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1.	INTRODUCTION



1.1	The ICAO Aeronautical Telecommunications Network Panel Working Group 3 Subgroup 2 has held one meeting since the last meeting of WG 3.  This meeting was held in Lansing, Michigan, from 11 -15 May.



1.2	The attached paper constitutes the Draft report of the meeting.



2.	RECOMMENDATION



2.1	Members are recommended to review the report, comment on the work done, and give suitable advice concerning the future work of the subgroup.  











�NOTES OF THE 17TH MEETING OF THE AERONAUTICAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS PANEL WORKING GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 2, LANSING, MICHIGAN, 10-13 MAY 1998



1.	INTRODUCTION



1.1	The 17th meeting of WG3/SG2 was held in the Radisson Hotel, Lansing, from 10-13 May 1998.



Present:



Mike Asbury (MA)		UK NATS (Chairman)

Gregg Anderson (GA) 		FAA

Jane Hamelink (JH)		Adsystech/FAA

Greg Saccone (GS)		Raytheon/NavCanada

Frederic Picard (FP)		Sofrevia/STNA

Tim Maude (TM)		ECsoft/Eurocontrol

Pam Tupitza (PT)		ONS/FAA

Paul Camus (PC)		Aerospatiale



1.2	Apologies were received from Kevin Stevens (NavCanada), who regretted that he could no longer attend future meetings and Dung Nguyen (Boeing).  Both DN and KS had indicated earlier that they may not be able to continue with their support of the SG, due to company commitments elsewhere.  MA had sent a note of thanks to Kevin for his work with the SG.  The final outcome of DN continued attendance has yet to be finalised.



1.3	JH was thanked for arranging the accommodation and facilities, somewhat more peaceful than many North American venues.



1.4	The Agenda for the meeting is included at Appendix A, and the list of work papers presented is at Appendix B.  There was a slight amendment to the agenda to include a briefing on the recent AEEC SC189/Eurocae WG 53 Joint meeting, in Brussels.



2.	AGENDA ITEM 1 - NOTES, BRIEFING AND OUT COME OF RELEVANT MEETINGS



2.1	16th WG3/SG2 Meeting, Rio de Janeiro 13 - 15 March 1998



2.1.1	MA presented WP 3, his report of the previous (16th) meeting.  With few editorial changes the report was accepted.  



2.1.2	Among other things MA commented that there did not seem to be any formal procedure for the amendment of Guidance Material (GM).  This led to discussion on the possible ways of carrying this out.  The GM had been turned over to the CCB for custody and control at the Rio meeting, but there had been no mention of amendment mechanisms.  FP proposed that the CCB should be notified of all changes in the GM, not necessarily through use of the PDR, but in a way that would allow the CCB to keep control. TM felt that editors should be responsible for change pages and additional material, with a copy to CCB to make use of their distribution network.  The material should be in normal, rather than PDR format.  FP suggested that there should be a list of files for GM, and that each editor should keep control of the appropriate file, and copy them to the CCB.  Perhaps the SME should be responsible for all four application master files.  



2.1.3	GA asked what would CCB do anyway.  FP said that previous versions of CAMAL material could be declared obsolete - there was no need to make GM backwards compatible.  There had to be a means of making the new information available, indicating its status, and notifying the people in the field that the information was available. With regard to how to disseminate the information, FP proposed that there should be a configuration control sheet attached to the GM, and TM said that we could publish the configuration sheet on internet.  MA thought that this internet site could be used for implementation groups to post useful hints and tips - answers to frequently answered questions (FAQs, in web parlance.)  



2.1.4	There remained the great unanswered question as to whether ICAO would change the GM.  JH wondered whether, knowing the past history of some ICAO sponsored GM, the CAMAL would even be published at all.  MA thought that the material should be made available by us, even if ICAO could not take the initiative.



2.1.5.	PC surmised where the changes to the GM would come from.  FP thought they would come principally from regional implementation groups, and there should be a link between regional groups and the SME.  GA expected that the CAMAL could be used in different ways by different regions, perhaps with their own specific requirements.  PC felt that the CAMAL should at least reflect the current state of the SARPs - amendments to SARPs would probably lead to changes in the GM.



2.1.6	FP suggested that the CENA server could be used as a means of disseminating the information - we should not need a web site, or anything like that.  He proposed two versions of the GM - a baseline version, basically that currently available, and supporting the Edition 2.2 SARPs, and a dynamic version, including new material, which would have a configuration control (CC) sheet attached.  TM agreed, suggesting that the CC sheet should have useful information on it, rather than just a list of paragraphs which had been changed.  FP’s idea was generally accepted by the editors.



2.1.7	MA proposed that a paper be generated for WG3 requesting approval for this method of handling GM, but the meeting felt generally that SG2  should set up the mechanism, and inform the WG of its activities, with the invitation to other SGs to adopt the same procedure.  However, it was also agreed that editors would not update the dynamic version at random - proposed update material would have to notified formally to WG3 for approval prior to being included.  



2.1.8	Almost all editors have material available to update the GM - this could be brought to the next WG3 meeting in Utrecht and submitted in the form of Working Papers for approval.  MA would prepare an information paper for WG 3, outlining the proposed procedures.  FP wanted to make sure that this did not clash with the CCB having overall responsibility for the GM.  MA did not think this would be a problem - the CCB would still have access to all the dynamic versions, and could generate a new overall version at any stage, using the dynamic versions, because all the material had been approved by WG3.  The editors would act as the focal point for the generation of new material, and FP, as SME for Part II, would have copied of all files.



Action:	All editors to prepare material for WG 3/Utrecht



Action:	MA to prepare an information paper for WG 3/Utrecht  



2.2	 ATNP WG3 and WGW Meeting, Rio de Janeiro, March 1998



2.2.1	MA reported briefly on the outcome of this meeting, and the papers presented (copy of the report of the meeting available if required).  He was under the impression that all the SG 2 members had had copies of the report - this had not been the case, and he undertook to copy future reports to SG2 members as a matter of course.  WG 3 had approved the report of SG2’s short meeting, including the future work programme, and had also approved the revised ASN.1 for FIS, prepared by FP.  



2.2.2	Eurocontrol had presented a paper ‘The Case for a Simple ATN Messaging (SAM) Service’, which looked like facilitating Aircraft Operational Communications (AOC) operations on the ATN, as a shift from the current Aircraft Communications and Reporting System (ACARS).  FP said that WG3/SG 3 has reviewed the SAM - seen either as a new application or enhancement of service for Package 2.  SG3 will generate SARPS for Package 2. TM noted that additional motivation came from the number of Operational Requirements (OR) from Europe which were not really achievable by current SARPs, and for which SAM could be a solution.  He saw a need to simplify the integration of ORs into SARPs.  FP disagreed with TM as did JH, intuitively.  PC noted that IATA were very enthusiastic - it appeared to be a means to allow AOC messages to the ATN network.  PC also appreciated the need to reduce the current complexities of ATN, and agreed that if AOC messages could be passed, this would be an advantage to the airlines.  FP said there was a potential hazard if new applications used the ATN without using the application layer capabilities.  But SG3 would propose that applications still remained.



2.2.3	MA had introduced a paper formalising the current WG/SG set up - he was fed up with repeated agenda items calling for a reorganisation of the WG, and wanted affairs stabilised.  In addition, he wanted a commitment from members that they would support the agreed organisation.  The WG had approved the SG set up, and had agreed to support future work, at least up until ATNP/3, now scheduled for December 1998.



2.3	ADSP WG A, B and JWG CNS/ATM1//FANS1-A Transition Meetings, Atlanta, February/ March 1998



(Reports of the meetings available if required)



2.3.1	WG A



2.3.1.1	The FAA proposed amendments to the ADS Emergency Reporting Mode by adding Emergency and Priority Status to the ADS Message set. The FAA was tasked with proposing a solution. The general principles to embrace other types of emergencies was accepted.  However, in view of the ramifications of this function over the whole of the ICAO Manual of ATS Data Link Applications,  the FAA will provide a more complete set of proposed amendments to the Manual for the next meeting in London, June 1998.



2.3.1.2	Eurocontrol proposed a new service entitled Controller Access Parameters (CAP).  However, there was doubt about the global operational benefits of the proposed service and there was reluctance in developing a seemingly regional requirements into a world-wide standard. A brief review of the ADSP Manual  identified that some ATS data link messages from ADS, CPDLC and ADS-B message sets could support most of the CAP functions. The Eurocontrol representative will present a revised Service Description to the London Meeting.



2.3.1.3	The insertion of SSR Mode A code in an optional field of ADS Position Reports was proposed by UK NATS.  The objective was to facilitate the transition from oceanic to domestic airspace by correlating ADS reports with radar plots. The meeting considered  the addition of Mode A in ADS reporting unnecessary as there were other means for correlation; transition was not considered being an issue by the meeting. This subject was left unresolved because of so many other ‘non-ADS’ elements in the navigation and surveillance equations.



2.3.1.4	A paper reporting the side effects of allowing a nil value in some ADS Event Contract parameter thresholds was also presented by NATS as a result of simulations on ADS and CPDLC. It was felt that this was perhaps more of an implementation issue.  The ATNP participants will check the ATN SARPs and propose a cautionary note in their Implementation Chapter if deemed appropriate.  The phenomenon reported by NATS will also be checked by other organisations involved in ADS trials wherever possible.



2.3.1.5	NavCanada presented a proposal to update PANS-RAC documents with operational material from the Manual of ATS Data Link Applications. After several iterations the group provided a draft to the ADSP Secretary for conversion into PANS-RAC editorial style for the next meeting.



2.3.1.6	France presented a paper on ADS Procedures which were developed as a result of the South Pacific experience (ISPAG: Informal South Pacific Application Group).  The main points referred to Access to ADS, Termination of ADS, Missed Position Replies, Co-ordination Mismatch and ADS Planned and Unexpected shutdown.  A lengthy discussion resulted on these issues.  France will submit a revised version of the proposals.



2.3.2	WG B



2.3.2.1	Advice on possible CPDLC message exchange rates and numbers based on Sector, rather than FIR, was given.  This gives more accurate information for sizing, and is a very useful addition to the numbers.  



2.3.2.2	The WG reviewed Aerodrome Terminal Information Service (ATIS) glossary of terms. ICAO Annex 3 and World Meteorological Organisation documentation were consulted, and it was hoped that the definitions were now correct.  The ranges and resolutions for the variables have also been clarified. The corrected information would be passed to the ATNP for implementation in SARPs.



2.3.2.3	Japan had problems reconciling the requirements of DFIS broadcast, vis-à-vis discrete request/reply operations.  They had proposed a modus operandi which would include a review, and possible implementation, of broadcast FIS implementation. Japan would discuss the subject of Meteorological data link with the ICAO Secretariat, and prepare a paper for future work.



2.3.2.4	The meeting had to decide where operational procedures developed by the WG should be put,  i.e. in the Annexes or Procedures For Air Navigation/ Rules of the Air and Air Traffic Services (PANS/RAC Doc 4444). There is a new part in 4444 (Part 11) covering data link.  The WG felt that it would be better keeping all the data link material together, rather than scattering it piece-meal through the document.



2.3.2.5	The WG reviewed the Manual of Air Traffic Management Data Link Applications (ICAO Doc 9496): a first cut was made to identify which parts of the CPDLC should be retained to trigger the development of procedures for inclusion in Doc 4444.



2.3.2.6	Eurocontrol presented a paper on future communications requirements and provisions.  ICAO ATN SARPs are based on current systems and constrain some possible future operational requirements.  In the future there may be a need for a broadcast facility, with higher degrees of automation than currently available.  The real question was how better could operations develop without communications constraints. The meeting generally agreed that we should have a communications system which does not put any constraints on the operational requirements.  This would be passed to the ATN Panel for action.



2.3.2.7	The WG did not finish the task of developing the first draft of the operational procedures - this will have to be continued at the London Meeting. 



2.3.3	JWG



2.3.3.1	The final meeting of the JWG, charged with production of the ADSP FANS-1/A accommodation in an ATN environment, also took place.  A final draft version of the document was produced for ICAO, but the meeting was told that there was some doubt about when the material would go out in a State Letter for comment.



2.4	Notes, Briefing and out come of  RTCA SC189/EUROCAE WG 53 Meetings, Brussels, 4-8 May 1998



2.4.1	As background to the recent SC189/WG53 meeting, GA described the work of the  CNS/ATM Focus Team (CAFT) created by the airlines, at Boeing’s instigation - this activity related more to the financial aspects and development of a business case for data link, rather than to operational requirements.  At a recent meeting in Paris (29/4/98) CAFT identified that implementation problems stemmed to a great extent from Certification and developments costs of the user interface - largely human machine interface (HMI) problems.  Boeing and Airbus would like to take account of existing work, e.g. the European PETAL trials, and consider the initial use of a reduced message set - this might answer the question of how to buy back a return on investment.  About 100 people attended, including  Eurocontrol plus lots of major airlines.  The meeting discussed a mixture of operational and financial matters.  



2.4.2	American Airlines held a separate meeting with Eurocontrol the next day, indicating a desire to participate in the Eurocontrol PETAL trials, using the PETAL 2 reduced message set - they considered that this might be all that’s needed over the next few years - using VDL mode 2 in ATN-type package.  GA said that the FAA did not have a problem with this, but the whole CPDLC message set had to be loaded so that they could reply to any messages.  ATNSI confirmed that they were not developing non-IDRP software, and therefore are not CNS/ATM-1 compliant (ATN gives the option).  The whole issue of ATN adoption with a limited message set seemed to rest on the Petal 2 trials in 1999.  Operators don’t want this date extended, but Maastricht is only getting its new displays in 1999 - present systems cannot cope.  AA say that their implementation will not be embedded in the FMS (like FANS-1 is), but will sit on top.  The next meeting with Eurocontrol was originally to take place on 6/7 July, but is now likely to be later in the month. (CAFT has been as a focus for airlines in their wish list to Boeing.)  Eurocontrol would want at least bi-regional agreements.  Rob Mead would be representing Eurocontrol.



2.4.3	Having given a comprehensive background, GA then covered the SC189/WG53 Brussels meeting.  The objective is to develop safety and interoperability of ADS communications.  There is an interoperability SG whose primary focus is to standardise FANS-1/A.  GA and Rob Mead went to both the Eurocontrol  ODIAC group, and the PETAL 2 demonstration.  Eurocontrol wants ODIAC blessing on any operational requirements.  ODIAC accepted the need to be involved in a transition plan when they get approval.  GA says this is an implementation of portions of the FANS-1/A, rather than a deviation. Position paper 19 documents what Boeing/Aerospatiale think they did.  JH was not sure about the rigour of what has been done - for example event reports are not always treated the same way.  PC said that there are decisions to be made which will affect aircraft architecture, and user requirements.  Both air and ground must have both full message sets.  But he agreed that display and processing on the aircraft was a major problem.  MA was not happy about subsets and interlinking subsets.  TM agreed - PETAL 2 is not a full system - but the driver is HMI implementation.  Incremental implementation, rather than subsets, is the new name of the game. (Incidentally there is a  CAFT web page at Boeing - www.boeing.com/caft.)



3.	AGENDA ITEM 2 - SARPS AND GM FOR VERSION 1 APPLICATIONS: MAINTENANCE



3.1 	General - Discussion on SARPs P-1 maintenance procedures



3.1.1	FP had prepared WP 13, which reviewed the current open PDRs.



3.1.1.1	PDR 30001 - Correct ADS cannot be implemented as is - an abort should not be generated when a graceful shut-down is expected.  Paul Hennig had been reported as saying that he would rather have wrong SARPs than invoke another change in the SARPs, citing stability requirements. TM agreed the error, and the necessity for a change in the SARPs.  MA felt that any ‘abort’ would be presented to the end users, and presenting an abort when all procedures had been correctly followed was a system error, and could be potentially dangerous and distracting, with a strong impact on safety, due to loss of integrity.  He thought that the certification authorities would not be happy with these incorrect procedures.  The PDR should not be forwarded.  The SG agreed that the PDR should be upgraded and strengthened.



3.1.1.2	30004 - Some editorial errors had been discovered in the ADS SARPs and submitted as a PDR.  TM agreed the errors and the proposed solutions for all but #10.  He agreed the problem, but not the solution.  The situation could only apply as a follow-on consequence of some other failure - a separate PDR would have to be raised, but would not affect current interoperability or safety, and could therefore be forwarded.  



Action:  TM to raise a PDR, FP to recommend forwarding 



3.1.1.3	40001 - MA again emphasised that an abort indication to the pilot when everything had been done properly was a failure in integrity.  Although this was a tail condition, it was a first order failure, in that it did not depend on a failure elsewhere in the system.  There were strong flight deck safety implications, and the human factors problems were similar to PDR 30001 above.  The PDR should not be forwarded. The SG agreed that the PDR should be upgraded and strengthened.





3.1.1.4	40002 - FP said that the inconsistency between the procedures in Chapter 5 and the list in Chapter 4 referred to by the paragraph in Chapter 3 has been perpetuated in his revised ASN.1 for FIS (WP14) submitted to Masoud.  The SG perceived that this was a three chapter inconsistency which could lead to misinterpretation and interoperability problems. The PDR should not be forwarded. The SG agreed that the PDR should be upgraded and strengthened.



3.1.1.5	40005 - This was a combined editorial PDR, covering simple editorial errors e.g. punctuation, in all application SARPs.  It was checked by all editors at Rio except TM.  He would check the ADS, and confirm accuracy with FP.  This PDR has already been copied to Masoud, and the PDR is a formalisation of the procedures.



3.1.1.6	40006 - MA noted that this PDR was proposed to be forwarded.  There could be significant financial disbenefits if this error was not corrected, since the dialogue would be kept open, and this would require the sending of ‘keep alive’ messages.  This could happen for several hours - an aircraft on an LHR-SFO flight could cancel an ATIS contract with London  after twenty minutes, but the dialogue would be kept open until switched off in SFO some 10 hours later.  The sole beneficiaries in this case would be the communications provider.  The SG recommended early rectification of the situation, even though it did not directly affect safety or interoperability



Action:  FP to rewrite this PDR, emphasising the long term financial aspects.  



3.1.1.7	40007 - FP recognised the problem, but was not happy with the way it was expressed, nor with the proposed solution.  After discussion, and taking into account earlier comments on integrity and safety connotations, FP agreed that it should be withdrawn pending more work.



Action:  FP



3.1.1.8	40008 - The SG saw that this was analogous to 30001 above. The PDR should not be forwarded. The SG agreed that the PDR should be upgraded and strengthened.



Action:  FP



3.2 	Accepted & forwarded PDRs for CM



3.2.1	GS said that there were no further accepted or forwarded PDRs for CM post Rio.



3.3 	Accepted & forwarded PDRs for ADS



3.3.1	TM had checked through the latest version of the SARPS (2.2) for PDR implementation.  He noted that some PDRs had not been implemented properly, and this in itself had generated new PDRs.  He had prepared WP 5, covering ADS PDRs, but this had been subsumed by FP’s WP 13.



3.4 	Accepted & forwarded PDRs for CPDLC



3.4.1	MA presented WP 4, containing discrepancies highlighted by Masoud Paydar between the CPDLC message set in the ATN SARPs and the ADSP set in Doc 4444 (PANS/RAC)



3.4.2	JH pointed out consequential changes which had not been taken into account.  In general, JH could live with most of the changes without changing the ASN.1, although it would introduce inconsistencies in the SARPs. For example, ULM64 had been changed, but not 65 & 66, which had the same construction.  All three were changed in 4444, but not in the Masoud paper.  JH would notify Masoud. TM asked about inconsistency/ambiguity arising  from different named variables.  JH said it was not critical:  MA said it sent out a bad message in the initial formal issue of the material, and he would like to see it cleaned up.  FP had generated an ‘Editorial Amendment’ PDR - perhaps JH’s minor changes could be included in that.  FP would look at this proposal, and discuss with JH after the meeting.  



Action:  JH to review inconsistencies in the changes, and draw these to Masoud Paydar’s attention



3.4.3	Message 215 was more of a problem, since the order of, rather than the order within, parameters was involved.  If this had to be changed, and if Doc 4444 was to be the master then it would have to be changed, a PDR (covering Ch 4 and 7) would have to be raised.  This was accepted.  JH would agree a suitable form of words with FP, since ‘Inconsistencies due to ICAO political battles and power struggles’ is not a valid reason for change, in the eyes of the CCB.  FP suggested that advice could be put in the GM, and this would be reviewed. 



Action:  JH/FP to agree a suitable PDR for ULM 215



3.5 	Accepted & forwarded PDRs for FIS, New GM



3.5.1	FP introduced WP 14, containing major changes to the FIS ASN.1 as agreed by the SG at Rio, and resulting from post-Rio discussion - a clean copy has already been forwarded to ICAO in time for inclusion in the present version of the SARPs.  FP highlighted the changes which had emerged after the Rio presentation.  There was one minor change to the original FIS section of the ASN.1 - all other changes related to the ATIS information, and these had been co-ordinated with Chris Dalton - secretary of ADSP.  Most of the new minor changes related to ‘typos’ or changes in ICAO nomenclature.



3.5.2	FP also introduced WP 12 - revised GM for FIS -  which reflected the changes proposed in WP 14.  The SG noted the changes, and asked that FP take minor comments into account, including replacing the question marks in Table 5.5-1 with real data.

  

Action:  FP 



3.6	General PDR activity



3.6.1	TM submitted WP 10, containing several possible PDRs raised during the course of the UK ADS trials and simulations.



3.6.1.1	The present SARPs do not cater for the situation where the controller asks for an Extended Projected Profile (EPP) of size greater than the number of waypoints held in the FMS.  TM said that this was an unintentional error - the intention had been to send what was possible.  MA thought this did raise both interoperability and safety problems, for example if the controller wishes to use EPPs for separation/collision avoidance purposes.  GA agreed the requirement.  The SG agreed that a PDR  would be raised to cover this, emphasising the safety and interoperability aspects.



Action:  TM



3.6.1.2	It had been suggested that the ‘Cleared to [X] via [Y]’ (ULM 79) should have the ‘via [Y]’ optional.  GA emphasised that the message was perfectly correct as it stood - every position clearance must have a route.  If there was a need to give a direct route, then ULM 74 was applicable.  The aim was never to leave anything ambiguous - this was the target, which, GA admitted, was not always achieved.  He did not see a problem. TM said that, if this was to be taken further, then it should go through the ADSP.  MA would investigate the problem, and, if required, would process it through the ADSP.



Action:  MA



(Post meeting note - MA investigated.  UK ATC confirmed that clearances should always have a route indicated, except in two sectors where special dispensation has been given.  MA did not proposed to change a global standard on the basis of a two-sector dispensation.  MA would discuss this locally with the appropriate staff - no further action was required by the SG)  



3.6.1.3	The question of the need for a ‘Free Text’ message for every combination of attributes had been raised. JH drew attention to the note below Table A-12 in Annex 5 to Doc 4444 (WP4) indicating the present policy.  She offered to put an additional note in the GM, if this was thought necessary.  The SG agreed generally that this would do no harm. TM felt that says that we should be able to allow for free text in any combination of attributes possible, but MA thought that this was not strictly necessary. MA was asked to clarify what possible free text could require a different combination of attributes.



Action:  JH for additional GM



Action:  MA to investigate perceived need



3.6.1.4	GA presented WP 16, a collection of PDRs forwarded for review by Steve van Trees, having been raised by ATNSI in the course of their implementation work.



3.6.1.4.1	CM - Incomplete requirement  



GM said that this was an ‘if’ operation without an ‘if not’.  But not all ‘if nots’ are covered anyway, not just in the CM SARPs. JH said that if the system was in an active state, then do something, but by implication if the system is in an inactive state it should do nothing.  Other editors agreed, and the SG recommended that this PDR should be rejected.



[Post Meeting Note - The issue is actually rejected in the PDR.  Clarification is required, and it was subsequently decided to revise the SG opinion, and forward the PDR]



3.6.1.4.2	CM - erroneous handling of unexpected QOS  



Editors agreed that they generally use the statement ‘Enter the idle state’ as a final statement in exceptional handling procedures. ‘Stop all timers’ is another catch-all, and these are used to standardise exception handling.  MA summarised by saying that the PDR was not wrong, but was being a trifle pedantic.  There were possibly many other instances where the two statements were not strictly applicable, but were still correct as generalisations.  The SG recommended that this PDR should be rejected.



3.6.1.4.3	ADS - Minor defects	



TM agreed with the editorial errors, mostly caused by cut and paste operations.  The paragraph number quote in the last editorial in the list was in error - it should read ‘2.2.1.7.1.5.3’.  The SG felt that these errors could all be added to PDR 98030004 above. 



[Post Meeting Note - This was not possible, and the PDR has therefore been forwarded.}



Action:  FP



3.6.1.4.4	ADS - Useless parameters passed from PC to LI



TM accepted that the PDR was correct conceptually.  It would almost certainly be forwarded, since it didn’t affect interoperability, safety or cost.  This would be a definite candidate for inclusion in an GM configuration control sheet.  However, JH suggested that this could be an editorial change, since nothing was affected, and it was proposed that FP investigate this path.  However, the draft PDR itself threw up an anomaly - the parameter ‘Aircraft identifier’ has been changed to ‘aircraft address’ at the behest of ICAO.  TM identified !8 occasions in the ADS SARPs where this change had to be made, and these will be added to the editorial PDR 98030004 above.



Action:  FP



3.6.1.4.5	ADS - Erroneous parameter name and PDU element	



TM and FP agreed that this had been covered in PDR 98030001, and therefore this should be rejected.



Action:  FP



3.6.1.4.6	ADS - Erroneous exception handling for D-Start



TM noted that this was part of the general exception handling where he had endeavoured to standardise exception operations.  It was true that these reasons were not required, and will not be used.  But TM did not see a need to write specific exemption  procedures where they could be covered by a general case.  The application would still abort properly, but perhaps not as rapidly.  TM proposed, and the SG agreed, that this PDR should be rejected.



Action:  FP

 

3.6.1.4.7	ADS - Erroneous exception handling for D-data indication



TM pointed out that this could only happen if the aircraft is non-compliant.  However, the finding was correct, and the PDU should be accepted.



Action:  FP



3.6.1.4.8	ADS - Erroneous exception handling for D-abort indication



TM thought that this was a fairly trivial correction, although technically correct.  The PDR should be accepted, although he would expect it to be forwarded.



Action:  FP



3.6.1.4.9	ADS - Erroneous exception handling for D-end confirmation 



The SG felt that this could be taken care of under the consolidated editorial PDR 98030004 (see above), and for that reason it should be rejected as a PDR in its own right.



[Post Meeting Note - This was not possible, and the PDR has therefore been forwarded.}



Action:  FP



3.6.1.4.10	CPDLC - Incomplete requirement



JH said that this had already been taken care of in PDR 9710006 above, and this should therefore be rejected.



Action:  FP



 3.6.1.4.11	Erroneous handling of unexpected QOS	



This also had been taken care of in PDR 9710006, and should therefore be rejected.  JH would add some material in the GM to indicate that receiver never sets a timer anyway in these circumstances.



Action:  FP

Action:  JH



3.6.1.4.12	FIS - Minor defects



FP accepted these minor/editorial defects - none of them are safety critical, life threatening or affect interoperability.



Action:  FP



3.6.1.4.13	Error in Altimeter setting



MA said that this should be rejected outright. QFE is a pressure setting - end of story.



Action:  FP



3.6.1.4.14	Extraneous transitions in ground and air LI Modules



FP said that this should be rejected - the system was developed this way to allow for expansion of ground initiated services.



3.6.1.4.15 	FIS - Additional APDU to expect in D-START confirmation



This is already covered in PDR 98040007, and should be rejected.



3.6.1.5	However, SVT had forwarded these PDRs into the system already.  Therefore SG 2 members had to comment directly to FP when the PDRs were released for consultation later.



Action:  All SG members



3.7	General Discussion on Package 1/GM



3.7.1	There was general discussion on this topic under Agenda Item 1 (para 2.1.2 et seq.).



3.7.2	The general consensus was that SG 2 had identified a need for a means to make the GM more dynamic, and that WG 3 should be informed, rather than permission being sought from that group.  FP said that either we should go to Utrecht with a paper, or we should put it in the report of this meeting.  The updates could be called ‘Implementation Advisories’. PC wanted, rightly, to ensure SARPs compliance.  Interoperability problems should be identified, and the information offered should be deemed ‘technical’.  Safety/certification implications should be highlighted.  There was a need to show how we process all aspects of PDRs, including safety/interoperability.



Action:  MA



3.7.3	TM presented WP 9, on version control, more or less as an information paper - it would be presented in greater detail to WG 3 at Utrecht.  Only CM would actually need to be backwards compatible.  The paper also indicated the right way to maximise the use of extensibility markers, and advised that more use should be made of this facility.  Regarding Package 2, FP thought that this would be an enhancement and upgrade - he did not see the need for a dual stack - it would be more a superset of Package 1.  The SG noted the technical content of the paper, which would be fully debated in WG 3.



3.7.4	PC felt that a 4 letter facility designation could lead to ambiguity (the parameter was an IA5 string, length 4..8 characters). GA said that initially the US proposed to use four letter idents, graduating to eight when necessary.  MA said that UK had not yet formulated a position, but would be ICAO compliant anyway.  GS said that by being non specific to a degree, CM would allow States to have flexibility of operation.  However, if States did use the 8 character option, this could almost be made sector-specific.  PC was still worried about the availability of the designators, and how the implementaors would be able to get the necessary information.  MA said the information was published in ICAO documentation, and would inform PC of the source of the information.



Action:  MA



3.7.5	PC wanted clarification of ‘way points’.  He understood that the ADS system wanted ATC waypoints, corresponding to the flight plan.  MA explained that the waypoints in an FMS did not usually correspond one-for-one with the flight plan, since the flight plan may only include significant points en-route, EG airway changes, but an airway may have several waypoints which would be input into the FMS.    In addition, there may well be non ATC waypoints in the FMS, based on company policy, e.g. critical point and point of no return.  GA agreed it would be a tremendous advantage to be able to filter out ATC-only waypoints, but added that there would be an advantage of getting all the FMS points - this could help conflict alert, and turn prediction.  However, the SG agreed that there was no way that the SARPs could compel an aircraft to send down only ATC-based waypoints automatically.  This was a Package 1 restriction which we had to live with.



4.	AGENDA ITEM 3 - SYSTEM MANAGEMENT



4.1	MA introduced this item, which had arisen from WG 1 and WG 3 work applicable to, amongst other things, the air/ground applications.  PT had been asked to join the SG because of her expertise in this field.  This first review of Systems Management (SM) by the SG would be in the nature of a tutorial and discussion session, based on papers presented to the last meeting of WG 3, draft Material in the course of preparation by PT and papers being prepared for the next WG 3 meeting.



4.2	PT briefly outlined her work in the field of SM, and the work she was doing with Jim Moulton, Chairman of the Joint Subgroup on SM.  She then presented WP 17.  Martin Adnam’s GM makes many assumptions.  He was waiting for ATNSI work, which failed to deliver at the technical level required - business management plans were not technical enough.  There was a need to define the problem - what were the ORs.  FP said that ATNSI-developed Concept of Operations (CONOPS) document was not the ICAO need - it was a customer need.  ICAO would have to define the concept and use of SM for itself.   PC pointed out that Network Management was not a new idea - many airlines have been doing this for years.  GS noted that up to now SM has been a local issue - but the ATN needed global SM for interoperability.  SM could be made globally applicable, but did all users need all the same information?



4.3	PT replied, highlighting the difference between network and system management - network is hardware - actual physical - and focused on a localised basis of what had to be managed.  Systems management was an overset.  FP thought that there were two types of activity to be managed - real time e.g. fault notification (and as such remedial by technicians) and off line, e.g. planning and analysis of output.  Other manageable activities included enhancement, modification, accounting etc.  TM asked where does SM stop - e.g. did Network Management stop at the transport layer, and SM relate to the ULA and applications?  TM said there were system components - the applications and their various mechanical bits and pieces and there are systems as a whole - ADS talking to ADS.  He wondered where the lines should be drawn.



4.4	Para 1.3 of Martin Adnam’s paper raised some questions.  MA was worried about the development of some supra-national overlord, and the transparency of status of equipment.  GS was unhappy about too much management information being passed.  For example, to what extent did the pilot have to be notified of major system or system management failure. GS emphasised the need for speedy notification of faults - in a safety environment more than just the network manager has to be notified.  TM gave an example of ADS Ground Speed sensor failure - in one region this may be critical, but in another region it may be a no-worry problem.  FP felt that this was not network management - it was beyond this.  Network management may be up to the level of the ASE, but it should not include SARPs Ch 7 work.  PC asked that in any consideration of SM, it should not be involved in any operational decisions.



4.5	The SG discussed the need for SARPs for management information exchange air/ground as given in Attachment 2 to WP 17.  (However, ICAO cannot standardise AOC management communications.)  The group agreed that if the only SM communications needed was ground/ground, then perhaps we only need to have guidance material.  PC said that at present real time engineering maintenance can be done via ACARs.  But it was generally agreed that the development of AOC over ATN should be incorporated into future standards where possible.  MA said that this would encourage airlines in the implementation of ATN generally, with an identifiable payback.



4.6	The SG agreed that we needed a concept of operations, ICAO rather than industry based,  before deciding what was needed to be standardised.  FP has tried to identify, in WP 11, the requirements for the air/ground applications system management, with extracts from the ATNSI CONOPS (Concept of Operations).  FP saw no need for SARPs for intra-domain management.  But there would possibly need to be SARPs for inter-domain management communications.  PT said that Configuration Management would only be done within domains, not externally.  There may even need to be two kinds of manager types - airborne and ground - depending on the scenario implemented.    



4.7	Looking at FP’s requirements for application supervision, (WP 11 p 10) - PC worried about ground reconfiguring the aircraft domain.  FP said that the SARPs would have to be written to prevent this.  JH agreed, but said that  SM could in effect be a variation on Remote Control and Monitoring systems.  This did not make PC any happier.  Looking at System Management for air/ground generally,  PC asks which single manager would be responsible for end to end performance.  FP said that at this stage nothing like that had been finalised - these were elements which had to be developed.



4.8	GS asked whether, in the light of the CONOPS work, the SG should produce operational scenarios.  MA thought that the question of production of scenarios was probably wider than the SG, and he would bring it up at the next WG 3 meeting in June/July



Action:  MA



4.9	PT then presented WP 6, a draft outline of network management, as a component of system management.  She wanted to know if the SG felt the ideas and concepts in the paper were worth exploring, particularly related to air/ground applications and based on R&D into Upper Layers work.  PT felt this would tie in to WP 22 and the development of a management platform - itself a systems application.  She was seeking to come up with standards for a generic platform, based on an object oriented hierarchy.  



4.10 	TM asked if we actually needed ‘management’.  Interoperability implies standardisation of protocol, rather than the application - he would want to standardise the Managed Objects and the protocols, and nothing else - except to provide GM.   He recommended that we need to provide a catalogue of nearly every object in an application, or series of applications, then go to the system managers, show what can be done, and ask what do they want to do.  PC was in broad agreement with this idea - looking at the managed object list, we should avoid duplication - e.g. we should not need to record the same thing in the air and on the ground.  TM disagreed strongly - this would eliminate cross checking capabilities.



4.11	Regarding PT’s problem of whether to proceed with the paper or not, MA recommended that she should go ahead - with the amount of work she had already done, and the future outline she had given, it would be foolish to stop.  FP said that her paper definitely added something to what we have today. JH thought that her paper gave us an idea of what we would have to work with.  PT did point out that her paper was not wholly in line with the Tony Kerr draft of SV 6.  TM said that he would show the PT draft to Tony, so that he was aware of the thoughts and concepts.



4.12	FP then presented WP 21, written by J-M Crenais, as an overview of SM progress for the forthcoming System Management  meeting at Annapolis.  This paper gave a very clear view of the ATN as a system, and the need for SM generally.  Credibility of CONOPS, possibly arising from its late development, will be a major stumbling block.  GS pointed out that any change of architecture to incorporate specific SM requirements will incur an additional cost - and would States/operators pay.  At present USA does not invoke user charges.....  PC yet again emphasised the error in not including AOC traffic in ATC.



4.13	The SG discussed the need for editors to develop a shopping list of SM requirements for each application.  Reference could be made to draft SV 6 (which was WP 7 at the Rio WG 3 meeting).  FP emphasised that management requirements did not just exist between manager and agent - it was much wider than that - his WP 11 based on the latest version of the Applications MIB attempts to scope the requirements.  FP advised that the CONOPS should be the basis of this work, and that we should wait until a formal draft of the CONOPS is available, otherwise we could be wasting our time



4.14	PC agreed to ask Aerospatiale what their system management requirements related to air/ground communications was likely to involve.  He asked whether SM was really related to Package 1.  MA said that in theory this was Package 2 work - it was decided early on that this could not be included in the first lot of work.  But there is little doubt that there is a growing requirement to develop the necessary SM tools as soon as possible, in the interests of future standardisation - this is why we need to find out what the users require - at present he understood that there were no final decisions about protocols being developed for the airborne segment.  GS warned that we had to be wary of system overload, and what he called ‘Package 2 creep’, which was the insidious development of further material, which was slid into existing work as an addendum or attachment, when it should actually be future work.



Action:  PC



4.15	TM concluded that he/we were not sure/certain what were the SG 2 responsibilities are in this area.  We still do not know what truly has to be SARPed - if we didn’t have to produce SARPs, did we then have to provide any guidance material.  It was agreed that the Joint SG would be asked to identify the role of SG 2 in the development of SM material - PT, who was attending the JSG in late May - would ask informally.



Action:  PT



4.16	FP thought that we should still have to provide MOs for A/G applications.  Editors would attempt to define managed objects for their applications, in consultation with FP.



Action:  All Editors





5.	AGENDA ITEM 4 - NEW SARPS AND GM FOR VERSION 2 APPLICATIONS



5.1	General Discussion on Version 2 Application SARPs



5.1.1	TM presented WP 8, drawn up in answer to the question posed by Eurocontrol ‘What if we put a server in the system’.  It was an exploratory paper, investigating whether the server concept would work with existing SARPs and what were the benefits.  There were benefits arising from a simpler transfer of control between centres and for the potential to have simple systems.  However, there would need to be a higher level of intelligence in the server.  PC said that this concept raised questions relating to key features of the ATN.  He felt that the proposal violated the key concept of ATN, which is an end to end integrity - it was almost going back to the ACARS central router concept.  A common NSAP for various applications may jeopardise integrity.  He felt there needed to be a deeper investigation into this problem.  It may be advantageous to small sector European environments, but integrity was the problem.  TM emphasised that this was not a proposal, but was an investigation, on behalf of Eurocontrol.  JH said conceptually it was not a major problem.  TM pointed out that it was analogous to air traffic control centre operations..



5.1.2	PC was not happy about this proposed extension to CM.  A proper cockpit interface would have to be developed - crew communications were affected by ground communications.  He was not opposed to the reductions of effort in the humans - he was more worried about the technical implications.  He thought it would affect individual application addressing.  He wondered whether ICAO would formally define an objective that Package 2 will be backward compatible.  We should warn industry that future functions will impact backward compatibility.  GA said we should not write a SARP for a Server.  GA agreed there was an issue concerning routing.  PC asked how other states were doing this?  GA and GS says that US/Canada are doing it anyway.  PT said this was similar to routing plans in system management.



5.1.3	The SG understood the need for a server, but generally thought that this would be Package 2 work.  However, they were worried by ‘requirements creep’, whereby the requirements for so called Package 2 were being suggested for implementation in the current Package 1, under the guise of commercial or technical pressure with operating cost-benefits 



5.2	Development of Future DLIC/logon Procedures	



5.2.1	GS presented WP 15, the submission of a CM addressing paper to AEEC.  AEEC priority is to get VDL Mode 2 sorted out before the ACARS overload leads to system melt-down.  AEEC is about to develop Spec 638, to be drafted and edited by GS.  The essence of WP 15, indicating the possible means of obtaining and using CM logon information, had been presented to SG 2 at an earlier meeting.  There will be considerable parallels with the SARPs and GM. 



5.2.2	GS then presented WP 20, outlining how the optional fields in CM could be used to increase CM flexibility, as a Package 2 option perhaps. At present the ‘Date’ is not used in ‘Date time departure’, and ‘Facility designation’ could be open to multiple interpretations.  PC thought that a group of aircraft operators could have a common CM server, perhaps provided by a SITA type provider.  GS said that there were multiple options available, but PC emphasised that he wanted a clarified standardised single global solution.   There were several operating concepts - PC explained a server-based system.  GS gave the view of Canada - originally there was to be one logon address -  and we have to choose standardised solution which doesn’t stop all the others operating.  PC wanted a minimum of CM addresses, wherever they were to be obtained.  But we cannot assume ground/ ground connectivity.  FP suggested that some serious GM would need to be written, and there was a possibility of ambiguity and open-ended/misinterpreted messages, and that a change to the ASN.1 was the best option.  PC said that if we were proposing to recommend a change to the ASN.1, then there were a few more changes he would ask for.



5.2.3	The SG agreed that GS would prepare a PDR, highlighting the necessity for a small but significant change to the CM ASN.1.  He should make a strong case, giving operational/safety/ technical reasons, and commercial pressures for updated use of the new technology.



Action:  GS



5.3	ADS - Development of future air/ground enhancements



5.3.1	TM introduced WP 7, which looked at some of the changes necessary to the SARPs to allow a pilot input to the ADS, to indicate differing types of emergency in flight.  He said that it was a relatively small change conceptually, but in generated a big change in the SARPs.  The ASN.1 would not change that much - but the changes required would shatter any notion of backwards compatibility.  This is because the operational and compatibility requirements are incompatible.  TM emphasised that there was a need to make a really hard business case for this change.



5.3.2	JH said that we should go back to the Manual and check the emergency requirements.  In particular, all messages sent while the aircraft was in a state of emergency should explicitly identify that the aircraft was in a such a state, and should likewise make explicit that the end of emergency meant the end of emergency periodic contracts.  TM would undertake to review this, and prepare a PDR for review by the CCB.



Action:  TM



6.	AGENDA ITEM 5 - CONSEQUENT SARPS AMENDMENTS AND VERSION CONFIRMATION



6.1	WP 9 was taken under an earlier agenda item (see 3.7.2 above) 



7.	AGENDA ITEM 6 - CNS/ATM AND FANS-1/A ACCOMMODATION



7.1	There were no papers presented under this agenda item



8.	AGENDA ITEM 7 - INPUT TO WG 3 MEETING AT UTRECHT



8.1	MA would submit a report of the SG work to date.   He would also submit a paper outlining the means of disseminating PDR knowledge before the PDRs were formally implemented, as a means of keeping the rest of the world informed of what was going on, and preventing repetition of work.



9.	AGENDA ITEM 8 - AOB



9.1	PT presented WP 19, a note from her to Jim Moulton, requesting clarification concerning where in the system the necessary security will be applied.  FP, in a paper presented to WG 3, noted that the Upper Layers will be responsible for security relating to the applications.  PT pointed out that WP 18, by Gerard Mittaux-Biron is firmly of the opinion that the Applications themselves will be responsible for their own security.  TM thought that the SG has to decide some security matters - EG do we need authentication.  JH felt that this is an ADSP validation problem.  But ADSP will need to be told what they want - define it, have it fixed, or the user will dictate.  PC says security is complex and similar to CM problem.  If we are going to use a two key systems, for example, where do the private and public keys come from.  PT says implementation of security at any level, and by any group, will involve major changes to the SARPs.  Security implemented by the UL would of course minimise any impact on Applications.



9.2	GS said we should do a threat analysis, along the lines of that done by WG1/SG3.  We should also review certification guidelines - this could not be done in isolation.  In addition, there would be a need for a business and impact analysis - after all, it may be determined that on a cost/benefit basis, there would be no need for security at least until more than X% system use.  We really need to pull together people from different backgrounds.  PC said that the overload in software would be colossal - we must do the analysis before we implement the means.  PT agreed that we needed to take account of operational risks, and possible non-implementation.  TM said we should review all applications, through a series of ‘What if’ sessions.  



Action:  MA, for high level agenda item for next SG 2 meeting.



9.3	GS noted that Jean-Marco Voucher had prepared a threat statement got the ground/ground applications - he proposed to do the same in outline for the air/ground applications generally.



Action:  GS



10.	AGENDA ITEM 9 - DATE AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING



10.1	The next meeting will be held in Toulouse from 1-4 September 1998.   FP will organise the location, and inform the SG later.  He will also reserve, but not book, rooms in the Holiday Inn Crowne Plaza.



Action:  FP
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