NOTES OF THE 23RD MEETING OF THE AERONAUTICAL TELECOMMNICATIONS NETWORK PANEL WORKING GROUP 3 SUBGROUP 2 MEETING, TOULOUSE, 15 – 19 MAY 2000

1.
INTRODUCTION

1.1
The 23rd meeting of ATNP WG3/SG2 (Air/Ground Applications), was held at the STNA Headquarters, Toulouse, from 15th to 19th May 2000

1.2
Present:

Mike Asbury (MA)

AMA Consultants/UK NATS  (Chairman)


Jane Hamelink (JH)

ONS/FAA


Gregg Saconne (GS)

ONS/FAA


Mike Harcourt (MH)

ec-Soft/Eurocontrol


Frederic Picard (FP)

Sofravia/STNA


Jim Simpkins (JS)

FAA (Part-time)


Gilles Gobbo (GG)

Aerospatiale/ICCAIA

1.3
MA said that he had expected the 22nd meeting to have been the last, but there had been work outstanding from ATNP/3, and the WG structure had been maintained until the Working Group of the Whole meeting in Berlin in August 2000.  There were 10 working and information papers presented.  The Agenda is attached at Appendix 1, and the list of WPs at Appendix 2.

2.
AGENDA ITEM 1 – Notes briefing and outcome of significant meetings

22nd WG3/SG2 Meeting, Laurel, MD, 1 – 5 November 1999

2.1
The outstanding actions from this meeting had all been cleared by the WG3/WGW3 meetings in Tokyo.  It had been expected that the ATNP WG/SG structure and modus operandi would be changed at the ATNP Meeting, and thus no actions were left incomplete.

18th WG3 Meeting, Tokyo,  

2.2
There was a joint meeting with WG 1, concerning  (i) Withdrawal of ISO Standards (ICAO should approach the ISO and come to some mutually beneficial arrangement), (ii) Timestamping (there was no need to change the current specifications), (iii) Security (implementation mandatory, use optional) and (iv) Sunset dates for no data link without security (institutional matter, for the ANC).

2.3
Actions/papers for the Working Group of the Whole and ATNP/3 meetings were identified and presented.  Agendas for the WGW, and outlines for the outcome of the Meeting respectively, were also prepared.  It was appreciated that not all the work was completed, and in fact may not be completed until post-ATNP/3.  

ATNP/3 Meeting, Montreal, 7 – 18 February 2000

2.4
Many of the papers to ATNP/3 had been progressed through the Tokyo WGW meeting.  Copies of Doc 9705 Edition 2 were available in hard copy, and the Draft of the GM was also available.  Ronnie Jones had put all the WPs of meetings up to ATNP/3 onto a CD, distributed at the meeting.  The WG structure had been revised, but this would not take place until WGW/4, to be held in Berlin in August. 


ADSP WG Meetings, Rio de Janeiro, 13 – 24 March 2000

2.5
WG B (All Applications) finalised material for Doc 4444 on AIDC, cleaned up METLINK template for ATIS and SNOWTAMs and provided requested material for ATNP WGs and RGCSP meetings in May ’00.  An additional CPDLC message requirement was identified – see below.  WG B noted the comments from ICAO H/F Task Force – States should review actions on ‘Expect’ clearances.  The ATIS/METAR template was to be reviewed by State experts for the next meeting.

2.6
All the WGs took major input from, and agreed co-operation with, other Panels (RGCSP, AMCP, SICASP ATMCP). ICAO ‘Chinese walls’ must be removed, and secretariat digital extraction encouraged if full beneficial inter-Panel co-ordination was to be achieved. 

2.7
MA pointed out that in OPLINKP WG B WP 120 (the official ICAO report of the meeting) para 5.4.2, future WG B action in respect to the review carried out by the ICAO HF Task Force was indicated.  It was possible that the work could affect the P/OICS in the longer term, as messages were clarified, and their use clarified.  However, message pairing was an option anyway, and concatenation was not addressed per se.

3.
AGENDA ITEM 2 - SARPs and GM for Version 1 Applications: Maintenance

2.0 
General - Discussion on SARPs P-1 (Version 1) maintenance procedures

3.1
There was considerable discussion on the need for ICAO to continue to maintain Version 1 SARPs – particularly where there was no requirement to use Security.  This will be noted in the report of this meeting to WG3, and taken on the WGW to re-enforce the point made at the ATNP/3.  Contrary to expectations, there had apparently been no recommendation made that ICAO should maintain both Editions 2 and 3 of Doc 9705, and this should be clarified at WGW/4.

2.1 
Accepted & Forwarded PDRs for CM, ADS, CPDLC & FIS

3.2
FP reported that two PDRs had been closed the previous week – 99070001 and M0010001 (Editorial) are shut.  There is one ADS PDR open (M0030001), relating to non- canonical encoding.  There is a need to encode signature data exactly the same way during message relays for security key confirmation.  Canonical encoding ensured that there was one and only one means of encoding the data.    It was an application relay (decoding/encoding) problem.  (Tony Kerr found the problem down in the weeds.)  The problem concerned the use of ‘set of’ and ‘sequence of’ (a sequence is an ordered set).  The SG approved the solution proposed.

4.
AGENDA ITEM 3 - SARPs and GM for Version 2 Applications:
3.1
CM  - Detailed development of future DLIC/logon procedures, including security

WP 6 – CM Version 2 Collision issues

4.1
GS presented this paper, describing a possible situation which had been identified as a result of doing HMI validation work – part of the FAA programme – and arose from the Version 2 server query capability.  Some GM changes had been done, but we needed to decide which was the best action to take.  The problem arose from the possible simultaneous transmission of, say, a CM-update request from the ground and a CM-server-facility-query request from the air user.  Several solutions were proposed, and GS subsequently prepared an addendum, indicating the problem and the solution agreed by the SG (the aircraft should reject the CM-update request).  This would be presented as a WP to the Berlin WG 3 meeting. 

Action – GS to write a paper for WG 3 explaining problem and agreed solution.

4.2
GS had identified that Guidance Material needed to be written concerning the handling of Security in the ASEs – this really had to be done for all the different applications/services.  There should be an overview of why security had been added – why it was being done through the CM application, the affect on backward compatibility and how it can work.  GS suggested that all the GM for CM be presented to WG 3 at Berlin.  (Existing GM is the pre-Tokyo material, warts and all.)  MA agreed, although this would be a pretty big document.  DLR could print this at four pages a side to reduce paper.

4.3
There was a question of whether we needed to revisit the CM subsetting.  (There were currently 35+ air or ground subsets of CM, with more to come with version 2 and security.)   GS thought that subsets were discredited – PICS/OICS now did the work.  It would be better just to list the options and rules.  This would highlight the functionalities – and woyuld allow air Traffic suppliers to ‘mix and match’.  This would simplify the Chapter Eight requirements.  So a list of functionalities and rules would be optimal.  JH would leave CPDLC alone, because there were ‘partial messages sets’ within consistent functionalities.   But FP said that today States were using the subset concept.  For ADS FP suggested that we leave the GM as is - the addition of ‘Emergency’ would not affect the system.

3.2 
ADS - Development of future a/g enhancements, including security, pilot interface, inputs for Emergencies

4.4
MA said that there had been no significant input to the OPLINKP WG meeting which affected the current ADS version 2 SARPs developed for and presented at Tokyo and ATNP/3.  However, regarding pilot interface, although previously it had been assumed that the pilot would have little awareness of how/when ADS wa operating, there was now a greater demand for knowledge.  More sophisticated interfaces would be able to keep the pilot informed of when and to whom the aircraft was connected, and whether they were operating in a secure environment.   Also ADS connection information is available on the aircraft, and could be fed to the pilot to allow a connection abort.  GS would add an appropriate note in the CM GM.

Action
 - GS to update CM GM regarding pilot awareness of the secure environment

3.3 
CPDLC

4.4
OPLINK WG B had reviewed and revised some of the CPDLC Operational Requirements.  In particular they had accepted a need for a new message, to facilitate the flight crew knowledge of available CPDLC downlink messages in a given environment where only a partial subset of CPDLC messages were used, and had asked that the matter be further progressed.  The information had been sent to the ATNP Secretariat, and this SG was the means within the ATNP to progress this message.    

4.5
Technically the implementation of the message was not difficult.  Both JS and FP agreed that it would best be done invoking the ASN.1 bitstring procedure, whereby a each bit of a string of 113 bits (one per downlink message) could be set on or off, depending whether the downlink message could be used by the air end user.  GS pointed out that it couldn’t be included in the Start message, since no dialogue was permitted. JH said there were other ways that the information could be passed – for example it could be made available by NOTAM agreement, but she agreed that the Uplink (UM) message was the most flexible way.

4.6
GS supported the need for the message, especially where there may be many ground systems supporting different subsets.  MH said that in the Link 2000+ environment, even different European subsets would likely be implemented.   FP said that there need not be any change in version number – this message could be put behind Version 1 extensibility markers, and included as a change to Version 2.   The message would have an avionics effect only – if the message was not supported by the ground, it wouldn’t be sent, and if sent, but not supported by the air, it would be ignored – only the pilot, perhaps using ‘not permitted’ message, would be the only one affected.  JH said that everywhere over continental USA the set would be the same – MH pointed out that in Europe this might well not be the case, citing the 8.33kHz voice channel separation case. 

4.7
GG thought that Aerospatiale would have a problem with implementation because there would be a major HMI adaptation problem – it would be difficult to develop an HMI for this message.  He said that this was not really his field, and he would wish to confirm the Aerospatiale position with his colleague Lionel Bertin.  But Aerospatiale had accepted that for the start of the ATN-based CPDLC implementation, there would be a European and a US implementation, with different, but overlapping subsets.  He would send an e-mail to MA, setting out the Aerospatiale position. 
[E-MAIL CONTENTS –
GG wrote - 

‘We have analyzed the proposal for a new CPDLC message element.  We have no formal opposition against this proposal but we do have some interrogations :

1. 
Pilot perception 

 Are we sure that the frustration of the pilot decreases if  certain downlink messages disappear   from the MCDU ? (the pilot begins to send a message, the message  is disabled …)  

2.
 Importance of the problem

Is it  necessary to solve this problem ? ( it is a transitional scenario , how many  times will this problem occur during a flight? )

3.
Technical aspects:

· What happens before the reception of the UM238 message? ( CMA …)

· What happens if the collection of downlink messages sent by the ground are not consistent on the aircraft? 

· Is it possible to send many UM238 messages during the CPDLC connection?

Note:— We have to bear in mind that this proposal increases the complexity of the equipment on the aircraft ( dynamic modification of the HMI). So we need to be careful that the solution to this problem is not out of proportion with the cost and complexity of implementation on board the aircraft.’

]  

4.8
Unfortunately this was not received until after the meeting, and no further discussion could take place.
4.9
GS said that it would most likely be an interim state – but JS thought that this might be an end state problem anyway.  In any case the SG were in general agreement that training would be required.  JH asked whether we should be meeting an interim state – realistically how often would required subsets change anyway?  JS said it was in the interim state, where voice and data link were not in synchronisation, that this would be most used. He suggested that the definition of an interim situation was where you could carry out a dialogue by voice, and get a ‘Service not supported’ response on data link.  JH thought that there may be a FANS/ATN problem – but JS said that although that may be so, this message would not help FANS.  MA suggested that even in the long term, FIRs could limit messages (e.g. never wish to accept an ‘expect’ type message).  GS also wondered how they would handle this through training and certification.  

4.10
JS said that putting this message into the avionics would incur an additional cost, and asked again how its use would be mandated.  MA said that this would be a system message, and, like other CPDLC messages, the implementing State/Region would decide the need for the message.  JS/JH suggested that changes to SARPs could be made to allow it to be included in the Start dialogue.   Likewise, there should be a change in chapter 7 of the CPDLC SARPs relating to NDA operations to allow the reception of this message by the aircraft.   JH said that there is a difference whether one is defining a definitive message set, or replicating the voice environment.  

4.11
There was discussion of other options for achieving the same result.  These could include the passing of a free text message, indicating the downlink messages supported.  This would be relatively easy to implement when there were few messages, but could be cumbersome as implementation became more complete. But free text would not allow a bit-string.  It was generally accepted that the information could also be made available by NOTAM, but this could involve a fairly complex input/amendment/HMI problem.  JH proposed that the new message element could be sent up in response to a wrong downlink – if there was no downlink error, then there would be no need for the message.  She reminded the SG that it was the message element which was allowed – if a message contained an element not allowed the whole message should be rejected.  

4.12
GS said that if the PICS was carried, then there would be no problem.  GG said that there would be a problem with retro-fitting in older aircraft.  JS said that this was a system message – there would be a bigger HMI problem if it had to be displayed to the pilot.  JH emphasised says that if it was a system message, then it could not be free text.  But if it was free text, then it imposes an additional processing and parsing load on the avionics.  

4.13
JH asked whether compliance with Edition 1 implied compliance with Edition 2 (both related to Version 1 of the SARPs), and if not, what was are the discrepancy.  Both FP and JS said that this was not the case – compliance and compatibility were different. 

4.14
FP had contacted Jean Francois Grout (the French OPLINKP member) who expressed surprise that the ATNP was already considering the additional message – JFG was of the impression that the OPLINKP WG had not worked this out properly – they had more work to do.  JFG had asked what happened if the message was sent twice, and there would need to be a rule saying that the use of a subset of messages could not be changed while there was still a connection.  JFG had also noted that Aerospatiale were unhappy with the concept – pilots may be unhappy about the disappearance of messages because they change CDA.  They want to be sure that operationally this message really was an enhancement, without any unpleasant side effects – they do not want to rush forward too quickly.  

4.15
JH said that she had been tasked by Greg Anderson (FAA) to look at it.  GS had also been asked by Steve Van Trees, and GG was waiting to talk to Lionel Bertin.  MA was also an ADSP member – thus several members of this group already had a remit to investigate the use and implementation of this additional message.  RTCA was happier that a pilot was not allowed to send a message, rather than get a ‘Service not supported’ message.  FP said this could be an optional message – there would be no chapter seven requirement that this must be sent.  MA said it was really NOTAM information – this could be a reply to Aerospatiale.  

4.16
FP was not convinced that the SG had assessed all the impact on Chapter 7.  There need not be a need to mandate this information.   Perhaps there should be an attempt to try yo discover what might be the probability that the pilot may choose a Not Permitted’ message – GS thought that this might be very low.  JH referred back to the JS point about ‘can with voice, can’t with data link’. 

4.17 
There was a problem that if this was to go into Version 2, then it had to be validated and approved by ATNP Berlin (08/00), which occurs before OPLINKP Berlin (09/00).  What were the options?  RTCA has been putting pressure on OPLINK to try to develop a mechanism.  There were ways of doing it without using this message – e.g. a manual entry.  JH would like this to go to the RTCA Montreal 189/53 SG 1 meeting.  FP asked how version 1 would handle the message – we would like to see it ignored, but not aborted.  This is a principle, but only applies to this message.  

4.18
There would have to be a requirement on the Version 2 sender that it cannot send this message to a version 1 aircraft.  But Certification-wise, it would have to proved that if the aircraft received this message, the system didn’t crash.  In version 2 CPDLC SARPs, Ch 7, there will be a requirement which prohibits Version 2 end users sending Version 2 messages to version 1 users anyway, thus – 

‘2.3.7.3.10.2  A version 2 CPDLC-ground-user shall be prohibited from sending any CPDLC message containing the UM message element 237 when communicating with a version 1 CPDLC-user (air user or ground forwarding)’.

4.19
FP said that there was a need to have a CPDLC compilable module for the new message, for Version 2.  JH should  use the ‘Import’ technique to develop the new ASN.1 – this has been checked with Jim S.   JH proposed a ‘no import’ strategy, supported by MH.  FP was reluctant, but would suggest that if we did this, then we should put a note saying that the only change should be the inclusion of the new message, thus – 

‘2.3.4.2.1

Note – The ASN.1 Module CPDLCMessageSetVersion1 is used by both CPDLC version 1 and Version 2.  The change in the ASN.1 for CPDLC version 2 is the addition of UM237, and its requisite element (DMElements).’
This was generally agreed.

4.20
After considering all options, the SG agreed that it would be new message element, with a new data type (named ‘bitstring’).   Regarding timescales, partial set implementations already in line for implementation suggested that UM237 should be targeted for full implementation in Version 2 SARPs.  It would therefore become a redline amendment for Edition 3.  The SG thought that the primary intent should be as a system enabler, and for the information to go to the avionics – if it had to be presented to the pilot, then there would have to be a rethink.  

4.21
JS would not recommend a change in the primitives at all, but we could propose a chapter seven change to allow, for version 2, all system management messages to be passed on an NDA link.  (At present any message was rejected but the connection maintained.)  Such system messages could trickle up to the pilot, but that would be an implementation problem.  (After consideration, it was agreed that the only other system message in the NDA environment would be UM233 – ‘Use of LACK Prohibited’.)

4.22
FP asked if there was a reciprocal problem – but it had been accepted by the industry that the aircraft will have to support the ‘all active’ message set.  (This could be a partial message set, but must include all possible active message elements in the regions in which the aircraft might be flying.)   

Action – JH to draft appropriate changes, and prepare a paper for WG3/Berlin with proposals.        

4.23
It was proposed that CPDLC in Edition 3 should be wholly version 2 related (e.g. the ASN.1 will be titled as Version 2, and there will not be a copy of the ASN.1 for Version 1 included.)  FP didn’t really like this, because in Edition 3 we would have all other applications which would have version 1 and 2, and the one ‘version 3 only’ would be CPDLC.  

4.24
There was discussion on the application of Security in a CPDLC Version 2 implementation.  GS said that security problems were similar to those in the CM application.  Guidance Material would have to be expanded.  JH suggested that little work seemed to have been done on the validation of CPDLC with security.  GS would talk to Jim Moulton.  JH thought that FAA might have some funding available to support appropriate security work.  There seemed to be an increasing pressure coming from ATC providers that implementation of Security would be earlier, rather than later.  But the question of Sunset dates might be an OPLINKP decision.

4.25
There had also been a point raised at the OPLINKP, concerning cancelling a specific message element, or cancelling all messages.  The ‘Disregard’ message was already available, but if ‘disregard’ is not what was wanted, what is?  The implementation of the ‘Disregard’ was fraught with operational problems.  Industry didn’t want a ‘solution’ which increased ambiguity.  ‘Disregard climb to Flight Level 350 could be taken as two, rather than one, message element.  Also was there a need to quantify more error codes.  PIT may have examples, e.g.   ‘Error – service not supported’.  The requirements should come from the OPLINKP, with appropriate operational reasons (but sometimes they needed a little prompting).  It was understood that Patrice Behier (Eurocontrol OPINKP member would be sending a paper for a standardised operational error message to OPLINK in Berlin (as agent of PETAL).

3.4
FIS – inc. amended ATIS & METAR 

WP 10 – Proposed ASN.1 for FIS Version 2
4.26
FP had prepared this paper, which detailed the Version 2 ASN.1 for ATIS and METAR, based on the latest known information from OPLINKP.  MA had brought a copy of the latest templates produced by Chris Dalton, Secretary of the OPLINK Panel, compiled from the output of the OPLINKP Rio meeting, and discussions with Dr Ollie Turpinnen, Secretary of the ICAO METLINK Study Group.   

4.27
The SDG reviewed the material in detail.  In addition, FP’s output was compared with the latest version, and appropriate updates included.  There were still some places where there were ‘TBDs’ – Chris Dalton had asked for appropriate material, and the SG offered suggestions for fixing the omissions thus -   

i.
In the tables on p C 5 (and elsewhere if applicable)

Friction Measurement Breaking Action – Free Text  50 characters


ii.
In the tables on p  C 16 (V-7-11) (and elsewhere if applicable) – 

Mean Depth of Precipitation: 
Range 0.05” – 16.00” 
Resolution - 0.05”  (Note – This will allow depths of 0.25”, 0.5” and 0.75” as a coarse measure.) 
There were also some points of clarification requested, thus - 

iii.
In the tables on p C 24 (V-7-3)

Wind Direction 000-360 gives two values for the same direction - why?  

iv
There is an inconsistency between max wind for METAR (198km/h) and ATIS (199km/h) – any reason?  

v.
Pressure Units – in Table V-7-3 it is now a four digit string (hundredths of inches, not inches, as labelled): in V-7-11, ATIS, still in inches as 22.00.  

vi.
Page C 25 – Note 20 – we propose 256 characters.  

vii.
What are the changes in the sea-state parameters, if any.

Action
- MA to pass to Chris Dalton

4.28
FP had been warned by JFG that, although stable, the templates had not been finally approved by the OPLINKP.  The SG agreed that any further changes could either be handled through Version 2/Edition 3 redline changes, or may be the subject of PDU action later.  Either way, it was recognised that the MET input was ‘dynamic’, subject to influence by external (to OPLINKP and/or ATNP) forces, and therefore the best that FP could do using current information would be the version that was validated and published as version 2.  In his covering paper, FP had proposed that ICAO could state that version 1 of the D-ATIS application was operationally invalid, due to changed ICAO criteria, and should not be implemented.  The SG considered that, although true, this was probably unreasonable, since applications were being built to version 1 SARPs – and they would work, although some parameter values could be limited. 

4.29
The OPLINK had reviewed Application/Service communications priority at its ADSP/5 and latest WG meetings.  This resulted in ATIS being allocated a priority level 10, with METAR being at level 9.  FP said that this had considerable ramifications for the DFIS application, particularly where more than one service was requested between end users, and at least one of these services utilised the contract mode of operation.  Thus contract-mode ATIS and METAR could not now multiplex on the same link at different priorities (formerly they both had the same level 7).   If one connection was permitted, then all services would take the priority of the initial service connection.   The precedence of this was set in the ADS application.  FP asked whether operationally this was satisfactory operationally.  If this was not the case, there would have to be several connections for the same pair of end users.  He said that  having two connections was not logical, and suggested bad design.  Also, managing two ASEs in a system would constitute a major change.  

4.30
FP said it should be remembered that the DFIS application as such did not have a priority level allocated – the services did.  It was not possible to upgrade a priority when a connection had been made.  There were several contract-mode services envisaged for DFIS, not all of which would have the same priority. Another option would be to accept that, since DIS carries ATIS, and ATIS is Priority 10, then DFIS should be 10.  But if and aircraft only required a low priority service (e.g. contact mode NOTAM), then the link would be over-prioritised.  

4.31
After much discussion, it was proposed that DFIS should include a version 2 requirement that if there was an updating contract requirement, the priority should be 10 – if there was a only a demand contract, then it would be at the value for the service.  This would meet the current OPLINKP requirements.  The OPLINKP was not interested in how the mechanism worked – they were only interested in ensuring that their operational requirements were met.  This method of application would meet the current operational requirements, since METAR was not a contractable service (and would therefore be handled at level 9) and ATIS would be handled at level 10, contact mode or not.  It was truly an application design problem.

Action
- FP to revise ATIS/METAR ASN.1 for submission to WG3/Berlin

Action 
- FP to revise DFIS application (version 2) to take into account operation of multiple service priorities 

4.32
Subsequent analysis of the priority suggested that ‘priorities by contract’ might not work. This could be a discovery of a long term problem.  There may be a need for a single priority application wide, or in fact you are really dealing with different applications.  Achieving the OPLINKP requirements may mean that extra connections would be required – at extra cost of bits on the wire, time of connections, processing etc.

Action
- MA to report back to the OPLINKP Secretariat

5.
AGENDA ITEM 4 - Version 2 Validation progress reports

WP7 – French ATN Validation Initiative (FRAVI)

5.1
FP presented the FRAVI paper, which outlined the comprehensive French validation programme for version 2 air-ground applications.  The reports for the Berlin meeting would be the same format, and in all probability merely updates, of those submitted for the Tokyo WG3/WGW3 meetings.  Detail activities for separate applications are outlined below.

4.1  CM validation

5.2
The FRAVI programme had highlighted one potential bug in CM, in paragraph 2.1.5.3.2.3.1 c) 1) ii).  The SG agreed with the finding.  GS asked if there could be a way of writing the words to sort out the problem, without incurring major change, or did there need to be a version 1 PDR.  FP said that technically the words had to be changed, although it would not result in the bits on the line being changed, since the two forms of words had the same end result.  He though that the change was practically editorial – it could certainly be fixed in version 2 through redlines, but not in Edition 1 or 2 of Version 1.  FP thought that although the editorial PDR (M0010001) was technically closed, this might just be included.

Action – FP for version 1 PDR action (somehow).

5.3
The other main CM validation problem was the crossing condition outlined above. GS would report that level ‘f’ had been achieved due to his simulation work – but to date there was no partial implementation.  No security or upper layers work had evolved so far.  He thought that security was no big deal, since there was no decoding involved – but an appropriate key length message (43 octets) could be simulated.  Also there was no real simulation of Directory Services.    But he would expect level ‘d’ by Berlin, with the appropriate software available, possibly internally from ONS.  GM was also considering writing a validation programme for data link applications.  

Action
- GS to update CM validation Tokyo paper for Berlin.

4.2  CPDLC validation 

5.4
JH and GS said that the FAA were currently involved in CPDLC validation studies.  The projected validation level had not yet been determined. JH had accepted the CPDLC-related comments from the FRAVI paper.

Action
- GS/JH to update CPDLC validation Tokyo paper for Berlin.
4.3  ADS validation

 5.5
It was understood that the FAA were not doing anything at present.  But the ADS amendments from the French FRAVI paper almost make the version 2 look like a new application.  MH said that ASN.1 Standards should not use ‘imports’ – at least nested to more than one level – because the source derivation could be difficult.  (This also applied to any CPDLC changes which might arise from the implementation of any new messages.)  FP said that the only new validation work was a paper review by STNA.  CENA have developed a version 2 of all applications – there were no comments other than already in the FRAVI paper.  FP will update the validation paper.

Action
- FP to update ADS validation Tokyo paper for Berlin.
4.4
DFIS validation

5.6
FP said that, due to the new material for ATIS, and the addition of the heavily revised METAR template with all the new material, this would be the first air/ground application where version 2 would definitely not be backward compatible with version 1.  This would be identified in the updated validation report.

5.7
Consolidated ASN.1 had been prepared for version 2 SARPs, based on the recent amendments to Annex 3, including the latest definition of the Met fields.  There were inconsistencies between METLINK and ADSP inputs.  ADSP/5 and Rio replies have been included.  There are a few outstanding issues for discussion.  There is no backward compatibility between version 1 and version 2, due to the restructuring of the ASN.1.  CM action was most important – a decision to run FIS will be dependent on version capability.  There are two versions of ATIS – Version 1 (which is not correct, due to METLINK changes), and version 2, which was correct, based on current material.  GS asked about the possibility of a new version 1.   He did not see that ICAO compliance was mandatory for anyone building a new system.  The ground will have to provide two versions, if it intends to pass information to version 2 aircraft.

Action
- FP to update DFIS validation Tokyo paper for Berlin.
4.5
Validation general

5.6
In his covering paper to the Version 2 ASN.1, FP proposed that WG 3 should endorse a resolution stating that the version 2 ATN air/ground applications are aligned with the baseline documentation on the date of validation (June 2000), and would not be re-aligned with subsequent amendments (until the next version change?).  He would also expect Edition 2 of Doc 9694 to be aligned with the latest validation.  The SG agreed that this proposition should be included in the appropriate paper submitted to WG 3.

5.7
Generally the SG emphasised the need for ICAO to maintain both version 1 and version 2 of Doc 9705.  In any revision and/or validation the SG agreed that anything not flagged should apply to both versions.  GS would indicate where there was version 2 applicability in Edition 3, because in CM a version 2 application had to be version 1 compatible, and there has to be an identification of which version 2 parts had to be ignored to make a version 2 compatible with version 1.  For example, a responding end user cannot downgrade a security request – either he replied appropriately, or the connection was aborted.

6.
AGENDA ITEM 5 - PICS and Interoperability 

6.1
MH reported that not a lot of work had been done on the PICS/OICS – no papers had been prepared, due to a reduction in the Eurocontrol programme.  The PICS/OICS have been transferred to the CCB to maintain, but at present there are no instructions as to how to update  the PICS, and hence the Eurocontrol programme reduction.  RTCA have adapted the PICS/OICS for their own purposes. The provision of Eurocontrol funded PICS/OICS for version 2 is currently under review. 

6.2
The SG felt that the PICS/OICS was industry-appreciated work – see above – and that it was important to have the PICS/OICS updated to reflect all the changes in Edition 2.  Profiles have been prepared for ground applications in the FAA and then Maastricht, and these have had the effect of validating the PICS/OICS and their usefulness.  The timely provision of PICS/OICS for version 2, preferably initially in a redline form to show the changes from those for version 1, were seen as being extremely beneficial to the future implementation of the data link programme.  (The redline implementation will allow immediate identification of the major changes.)

6.3
It was hoped that, through these notes, Eurocontrol would appreciate the need for a continuation of the funding for their very much appreciated work, which bridges the gap between the development of the SARPs and the implementation of the technology.

7.
AGENDA ITEM 6 - Input to Working Group 3 and WGW/4 Meetings, Berlin

7.1
The following was seem as required input from the SG to the WG3 and WGW/4 meeting in Berlin - 

i.
Revised version 2 PICS/OICS for Berlin (PICS/OICS Version 2 with redlines.)

ii.
Revised Tokyo Validations papers for Air/ground applications (no need to prepare all new material, since this is supposed to be an update).

iii.
CM cross-over paper

iv
All Guidance Material 

v.
Revised Montreal Edition 3 Redline SARPs material – (no PDRs or instructive pages for Edition 3)

vi.
CPDLC ‘New Message’ paper

vii.
FIS priorities handling paper

viii.
FIS template update paper

8.
AGENDA ITEM 7 - AOB

8.1
The SG were aware that multiple implementations of different capabilities could cause a training problem.  In CPDLC message use was a training matter, and in the longer term work needed to be carried out to determine what was the best way of limiting the message set, while reducing pilot frustration and maintaining message set stability.

8.2
The Pilot was smart enough to know what he wanted on initiation.  A one-stop logon should be able to find the information from some data base, and more work needed to be done on this. GS was working to make the protocol more elegant, but reducing the logon complexity could be simpler.  

(9.
AGENDA ITEM 8 – DATE OF NEXT MEETING
9.1
There was not expected to be another meeting of WG3/SG2, due to the revised modus operandi of the ATNP being activated with effect from WGW/4 in Berlin.  However, there would be a continuing requirement for air/ground SARPs maintenance, updating, refining and development, which would be a responsibility of the new WG A – Applications and Implementations, to be chaired by Jean Yves Piram.  MA wished him well.

M J A Asbury

AMA Consultants

Chairman, ATNP WG3/SG2

23rd May 2000
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