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Summary
The goal of this paper is to keep track of the technical ideas expressed during the discussion of PDR M1010001.

1. Introduction

This paper contains edited highlights of email discussions relating to PDR M1010001. The PDR was raised in order to reduce the complexity of transition from AFTN to AMHS, by means of the introduction in Document 9705 of a unique common worldwide MF-addressing scheme. Further to the definition of such an addressing scheme in the Honolulu ATNP round of meetings, and while the PDR was progressing its way through the CCB procedure, an additional requirement was raised by Jim Moulton, on behalf of the U.S. FAA, requesting an extension to the addressing scheme defined in Honolulu. 

Several views were then expressed, to define a technically acceptable solution to the extension request, and to question or to support the solution proposed in reply to the FAA query.

This paper is organised into the following broad discussion threads:

a) Problem Statement

b) Discussion

c) Procedural aspects

Thanks to all who have contributed, and apologies if I have misrepresented or omitted your views in these edited highlights.

The goal of this paper is to keep a track of the technical elements expressed during this discussion.

2. Initial PDR distribution post honolulu meetings (March 16th 2001)

Title: AMHS Addressing - Single MF scheme and Management Domain defaults

PDR Reference:


M1010001

Originator Reference:

SARPs Document Reference:       3.1.2.1.5.1

Status:


SUBMITTED



 ->     ACCEPTED (items 1a and 2)/REJECTED (item 1b)




(CCB-13/Part1)



 ->
PROPOSED
(CCB-13/Part2)

Impact:                         C

PDR Revision Date:

07/03/2001

PDR Submission Date:            30/01/2001

Submitting State/Organization:  National Air Traffic Services Ltd / UK

Submitting Author Name:                    David Wells

Submitting Author E-mail Address:          David.Wells@nats.co.uk

Submitting Author Supplemental

Contact Information:                       tel. +44 1293 576763

                                           fax. +44 1293 576399

SARPs Date:                                Second Edition 1999 (also






   applies to Edition 3)

SARPs Language:                            English

Summary of Defect:

1a) The SARPs be amended to define the MF-addressing scheme to be a single

global addressing scheme. The format of this scheme to be determined by the

ATN Panel.

Rationale:

The use of multiple addressing schemes adds greatly to the complexity of

address conversion where messages enter AMHS in particular in Gateways, and

also in address generation in User Agents, and Computer Systems. It

requires a high level of inter-state  co-ordination, with the publication and

dissemination of addressing information to States and users on a frequent

basis throughout transition.  The use of a single global addressing scheme

would greatly ease the introduction, use and transition to AMHS as well  as

reducing the instances of incorrectly addressed messages.

1b) It should be possible to derive any AMHS address from the AFTN 8 letter

identifier algorithmically.

2) The SARPs should be complimented with a default set of attributes

(C=,A=,P=) for each State, for use with the XF-addressing scheme when no

other scheme has been published by the considered State.

Assigned SME:
SME 3

SME Comment :

1a) A single global MF addressing scheme has been defined by WGA / SGA3 in its 2nd meeting (Honolulu).

1b) The selected global MF addressing scheme does not allow algorithmic conversion of AFTN 8 letter identifier. Such a capability would prevent the extensibility of any global MF addressing scheme. SGA3 has agreed to reject the recommendation above to preserve extensibility.

2) SGA3 has agreed with the recommendation.

Proposed SARPs amendment:

Additions in following sections of Doc 9705:

3.1.2.1.5 (AMHS naming and addressing)

3.1.2.3.2 (look-up tables maintained in an AFTN/AMHS Gateway)

3.1.2.3.4.2.1.4 (Conversion of AFTN adresses into AMHS addresses)

3.1.2.3.5.2.2.6 (Conversion of AMHS adresses into AFTN addresses)

SME Recommendation to CCB:
RESOLVE

CCB Decision:


PROPOSED (CCB-13/ part 2)

Proposed text is attached below

3. Discussion concerning an extension to the agreed addressing scheme

Request for extension of the addressing scheme (March 22nd 2001)

I also have comments on the PDR on AMHS addressing ---

On the proposed new section 3.1.2.1.5.1.4.3.1 d):

Add a third possibility:

"... which takes either: 1) the 8 -character alphabetical value of the AF-Address of the user,

2) the 5-letter alphabetical value of the CIDN Ax Address of the user in the case of a CIDIN user

being an indirect AMHS user, or 3) the alphabetic value of the user's surname followed by the

character "." followed by the user's given name.

This creates a standard naming attribute for direct users.

Rejection of the extension request due to lack of substantiation (From J.M. Vacher, March 30th, 2001)

An additional proposal made by Jim Moulton is not integrated at this stage

in the attached text. This proposal aims at offering a third option for the

value of the common-name attribute in the Common ICAO Worldwide AMHS

MF-Addressing Scheme, this value being a personal name (see text attached

hereunder).

I would like to hear opinions from SME Team members about the subject. My

personal view is that such a requirement has not clearly appeared in the

course of the earlier discussions, and that this option had rather been

left unspecified, waiting for a requirement to be formally expressed.
Initial explanation of requirements for the extension (From J. Moulton, April 2nd , 2001)

[…] The text as proposed is definitely flawed.  At the present time the only AMHS naming format is -- even for direct users -- an 8-character AFTN address.

[…] If we don't include a method of standardized addressing for direct users that does not include using the AFTN address, then I think we have a serious problem.

Proposal for an intermediate solution taking into account the extension requirement (From J.M. Vacher, May 9th, 2001)

This final text aims in particular at taking into account Jim's request to

have possibilities other MF-addresses derived from AFTN indicators for

direct AMHS users which have no interoperability requirement with the

AFTN/CIDIN environment. The difference with Jim's earlier proposal is that

to avoid any confusion with the Common-name (CN) "transition-helpful"

address format, the Personal name (PN) attribute is selected here for such

direct user addresses. Furthermore the use of PN is better compliant with

the base standard.

Another slightly modified point is the clarification of the country-name,

ADMD-name and PRMD-name attribute values.

First justification of requirements for the extension (From J. Moulton, May 10th, 2001)

There is basically the following problem --

If one assumes (and I believe correctly) that there exists an ICAO ATSMHS user that does not have an assigned 8-character AFTN identifier then, either one must procure an AFTN identifier for the sole purpose of creating a valid address.

(This implies changes to Doc. 7910, and coordination amongst all AFTN users.  This also implies a continuation of the entire Doc 7910 usage.)

or one needs a way to assign a standard address that is not based upon the 8-character AFTN address.

In my opinion, a major purpose of this entire exercise to use the ATN (and X.400)  to replace AFTN is to take care of the limitations currently found in the AFTN system.  With the general purpose X.400 email and its flexible addressing scheme, we need an approach that does not perpetuate the AFTN addressing.

That is why I think it is imperative to include a standard addressing format that does not have the 8-character AFTN location identifier as the only means of identification.

Opinion about the extension in relation with the hsitory of AMHS addressing discussions (from M. Garcia, 10th May 2001)

The history about the subject has been: 

SPACE Project defines an AMHS Addressing Scheme where was widely discussed and justified the convenience of using the 'Common Name' Attribute instead of PN for collecting the identification of the user (in our case the AFTN address or Ax address). See WP112.

This 'SPACE AMHS Addressing Scheme' is approved as the 'EUR Region AMHS Addressing Scheme' in AFSG/3 (April, 2000). This Addressing Scheme proposes the use of the CN and does not recommend the use of DDAs and PN. Discussions in different ICAO EUR Region WGs during the last year leads to the idea of not including the possibility of using DDAs and PNs for avoiding confusion.

The idea of proposing a Single and Common Addressing Scheme is generated in SPACE Project and two documents are generated to be presented in ATNP WGs meetings. This proposal goes with the philosophy of not including the possibility of using DDAs and PNs according with ICAO EUR Region WGs concerns.

This Single and Common Addressing Scheme without any use of DDA and PN is endorsed by ICAO via ATNP WGs (Honolulu) and AFSG/4 (April, 2001). ASIA/PACIFIC attendees in AFSG/4 also present papers (see AFSG/4 WP/13 "Proposed final draft of ASIA/PACIFIC region ATN AMHS Naming Plan") with the final AMHS Addressing Scheme adopted in this ASIA/PACIFIC Region completely in accordance with the idea of not using neither DDAs nor PN.

Taking into account the previous history, what it is clear is that the Single and Common Addressing Scheme without DDAs and PN is widely accepted and endorsed by several ICAO Regions.

In this way, I am not aware the context in which the idea of including the possibility of using PN in the Single and Common Addressing Scheme has been generated because official discussions (in my knowledge) have been summarised in my previous history. So, I agree with David that this issue needs to be further discussed.

In another hand, we are specifying in the ATSMHS SARPs the use of AMHS for supporting the future Aeronautical Messaging Communications as a substitution of AFTN. Of course that any Organisation can besides use the AMHS for other purposes (administrative purposes, for instance) and to use another Addressing Scheme or the same Single and Common one defined by ICAO for these non-ATS users. But the ATSMHS SARPs are not in charge of providing any material for this situation since the Single and Common Addressing Scheme currently collected in ATSMHS SARPs has been defined in the context for the substitution of AFTN (note that the identification of the end user is the AFTN address). Allowing the use of PNs only can provide confusion to implementers.

Also, when it is written: 

"3.1.2.1.5.1.4.3.1 ............. a personal-name attribute, as specified in ISO/IEC 10021-2, Section 18.3, this option being valid only if the MF-address belongs to a direct user with no requirement to communicate with any indirect AMHS user.":

In the AFS context, how can this statement be assured?. I mean, the only way to make this statement is in the case when the mentioned direct users in the previous paragraph are completely new (non-AFTN) AMHS users, that is to say, users that do not belong to the current AFTN network. In this case, I think that the philosophy of the Single and Common Addressing scheme does not apply.

To finish, I would like to emphasise that the Single and Common Addressing Scheme without DDAs and PN is widely accepted and endorsed by several ICAO Regions thanks to the work of so many people in official forums during more than one year. I see a risk in accepting the possibility of using PN in the mentioned Addressing Scheme (this does not preclude the use of another non-ICAO Addressing Scheme for non-ICAO AMHS users) produced by off-line discussions without a further official study.

Concerns about requirements for the extension (From D. Wells, May 11th , 2001)

I agree with Jim in his long term goal of introducing AMHS to replace AFTN,

and obviously more flexible addressing is attractive.

However, we are a long way from achieving this goal. The transition period

from AFTN to AMHS will be lengthy. We have debated at length over the last

year (as Manuel has stated) how best to achieve a move to AMHS and how to

facilitate this. There are very real problems to be addressed in the

co-ordination and dissemination of address changes. The idea of a simple

common addressing scheme has been accepted because it makes it so much

easier for both users and the AFTN/AMHS gateways to handle.

I do not want to go into all the debates we have had in the past. Look at

the strength of the wording in the SARPS in particular the second

recommendation:

"3.1.2.1.5.1.4.1.2 RECOMMENDATION, - An AMHS Management Domain should avoid

deviating from the Common ICAO Worldwide AMHS MF-Addressing Scheme and

refrain from implementing locally defined AMHS Addressing Scheme unless

specific (eg regulatory) unavoidable constraints apply to the AMHS

Management Domain"

It is clear how important it is that a common scheme is used.

Now is not the time to take the next step to more 'friendly' addressing schemes when there is not even an operational AMHS. I suggest we get AMHS off the ground first.

Further questioning about requirements for the extension (From D. Wells, May 15th , 2001)

I cannot see the urgency to include PN addressing within Edition 3 of the

SARPs.

To summarise the requirement:

1) PN addressing is to be used between users where there is no requirement

to exchange messages with AFTN.

2) There is a desire to be able to generate a new AMHS address without being

tied to the AFTN addressing scheme.

Looking at these further:

If these users cannot exchange messages with AFTN users then what data is

being transferred, and for what purpose? How is this related to the types of

traffic considered to be 'acceptable' for carrying internationally? Are we

being asked to carry non-ATM messages? Why when we haven't got an AMHS

service running are we looking at such vague requirements with such urgency?

Now consider how the latest modification to the SARPs have included PN

addressing:

Within the AMHS section there is a recommendation of how the PN address is

to be formed (3.1.2.1.5.1.4.3.1 bullet 4).

The PN address is defined to be:

C=XX;

A=ICAO;

P=prmd;

O=geographical unit

OU1= 4 character ICAO location indicator

PN=user friendly personal name, (not an AFTN address)

I can see the logic of using the Management Domain. How are O and OU1 values

established for these addresses? What I would imagine is that new values

(different to those used for migrated AFTN users would be chosen, and

possibly even a new PRMD) that is unless the legacy of AFTN addressing is

retained through the use of the defined values of the O and OU1 attributes.

If the PN address has nothing to do with AMHS or AFTN messages or addresses

then why is it there in the middle of the AMHS SARPs at the very heart of

the Common addressing scheme? Why should regional groups need to give

guidance on such matters, when the SARPs (without PN) are clear for all to

see?

[…] There is a problem that is very clear to me:

If PN addressing is included in the SARPs without a clear requirement then

there is a strong likelihood that the SARPs will need further modification

in years to come. It is easy to add to the SARPs but much more difficult to

delete existing published material, So please lets get it right first time.

If we can't' do that then lets leave it out of this Edition.

Second justification of requirements for the extension (From J. Moulton, May 17th, 2001)

In my determination it is a very firm requirement that the ability to

address an AMHS user without the need for an AFTN address is mandatory.

I will expouse the position that any and all types of messages that can

be carried over AFTN today can and will be carried over the AMHS system

without the need for AFTN addressing or the use of the Basic Service

(AFTN message header.)  In fact, as soon as 2 States implement AMHS,

I will speculate that they will want to move the AFTN traffic to AMHS

without the restrictions of AFTN addressing.  In particular, the tying

of AFTN addresses to people will cease to be considered.

Without a means of specifying an AMHS user address without the need for

an AFTN address renders the SARPs fatally flawed.  This was not a problem

when the XF address format was specified because it specified an AFTN to

AMHS address conversion -- not a single common addressing scheme.

Further explanation of requirements for the extension (From J. Moulton, June 21st, 2001)

Let me make it clear that the problem with the proposed addressing plan […] has been raised within the FAA and will be addressed additionaly at the upcoming Asia/Pacific meetings.

Basically, the position is that the addressing scheme must encompass a standard, common address plan that does not require a Doc 7910 AFTN location identifier.  It is clear from our work that AMHS-only States will be coming on-line in the very near future.

These States will require the exchange of ATSC message over the AMHS and that these will be between 2 direct AMHS users.  The addresses of these users must fit into the common addressing plan and should not be based on perpetuating the AFTN location-identifiers.

Clarifications about "AMHS-only States" and use of OU1 (From J.M. Vacher, June 22nd, 2001)

- What does "AMHS-only States" mean ? I understand this as a State with no

more use of AFTN either nationally or internationally. But please remember

that even if you have totally eradicated AFTN from one State, AMHS users in

this State are likely to still exchange ATSC messages with AFTN users in

other States. To do so, the AMHS messages generated by such an "AMHS-only

State" user will need to get through an AFTN/AMHS gateway. Irrespective of

where this gateway resides (it could be elsewhere than in the "AMHS-only

State"), the origin address of this user will have to be converted into a

valid 8-letter AFTN addressee indicator, uniquely and unambiguously

allocated to this "AMHS-only State" user. This is just to demonstrate that

unfortunately, it is not so easy to get rid of AFTN-addressee indicators,

even when you are AMHS-only.

So the need/wish to use other (non-AFTN related) AMHS addresses may exist

for direct users, but it can relate only to users with no communication *at

all* with any AFTN user: for example if a brand new application appears, to

be used not by traditional AFS users (towers, ATS reporting offices, ATCCs,

etc.) but by a closed group of new users, then these users can use an

addressing scheme with no relationship with (8-letter) AFTN addresse

indicators. This is the sense of the latest SARPs amendment I proposed.

However, in order for this to be acceptable by SME Team participants, I

think there is a need to know more about such "brand new applications".

- Your mail says "not perpetuating AFTN location identifiers".  I

understand you are talking here no more about 8-letter AFTN addressee

indicators, but about 4-letter *ICAO* (not AFTN) location identifiers as

listed in Doc 7910. These are not only for use by AFTN. The ATN

applications themselves make an extensive use of these indicators (the

ASN.1 FacilityDesignation element in A/G applications is such an indicator,

as stated in the CAMAL: "Facility designation: specifies the ICAO

four-to-eight-letter location indicator for the facility"). So I do not

believe that there is any intention at ATNP level of getting away from

these location identifiers. They have the enormous benefit of existing, and

being universally recognized, although I can admit that they are not really

user-friendly. They also have the benefit of not being dependent on

national/local languages. This was the reason for using such ICAO location

identifier values in the OU1 address attribute, and I really wouldn't like

to reopen a discussion on this specific subject. As stated in an earlier

mail: if it is only for internal national use (not internationally

visible), Doc 9705 is not binding and you can adopt whatever you wish,

including deviations from the common addressing scheme.

4. Procedural aspects

Message from J.M. Vacher, May 30th 2001

I would like to recap on where we are from a CCB procedural viewpoint:

1)  a PDR has been SUBMITTED (by David Wells/NATS), requesting amendments

to the SARPs for the purpose of introducing a unique addressing scheme for

worldwide usage;

2)  this  PDR has been ACCEPTED (by the CCB, CCB/13 Part 1 meeting in 

Honolulu - March 5 th) recognising that the request raised by the PDR 

(although not strictly a defect) was valid (for two out of the three 

points raised in the PDR) and that a solution should be sought in reply to

the request;

3)  a solution has been PROPOSED to the PDR, thereby changing its

status. The solution was based on the addressing scheme agreed during the Honolulu SG A3 meeting and subsequently endorsed by WG A. The PDR solution 

consisted of a SARPs amendment proposal, which was presented to the CCB/13

Part 2 meeting in Honolulu (March 7th, 2001). The PDR then remained in the

PROPOSED status, to give time for distribution and comments on the SME31 

list;

4) the PDR together with the proposed resolution was then distributed, 

with the SME recommendation to adopt the resolution and to pass the PDR to

RESOLVED. Please note that only the CCB has the power to change PDRs to 

RESOLVED;

5) a view was expressed (by Jim Moulton/FAA), opposing to the proposed 

resolution and making an additional proposal based on use of "personal 

name"-style information;

6)  this proposal was reformulated by the SME to be

consistent with the initial (step 3) proposed resolution, and 

re-distributed to the list as part as the PDR discussion, still with the 

status PROPOSED. This is the latest SARPs amendment proposal;

7)  another view was expressed (by David Wells), opposing to the change in

the PDR resolution as performed in step 6, and requesting to revert to the

resolution of step 3;

8)  several mails were exchanged on the mailing list, to clarify the 

respective opinions of the various contributors to the PDR.

This is where we are at present. Until now, it has not been possible to 

reach a consensus on any of the proposed resolutions, whilst SME Teams and

the CCB generally work on a consensus basis. The present matter is a

very important one which cannot be concluded without such a consensus.

Further discussion is needed for this purpose, and it seems that we have reached the limits of what is feasible by E-mail, in view of the very strong (and unfortunately, opposed) views expressed during the SME Team debate.

I believe that the only way to now handle both the PDR and the discussion 

on AMHS addressing, is to revert back to the status ACCEPTED for PDR 

M1010001, i.e. step 2 above, as suggested by the CCB Chairman, Steve Van 

Trees.

[…]

5. Latest SARPs amendment proposal (May 7th, 2001)

see next pages

6. Recommendation

The subgroup is invited to discuss the issue identified above and to conclude the discussion in a consensus manner.
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