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Subj; RE: ATNP HAWAN-URGENT
Date: 2/28/01 5:25:06 AM Eastern Standard Time

From: tony.whyman@fans-is.com (Tony Whyman)
Reply-to: tony whyman@fans-is.com (tony.whyman@fans-is.com)
To: Harry.BOYCE@nats.co.uk ('BOYCE Harry')

CC: _ ATNPanel@aol.com (ATNPanel@aol.com'’), martin.adnams@eurocontrol.be (‘Martin Adnams')

Brian,

My response to the first point is that (a) this is GM and not SARPs and (b)
these are examples of possible mappings rather than definitive
requirements. If we don't have these kind of examples then past experience
has shown that you get comments from the AMCP along the lines of "there is
no information on how to use the <function> with <subnetwork A>". By
putting in examples, | want to head off these sort of comments as well as
give a steer to later implementors. If there is concern out there then why

not add a note along the lines of

"Currently there is no intention by=tixe=5MER to use the FM SNDCF for VDL
Mode 2. However, the following example shows how it could be used with VDL
Mode 2", :

Personally, | don't consider this as a purely academic example as while the
ISO 8208 approach is OK for PETAL and limited deployment, | am very
concerned about the overhead and the long term viability of 1ISO 8208 based
air/ground data links. Deleting 6.5.10 altogether is something that | would
oppose as | want to have "a foot in the door" for our fallback strategy

should my concerns over ISO 8208 prove valid.

It is true that currently AMCP WG-B want to define a new payload octet for

FM SNDCF and VDL3. This | view as sfrange given other comments on overhead
as the approach outlined in the GM avoids the need for this octet. You are

in the area of work in progress here. | did adjust 6.5.9 to reflect the

current AMCP view and that is correct at the time of going to press.

However, | would prefer them to use the 6.5.8 generic approach.

"is the ATNP GM you have submitted fully aligned with the latest AEEC 631/
637 technical positions ?"

637 does not apply.

631 is currently still 8208 based for ATN. However, the approach | have
outline in 6.5.8 is a natural extension of the AOA approach defined in
631/618.

As regards WP 124, my first (and totally facetious comment) is that those
that use X.25 for the ground network get what they deserve :) More
practically, there are several different scenarios and | am not sure that
the proposed GM captures them fully or even states clearly the
applicability of each approach.

Communicating the aircraft address to the Air/Ground Router was an issue
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with Mode S and the GDLP because Mode S is ground initiated. However, VDL2
is air-initiated. The outgoing connect request comes from the aircraft. The

issue here instead is about identfying "subnetwork connection groups"

rather than aircraft, which are identified through the downlinked ISH PDU.

My first problem with this GM is that it tries to be generic to different

types of A/G datalink and the issues are not the same. | believe that the

Mode S GM (or SARPs) does have material already in this area which needs to
be checked for alignment. The proper home for such material is in the
subnetwork SARPs.

Considering VDL2, the MSNDCF SARPs define a subnetwork connection group as
comprising the subnetwork connections between the same pair of DTEs and

this is defined specifically to support VDL2 Handoff. When an aircraft

changes ground station it has to remake the virtual circuits and the

Air/Ground Router has to use the calling address information to identify

the aircraft and hence to put the new virtual circuit in the same

subnetwork connectlon group. There are at least three possible approaches

for this:

1. The aircraft 24-bit address is used as the source DTE address.

2. The aircraft 24-bit address is encoded as part of the DTE address (after
a prefix that effectively identifies the current GS).

3. The aircraft 24-bit address is encoded as the Called Address Extension
Facility.

| say "at least" because there are other address extension mechanisms in
ISO 8208.

The first approach is valid when you have limited use of X.25 - basically
when the Air/Ground Router has a direct link to the GS (I believe that this

is the ARINC approach and you should confirm this with Mike Bigelow). This
approach does not appear to be documented in the proposed GM. It is the
simplest and possibily the one approach that is being used today and should
be there.

The second approach is valid when a private X.25 network is used and a
large part of the address space can be assigned to each GS. | don't really
like this as it requires a conventional lnterpretatlon of addressmg
information by the Air/Ground Router in order to match an incoming VC with
a subnetwork connection group and seems to be breaking addressing
semantics.

The third approach is the one | would prefer. It is valid for both private

and public data networks and means that the Air/Ground Router can identify
the subnetwork connection group by using the Extended Addressing
information as the definitive source DTE identifier.

On the other hand, with Mode S, the issues are quite different, it is about
how to identify aircraft in the called address when the connection is made
by the Air/Ground Router. In this case, the second example may be more
appropriate.

Enjoy the beach.

Tony
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On Wednesday, February 28, 2001 7:55 AM, BOYCE Harry
[SMTP:Harry. BOYCE@nats.co.uk] wrote:

> Sent on behalf of Brian
>

>

> Tony,

>

> We took your paper on Frame Mode SNDCF Guidance. Most of it is fine,
there

> are just a few comments fo address.

>

> The last three sections 3.3.4.6.5.8 - 10 were considered too specific to
VDL M2.

> The view in the room was that although ATNP may consider the generic
frame mode

> SNDCF to be suitable for VDL M2, AMCP and AEEC haven't shown any intent
in doing it

> therefore ...6.5.8 and ..6.5.10 should be toned down. The actual
proposal for

> ..6.5.10 was deletion, but a less specific para would be acceptable.

> Second, the payload indentifiers in ..6.5.8 and ...6.5.9 appear
inconsisent with the

> payload id tables in the AMCP WG-M response to your WP597. Could you
check

> them through and get back to me.

>

> Please forgive the short e-mail, my brain is telling me to go to sleep

-
> A separate question for you is "is the ATNP GM you have submitted fully
aligned with

> the latest AEEC 631 / 637 technical positions ?"

>

> Finally, if you can spare another 10 minutes, could you look through WP

124 on the

> CENA Server and comment on whether the proposed mechanism for carriage of
the

> aircraft 24-bit address aligns with current ARINC/SITA/AEEC plans for VDL

M2 deployment.

>

> Could you cc a reply to ATNPanel@aol.com - bearing in mind this is the
open channel

> that all can read :-)

>

> Best regards,

> Brian
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> are not the intended recipient, please notify our Help Desk. Email

> postmaster@nats.co.uk immediately.
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> nor disclose their contents to any other person.
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