs and ASN.1 do not have to match the extant operational requirement and therefore the SARPs definitions could be wider in scope to cater for possible future changes This was the preferred way forward for the group. The Rapporteur agreed to ensure that this is highlighted in the introductory section of the CAMAL and the problem was deemed resolved.



5.8.10	Item 10. C Leclerc stated that this was intentional and no action was required. This was accepted by the group. 

6.0	SUB GROUP 2 ACTIVITIES (agenda items 4.1, 4.2) 

6.1	SUBGROUP 2 REPORT

6.1.1	In the absence of Mike Asbury, G Anderson gave a verbal report to the group. He advised there had been 2 sub-group meetings since Langen. 



6.1.2	The first meeting was in the UK where the SARPs and Guidance Material were checked for consistency and typographical errors. No progress was made on the accommodation issue. The chairmanship of the sub-group was discussed and the possibility of a shared position between G Anderson and the editors was considered. However, nothing was resolved and Mike Asbury remains in post.



6.1.3	The second meeting was in Columbia, Maryland. The main activities included the continuing review of PDRs, a page by page examination of the guidance material and a lengthy discussion on the new PDR raised on the reporting rate for ADS. A new issue relating to the FIS SARPs was discussed. Many of the data field are free text which could be extremely large and so each of these fields were reviewed and given a maximum permissible operational value. If this is accepted by the CCB, implementation should be simplified. 



6.1.4	With the exception of security work; some modification to the FIS; 2 new CPDLC messages and some minor changes to existing SARPs, the future work programme appears to be limited.



6.1.5	M Paydar advised that the ANC will be finally reviewing the PANS-RAC in early December. He was concerned that the ANC would query the need to have duplications of data definitions in both the PANS-RAC and Chapter 7 of the SARPs. J Hamelink advised that the ASN.1 message definitions are in Chapter 4, so that even if the information was removed from Chapter 7 then the problem would remain. G Anderson stated that the data must be in the PANS-RAC as pragmatically, this is the only document that pilots and air traffic controllers read. After some discussion, it was agreed that if required by the ANC, the Chapter 7 definitions could be removed, but a clear reference to the PANS-RAC must be inserted. 



6.2	CPDLC MESSAGE SIZE

6.2.1	P Camus presented WP 11-18, which details an implementation problem resulting from possible maximum CPDLC message sizes. G Anderson stated that Boeing had ceased participation in these issues 10 months ago and so did not anticipate an input from them in the short term.



6.2.2	The question was posed as to whether to achieve certification, implementation was required to the full technical limit of Chapter 4 or do you implement to satisfy the realistic operational requirement? S v Tree advised that as a general principle, certification is to Chapter 7, not Chapter 4. As CCB Chairman, he viewed any inconsistencies between Chapter 4 and Chapter 7 as a basis for a PDR. 



6.2.3	J Moulton indicated that in his view, the limitation was with the ASN.1 compiler. F Picard said that he considered the problem to be inherent in the avionics environment. If you can receive 5 large messages, then you need to allocate memory space to these 5 messages. Dynamic memory allocation would solve the problem, but this is considered not acceptable in the avionics environment.. 



6.2.4	An intensive discussion took place on this subject and many ideas were presented. The Working Group concluded that the best way to address this issue is a PDR. At the suggestion of the Rapporteur, an informal technical group would meet to discuss the subject. This ad-hoc group ; produced a flimsy, flimsy 2, with recommendations to the CCB as appropriate



Rapporteur’s note: The PDR created is PDR n°97100039. The SME Team worked on it in order to solve it for ANC and CCB meeting of December 1997. This was done and this PDR was declared « Resolved » by the CCB.



6.3	PRESENTATION OF FLIMSY 2	

6.3.1	F Picard presented flimsy 2 to the group. This flimsy is attached below:



Introduction



	WP 3/11-18 presented at the Redondo Beach WG3 meeting a problem encountered by Aerospatiale when implementing the CPDLC SARPs. The ASN.1 definition of the current version - when certain automated software tools are used - leads to the allocation in the avionics of useless memory space. The WP proposes WG3 to endorse a PDR addressing the problem and to forward it to the CCB. This flimsy summaries the discussion held by an ad-hoc meeting set up to review the problem in behalf of WG3.



Problem Assessment



Two issues are raised in WP 3/11-28:



a)	SARPs chapter 7 requirements “User Requirements” are not fully reflected in SARPs chapter 4 “ASN.1 definition” (e.g. invalid combination of message elements, invalid responses).

	

b)	The ASN.1 message definition currently specified in the CPDLC SARPs does not explicitly implement the constraint of having a maximum of 2 route clearances in a single CPDLC message. This may cause memory management problems to implementors.



Discussion



-	The two problems mentioned above should be handled separately.

-	There is no request to issue a PDR addressing the issue (a). However, there is an action on certification experts to address the inconsistency between chapters 7 and 4 and to decide which requirements take precedence for the certification.

-	The issue (b) is recognised as a serious problem 

-	Does the problem address an interoperability / safety issue?

-	Is the problem specific to an implementation, a tool or an environment?

-	Are there technical solutions which may be applied to fix the problem locally without any change in the SARPs?

	

		The answers to these questions will determine whether the problem is a SARPs issue or an implementation issue.

	

		These questions cannot be answered immediately and need more analysis. Feedback from the implementors and from the certification authorities is needed. An urgent resolution on this issue is needed to meet the December milestone in order to have the change, if any, incorporated in ICAO version 2.2.

	

	Proposal

	

	WG3 is invited to endorse the following actions:

	

-	Produce a new issue of the PDR attached to WP 3/11-18 to reflect explicitly the problem b) identified above. (new defect summary section, same proposed SARPs amendment section).

-	Send the PDR to the CCB for approbation of the technical problem (status ACCEPTED) and forward to the SME2 Team as soon as possible (1 week).

-	Open the SME2 Team discussion to air and ground implementors of CPDLC with the support of certification people in order to get a solution agreed by the CCB in the November timeframe.

 

6.3.2	The recommendations of the flimsy were accepted by the group.



6.4	EUROCONTROL ATN END SYSTEM TRIALS



6.4.1	D van Roosbroek presented WP 11-21 to the group. F Cecere detailed the SICTA ATN research activities. There were no questions from the floor

7.0	SUB GROUP 3 ACTIVITIES (agenda items 6.1 and 6.2) 

7.1	SUB GROUP 3 REPORT - WP 11-13



7.1.1	S van Trees presented the paper to the group. He said that he had the action at ITU-T to complete the ACSE Ed 3 by mid December. At present, the UK had expressed serious concern over abstract-syntax. For the directory activities, if there is support from the other sub-groups, there will be a strong need for co-ordination. 



7.2.2	S van Trees stated that the sub group was lean at present and would welcome input and participation from other experts.

8.0	SUB GROUP 1 ACTIVITIES (agenda items 5.1 and 5.2)

8.1	SUB GROUP 1 REPORT



8.1.1	The Rapporteur presented WP 11-11 to the group. He advised the group that the next meeting is scheduled for the 3rd or 4th week in January 98. There were no comments from the floor.



8.2	DIVERGENCIES IN EARLY IMPLEMENTATIONS OF ATSMHS SARPS



8.2.1	M Garcia presented WP 11-19 to the group. He emphasised that the conclusion of the report that currently there are no commercial X.400 products available that are fully compliant with the ISO standards. Thus care must be taken when selecting a COTS products that it has the necessary functionality to support full SARP implementation.



8.2.2	M Garcia further added that AENA is conducting final tests on their AFTN/ATN gateway and hope to start using the gateway operationally in early 98. AENA intends to migrate AFTN applications to AMHS at the earliest opportunity. 

9.0	COORDINATION WITH WG1

9.1	WG1 COMMUNIQUÉ TO WG2 & WG3.



9.1.1	T Calow presented WP 11-24 to the group and discussed the attachments of relevance to WG3.



9.1.2	Attachment 1. T Calow stated that this attachment was produced following a discussion in WG 1 on how differing versions of application software would interoperate in the CNS/ATM-1 environment. J Hamelink stated that for A/G applications, this problem should be handled by Context Management. This was endorsed by S van Trees. Concerning AIDC, D Fieldhouse stated that given its static nature, the issue should not be a problem.



9.1.3	Attachments 2 & 3. WG 1 considers that attachment 2 contradicts attachment 3. It was requested that WG3/SG1 reviews and proposes a way forward by next Tuesday if an immediate answer is possible, otherwise resolution will be required before ATNP/3. M Okle presented Attachment 2 to the group, and T Mizoguchi presented Attachment 3. The Rapporteur recalled that a French proposal had supported views analog to those of Attachment 3 and that it had not found significant support within sub group 1. He added that in his opinion the problem itself was not well understood. Given the non urgency of this issue, it was generally agreed that whilst WG1 would be formally responsible for resolving this issue, it would be addressed in sub group 1 in due course.



9.1.4	Attachment 4. WG 1 expressed concern over whether there was a requirement for an ATN/CIDIN gateway. T Calow advised that attachment 4 could be addressed directly to sub group 1 and did not require discussion within the group. This was agreed.



9.1.5	Attachment 5. This was considered as self explanatory and only relevant to working group 2.



9.1.6	Attachments 6, 7 & 8. G Mittaux-Biron stated that these attachments were very relevant to the future work of the group. WG 1 is expecting comments from WG 3 by 1st January 98. The Rapporteur proposed that sub group 3 undertakes to review the attachment and provide a response by the due date. This was agreed by the SG 3 members. T Calow recalled that a letter requesting the legal status of encryption had been sent to each ICAO member state. It was proposed that secure links will be established in the Upper Layer documents, but clearly the decision to implement such links resides elsewhere. R Esser stated that it is possible to have different levels of security; no security, security at the establishment phase and all data secure. It is necessary for the ADSP to state their requirement. JM Vacher advised that some security information was available from the ATNP/2 report. G Mittaux-Biron stated that this had been taken as an essential input to the SG 3 work about security.



9.1.7	The Rapporteur raised a concern that the implementation of security would imply a heavy overhead on the data link.



9.1.8	The group decided that SG 3 should develop a work programme and define the deliverables by 1st January 98, and pass this information to the Chairman of WG 1.



9.1.9	Attachment 9. This attachment will be dealt with in WP 25.



9.1.10	Attachment 10. It is proposed that Sub Vol 6 is developed for system management applications. If this were to be approved then WG 3 would be tasked to develop the necessary SARPs. The question was posed whether this was feasible given the available resources.



9.2	WG1 COMMUNIQUÉ TO WG2 & WG3 - SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (WP11-25)



9.2.1	Attachment A. This attachment related to the systems management work. J Moulton presented the WG 3 tasking element to the group. The Rapporteur asked whether there was an intention from WG1 to create a new sub-volume 6. J Calow said that this was likely but a formal decision would be made next week. J M Vacher stated that some work had been carried out on systems management standards for AMHS. J Moulton stated that this had not been considered to date but would certainly be of relevance. The clear intention is that the System Management SARPs, if developed, will apply to all applications. It was agreed that WG3 / sub group 3 would undertake the work as defined by WG1 in attachment A.



9.2.2	Attachment B. This paper deals with multicasting in the ATN environment. D v Roosbroek presented this attachment to the group. It appears there may be a requirement for some general purpose Air-Ground messaging which might imply a need for multicast. If SARPS are required, then they will have to be developed by both WG2 and WG3 at their respective layers. The question was posed to the group whether anything could be done before ATNP/3.



9.2.3	A discussion took place and it was agreed that a point to point mechanism that allowed messaging with unformatted body parts might be useful for non-ATC users. It was agreed that this topic will be submitted to WG 1 for confirmation of the requirement, with a view for future inclusion into the WG3 work programme. 

10.	PLANNING FOR FUTURE WORK PROGRAM AND PROGRESS OF RELATED ACTIVITIES (agenda item 7)

10.1	GROUND-GROUND APPLICATIONS

10.1.1	AMHS Directory Requirements and Specification Approach. JM Vacher presented WP 11-16 to the group. He stated that the proposed approach may be seen either as a stand-alone AMHS Directory approach, or may fit into an overall ATN Directory strategy.



10.1.2	The WG considered this paper as a good starting point on this subject, which should also be provided as an input to other subgroups working on Directory services. 



10.1.3	 M Paydar asked whether Directory Service was an application as this had ramifications for the ICAO document format. S Van Trees advised that the specific function of the Directory had been recognized for some time and therefore labelled "system application" It was further agreed that Security and Directory Services did not fit neatly into an individual sub group and that clearly all WG3 sub groups would be involved. The group was advised that the ATNP/2 report stated that X.500 services are to be integrated with GM and ATSMHS. SG 2 should therefore consider directory services as part of their future work programme. SG3 stated they would be willing to co-ordinate activities across the sub groups. It was recognized that an overall picture of the requirements and possible solutions was needed before making any decision on the subject. However SG1 was invited to pursue its work in this domain, in relation with G/G applications. The Rapporteur stressed the need that all sub groups make swift progress on this task. 



�10.2	UPPER LAYER COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE

10.2.1	ATN Upper Layers Task Outline. G Mittaux - Biron presented WP 11-26 to the group. P Camus stated it was necessary to consider human factors so that any recommendations relating to the use of keying material did not impose too onerous a burden when implemented. The meeting noted the definition of tasks presented and agreed on this as an outline for SG3 work on security. G Anderson proposed to input this paper into the forthcoming ADSP discussions on security. This was agreed by the meeting. 



10.2.2	System Management SARPs Outline. T Kerr presented WP 11-22 to the group. T Mizoguchi asked whether there was any requirement for System Management SARPs given that states are free to tailor system management functionality internal to a state’s management domain, thus standardisation is not necessary. It was agreed that this problem should be addressed by WG 1. It was agreed that whilst SG3 has overall responsibility for the document, they anticipate a significant input from the other sub groups. The group accepted the format of the working paper.

11.	WG3 MATERIAL FOR WGW: FINAL REVIEW OF GUIDANCE MATERIAL (agenda item 8)

11.1	AIDC



11.1.1	C Leclerc advised that all editor’s notes would be removed and the outcome of the flimsy 1 discussion will be incorporated. The group unanimously agreed to recommend to WGW/2 that this document be incorporated into the CAMAL.



11.2	ATSMHS



11.2.1	JM Vacher advised that no significant comments had been received since the formal presentation of the GM to the group earlier in the week. The group unanimously agreed to recommend to WGW/2 that this document be incorporated into the CAMAL.



11.3	FIS

11.3.1	F Picard advised that all PDR resolutions will be incorporated. The group unanimously agreed to recommend to WGW/2 that this document be incorporated into the CAMAL.



11.4	ADS 

11.4.1	F Picard advised that sections relating to PDRs will be modified. The group unanimously agreed to recommend to WGW/2 that this document be incorporated into the CAMAL.



�11.5	CM 

11.5.1	G Anderson advised that all editor’s notes will be removed and an encoding example will be incorporated. P Camus expressed concern over paragraph 2.2.5.2 and suggested that suitable text be added to highlight the fact that the A/G application data link initiation process is not defined in the GM. He had a concern that the GM does not state precisely how the link initiation should be carried out and this would potentially lead to different implementations. In his opinion some of the suggested approaches were not practical. A debate took place within the group about the relevance of this subject to SARPs and/or GM. The group agreed that there is a technical difficulty to be resolved in order to ease the deployment of CM for A/G applications. It was agreed that as the GM stands, it is not inconsistent with the SARPs. 



11.5.2	The agreed way forward was for a new section to be inserted in the CM GM after para 2.2.5.3, stating "It is recognized that a standardized means should be established to provide initial identification of the CM facility designation and correlation with the corresponding presentation address." SG2 was tasked to study possible solutions to solve this issue, investigating the solutions proposed in 2.2.5.2 as well as any other that may be considered suitable. It has been pointed out that solutions such as the use of logical addressing need to be investigate. Considering that the potential panel of solution is not only relevant of WG3, an information has to be done at WGW which will be held next week. 

Rapporteur note: The Rapporteur presented at WGW a WP dealing with the 1st CM logging problem. Based on the potential panel of proposed solutions, the WGW agreed that investigation has to be done on the subject by WG3 and WG2. The progress should be reported at JWG of March.



11.5.3	With this addition, the working group unanimously agreed to recommend to WGW/2 the inclusion of the CM Guidance Material into the CAMAL.



11.6	CPDLC 

11.6.1	J Hamelink presented flimsy 5 to the group. R Esser suggested that an index of the scenarios be included to aid the reader, this was agreed. P Camus asked whether the text at para 4.6.1 implied that air initiation was only optional. J Hamelink stated that this was not the case. With the agreed inclusions of flimsies 5 and 6, the working group unanimously agreed to recommend to WGW/2 the inclusion of the CPDLC Guidance Material into the CAMAL.



11.7	UPPER LAYERS 

11.7.1	T Kerr presented the paper. No comments had been received and the document was deemed to be stable. Subject to minor editorial changes, the working group unanimously agreed to recommend to WGW/2 the inclusion of the ULCS Guidance Material into the CAMAL. 



11.8	INPUT TO THE CAMAL

11.8.1	B Gosselin detailed the scope of the CAMAL and the contents of each Part of the document. He indicated the chapters of the CAMAL where the WG3 GM are going to be integrated. Finally he presented the process which is expected to take place for the future evolution of the CAMAL, with the involvement of the Editors of each integrated sub-document. It was agreed that B Gosselin would make available the Part III introduction to the WG3 meeting participants for comments as appropriate.

12.	CNS/ATM-1 & FANS1/A (agenda item 9)

12.1	The Rapporteur recalled that the CNS/ATM-1 & FANS1/A accommodation issue had been briefly discussed under agenda item 3. There being no additional paper on the subject, no further discussion took place under Agenda Item 9. It was reinstated that this issue was the responsibility of WG 1.

13.	ANY OTHER BUSINESS (agenda item 11)

13.1	SCHEDULE FOR ATNP/3

13.1.1	G Anderson presented WP 11-20. The group fully endorsed the recommendation that the WG of the whole should consider recommending the postponement of ATNP/3 to end of 1999. 



13.2	PRESENTATION OF CCB CHAIRMAN’S REPORT

13.2.1	S van Trees stated that excellent progress had been made and that all decisions relating to the status of PDRs relating to the CCB had been made. He advised that the CCB decisions allow the guidance material to be completed and editor’s notes to be removed. S van Trees further advised that the number of “rumoured” PDRs likely to manifest themselves in the near future is less than 5. Thus there is confidence that the documents can be considered as mature.



13.3	D. v. Roosbroek revisited WP 25, Attachment B, page 3, para 2 III). S van Trees agreed that SG3 would undertake the work.

14.	DATE AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING (agenda item 12)

14.1	L Castro presented IP3, relating to an invitation for the next meeting of the WGs in Rio. The Rapporteur thanked L Castro and stated, with the unanimous support of the meeting, that WG3 will be pleased to accept the invitation. J Hamelink advised that it may be necessary to hold the WG3 meeting in the first week of the Rio meetings due to the fact that the ADSP is meeting immediately prior to the start of the Rio meeting and its European members do not wish to traverse the Atlantic more that strictly necessary. The Rapporteur stated that the organization of meetings within the two weeks period will be addressed during the WGW meeting next week

�15.	CLOSING REMARKS

15.1	The Rapporteur thanked all participants for their support of him in his temporary role as Rapporteur. He expressed his appreciation to the group for their hard work resolving the issues relating to the guidance material, so permitting the group to recommend to the WGW that all the guidance materials be incorporated into the CAMAL.



15.2	The Rapporteur closed the meeting by thanking the FAA for the excellent facilities during the week, and in particular the sterling efforts of Ricky and Carol.
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Agenda and Schedule of the meeting



1.	Review/approve meeting agenda



2.	Review report of the 10th meeting of WG3 (Langen) 



3.	Review status/outcome of ADSP Joint WG Transition Meeting, of CCB meetings, and of ANC actions



4.	Air-Ground Applications



4.1	Subgroup 2 report

4.2	Review Post SARPs Validation Studies, Trials and Implementation Activities

4.3	Review and Status of Draft Guidance Material for SV2



5.	Ground-Ground Applications



5.1	Subgroup 1 report

5.2	Review Post SARPs Validation Studies, Trials and Implementation Activities

5.3	Review and Status of Draft Guidance Material for SV3



6.	Upper Layer Communications Service



6.1	Subgroup 3 report

6.2	Review Post SARPs Validation Studies, Trials and Implementation Activities

6.3	Review and Status of Draft Guidance Material for SV4



7.	Planning for future work program and progress of related activities



7.1	Air-ground Applications

7.2	Ground-ground Applications

7.3	Upper Layer Communications Service

7.4	CNS/ATM Package 2



8.	WG 3 Material for WGW



9.	CNS/ATM-1 & FANS1/A - Accommodation, Transition and System Compatibility (incorporating input from WG 1 SG Meeting,)



10.	Review of Organisation of Subgroups



11.	Any other business



12.	Date and Place of Next Meeting (during period 9 - 20 March 1998, Brazil)
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AERONAUTICAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS NETWORK PANEL



WORKING GROUP 3



Redondo Beach, California



27-30 October 1997



Agenda Item 5.3:  Review and Status of Draft Guidance Mat’l for SV-3





Comments on WP/11-10:  Draft Guidance Mat’l for AIDC 

 

(Presented by Gregg Anderson)



(Prepared by Gregg Anderson)





1.	The reference to the material from the ADSP is incorrectly stated as the ADS Manual.  Conduct a search for these words and replace with either [7] or ICAO Manual of ATS Data Link Applications.  Also, the reference to this document on page III-10 may want to be modified by to the date that the ANC approves the version modified by the state comments.  (2 December 1997)



2.	In the references section, search and correct the references that have “x”/”xx”, etc.  



3.	In 7.1.8.1 the ATN SARPs appendix is refered to as Detailed Technical Provisions.  Is this going to remain the ICAO approved name for this mat’l?



4. 	In 7.2.12.2.2 & .3 the words “ATN era” are used which implies that this is a known timeframe.  Recommend deletion of these words.



5.	In 7.2.13.2 the acronym AMHS is used.  This appears to be a typo & is inconsistent with the acronym ATSMHS used all through the document. 



6.	In 7.2.14.4 reference is made to the Air/Ground Applications providing the forwarding of messages capability.  This was a result of the lack of the AIDC to perform that function, and the paragraph may wish to add a sentence saying future versions of the AIDC Application may provide this functionality for both the Air/Ground Applications.



7.	Beginning in 7.3.3.1.4 the term “sufficiently quickly” is used.  This is an ambiguous time, and should be modified in all cases to either “IAW [SV-1]” or “IAW 7.4.7.3”.



8.	In 7.4.7.3, add a sentence saying where the times in this section came from.



9.	In section 7.6.1, the differences in range/resolution may have to modified.  The ADSP mat’l was modified wherever an existing ICAO document specified the value, & the panel had not provided a change to the other SARP.  An example of this is in the new V2.1 SARP.  This will have a global affect on all ATN Application SARPs.



10.	There is no guidance on valid subsets of the AIDC Application.  Is it not good to mention that any system claiming conformance to the SARPs must have a minimum amount of functionality to be compliant?
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CM logon



�WGW/WP 10  



Initialisation of the data link communication

(Ist CM logon)





Prepared and presented by WG3 Rapporteur



Introduction

The final review of WG3 Guidance Material has identified a potential need to clarify more precisely how the data link communication is initialised. This problem deals with the description / specification of the first CM Logon.



The proposed WG3 CM Guidance Material describes clearly some possibilities to do it. Furthermore, in order to draw the attention of the implementers, the following paragraphs have been added:

2.2.5.4 it is recognised that a standardised means should be established to provide initial identification of the CM facility designation and correlation with the corresponding presentation address.

Although it was possible to complete the CM Guidances, it has been concluded that the problem still exists.

Discussion



The problem could be described as follows:



CM aims at providing to ATN applications the address and version number of the peer applications. The exchange of this information is done between the ground CM and the air CM. During the flight the air ground CM exchanges may not be necessary when ground infrastructure provides co-ordination between ATC centres. If such co-ordination is not available, the current ATC centre requires the aircraft to perform a logon with the CM relevant to the next data authority.



It is to be noticed that this process makes the assumption that the air CM knows the address of the first ground CM.



So the question is “how the CM obtains this first address?”

�

�

Potential solutions:

Among the solutions which should be investigated, the WG3 identified:



a)	The avionics determines, based on the aircraft's position, what ground system would need to be logged on to and will perform a database or table lookup function in order to obtain the address,

	

b)	The pilot enters the facility designation or short form address of the ground system, and an on-board mechanism (such as a database or table lookup function) completes the address,

	

c)	A pre-set address in the aircraft of a ground-based CM address regional or global file server,

	

d)	A ground system (e.g. airline or service provider) supplies a locally stored address to the aircraft, and the aircraft makes it available to the dialogue service provider,

	

e)	The pilot enters the full address as listed in an AIP or like document, and

	

f)	The pilot enters a country code and a short (e.g. three letter) local address code which specifies an external addressing database, and the proper addresses are then determined by the external database and returned to the avionics.

	

g)	The pilot enters a user friendly ground facility designator which is mapped automatically by the avionics into the address of the associated ground CM. 





Recommendation

WGW is invited to: 



a)	note the problem described here above,

	

b)	recommend to WG3 to work out a solution in close co-ordination with WG2, considering for each potential solution its advantages and drawbacks including HMI implications,

	

c)	recommend to WG3 to report to next WG1 meeting.
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