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0.0	OPENING



0.1	Mr. K. Platz, Chairman of ATNP/1, was asked to chair the JWG meeting by the Rapporteurs of WG1, WG2, and WG3. He accepted and after introducing himself, he asked each attendee to make a short introduction. There were 58 experts from 14 Countries and 7 International Organizations. A list of the attendees is attached as Appendix A to these minutes.



1.0	AGENDA AND WORKING PAPERS



1.1	The Chairman introduced WP 3-1 and asked if there were any additions to the Agenda. There being none the Agenda was approved as presented and is attached as Appendix B. The Chairman then indicated the working Papers that had been submitted to the meeting. This list is attached as Appendix C.



2.0	REPORT FROM SECRETARY



2.1	Mr. M. Paydar updated the members on the status of the recommendations from ATNP/1. He also reported on, and welcomed,  the new members from France, Japan, and ICCAIA. He then spoke of the upcoming ATNP/2 meeting to be held in Montreal from 5 to 16 November, 1996. Pertinent excerpts are attached as Appendix D.



2.2	Mr. M. Paydar then described the arrangements for the briefing to the ANC by the Rapporteurs of the three ATNP WG’s to be held on 01 Dec 95. He stressed the importance of these briefings to the furtherance of work of the ATNP and, in particular, the preparation of SARPS.



3.0	REPORT FROM WG1



3.1	Mr. T. Calow, Rapporteur of WG1, provided a short briefing on the highlights of the recently concluded meeting. Specific items can be found in the minutes of the WG1/3 meeting.



3.2	There was some discussion on the definition of “Institutional Issues” as accepted at the WG1 meeting and opinions were expressed that such a definition should be used by other groups in ICAO. It was agreed by the meeting that the definition had been developed for the ATNP but if other groups wished to use it, we would be happy to provide it to them. Mr. M. Paydar stated he would pass our definition to other parts of ICAO.



4.0	WG2 AND WG3



4.1	Mr. A. Sharma, Rapporteur of WG2, reported on the work of his WG and indicated that there has been good progress to now. He expects to have the Internet SARPS ready to submit to ICAO after the January 96 meeting; the Guidance Materiel after the June 96 meeting; and the Validation Report after the June meeting. If the Validation Report is not ready in June 96 he expects to call an additional WG2 meeting in the September time frame. (He feels that this could cause some problems with translation which he will discuss with ICAO at the 01 December briefing in Montreal.)



4.2	Mr. R. Jones, Rapporteur of WG3, stated that there had been some difficulties in producing the draft SARPs in time for distribution in advance of the WG3 meeting. He then briefly reviewed the activities of the three sub-groups who produced the draft SARPS. He stated that the WG meeting next week will concentrate on the review of these draft SARPS and in particular ensure a common overall style, architecture, functionality, etc. Of special interest is the specification of the interfaces between the various entities. They also plan to identify issues impacting on the work of the WG. Mr. Jones indicated that WG3 might want to extend the meeting in January by about three days because of the volume of work. He indicated there might be an additional WG-3 meeting in April 96 where the SARPS will be reviewed in detail before finalizing them for submission to ICAO at the June meeting. If all goes well at the April meeting some of the SARPS materiel could be ready in May 96 for translation by ICAO. His biggest fear is that the time needed to translate the large documents could delay ATNP/2.



4.3	 Mr. Jones indicated that the validation of the WG3 SARPS are about two to three months behind the validation activities of the WG2 SARPS. Validation should start shortly with the first results expected in April/May 96. The final validation report should be ready by September 96 at which time he would most likely call a special meeting of WG3 to finalize the validation report for submission to ICAO. He indicated that between these WG meetings there would have to be some sub-group meetings.



4.4	The Chairman indicated that he felt the work was progressing very well and was on schedule. He told the meeting that the Rapporteurs were confident that all the SARPS from the WG’s, and specific deliverables from WG1, would be ready by the June 96 meeting after which the materiel would be sent to ICAO for translation. There then should be time for the documents to be made ready for ATNP/2 in November 96.



5.0	CNS/ATM-1 SARPS



5.1	To introduce this topic, Mr. M. Paydar reminded the members of the meeting of their responsibilities as ATNP members and WG members, by quoting from the ICAO directives regarding Panels. He stated that each one of us is a personal expert and do not represent any particular country, region of the world, or International Organization. The difference between a “Working Paper” (WP) and an “Information Paper” (IP) was that a WP contains an action item for consideration by the Panel whereas an IP requires no action. In addition, IP’s were not translated but presented to the meeting in the language of submission. WP’s should be no longer than six (6) pages unless they contain SARPS or other major materiel developed by the WG’s and submitted by the Rapporteurs. SARPS are legal documents with universal applicability to all States; there can be no reference to States or Regions. A Standard uses the word “shall” while a Recommended Practice uses the word “should.” If something has to be explained it appears as Guidance Material. In drafting the SARPS, the WG’s should not concern themselves with specific numbering, number of columns on a page, page numbering, etc., because they will be changed at ICAO in the final drafting process. Every paragraph, however, must have a unique number. The word processing utility used in ICAO is WP 5.1, with Corel Draw 3.0 as the graphic package. This is unlikely to change in the next year. We can submit materiel in WORD 6.0 format and ICAO will perform the conversion but it is preferable if we make the submissions in WP 5.1. Documents should be submitted as soon as possible- June 96 is the latest date to ensure translation.  He then requested that any submissions to ICAO from the Working Group Rapporteurs, or individual members, for the next Panel meeting should be sent directly to him.



5.2	Some members expressed concern about the size of the documents being produced by the ATNP and the limitations of WP 5.1. One member indicated that the size of the documents is even causing problems with WORD 6.0 which is a more powerful word processing tool than WP 5.1. The general feeling is that the documents were going to become even more complex in the future and the question was asked as to how ICAO was going to cope? Mr. M. Paydar stated that the problem is with the lack of sufficient resources in ICAO but he expected that the tools would be upgraded in the future. He requested that the three Rapporteurs highlight problems of this nature to the ANC during their briefing in December.



5.3	Mr. S. Pearce introduced JWP/3-3 which proposed a structure for the writing and format of the CNS/ATM-1 Package ATN SARPS. The paper recommended we call the main documents “volumes” but M. Paydar indicated that this could cause a problem in ICAO because Annex 10 is now divided into Volumes. A member asked how the ATN SARPS were to be differentiated from the AMSS SARPS and M. Paydar stated that it would probably be by “chapters.” It was suggested that we approach ICAO by some means to have the ATN SARPS produced as a separate “Volume” but M. Paydar indicated this could not be proposed from the WG level. The main difficulty for us is that there are now four levels of documentation. It was suggested the we use the ITU nomenclature “FASCILE” for our initial division but the members felt that this was too obscure a term.  After a short discussion the term “Sub-Volume” was agreed to by the members. An updated copy of JWP/3-3 is attached as Appendix E. It is assumed that the Guidance Materiel would follow the same structure but that would depend on the intent of the GM. The GM could track at the Chapter level but not necessarily below that level. The level of detail in Sub-volume 1 will have to be determined to see if either GM or “notes” would be most appropriate. The meeting agreed to use the SARPS structure as much as possible in the GM. The Rapporteurs were requested by the members to co-ordinate the style of the GM and ensure the editors of the documents were kept informed.



5.4	A member asked how future changes to the SARPS would be made. M. Paydar stated that the process of drafting, approval, and adoption of amendments to Annex 10 would not change. He indicated, however, that a proposal has been made to have the SARPS broken into three layers:

			-SARPS (containing only broad and stable statements)

			-Technical Documentation (containing detailed specifications)

			-Guidance Materiel.





6.0	INFORMATION SESSIONS



6.1	Mr. R. Jones introduced JWG IP/3-2 and JWP/3-6 as two Information papers regarding simulations of end-to-end message delays using a recently developed computer model. The sceanrio in JWP/3-6 simulates traffic in a domestic airspace environment while IP/3-2 uses an oceanic environment. The “raw” numbers cannot be directly compared because of the different loading conditions but it is felt that the results are quite indicative of what could be expected under the conditions simulated.



6.2	Mr. V. Bochkarev introduced JWG IP/3.1 on INMARSAT. He stated that it was not intended to be a “promotion” paper but rather should be viewed as a description of the world-wide system. The paper  also informs the members on how to obtain INMARSAT services. 



7.0	OTHER BUSINESS



7.1	Mr. S. Van Trees introduced JWP/3-5 which was written at the request of WG1 for presentation to this meeting. He stated that section 2 of the paper did not include the work done by Sub-Group 1 of WG3 but all other aspects were covered. In the discussion, the members determined that the recommendations of the paper agreed with the proposals that had been tabled in WG1 except for some minor details. There was need for further resolution of the ICAO Site Codes since, in the ATN era, there could be several systems at one site. It was also stated that CM addresses needed to be known on a global basis. The meeting agreed to the recommendations and this decision, along with the paper, will be submitted to WG3 and WG2 for their meetings next week. The names mentioned in Section 5 of the paper were to be interpreted as specific groups, with the names regarded as points-of-contact at this time. It was also stated that the CENA Server can be used as the global database until it is replaced but it should only be considered as a service provided by CENA. The official database should be kept by the points-of-contact as part of their responsibilities until the final solution is developed. A copy of JWP/3-5 is attached as Appendix F.



8.0	NEXT MEETING



8.1	Mr. S. Pearce introduced JWP/3-4 whereby Airservices Australia is issuing to the members, an invitation to hold the next major WG  meetings in South Brisbane, Australia. Mr. T. Calow, Rapporteur of WG1, stated that he had received a telephone call from Mr. E. Meyenberg offering the use of the EUROCONTROL Headquarters site at Haren Belgium for the same meetings. Both locations were considered by the members to be excellent for the meetings. During the discussion, several members stated that there were going to be several WG2 and WG3 meetings (as well as sub-group meetings) between now and next January and that these will be held in either North America or Europe. Since a number of the members attending the WG meetings came from the Asia/Pac area it was felt that they should be afforded a chance to attend at least one meeting of the WG’s in their Region so as to cut down on their travel costs too. The meeting decided to accept the Airservices Australia invitation for the January 96 meeting of the three WG’s.



8.2	The meeting decided that the order and dates of the meetings would be:



		WG1/4		29 January 96 to 01 February 96

		JWG/4		02 February 96

		WG2		05 February 96 to 09 February 96

		WG3		05 February 96 to 14 February 96.

			

8.3	Mr. K. Platz introduced JWP/3-7 which outlined details of the proposed WG meetings in 

June 96. He stated that a decision at this JWG/3 meeting was needed now because of the lead time required to book a suitable location if the invitation to Munich were accepted. The meeting agreed to the proposal to hold the WG meetings in Munich on the following dates:



		WG1/5		17 June 96 to 20 June 96

		JWG/5		21 June 96

		WG2/WG3	24 June 96 to 28 June 96



			SECRETARIAL NOTE: Because of the finalization

			of the meeting dates for the Munich meeting at this

			meeting, the Rapporteurs of the three WG’s discussed 

			need for a JWG in February and concluded that it was

			not necessary. As a result, the dates of the WG1/4 meeting

			will be changed to 30 Jan 96 to 02 Feb 96.



8.4	There being no further business, the Chairman thanked the members for their participation in the Joint Working Group meeting. He also thanked the ATNP member from Canada for hosting  the meeting. He reserved special thanks and praise for the excellent support and long hours worked in the meeting’s office, by Ms. Carol Ricard, Ms. Sharron St Louis, and Ms. Linda Lefebvre. All members then expressed their appreciation to this same support team.



8.5	 The Chairman then declared the JWG/3 meeting closed.
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