WP A2/2/3

NOTES OF THE 1st MEETING OF ATNP WGA/SGA2 (AIR/GROUND APPLICATIONS, LAUREL, MD, USA 4TH –  8TH DECEMBER 2000

0.
INTRODUCTION

0.1
The first meeting of ATNP WGA/SGA2 (Air/Ground Applications), was held at the Best Western Hotel, Laurel, Maryland, USA, from 4th to 8th December 2000

0.2
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 Lenz (JL)


FAA (Part-time)


Ronnie Jones (RJ)

FAA (Part-time)


Bernie Ramsay (BR)

FAA (Part time)

(On 7th December, JL announced that the ATC elements of the FAA had been split off into a new organisation – Air Navigation Standards Organisation.  He did not know what the long-term effects of this would be, and was not even prepared to hazard a guess.  On 8th December JL reported that President Clinton had changed the name to Air Traffic Services Organisation.  Don’t hold your breath….)

0.3
MA thanked JH for the organisation of the meeting.  He noted that this was the first meeting of what was essentially the same group as the previous ATNP WG3/SG2, albeit with slightly modified Terms of Reference.  The changes had come about as a result of changes proposed at the ATNP/3 meeting, to be effective after the Working Group of the Whole meeting in Berlin in August 2000.  

0.4
There were 12 working and information papers presented.  The Agenda is attached at Appendix 1, and the list of WPs at Appendix 2.   

1.
AGENDA ITEM 1 - INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW SG A2

Terms of Reference

WP 6 – Terms of Reference

1.1
MA introduced the new TOR for the SG, extracted from the Report of the first WG A meeting, held in Berlin.  He pointed out that they regularised contact between the SG and ICAO and non-ICAO bodies – the latter including, for example, RTCA and Eurocae committees and groups.  There was an emphasis on keeping WG A informed of all tasks and progress.  FP thought that there needed to be strengthened lines of communication between the OPLINK WGs (particularly WG B) and the ATNP SGs, but accepted that there were rules of procedure in ICAO which meant that we had to tread very gently.  Again, the question of overlapping tasks, and long lead times between the initiation of operational requirements, and their final acceptance by OPLINKP meant that technical solutions were often out of synchronisation with their operational counterparts.  

1.2
Nevertheless the SG accepted the TOR as they stood. 

Deliverables

1.3
WG A had asked that, as a first task, the SG should consider its deliverables.  The SG agreed that, certainly initially, the deliverables would relate to appropriate TOR.  There were no deliverables relating to the TOR applicable to all SGs – they were perceived basically as rules for the running of the SGs. 

1.4
The SG agreed deliverables related to the first five of the specific TOR, and theses are tabulated at Appendix C to these notes.  A potential deliverable is Edition 4 of the SARPs – this was seen as a long tem aim, and MA would bring discussion on this point to the next WG A meeting.  

1.5
The SG noted that the PICS/OICS had been taken under the wing of the CCB.  MH and FP have done almost all the work on the air/ground P/OICS, and it was felt that there should be a Subject Matter Expert (SME) formally attached to the CCB to deal with this topic.  It was agreed that MH should be proposed for this role, which was very much in line with the support indicated by Danny van Roosebroek (Eurocontrol) at the WG meetings in Berlin.

1.6
MA would submit the proposed list of deliverables to WG A for review and comment. 

Action - MA

Co-ordination with other ICAO and non ICAO bodies 

1.7
Members of the SG were jointly and severally members of several other ICAO and non-ICAO bodies – with the increasing trend towards implementation, it was expected that there would be greater co-operation outwith the formal confines of the ICAO reporting procedures.  The Rapporteur  of WG A would be kept informed of such progress.

Action - MA

RTCA SC189/Eurocae WG 53 SG 4

1.8
Both MA and JH were members of this SG, which was developing the FAA baseline 2 implementation, and the associated Eurocontrol data link programmes.  Much work has been done, particularly related to some CPDLC services (e.g. ACL) and CM.  JH had written the CM application description for Baseline 2, including Security, drawing heavily on the material (including Guidance) prepared by GS.  FP asked whether Security was definitely going to be included in Baseline 2, and JH confirmed that this was the case, certainly for the FAA, although she was not sure about potential European implementations.  

1.9
FP thought that the use of CM in Europe would be different from the USA – Europe were using CM as a decision-making tool, through the implementation of, for example, FLIPCY (Flight Plan Conformance service).  FP asked whether ATIS would be included in the Baseline 2.  JH said that there was nothing yet included, but that the French, through Laurent Tessier, had promised to do some work on developing the service, which could be implanted.  FP thought that Theirry Lelievre was actively developing an ATIS application for Baseline 2.  Regardless, there was a significant amount of implementation work going ahead, related to the product of this SG.

AMCP WG M

1.10
This was a new AMCP WG, meeting for the first time starting 12th December 2000.  JH was a member.  This was a WG looking at sorting out the VDL M2/3/4 implementation problems and SARPs.  MA noted that for the PETAL trials, the VDL Mode 2 standards being used were not those of the AMCP SARPs, but those currently published in the ARINC 631/3 grey-cover document.  The recent PIT meeting said that AMCP standards had to be brought into line.  AMCP has not yet got a CCB, but there is pressure for this to happen.  AMCP/FAA perceive VDL M4 as the all purpose sub- network for ATN, but ……  JH noted that AMCP was not concerned with individual applications, but with generic technical solutions.     

2.
AGENDA ITEM 2 - SIGNIFICANT OUTCOME OF RELEVANT MEETINGS 

2.1
ATNP WGA Meeting, Berlin, 31st August – 1st September 2000

WP 4 – Report of the ATNP WGA Meeting, Berlin, 31st August – 1st September 2000

2.1.1
MA gave a brief report of this meeting, which was principally tasked with setting up a work programme structure, including the establishment of appropriate SGs and reporting procedures, and joint work with WG B (Rapporteur Brian Cardwell).


2.2
23rd WG3/SG2 Meeting, Toulouse, 15 – 19 May 1999

WP 3 – Report of 23rd WG3/SG2 Meeting, Toulouse, 15 – 19 May 1999

2.2.1
MA said that, although the WG3 SG2 meetings had finished, there was much that was still relevant.  The targets for SG 2 had been met, and appropriate material had been presented to WG 3, and subsequently to WGW/4.

2.2.2
There was a question of whether the chapters in the SARPs relating to subsetting were now relevant.  There were multiple subsets in CM, and MA thought that the concept of approved subsets in CPDLC had been blown away by the concept of partial implementation now being carried out in various parts of the world.  The need for the P/OICS was even more justified.  However, it was agreed that in the interests of reducing changes to the SARPs, the chapters eight of the applications would not be changed. 

2.2.3
There was further discussion on the need to be able to show to the pilot whether he/she was operating in a secure environment – JL said that at present there was no capability to be able to show this information to the pilot.

2.3
OPLINKP WG Meetings, Berlin, 26th September – 6th October 2000

WP 5 – Report of OPLINKP WG B Meeting, Berlin, 26th September – 6th October 2000

2.3.1
MA pointed out that due to the OPLINKP restructuring, the only WG with relevant input was WG B.  The majority of the WG B work at this meeting had related to AIDC.  However, there had been significant discussion on the input from the ICAO FSHFSG (Flight Safety and Human Factors Steering Group) concerning their review of the message set, and proposed deletions/changes of some of the messages.  MA and JH had been strongly against changes, but the Eurocontrol and ASIAPAC States, represented by Walter Dolman (the Australian member) had agreed that changes should be made.  However, the knock-on effects in both the voice and data link environment had yet to be thoroughly assessed, and the SG agreed that no changes need yet be carried out to any existing or future material.

2.3.2
MA briefly described the discussion which was currently going on related to Figure of Merit.  This centred on whether there should be tabulated values (and if so, how many, and to what level of accuracy) or whether there should be a continuum, where the aircraft just gave an indication of its current perceived accuracy.  It would then be up to the controller to impose acceptable operational limits, depending on current requirements.  MH said the addition of a table would make more work for the avionics – they would first have to derive a value, then allocate this value to a place in the table – he would recommend a continuum approach.  The SG agreed that the continuum waqs the optimum solution, although it would mean a change to the SARPs – as would any table size over eight values.

2.3.3
MA pointed out the level of accuracy which had been stipulated for aircraft position in papers presented by David Diez.  This is at least an order of magnitude greater than that currently stipulated (tenths of seconds, or approximately 3 metres).  The SG noted that there were several ways of meeting this level of refinement, but agreed that such a refinement could be seen as overkill, and would do nothing until the OR had been fully approved by the OPLINKP.   


2.3.4
The OPLINK WG had reviewed the proposed UM238, relating to allowing the avionics to determine the messages in use by a ground system, which would allow the avionics to be configured, thus preventing a pilot from selecting a message for which a service was not available.  GS thought that there was no need to have a real time requirement for this – ground profiles should be stored and published, and an aircraft flying into the region should note in the flight plan (e.g. Field 18) that it was appropriately equipped. The appropriate profile could be activated in the aircraft based on a facility address (e.g. the current data authority).  He thought that we should come up with a technical solution(s) and be in a position to offer advice to OPLINKP.

2.3.5
JH said that this could be a possible solution, but pilots wished to have a real time update.  This had been clearly stated in several fora.

2.3.6
MA said that we were not in the business of determining the profiles, but of determining a mechanism to allow the information to be exchanged.  FP said that there was no actual need to pass a profile, which contained much more information that just a message number list. This could be done, for example, by having a 238-bit word, with bit set on if a corresponding message was permitted.  He said that the information could be passed in the CM, which would allow an element of pre-configuration.

2.3.7
JL was worried about the military aspects of the use of a data link, and whether they would have to cope with multiple overlapping message sets, depending with whom they were corresponding.  MA pointed out that military aircraft flying as GAT in a civil environment used civil rules – all bets were off in the military operational air traffic world.   

2.3.8
RJ agreed that we should be defining a mechanism – but there would be a need for referable profiles.  He did not think that there would need to be too many of these, and that they should be lodged in SV 9 (this was one of the reasons for the SV development).  MH said that the use of the Object Identifier ASN.1 type should facilitate efficient profile indexing, and was compatible with current ASN.1 operations.  JH said that Theirry Lelievre, who was doing CM work for the French contribution to 189/53 SG4 work, wanted to be able to advise at the time of initiating CM what the aircraft capabilities were – there was a definite demand from the implementers for this information.

2.3.9
The SG having developed several potential means of solving the problem, it was agreed that GS would prepare a paper for the next WG A meeting.

Action - GS

2.3.10
Finally, related to the OPLINK work, MA drew attention to two points which had recently been discussed operationally – the question of whether the message ‘No Speed Restriction’ was in fact a ‘clearance’, rather than ‘information’, and the question of whether there ought to be technical timers on ‘Standby’ messages.  These would be raised at the OPLINK WG B, but may impinge on the work of the SG.  

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

3.1 
General - Discussion on SARPs Version-1 maintenance procedures

3.1.1
Discussion relating to this was generally covered during the course of earlier agenda sub-items.

3.1.2
However, in CPDLC, UM 237 (‘REQUEST AGAIN FROM NEXT UNIT’) had been approved by ADSP/5 for inclusion in their appropriate documentation.  It had not been included in either the Version 1 or Version 2 SARPs.  A PDR would be generated to include the message in the Version 2 SARPs.

Action – JH/FP 

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

WP 11 – Air/Ground Applications PDRs

3.2.1
FP said that there was only one PDR on Version 1 – M0090003, relating to the unsuccessful solution of an earlier PDR.  Tony Kerr, who discovered the error and generated the PDR, had proposed a solution.  However, a more optimal solution had been agreed, and this would be put to the next meeting of the CCB in Honolulu.  

3.2.2
The question of the level of validation of PDRs was raised.  Since a PDR became part of the appropriate SARPs, they ought to be validated, and an indication should be given of the form this validation had taken – e.g. inspection, level of implementation etc.  The SG proposed that an indication of validation level achieved should be added to the PDR template - FP agreed to raise this point at the next CCB meeting.   

Action - FP

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

(Note - The emphasis of the work at this meeting was on the development of Guidance Material for the four air/ground applications, in order to meet the 31st December deadline for the delivery of this material to the Rapporteur of WG A and hence to the ICAO ATNP Secretariat.  Detailed discussion on the drafting of the new material is not reported here.  As usual in the air/ground material, inter-application consistency is strongly applied.  It was generally agreed to take the material in the current Doc 9739 as baseline, developing redline/strikeout material as appropriate, within the confines of the WordPerfect capabilities, the two column format, and the rather eccentric ICAO numbering and paragraphing conventions.  The final renumbering would be the subject of the current flexible ICAO editing policy) 

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

WP 7 – Draft Version 2 CM Guidance Material, ex Berlin. 

4.1.1
GS thought that there might not be too much new material to be added to the version he had available in Berlin – this would depend on the work in the other applications.  He would still need to add a few new diagrams and scenarios.  There would be a blanket change from ADSP to OPLINKP, and reference would be made to the PICS/OICS as appropriate.  With reference to the details referring to the maximum size of a CM PDU, there would be a significant increase with the addition of security – the final figures had yet to be checked.  MA proposed that in all cases only approximate values should be noted – detail values would be a hostage to fortune.

4.1.2
The CM GM was updated during the course of the meeting.  This was reviewed by the SG in detail.  Minor changes would be incorporated after the meeting, and the material would be forwarded by GS to MA by Christmas, to allow forwarding to the Rapporteur of WG A and the Chairman of the CCB by 31st December 2000. 

Action - GS

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

WP 8 – Draft Version 2 ADS Guidance Material, ex Berlin.
4.2.1
Aside from corrections agreed for consistency, FP had changed all references to ‘Emergency’ to read ‘Emergency/Urgency’, and all references to weather to read ‘Meteorological’.  The new Met. requirements called for  a ‘Wind Quality’ parameter.  Wind Quality had not been defined, and MA proposed the following explanation – 

‘Wind Quality gives an indication of the accuracy of the wind measurement.  This accuracy deteriorates when the roll angle of the reporting aircraft exceeds five degrees.’

4.2.2
FP pointed out that this new factor in the determination of reported wind velocity will mean that a Version 1 aircraft would be reporting basic w/v, while a version 2 was reporting factored wind.  The question of whether the Met Office needed to know whether an aircraft was version 1 or version 2, (and if not, why were we bothering with the wind quality factor) would be raised by MA at the next OPLINKP WG B Meeting.

Action - MA    

4.2.3
The question of what constituted Communications failure necessitating the use of the ADS emergency would have to be decided by OPLINKP.  This may only related to the loss of CPDLC, for example.  The ADS GM can only refer to the ATN facilities available.  MA would raise this point with OPLINKP.  

Action – MA

4.2.4
JH raised the operational requirement put forward by Tony Martin of Honeywell, relating to the down-linking of the aircraft  weight.  This information is currently available on the aircraft system – if it was available to the ground system, it would make the ground more aware of the aircraft performance, particularly related to climb clearances.  MA had said to 189/53 SG4 that he would take this to the OPLINKP WG – it was a well-supported OR.  FP said that this could be handled with a PDR to Edition 3 of the SARPs, perhaps, JH suggested, through the inclusion of an ‘Aircraft Physical Characteristics’ block, beyond extensibility markers.  But again, we should wait until OPLINKP had approved the inclusion.

Action - MA

4.2.5
The ADS GM was updated during the course of the meeting.  This was reviewed by the SG in detail.  Minor changes would be incorporated after the meeting, and the material would be forwarded by FP to MA by Christmas, to allow forwarding to the Rapporteur of WG A and the Chairman of the CCB by 31st December 2000.

Action - FP

4.3 
CPDLC – Withdrawal of specific messages, etc; 

WP 9 – Draft Version 2 CPDLC Guidance Material, ex Berlin.
4.3.1
JH said that there had not been any significant amendments to the Version 1 GM prior to the Berlin meeting, and none since.  However, there was a great deal of commonality with the ADS and CM GM, which could be imported during the course of this meeting.

4.3.2
There was a question raised concerning the sending of a PDU beyond extensibility markers – when this was received, decoded but not recognised, should the application abort or send an appropriate error message.  The SG decided that in the case of CPDLC, where a safety critical clearance might be involved, the application should abort.  This might not be the case for the other applications, and the implementers may be given the option, depending on local policy.

4.3.3
There was a need to clarify the use of the security parameter where a Version 2 system was setting up a CPDLC link with a Version 1 system – this was in fact satisfactorily taken care in the Upper Layers dialogue service.  This in turn meant that a note in all applications was incorrect, and appropriate PDR action would have to be initiated.

Action - FP

4.3.4
The CPDLC GM was updated during the course of the meeting.  This was reviewed by the SG in detail.  Minor changes would be incorporated after the meeting, and the material would be forwarded by JH to MA, to allow forwarding to the Rapporteur of WG A and the Chairman of the CCB by 31st December 2000.

Action - JH

4.4
FIS – inc. amended ATIS & METAR 

WP 10 – Draft Version 2 FIS Guidance Material, ex Berlin.
4.4.1
FP said that Version 1 and Version 2 ATIS were operationally different.  It is recognised that    

although initial implementations have been developed, changes to the ATIS requirements approved by OPLINKP have rendered Version 1 obsolete.  Currently, technically, both versions were valid.  MA felt that there should be a statement from OPLINKP saying that for safety-critical reasons, Version 1 should be withdrawn, although he doubted that this would be done.  JH asked whether it mattered to OPLINKP whether version 1 was removed – all they were interested in was that the correct material was implemented.  MA proposed an informal note to Chris Dalton (CD), asking for clarification.

Action – MA

(WP12 – Exchange of E-mails – Asbury/Dalton

Post Action Note – MA explained the position to CD, who replied that he was all in favour of ATIS Version 1 being withdrawn, and the sooner the better.  FP would take this into account in his review of the ATIS Version 1 options – see below.)

4.4.2
The SG agreed that there were probably three options – do nothing, change the ASN.1 in Version 1 to be the same as Version 2 (and retain Version 1) or delete Version 1 as obsolete.   Each created its own problems, and FP would prepare a paper for circulation to the SG before the next meeting, outlining the effect of he three options on SARPs, GM and possible current implementations.  Whatever the solution, the question of operational requirement and compatibility had to be considered.

Action - FP   

4.4.3
The FIS GM was updated during the course of the meeting.  This was reviewed by the SG in detail.  Minor changes would be incorporated after the meeting, and the material would be forwarded by JH to MA, to allow forwarding to the Rapporteur of WG A and the Chairman of the CCB by 31st December 2000

Action – FP
5.
AGENDA ITEM 5 – VERSION 2 VALIDATION PROGRESS REPORTS

WP 11 – Air/Ground Applications PDRs
5.1
There were no updates to current validation reports for version 2 air/ground applications material which the SG know of since the Berlin meeting of WG A.  However, FP had checked the FIS and ADS Version 2 SARPs material which Masoud Paydar had posted on the ATNP web site at the end of November.  No-one else in the SG had been made aware that this material had been posted, and MA took an action to request Masoud Paydar to provide wider notification to the appropriate worker-bees that new material was available, either for reference or checking.

Action – MA

5.2
FP introduced two current PDRs on Version 2 aspects – 

a.
M0110003.  The review of draft edition 3 as posted on the web-site in November showed that several proposed changes to align Doc 9705 with Doc 9694 and Annex 3 have not been correctly applied by the ICAO document editor.  FP had highlighted the corrections – without the corrections being applied, it was likely that none of the air/ground ASN.1s would compile.  This was a class ‘A’ PDR, affecting interoperability.

b.
M0110002.  As a result of the final review of the amendment proposal to Annex 3, the ranges for the wind-speed have been changed.  This change affected both ATIS and METAR services.  The proposed change modified the PER encoding for all version 2 FIS implementations compliant, and was a class ‘A’ PDR.
5.3
FP also pointed out that PDR 0060001 was still open – this was a general editorial PDR for the Version 2 SARPs.  The majority of the entries so far arose from recent METLINK/OPLINKP changes affecting ADS and FIS.

5.4
At least two new PDRs had been identified by this SG meeting so far.  These related to UM 237 in CPDLC, and the setting of the security parameter in a Version 2 to Version 1 dialogue.  FP would prepare these soonest for circulation and comment.  The appropriate actions had already bee noted where applicable.
5.3
FP had been concerned that Metres/sec was not an Annex 5 unit.  MA confirmed that it occurred without comment in Doc 9694, and was therefore acceptable for use elsewhere.

6.
AGENDA ITEM 6 – PICS AND INTEROPERABILITY 

WP 14 – CM, ADS and CPDLC PICS/OICS

WP 13 – FIS PICS/OICS
6.1
In his global introduction to the P/OICS, MH noted that this new material related to Version2 SARPs, i.e. the new Doc 9705 Edition 3.  Thus effectively they were a single version 1 and Version 2 combined.   Where a common table is possible, this will be incorporated.  MH also proposed to add a couple of lines to all S1 (protocol option) tables, indicating that although the ability to implement security was mandatory in Version 2, the ability to accept operations in a ‘non-secure’ mode could be an option.  This was generally accepted.    

6.2
All the P/OICS were comprehensively reviewed, and several small corrections were made.  It was agreed that the tables in each application would be numbered consistently.  MH made use of the current numbering style as part of a checking utility, and FP agreed to change the FIS numbering to suit.  There were several consistent changes made to all applications, to reflect the additional of security, and the use of extensibility markers.  Also, references to ADSP will be changed to OPLINKP.

6.3
During the course of the discussion, it became more and more obvious that any version 2 system should not try to force any version 2 specific services on a version 1 system.  Although this was covered in the GM, it was felt that an appropriate paragraph should be inserted in the Chapter 7’s of all air/ground SARPs.  GS circulated a form of words, which, when suitable adapted for each application, should ensure consistency of purpose.  FP would capture this in a PDR (part of the Action under 4.2.6 above).

CM P/OICS

6.4
It was agreed that in CM there would be no need for sub-setting – the appropriate lines in the tables were deleted.  

ADS P/OICS

6.5
MH said that the changes to ADS brought about by the new METLINK requirements had not yet been included.  The ADS P/OICS would be updated before the Honolulu meeting, and circulated for comment.  Yet again MA was unhappy with the amoral attitude of the P/OICS – effectively a ground system had to recognise a declaration of a state of emergency,  but didn’t have to do anything about it.


CPDLC P/OICS

6.6
Other than the common changes indicated above, the alterations related to the withdrawal of message UM 238, relating to possible in-use sub sets of the CPDLC message set.

FIS P/OICS

6.7
The airborne P/OICS are now complete – the ground version has yet to be finished.  FP said they would be completed for e-mail review by the SG members by 31st January 2001. 

6.8
There were several points arising from the analysis of these P/OICS.  For example, why could QFE not be given in inches of Mercury?  What was the significance of the coding in the indexes of Runway Contamination extent?  There was an additional proposal to change the range and resolution of Visibility – how was this being actioned within ICAO?  What were the results of recent State Letter on Met matters, and were they applicable to the FIS SARPs or GM?   Could we not allow a bit more explanation of METAR codes in the SARPs, GM and PICS?  MA would attempt to clarify these points, and inform the SG soonest.

Action – MA 

6.9
There was some discussion as to how the P/OICS should be posted on the CCB.  There was a need to differentiate between versions one and two – they would both be in use together.  It was agreed to propose to Steve Van Trees and Masoud Paydar that we should post ‘P/OICS for Edition 2’ and ‘P/OICS for Edition 3’ as separate documents.  There also had to be a reasonable indication of how to use them – MH proposed to update his P/OICS introductory paper ( as produced for ADSP/5 and WGW/4, and post that along with the P/OICS themselves. 

Action – MH 

6.10
FP said that although there had to be a reference version (pdf?) which would be unchanged, there was a need to make available Excel versions of the P/OICS, so that profiles could be developed.   Currently out of date versions of these files were held on the Eurocontrol PIIE site – it was suggested that updated Excel files should be moved to the CENA server, with a reference to this on the ICAO site.  MH agreed to update the files, and FP would put them on the server.  This would be done before the Honolulu meeting.

Action – MH/FP

7.
AGENDA ITEM 7 – INPUT TO WORKING GROUP A MEETING, HONOLULU, FEB 2001

7.1
In addition to the deliverables highlighted in the Table at Appendix 3, MH would produce an updated version of the P/OICS guidance paper, along with examples.

Action – MH

8.
AGENDA ITEM 8 – AOB 

8.1
MA said that an action list would be appended (Appendix 4) for ease of reference and accountability.

9.
AGENDA ITEM 9 – DATE OF NEXT MEETING

IP1 – Schedule for WG/SG meetings, Honolulu, February 2001 

9.1
The schedule for the Honolulu meetings had been agreed by the Rapporteurs of WG A & B at the Berlin series of meetings (WG A/1-WP11).  SG A would meet on 27th and 28th February, starting at 9.00am and hopefully the morning of the 1st of March, depending on the CCB commitment.  There was potential for the meeting to continue after the WG A and A/B meetings.

9.2
The members of the SG were not happy at the concept of a split meeting – they would prefer to work a longer initial period than extend.  MA would note this in his report to the Rapporteur of WG A.

9.3
Due to vagaries of Maryland Friday traffic, the meeting closed early at 14.30.

M J A Asbury

Chairman, ATNP WGA SG A2

Laurel

12 December 2000

Appendix A

DRAFT AGENDA

for

THE 1st MEETING OF ATNP WGA/SGA2 (Air/Ground Applications)

in

Laurel, Md, USA

4th –  8th December 2000

1.
Introduction to the New SG A2

· Terms of Reference

· Deliverables

· Co-ordination with other ICAO and non ICAO bodies 

2.
Notes, Briefing and significant outcome of – 


2.1
ATNP WGA Meeting, Berlin, 31st August – 1st September 2000


2.2
23rd WG3/SG2 Meeting, Toulouse, 15 – 19 May 1999


2.3
OPLINKP WG Meetings, Berlin, 26th September – 6th October 2000

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. 
SARPs and GM 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, Feb 2001

· Deliverable Table?

8.
AOB 

9.
Date of next meeting (Honolulu, post WG A, or out-with the WG A meeting schedule?)
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Report of WGA Meeting, Berlin, August 2000

1/5
2.3
M Asbury
Report of OPLINK WG Meetings, Berlin, September 2000

6
1
M Asbury
Terms of Reference, SG A2

7
4.1
G Saccone
Draft CM GM, ex WGW/4 Berlin (soft copy only)

8
4.2
F Picard
Draft ADS GM, ex WGW/4 Berlin (soft copy only)

9
4.3
J Hamelink
Draft CPDLC GM, pre WGW/4 Berlin (soft copy only)

10
4.4
F Picard
Draft FIS GM, ex WGW/4 Berlin (soft copy only)

11
3.2/5
F Picard
PDRs

12
4.4
M Asbury
Correspondence Asbury/Dalton Re ATIS

13
6
F Picard
FIS P/OICS

14
6
M Harcourt
CM/ADS/CPDLC P/OICS

15

M Asbury
Report of the Meeting.






IP 1

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

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 
Draft Doc 9739 Edition 2 material for all air/ground applications
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

WG A/2

4.
Monitor A/G validation activities 
Updated validation reports/PDR output
SG A2


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


Appendix D

TABLE OF ACTIONS – SG A2

Action Number
Para. No.
Action
Who Action?
Resonse

1/1
1.6
Submit Table of deliverables to Rap. WG A
MA


1/2
1.7
Dealing with other bodies – Rap. WG A to be informed
MA


1/3
2.3.9
Paper for WG A Hon Mtg on notification of Op. Subsets to Pilots
GS


1/4
3.1.2
PDR – CPDLC UM 237
JH/FP


1/5
3.2.2
Inclusion of validation level check in PDR template
FP


1/6
4.1.2
Forwarding of CM GM to MA by 25/12/00
GS
Completed CM GM to MA – 8/12/00

1/7
4.2.2
Wind Quality – Met Office to know Application Version Number – OPLINKP
MA


1/8
4.2.3
Communications failure – OPLINKP to define
MA


1/9
4.2.4
‘Aircraft Physical charac-teristics’ – e.g. Weight – OPLINK new OR?
MA


1/10
4.2.5
Forwarding of ADS GM to MA by 25/12/00
FP


1/11
4.2.6
PDR to be raised re use of Security Parameter
FP


1/12
4.3.4
Forwarding of CPDLC GM to MA by 25/12/00
JH


1/13
4.4.1
Note to OPLINKP Secretariat re removal of ATIS V 1.0
MA
Action Complete – Removal of ATIS V 1.0 strongly approved by OPLINK Secretariat

1/14
4.4.2
Paper to SGA2/WG A re removal of ATIS V 1.0 from SARPs
FP


1/15
4.4.3
Forwarding of DFIS GM to MA by 25/12/00



1/16
5.1
Request to Masoud Paydar that information on web-posted material be better circulated
MA


1/17
6.8
Clarification of METAR anomalies with OPLINKP/METLINK Secretariats
MA


1/18
6.9
Posting of P/OICS GM
MH


1/19
6.10
Posting of .pdf and Excel versions of P/OICS
MH/FP


1.20
7.1
Preparation of updated P/OICS GM paper for SGA2/WGA Honolulu mtg.
MH
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