NOTES OF THE 2nd MEETING OF ATNP WGA/SGA2 (AIR/GROUND APPLICATIONS), ILIKAI HOTEL, HONOLULU, HI, USA 27th FEBRUARY - 1ST MARCH 2001

0.
INTRODUCTION

0.1
The second meeting of ATNP WGA/SGA2 (Air/Ground Applications), was held at the Renaissance Ilikai Hotel Honolulu, Hawaii, USA, from 27th February – 1st March 2001.

0.2
Present:

Mike Asbury (MA)

AMA Consultants/UK NATS  (Chairman)


Jane Hamelink (JH)

ONS/FAA


Gregg Saccone (GS)

ONS/FAA


Frederic Picard (FP)

Sofreavia/STNA


Jim Holt (Jim)


FAA


Flavia Doboga (FD)

ITT/FAA


Saleh Al-Ghamdi (SA)

KSA


Jim Lenz (JL)


FAA (Part-time)


Gilles Gobbo (GG)

Aerospatiale (Part time)


Masoud Paydar (MP)

ICAO ATNP Secretary (Part time)


Apologies:


Mike Harcourt (Eurocontrol)

0.3
MA thanked JL for the organisation of the meeting.  He pointed out that the notes of this meeting would be short, caused by the fact that WG A met the day following, and the notes had to be available for that meeting.

0.4
There were 32 working and information papers presented.  The Agenda is attached at Appendix 1, and the list of WPs at Appendix 2.   

1.
AGENDA ITEM 1 - NOTES AND ACTIONS FROM 1ST MEETING (LAUREL, 4 - 8 DECEMBER 2000)

WP 3 – Report of 1st SG A2 meeting, Laurel, MD, December 2000

1.1
Except as noted below, all the actions were completed.  

1.2
This being the second meeting of the SG before the full WG, there were several actions involving the presentation of material to the full WG which had yet to take place, although the material was complete.  Likewise PDRs had been generated as required, but the CCB had not yet met to ratify the proposed solutions.

1.3
The work of the SG was still being affected by changes introduced at short notice by the ICAO METLINK group, and the desire to have cosmetic changes to the SARPs which have a very significant knock-on effect in terms of interoperability.

1.4
Relating to the agreed deliverables, MA thanked the editors for the rapid production of the Version 2 redlined material, which allowed it to be submitted to the Rapporteur of WG A and the ICAO ATNP Secretariat well before the 31/12/00 deadline.  The list of deliverables will be amended to reflect emphasis on the SG responsibility to monitor Air/Ground implementation and validation activities. (See Appendix C)

2.
AGENDA ITEM 2 - BRIEFINGS FROM RELEVANT MEETINGS – 

· RTCA SC189/Eurocae WG 53 SG 4 activities 

WP 30 – Report of the 189/53 Meeting, Dallas, Tx, February 2001

2.1
MA presented this paper, which was in fact the UK’s Eurocae Briefing note – the full minutes of the meeting have only just been published.  The meeting had done significant work on the DSC, DCL/ACL, ACM and ATIS services.  Amongst other points, UK had suggested that the DSC link should remain open for longer than had been originally anticipated – this was a desirable option, rather than a ‘must have’, and would not affect the SARPs.

2.2
FP noted that France and Eurocontrol were working on new applications which would call for the ability for a DDA to be able to initiate a ‘DSC-type’ connection, for the purposes of, say, asking an aircraft if it could make a Required Time of Arrival (RTA), for sequencing purposes.  JH said that this would be a major hit to the SARPs – at present with air initiation only of DSC, the aircraft would know who it was talking to, and this would not jeopardise the ‘one controller in control’ concept, which OPLINK were at present keen to emphasise.  MA said that ground initiation of DSC would allow the DSC controller to contact the aircraft in event of a clearance change, and could be an acceptable option to maintaining an open DSC link.

2.3
However, according to FP, there could be a need for multiple DSC links – JH said that this would blow the exclusivity of DSC right out of the water, and OPLINK would have to give approval for this new operational requirement.  MA thought that some of this information which may be required could be retrieved automatically, through additional ADS services, and this route ought to be explored.  

2.4
JH suggested that there might be a new application, one related to a Downstream Planning Function, which might have to be considered in the future – Version 3 or 4 of the SARPs – and OPLINK should start work on this soonest if States were seriously considering such an option.

2.5
FP said that this tied in with an Aerospatiale supported project, which was to investigate whether the ground could access the aircraft FMS, to allow the aircraft to automatically plan to see if could meet ground requirements, before the pilot was presented with the clearance.

2.6
FP would liase with Laurent Tessier to prepare a starter paper for the OPLINK WG B, to soften them up.

Action – FP 

2.7
JH noted that 189/53 was continuing the policy of looking at DCL and ACL as different beasts – she thought this was daft, as a Departure Clearance was just another form of ATC Clearance.  However, she recognised that an aircraft initiated DCL was a way of overcoming the FAA embargo on air-initiated clearance requests, currently planned for its Baseline 2 implementation.  FP said that ODIAC was looking at the concept of a Start/Pushback/Taxi (SPT) clearance service – again aircraft initiated.

2.8
There was general agreement that, although the SARPs ClearanceType parameter took care of such requests, the rest of the CPDLC message did not yet contain the proper variables to allow full use to be made of the service (e.g. no ‘HOLD SHORT OF [Runway]’ type of message).  Again, and operational requirement would have to be prepared, and pretty quickly, if a service was to be properly developed within a reasonable timescale.

2.9
JH was slightly worried that there might be an adverse reaction from the flight-deck at the amount of information which was being uploaded/downlinked without pilot knowledge, but FP said that Aerospatiale were to the forefront of much of the new work, and there was pilot enthusiasm.  They were actually more worried that ground systems would be slow to react to new capabilities.

2.10
Again, FP would liase with Laurent Tessier and Eurocontrol/ODIAC to prepare appropriate starter paper for the OPLINK WG B.

Action – FP 

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

        
3.1 
General - Discussion on SARPs P-1 maintenance procedures

3.1.1
The SG agreed that, since the maintenance procedure were now limited to PDR activity, this agenda item could be deleted.



3.2 
Accepted & Forwarded PDRs for CM, ADS, CPDLC & FIS

WP 31 – SME 2 Report

3.2.1
FP reported that there were only 2 PDRs affecting Version 1 SARPs – the continuing Editorial, and M0090003.  This had been discussed at length at the last meeting, and the preferred solution developed by the SG had been discussed and approved by the PDR author (Tony Kerr).  This was a Class B PDR, related to a bug in the system, and all implementations would have to be changed.  FP would present this to the next CCB meeting, and, as far as the SG was concerned, it was cleared.

3.2.2
Regarding the editorial PDR, its closure would be dictated by MP, when ICAO were ready to go to print either on amendments or a revised edition.

4. 
AGENDA ITEM 4- GM (AND SARPS, AS REQUIRED) FOR VERSION 2 APPLICATIONS:


4.0
General

4.0.1
MP wanted confirmation of the final format of the GM he would be getting from this meeting.  He wanted the Version 2 material to be a red-line form of Version 1; in addition, a clean copy would be helpful.  He wanted a consolidated version of all GM to be prepared and presented by the Rapporteurs, and thus our work should be channelled through Jean Yves Piram, and WG A.  Any changes carried out at this meeting should be just a continuation of the redlining of version 1, and need not be distinguished from the material submitted prior to 31/12/00.  This was accepted by the GM editors

Action – GM editors

WP 31 – SME 2 Report

4.0.2
It was agreed to review the rest of the PDRs before going through the applications in detail.  

PDR M0010002

4.0.3
This PDR related to changes introduced resulting from Amendments to Annex 3, and much of the material had been discussed at SG A2/1.  The PDR was reviewed.  FP pointed out that proposed CAMAL amendments were also included – this should be generalised, and would help the editors and the CCB in the control of the documents.  Thus, if the SARPs were changed, then the GM would be changed to match.  FP said that this was fine, but what about the opposite case – i.e. when the GM had to be changed, but it did not affect the SARPs.  What should happen then? (It had yet to be confirmed that the CAMAL would be a CCB-controlled document.)   The PDR would be submitted to the next CCB meeting, and MA would mention control of the CAMAL at the WG A meeting.

Action – FP/MA

PDR M0010003

4.0.4
The review of Draft Edition 3 made available on the ICAO web-site highlighted the fact that several proposed, CCB-approved, changes to align Doc 9705 with Docs 9694 and Annex 3 had not been correctly applied.  This PDR proposed the necessary corrections.  The SG reviewed the PDR, and recommended detailed changes.  The amended PDR would be submitted to the CCB for acceptance.

Action – FP

4.0.5
Neither JH nor GS had downloaded their material from the web-site for cross-checking.  This would be done, although not in the immediate future.  Any changes would be the subject of future PDR activity.  They would use a copy of the web-site material from FP, in the interests of expediting the checking.

Action – JH and GS
4.0.6
There was a general feeling that provided the existing range and resolution enabled the operational requirements to be met, there was no need to make cosmetic changes in the parameter values just to line up with current operational requirement limits (e.g. if the current resolution was one metre, and the operational requirement only required a resolution of 25 meters, was this sufficient reason to change).   MA agreed to mail Chris Dalton (OPLINK Secretary) for clarification.

Action – MA

(The reply from CD was a trifle ambiguous, and did not really give positive guidance.  He suggested consultation with MP.)

PDR M0120001

4.0.7
FP said that this PDR arose as a consequence of an Upper Layers change in an attribute of the ‘Security requirements’ parameter from Optional to Mandatory in version 2.  It affected the CM, ADS/ARF and FIS applications.  Some revisions were required in the CM application – these would be carried out by GS and re-presented for detailed discussion.  Subsequently these were reviewed, and the completed PDR would be submitted to the next CCB meeting (7th March 2001). 

Action – FP 

PDR M0120002

4.0.8
This PDR had been completed by FP and GS, and related to the need to disable certain Version 2 functions when a Version 2 system was in dialogue with a version 1 peer.  This needed some fine tuning – this was carried out, and the subsequent final version would be submitted to the next CCB meeting.

Action – FP

PDR M0120003 

4.0.9
This PDR, prepared by FP, concerned the addition of new Um 237 – REQUEST AGAIN WITH NEXT UNIT.  The format and content had been agreed at the Laurel meeting, and it would be submitted to the next CCB meeting.

Action – FP

PDR M0120004
4.0.10
Chapter 6 of the CM and CPDLC applications SARPs included requirements on dialogue service security service parameters.  These should also be included in ADS and FIS for completeness.  This PDU covered the changes, again identified at the last SG A2 meeting.  The PDR would be submitted at the next CCB meeting.

Action – FP

PDR M1010002

4.0.11
This PDR introduced yet more changes from the METLINK work, as altered in a recent review by the ANC.  JH said that this could cause a major hit on CPDLC – again, of the Range and resolution met the existing requirements, was there any requirement for a cosmetic, non safety-critical, re-alignment.  Likewise, if there were only now three official levels of icing (CPDLC had four), could the unwanted level just have a reserved label – this would minimise the ASN.1 changes.  The SG agreed that more work was required, and JH and MA would bring it up at the next OPLINK meeting – it should not be presented to the next CCB meeting.

Action – MA/JH

WP 28 – ASN.1 Change Files

4.0.12
4.0.12
FP had produced a listing of the PDR-generated changes to the ASN.1 for the four air/ground applications.  These were largely for information and the record. 

4.1
CM  - Detailed development of future DLIC/logon procedures, etc;

4.1.1
GS reported that there were no significant changes to the CM procedures – the question of profiling would be raised under Agenda Item 6.

4.2 
ADS - Development of future a/g enhancements, etc;

4.2.1
FP noted that there were no changes proposed for ADS procedures which would lead to revisions.

Flimsy 1 – Note from Tony Martin (Honeywell) re aircraft weight
4.2.2
JH said that at the recent 189/53 meeting, Tony Martin had again raised the operational requirement that aircraft weight (a parameter readily available in modern FMS’s) should be available at least to the approach and departure controllers to aid the planing/optimisation of the aircraft trajectory during those phases of flight.  He had mailed the Flimsy to the SG, requesting action. 

4..2.3
The SG agreed that there would be no particular difficulty in making the information available – it would only be required as part of a demand or periodic contract.  FP said that an additional variable in the ASN.1 to include this and any other advance information could be incorporated beyond extensibility markers.

4.2.4
The SG agreed to support the use of aircraft weight at the forthcoming OPLINK WG meetings.

Action – MA/JH  

4.3 
CPDLC – Withdrawal of specific messages, etc; 

WP 29 – Marked proposed changes to the CPDLC Frequency parameter

4.3.1
This paper was prepared by Rob Morganstern, and proposed changes which would (a) allow three HF frequencies to be passed to the pilot at a time, and (b) increase the resolution of the Frequencyvhf from 0.005 MHz to 0.001 MHz, the latter to allow the use in specifying VDL M3 channels.  

4.3.2
After seeking clarification on the VHF point from AMCP Panel members, the SG agreed the need for the vhf change.  The 3-frequency HF change was rather more difficult to justify – after some investigation by MA, it appeared that ARINC currently pass primary, secondary and alternative contact frequencies by voice in some of their oceanic operations.  If implemented, this change would lead to backward compatibility problems, unless use of extensibility markers was invoked.  JH said that this would need further investigation (there were a number of ways the change could be introduced).

4.3.3
The SG agreed that because there would have to be a PDR anyway, the opportunity should be taken to clarify the differences between the 25Khz, 8.33Khz and VDL Mode 3 VHF requirements.  JH would prepare a PDR for this next CCB session.

Extensibility Markers

4.3.4
JH sought advice and clarification from the SG on the use of extensibility markers.  She was of the opinion that they were fine for simple addition of material, but not a lot of use for changes and deletions.  She felt that the significant use of extension markers would reduce the ability to ever ‘sunset’ a particular version, which would just grow bigger, and contain a lot of bypassed and redundant information.  She proposed that, certainly for CPDLC, there should be a new version for version 2 – this would allow version 1 to be sunsetted as required, and subsequently removed from systems.

4.3.5 
MP confirmed that ICAO did not maintain information for sunsetted technologies/procedures – information was expunged from the documentation.  He did not yet see a sunset date for version 1, but agreed that the implementation of security world-wide might result in Version 1 ‘self-sunsetting’.

4.3.6
The concept of dual versions was discussed at length – there were several ways it could be done, and there were already procedures in place for differentiating between Version capabilities of end-users.  The SG agreed that the concept for CPDLC was novel, but not far-fetched.  There were several points to consider, such as the need for aircraft to carry two versions, and how could the software storage problem be minimised.  GS was also slightly worried at the human factors implications – would a pilot have to differentiate, or could it be done automatically through the FMS.

4.3.7
JH said that the two-version concept would eliminate many of the potential problems which could be caused by extensibility markers, and she would investigate the concept further, with alternatives.  She would prepare a PDR for submission to the next CCB meeting by FP, taking account of proposed new messages and the changes caused by the new form of the Frequency variable..

Action – JH/FP 

4.3.8
Claude Leclerc (Eurocontrol) drew the SG’s attention to an incompatibility in the OPLINK-produced AIDC ranges and resolution table.  Since this is supposed to be very similar to the CPDLC table, MA and JH agreed to raise the point with the OPLINK Secretariat, to discuss the matter at the next OPLINK meeting.

(Note – MA contacted Chris Dalton, OPLINK Panel Secretary, who confirmed that time would be made available to discuss the errors.)
4.4
FIS – inc. amended ATIS & METAR 

WP 27 – Applicability of D-ATIS Version 1

4.4.1
At the first SG A2 meeting, there had been discussion, based on a proposal by FP, on the fact that ATIS Version 1 was rapidly becoming superseded by Version 2, and that Version 1 should be dropped.  This was enthusiastically supported by the OPLINK secretary, and FP had been tasked with preparing a formal paper to allow this to be done.  This was the paper.

4.4.2
Presenting, FP said that initially he had thought that there was a clear-cut case for the removal of Version 1.  However, after preparing the paper, he was now far from convinced, and was having difficulty in forming a final recommendation.  In addition, this would have to be proposed at the next OPLINK WG B meeting, and the French Panel member said that he would oppose the removal of version 1, if only that it was politically unacceptable.  In analysing the changes by category (Operational/Ranges, Resolution and Units/Technical) he did not detect any changes that were safety-critical.   But it needed to be emphasised that the two versions were not backward compatible.

4.4.3
He had analysed the impact of a version change, which would be considerable, both in the SARPs and in the POICS/CAMAL.  Removal of Version 1 would also imply a need to totally revalidate Version 2.  FP said that one option would be to keep Version 1 in the SARPs, but to make it known that Version 2 was the version to use.  MA thought that this approach could be a trifle naive, because people were more inclined to do what was easiest, rather than what was best.  He thought that the real problem was that Version 1 was obsolete – it had been superseded by the continual stream of changes emanating from the METLINK and OPLINK WGs, and was not now aligned with Annex 3, Doc 9694 or Doc 4444.

4.4.4
SA thought that whatever else, there should only be one version in operation – for political reasons he favoured maintaining version 1, whatever it actually contained.  GS said that he would prefer to see version 2 replace version 1, but if this was not possible, FP should develop a huge PDR which would replace the existing version 1 contents with the version 2 material, and still call it version 1.  SA agreed with this approach – he thought that this would be more acceptable in the longer term.  MA also thought that this was a good approach – there would be an impact on Guidance and the POICS, but the validation requirements could be minimised, since the outline work would still hold.

 4.4.5
The SG concluded that the drastic PDR route offered the best option.  FP would re-write the conclusion of his paper to reflect this, and present it to WG A.  He would also prepare a PDR for submission to the CCB.
  

Action - FP

4.4.6
FP reported that, with regard to the METAR service, there were only two small PDRs outstanding – there were as yet no full implementations of this service.
5.
AGENDA ITEM 5 - VERSION 2 VALIDATION PROGRESS REPORTS

5.1
There was no material formally presented under this agenda item.  However, it was agreed that in future it sold be re-titled to take account of implementations being carried out – in a way this was another layer of validation.

6.
AGENDA ITEM 6 - PICS AND INTEROPERABILITY 

WP 5 – Version 1/9705 Ed 2 – PICS/OICS Guidance Material

WP 14 – Version 2/9705 Ed 3 – PICS/OICS Guidance Material

6.1
Mike Harcourt prepared and revised all the POICS for CM, ADS and CPDLC, and FP had done the same for FIS.  They were available in soft copy only, since they had only had detailed updates since the Laurel meeting.  Hard copy of the Guidance Material was available.  

6.2
FP asked where the POICS will finally reside.  MP said that the Guidance Material could go as a chapter in the CAMAL, if it was translated into WordPerfect© format.  It could go on the web-site in its existing format – but, since ICAO has not yet decided how the web-sites will be supported, they would not be officially sanctioned.  The POICS could not go into the CAMAL unless they were also translated – a horrible task, if not impossible.   At present, the POICS would continue to be available on both the Eurocontrol and CENA ATNP websites, for reference.

6.3
JH said that she and Theirry Lelievre were preparing the POICS profiles for the Baseline 1 implementation.  Extensibility was a problem – in that they disagreed with both the way Mike H had applied the status values.  Following extensive discussion, and an e-mail correspondence with Mike H, it was agreed that for version 1, the extensibility should be forbidden to send and to receive (X,X).  However, in version 2, with the possibility of more than one set of extension markers, there should be a conditional authority to send and receive (C, C, as qualified)

WP 4 – ATN Application Profiling

6.4
A question had arisen as to how the POICS would be used in actual operations.  This paper, prepared and presented by GS, attempted to answer this question.  

WP 32 – First Cut – ATN profiles

6.5
FP had picked up on some points in GS’s paper, and had produced a diagram illustrating two different types of profile users – Regional bodies who define operational profiles, and Industry, who use profiles to indicate the capability of products.

6.6
The means of getting the profile identifiers to and from the aircraft were discussed at length.  The SG agreed that the best method would be using the CM application – i.e. when an aircraft made an initial contact, it would pass a version number and identifiers of profile(s) supported for each application.  It would also pass it’s ‘industrial’ profile identification, which would allow the ground to determine in detail the operational capability of each application, e.g. units, ranges and resolutions, weather reporting capabilities etc.  GS would investigate this – there was a chance that backward compatibility would be jeopardised.

Action – GS

6.7
Another point which was causing concern was the logistics involved with the control and dissemination of profile information.  The names/identifiers of the profiles could be stored in SV 9, but the profiles themselves have to be developed on a regional/State basis, promulgated, stored and maintained.  These problems may have to be taken into account by ICAO, if the profile usage becomes required international operations.  

6.8
The difficulties imposed by retaining the need for technical backward compatibility were now seriously holding up the efficient development of applications.  The continuous evolving operational requirements always means that the technical implementations are having to compromise on efficiency.  The SG discussed the problem at length, and concluded that in order to facilitate further development in line with the operational requirements, the need for the retention of technical backward compatibility should be reviewed, and, preferably rejected.  It was felt that restrictions previously imposed by the limitations of on-board memory and computer systems had been overcome, and the ability to carry multiple versions of the same application should be seriously considered.  The trade-off of multiple versions versus technical interoperability to achieve backwards compatibility is no longer clear cut.

6.9
Related to the profiling, JH said that there was still a requirement for pilots to be able to identify, in real time, which downlink message were appropriate to the data authority with which they were communicating.  The application of profiles was not a fine enough measure, since data authorities may use a subset of messages within and agreed profile.  In addition, JH said that ground systems wished to know that pilots were fully cognisant of operational procedures which may be related to operations within a specific profile domain.  Despite JH’s protestations that they were two parts of the same problem,  MA thought that the ground should not have to have the assurance from the pilot that they were operationally capable of operating in the domain.  JH reluctantly accepted that this was a training/pilot awareness problem, which would not need a technically implemented check or solution.

6.10
Regarding the need for a dynamic update of usable messages, there were at least two possible options – namely that the ground could automatically uplink the permissible downlink messages every time a connection was opened, or that there could be a ‘request/response’ dialogue, initiated by the pilot if he/she felt that they needed the information.  The SG agreed that the latter would be the best option, reducing the need for the dialogue if the pilot was already aware of the messages which could be used.  (There was no need for a reciprocal set of messages, since the ground could properly assume that the aircraft would have available all the necessary responses to ground messages.) 

6.11
The response to the pilots request for a list of messages should not be an actual list, but should be a system message, which can activate/deactivate the appropriate messages in the flight management system.  The SG agreed that there should be a new downlink message (114 – REQUEST PERMITTED DOWNLINK MESSAGES), to which the response should be a new uplink message (238 - PERMITTED DOWNLINK MESSAGES).  JH would raise the appropriate PDR for submission to the CCB.

Action - JH

7.
AGENDA ITEM 7 - INPUT TO WORKING GROUP A MEETING, HONOLULU, MARCH 2001

7.1
The input to the Honolulu meeting will consist of – 


a.
Air/ground applications PICS/OICS (soft copy only)


b.
PICS/OICS Guidance Material (wp 16)


c.
SME 2 report (wp TBN)


d.
D-ATIS Review paper (wp 26)


e.
ATN Profile paper (wp TBN)


f.
SG A2 Report (wp 06)
8.
AGENDA ITEM 8 - AOB 

8.1
MA said that since he was finally retiring from the ATNP work at the end of his contract, a new Chairman would need to be found for the SG.  He thanked the members for their help and co-operation over the last 6 years, and hoped that the next chairman would run the meetings, rather than, as he had, been run by the meeting. 

9.
AGENDA ITEM 9 - DATE OF NEXT MEETING 

9.1
The SG was of the impression that the next meeting of WG A would be held in the Autumn of 2001, probably in Toulouse.  It was agreed that a SG A2 meeting should take place immediately prior to the WG A meeting, and co-located.  The SG also thought that there might be a need for an intermediate meeting in the June/July timeframe, dependent on the work programme, deliverables and institutional problems requiring resolution

M J A Asbury

Chairman, ATNP WGA SG A2

Honolulu

1st March 2001

Appendix A

DRAFT AGENDA

for

THE 2nd MEETING OF ATNP WGA/SGA2 (Air/Ground Applications)

in

Honolulu, Hawaii, USA

27th February – 1st March  2001

1.
Notes and Actions from 1st Meeting (Laurel, 4 - 8 December 2000)

2.
Briefings from Relevant Meetings – 

· RTCA SC189/Eurocae WG 53 SG 4 activities 

3. 
SARPs and GM for Version 1 Applications: Maintenance

        
3.1 
General - Discussion on SARPs P-1 maintenance procedures


3.2 
Accepted & Forwarded PDRs for CM, ADS, CPDLC & FIS

4. 
GM (and SARPs, as required) for Version 2 Applications:


4.1
CM  - Detailed development of future DLIC/logon procedures, etc;


4.2 
ADS - Development of future a/g enhancements, etc;


4.3 
CPDLC – Withdrawal of specific messages, etc; 


4.4
FIS – inc. amended ATIS & METAR 

5.
Version 2 Validation progress reports

6.
PICS and Interoperability 

7.
Input to Working Group A Meeting, Honolulu, March 2001

· Deliverable Table?

8.
AOB 

9.
Date of next meeting 

End
Appendix B

LIST OF WORKING PAPERS

ATNP WGA/SGA2

 Second Meeting  

Ilikai Waikiki Hotel, Honolulu

Hawaii, USA

27th February – 1st March 2001
Paper Number
Agenda Item
Presenter
Title

WP A2/2/1
1
M Asbury
Agenda

2/2
1
M Asbury
Working Paper List

2/3
1
M Asbury
Report of 1st  SG A2 Meeting, Laurel, USA

2/4
6
G Saccone
ATN Profiles

2/5
6

Version 1/9705 Ed 2 - PICS/OICS Guidance Material

2/6
6



          P/OICS ADS (Air)

2/7
6



          P/OICS ADS (Ground)

2/8
6



          P/OICS ADS RF Initiator

2/9
6



          P/OICS ADS RF Responder

2/10
6



          P/OICS CM Air

2/11
6



          P/OICS  CM Ground

2/12
6



          P/OICS CPDLC Air

2/13
6



          P/OICS CPDLC Ground

2/14
6

Version 2/9705 Ed 3 - PICS/OICS Guidance Material

2/15
6



          P/OICS ADS (Air)

2/16
6



          P/OICS ADS (Ground)

2/17
6



          P/OICS ADS RF Initiator

2/18
6



          P/OICS ADS RF Responder

2/19
6



          P/OICS CM Air

2/20
6



          P/OICS  CM Ground

2/21
6



          P/OICS CPDLC Air

2/22
6



          P/OICS CPDLC Ground

2/23
6

Version 1/9705 Ed 2 - P/OICS FIS (Air)

2/24
6



          P/OICS FIS (Ground)

2/25
6

Version 2/9705 Ed 3 - P/OICS FIS (Air)

2/26
6



          P/OICS FIS (Ground)

2/27
3.1
F Picard
ATIS – V1-V2

2/28
4
F Picard
ASN.1 Status Files

2/29
4.3
J Hamelink
CPDLC TOC Message

2/30
2
M Asbury
Report of 189/53 SG 4 Meeting, Dallas 02/01

2/31
3.2 & 4
F Picard
SME 2 report

2/32
6
F Picard
Profiles Slide






IP 1

M Asbury
Schedule for WG A/B Honolulu Meeting, Feb/Mar 2001 






DP 1

M Asbury
Report of SG A2 Meeting, Honolulu

Appendix C

PROPOSED LIST OF DELIVERABLES – ATNP WGA/SG A2

TOR No.
TOR Decription
Deliverable
By Whom
When

1.
Completion of Version 2 Guidance material 
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A/G App GM Editors through Chair, SG A2
31/12/00

2.
Development of new a/g application SARPs and GM
Draft Edition 4 of SARPs

PDRs to Doc 9705 Ed. 3

Required changes to SARPs & GM 
SG A2

SME SV2

SG A2
ATNP/4?

As reqd.

3.
Enhancements to Current Material based on implementation
PDRs for Doc 9705 Ed 2.

Amendments to P/OICS
SME SV 2

SME P/OICS
As reqd

by WG A

4.
Monitor A/G implementation and validation activities 
Updated validation reports/PDR output/review of implementation reports
SG A2
As reqd

by WG A

5.
Provision of expert advice to WG A SG A1 as appropriate
Support on, e.g., RCP, Baseline 1/1A/2, PETAL etc. 
SG A2
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