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Summary

This document is the agreed ATNP WGA SGA2 meeting report.

NOTES OF THE 3rd MEETING OF ATNP WGA/SGA2 (AIR/GROUND APPLICATIONS), LAUREL, MD, USA 22nd – 24th JANUARY 2002

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The third meeting of ATNP WGA/SGA2 (Air/Ground Applications), was held at Laurel, Washington, USA, from 22th January – 24th January 2001. The main objectives of the meeting are to progress pending discussion on capacity determination process, consider any new input from operational working groups, close open PDRs, and to prepare the coming WGA meeting next March. 

1.2 Present:


Jane Hamelink (JH)

ONS/FAA


Greg Saccone (GS)

ONS/FAA


Frederic Picard (FP)

Sofréavia/STNA


Gregg Anderson (GA)

FAA (part-time)


Martin Cole (MC)

?? (part-time)


Mike Harcourt (MH)

CIVAL/Eurocontrol (telecon)

1.3 The third meeting of ATNP WGA/SGA2 (Air/Ground Applications), was held at Laurel, Maryland, USA, from 22nd January – 24th January 2001. The main objectives of the meeting was to progress pending discussion on capability/version determination process, consider any new input from operational working groups, close open PDRs, and to prepare for the coming WGA meeting next March. 

2 Agenda Item 4 - SARPs and CAMAL Maintenance

2.1 General 

2.1.1 Masoud Paydar (ATNP Secretary) has informed CCB members that the version of ICAO Document 9705 Edition 3 to be published is now available on the ICAO server for urgent review by the editors. Due to the high workload and short meeting, this version would be reviewed after this meeting but before Phuket.

Action. JH, GS and FP

2.1.2 As suggested in the WGA Communiqué to other ICAO bodies (Flimsy 1A – Honolulu meeting), a better co-ordination should be organised between ICAO bodies (OPLINKP, METLINK, etc…). In particular, the impact of the enhancements proposed by the operational groups need to be assessed by the SG in order to drive the decisions in such a way that SARPs changes are minimised. The main enhancement to be investigated is the capability determination issue. The SG agrees on the need to maintain a living document listing the new operational requirements identified and discussing the possible technical implementation.

2.2 PDR Review 

WP 3/9 –SME2 Report, GS

WP 3/13 – Reasons for rejecting PDR M1030003 – Eurocontrol

2.2.1 M1030003

2.2.1.1 This Class A PDR proposes changes to CPDLC ASN.1 to allow the exchange of a VDLM3 frequency and up to 3 HF frequencies. In order to cope with additional changes in the future, the PDR also proposes to insert extensibility markers in every constructed ASN.1 variables. WP 3/13 questions the relevance of the PDR (inappropriate timing, operational requirement not fully validated by operational people, interoperability concern, implications for industry). The WP proposes to reject the PDR. The SG agrees with the rationale for not accepting the changes right now but prefers progressing the PDR as a FORWARDED PDR, in order to keep the issue open for the next version of the CPDLC application.

Action SME2.

2.2.2 M1080001 – "Runway Slippery" Indication

2.2.2.1 The METLINK SG and the OPLINKP have added the optional indication "RWY Slippery" to the characterisation of the runways in D-ATIS reports. To meet the primary requirement to fully align voice and datalink ATIS, the PDR proposes 3 solutions:

a) "by procedure" approach: instruct the ground system to include the "runway slippery" information in the free text SpecificATISInstruction (e.g. "RWY 12L SLIPPERY"). This procedural solution would avoid modification of the SARPs but could raise some HMI issues since the information related to a given runway would be provided in two separate fields of the ATIS report.

b) "new" requirement approach: define as an extensibility field the "runway slippery" indication and roll the FIS application version number to 3. For version 1 and 2 implementations, the "runway slippery" indication – when available - would be sent as per a) above. Backward compatibility is maintained. The PDR would be progress to FORWARDED and the proposed changes in the SGA2 document (see below).

c) "now" requirement approach: change both version 1 and version 2 ASN.1 and include the "runway slippery" indication before the extensibility markers (Class A PDR). All existing implementations would have to implement the change. 

2.2.2.2 SG A2 prefers to solve the problem by procedure (i.e. a)). GA does not agree, there is a risk of confusion for the pilot if runway information appears in two separate locations in the report (safety/workload issue). Solution b) will be proposed to the CCB. A mail will be sent to METLINKSG and OPLINKP members to get advice on this proposal.

Action SME2.

2.2.3 M1110001 – Error In State Table

2.2.3.1 This Class C PDR proposes a correction in the state table. The PDR will be proposed to be progressed to RESOLVED.

Action SME2.

2.2.4 M2010001 - Both ATIS

2.2.4.1 The pilot can send an ATIS report request without specifying which type of ATIS he wants (arrival or departure). In case the ground does not build combined ATIS and manages two ATIS VHF frequencies (one for arrival, one for departure), the ground shall be able to send to the aircraft in a single FIS report the complete departure DATIS report and the complete DATIS report. In all other cases, there is no operational case for the pilot to request both types of ATIS.

2.2.4.2 The 3 same options are available:

a) "by procedure" approach. The pilot shall explicitly request for a specific ATIS type when the aircraft is version 1 or 2 FIS equipped. This can be easily controlled by the pilot HMI implementation. On the ground, if no ATIS type is received in the request, the ground rejects it (invalid parameter).

b) "new" requirement approach. Define in version 3 as an extensibility field a "blockATIS" report (containing 2 DATIS reports)  in addition to the usual ATIS report. This field would be sent to version 3 aircraft only. For version 1 or 2 implementations, a request without ATIS type would be rejected and the pilot would have to re-initiate the request including an ATIS type. Backward compatibility is maintained. The PDR would be progress to FORWARDED and the proposed changes in the SGA2 document (see below).

c) "now" requirement approach. Change both version 1 and 2 ASN.1 to allow the uplink of 2 ATIS reports in a single FIS report. All existing implementing would have to implement the change.

2.2.4.3 SG A2 proposes to solve the problem with approach b).

Action FP.

2.2.5 Other comments 

WP 3/08 – "Late Comments"

2.2.5.1 WP 3/18 proposes to remove the word "server" in the CM related definitions. SG A2 strongly disagrees. The term "server" is used to differentiate a "standard" CM and CM server. It should be checked whether this change has already been applied in the ICAO SARPs version.

Action GS.

3 Agenda Item 5: Review of new operational requirements

WP 3/6 – OPLINKP – March 2001 Meeting (Redondo Beach)

3.1 Both OPLINKP and RTCA/EUROCAE working groups are discussing new operational requirements. WP3/16 reports the OPLINKP discussions on those requirements. Amongst those, there are critical requirements ("now" requirements) and "nice to have" or enhancement requirements ("new" requirements).  SGA2 will produce a working paper analysing the proposed enhancements and assessing the severity of the changes on SARPs. This paper will be presented at the next OPLINKP meeting next April. In parallel, PDRs will be issued for "now" requirements.

Action SGA2. 

3.2 An initial review of the known requirements is performed by the SG.

3.2.1 The urgency attribute of response messages must have the same urgency attribute of the message they are related to. This operational requirement is in the ADSP manual from the beginning. The SG thinks that the processing of the urgency attribute is the local issue. Such a requirement could be handled locally by air and ground systems. No change to the SARPs Chapter 7 is required. 

3.2.2 CPDLC Message pairing. The consolidation of the message pairing is in progress at EUROCAE-53/RTCA-189 SG1. The P/OICS will reflect the conclusion of the SG. It is noted that message pairing are only provided as guidance (as the "most probable" response list) and not as a compliance requirement. They will not be inserted in SARPs material.

3.2.3 ADS Figure of Merit (FOM) shall be expressed as a continuum range of values instead of a set of discrete value. This will require a Class A PDR to the SARPs (change to ASN.1). The SG cannot progress this issue further until the operational bodies have agreed on a new range and resolution for this parameter.

3.2.4 Capability determination. There are two issues to consider here. Firstly, to identify for each application what needs to be known by the remote user. Secondly, the different ways to make this information available shall be investigated. This item is discussed later (agenda item 5.1).  

3.2.5 CPDLC Message Deletion. The proposal to remove too ambiguous or not used messages first proposed by OPLINKP is not supported anymore. However, as a background activity, the SG should look at the potential impacts of deleting CPDLC messages. 

3.2.6 Addition of new messages or parameters (e.g. gate, aircraft weight added to the DCL request or the "RWY slippery" indication in the DATIS report). It is agreed that such additions shall be clearly identified by a new version of the ATN application. Thus there would be always a clear mapping between application version number and supported message parameters. Any addition should be done using extensibility fields, in order to guaranty backward compatibility. Concerning DCL, the SG expects instructions from OPLINKP before proposing any change to the SARPs.

3.2.7 Changes in the CPDLC message intent. The intent of uM26 to uM29 are being worked out by OPLINKP. CPDLC Chapter 7 will be aligned with new version of the message intent tables of Doc 4444 (PANSRAC) and OPLINKP Manual, when those will be made available.

3.2.8 ERROR and LACK shall not be responded themselves with an ERROR. Otherwise, there is a risk of endless loop. The SG recognises this is a hole in the current SARPs specification. A PDR must be produced (this is a "now" requirement).

Action JH.

3.2.9 IA5 strings should be restricted to Upper Case + character subset. Current avionics boxes do not support other characters. Actually, the limitation of the allowed character subset can be easily specified in the P/OICS (constraints column) or profile specification.  This limitation is not a general SARPs constraint, since it may change from one region to another, or in time. 

3.2.10 Message with N attribute. If an error is sent in response to a 'N' message, the current SARPs do not allow to send a message reference in the error. 

3.2.11 Message recall/cancel.  It is thought that the DISREGARD message was unsuitable from an operational perspective.  However, the recall/cancel message would work in the same way.  Although this was deferred by the OPLINKP for now, it still needs to be addressed in future meetings.

Action JH.

4 Agenda Item 5.1. ATN Capability Determination

WP 3/16 – ATN Application Profile, GS

4.1 WP 3/16 discusses some application approaches to support exchange of capability information. The CM application could be modified without breaking interoperability to support ground-to-air transfer of capability information. Assessment of aircraft capability by the ground should be done using ground facilities (e.g ATN DIR or ICAO flight plan). If exchange of capability information in both directions and in real time is required, an alternative will be to create a new CM service. WP3/16 concludes that before discussing the "how", it is required to ensure the relevance of the operational requirement: what information must be exchanged, and for what use ?

4.2 The capability determination process shall allow remote systems to identify each other’s static and dynamic capability. Identification of the P/OICS the system is compliant with will provide information about static capability only. For instance, the knowledge by the avionics of the downlink messages supported on the ground would be used to grey out the non permissible messages on the HMI. Identification of the supported profile (e.g. PUB-28) will inform in addition about dynamic behaviour (e.g. a dM99 CDA is systematically downlinked upon CDA activation). The profile identifier is therefore the minimum information to be known and/or exchanged.  Since the exchange of an entire P/OICS is unrealistic, the subgroup then tried to determine a minimum set of information that would need to be known in order to determine peer system capabilities.  In addition to determining the needed information, this approach would also serve as a high-level simplification of the P/OICS (this is further discussed in 6 of this report).

4.3 For CPDLC, what the controller might be interested of knowing in advance is the following:

· the capability of the aircraft to initiated a CPDLC link,

· the capability of the aircraft to initiated a DSC link,

· the capability of the aircraft to support block levels, 

· the units understood by the crew,

· the list of uplink messages supported by the aircraft,

· the list of downlink messages likely to be sent by the aircraft

· the list of clearance type likely to be requested by the pilot,

· the list of parameters the aircraft is able to send in a Position report

4.4 The capacity of the aircraft to send a CPDLC message in a CPDLC-start-req, CPDLC-end-rsp, DSC-start-req, DSC-end-req could also be of interest, but what could its use by the controller is not well known.

4.5 For the aircrew/aircraft, the only information to be known is the list of supported downlink messages and the units.  

4.6 For ADS and FIS, most of the remote system capability (ADS contract type supported, optional ADS block supported, FIS service supported) can be determined by using the ADS and FIS services themselves. However, some detailed characteristics cannot be exchanged that way, like the number of way-point the FMS is able to report, the type of reference (time or number of way points) for the extended projected profile, etc... 

4.7 Several alternatives can be investigated to support the capability information exchange:

· the CM application, 

· each application,

· the System Management application. For that purpose, the Managed Object of the ATN AE will have to contain capability attributes.

· the ATN DIR data base,

· the Flight Plan data base,

· an air data base.

4.8 A more detailed discussion of the information needed and alternatives would be prepared for Phuket.

Action: GS

5 Agenda Item 6 - Version 2 Validation Monitoring

5.1 GS indicated that the FAA could start some activity on a Secured CM prototype. He will report on this at the next meeting.

6 Agenda Item 7: P/OICS Review

WP 3/15 – Suggested Amendments to ATN FIS P/OICS version 2.0 – M. Brown - OKI

6.1 A final review of the P/OICS involving operational people is required. The criticism that P/OICS are difficult to fill in and understand is taken onboard by the SG. It is decided to produce a résumé of the P/OICS that could be used to summarise the options of a profile or an implementation or to help people to produce profiles or implementation descriptions.  

6.2 The review of the P/OICS to determine what capability shall be made available to the remote systems lead to the exhaustive review of the CPDLC P/OICS by the SG. The CPDLC review was done during the meeting. Similar changes – when applicable - will be applied on the other applications’ POICS. JH recorded the changes for CPDLC in the last version of the P/OICS (excel version) and will co-ordinate with the P/OICS editor. MH will continue to maintain the master version of the CM, CPDLC and ADS P/OICS. The new version will be presented at the next EUROCAE/RTCA and ATNP meetings.

Action JH, FP, MH

6.3 In brief, the following decisions are taken:

6.3.1 A separate sheet "résumé" is added. It will contain a packed form of the P/OICS expressed in user-friendly plain language statements. 

6.3.2 ENUMERATED elements are not individually selectable. Reasonable implementations will implement the whole set of values (e.g. "north", "south" in LatitudeDirection). Exceptions are possible (e.g. requested Clearance Type in DM25 REQUEST [clearanceType] CLEARANCE) and will be handled on an as-identified basis.

6.3.3 OPTIONAL element in ASN.1 means that a specific instance of the message can sometimes not include this element. However, operationally speaking, it would make no sense to develop a system that never supporting transmission or reception those fields. For instance, the ASN.1 data contains 2 optional fields 'latitude' and 'longitude'. OPTIONAL elements are therefore made mandatory, with the exception of few elements.

Units are consistent for all parameters. For instance, if "metric" units are chosen, all parameters allowing both "metric" and "English" shall be expressed in "metric". This is the same for both sending and receiving. 

6.3.4 In reception, all received parameters and all aspects of these parameters shall be processed by the system. Support for received elements are therefore always mandatory, except when they are conditional to the selection of a subset option (e.g. DSC). 

6.4 The SG then discussed whether it is a true option for the ground to support or not the ground initiated CPDLC link establishment. Because the ground ATC is supposed to control the clearance management, it seems logical that it always has the possibility to initiate the link establishment, without having to rely on the aircraft to initiate the link. To be consistent with all other ground initiated services, the capability is kept optional. On the opposite, a new predicate is added to indicate the operational support by the ground system of the air-initiated establishment.

7 Agenda Item 8: Input to Phuket WGA

7.1 The following documents will be made available and presented at the next WGA meeting in March in Phuket:

· FP will produce a WP presenting the simplified forms of the POICS,

· JH  will produce a WP justifying what information need to be exchanged during the capacity determination process,

· GS will produce a WP describing the several technical solutions supporting the data exchange for the capacity determination process,

· MH will produce a new version of the P/OICS including the changes agreed during the meeting. 

· FP will propose an outline for a living document of SARPs enhancements for the “next version”.

8 Agenda Item 9: Future Work

WP 3/11 – SG A2 Terms of Reference

WP 3/12 – SG A2 List of Deliverables

8.1 Because of the limited number of participants and the small amount of activity within the last 6 months, the SG questions the relevance of having a WGA SG dedicated to the A/G ATN applications. Discussed options are to disband the SG, keep it as it is but asleep, or to merge it with an other subgroup. 

8.2 However, with the raising of new operational requirements such as capability determination as well as the continual flow of SARPs impacts/usage investigations, there is still a large amount of work that remains to be done.  Therefore, the SG feels that there is still a significant activity which justifies the continuation of the SG: 

8.2.1 SARPs corrections (versions 1 and 2) and enhancements (version 3 and above). 

Associated Deliverable: 

· PDRs, and associated amendments to Doc 9705 and 9739

· Repository of proposed changes for A/G Applications Version 3

· Investigate and develop guidance on the issue of backwards compatibility vs better (but incompatible) SARPs:  when is the usefulness of backwards compatibility methods compromised by changes?  An example is the modifications proposed for CPDLC; it would be much more efficient to have a new CPDLC version that requires sunsetting of older versions when it is fielded.  

8.2.2 Consolidation of the P/OICS. 

Associated Deliverable: 

· P/OICS

· “Executive-level” P/OICS – will help operational/policy level people to complete P/OICS by asking high-level questions; this will in turn help the low-level, detailed completion of the P/OICS, which is still needed by implementers.

8.2.3 Support to implementation programs (PETAL-II, Build IA-I, EUROCAE/RTCA, Link2000+, etc…). In the past, these programs have asked several times ICAO to help them to resolve interoperability problems (e.g. padding issue, AET encoding) and to document the resolution either in SARPs or CAMAL material.  As more implementations are fielded, these types of problems are likely to increase in frequency.

8.2.4 Investigation on security. Security mechanisms in ATN are becoming stronger requirements. There is a need for studying if and how these mechanisms can be added to version 1 applications without necessarily implementing the other edition 3 enhancements (e.g. secure ADS without the extended MET block). If practicle, this configuration may be used to form the Baseline-2 profile (CPDLC-I and Link2000+). SG-A2, in co-operation with WGB SGs for the ATN Internet and Security aspects, could be tasked to conduct such an analysis.

8.3 The SG concludes that the SG should be kept as it is. However, it would be much more efficient to join SGA2 meetings with WGA meetings, and to have SG members attending the WG meetings. A frequency of 6 months or more seems the most appropriate.
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