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SUMMARY
This working paper provides comments on the draft AMS(R)S satellite system SARPs version 1.

0
1. Background

The seventh meeting of WG-M established a sub-group to develop proposals for restructuring the standards, recommended practices and guidance material for the Aeronautical Mobile Satellite Service (AMSS).

The initial idea was to combine elements of the existing AMSS SARPS and the former NGSS SARPs into a common generic SARPs and moving most AMSS material to a Technical Manual. After several attempts this approach appeared to be impractical and the decision was made to revise and rename the former NGSS to become AMS(R)S satellite system SARPs, and move the entire existing AMSS SARPs to a Technical Manual.

This approach has a lot of merit and the results of the first draft of the AMS(R)S satellite system SARPs are very encouraging. The draft SARPs were distributed to the Drafting Group members and to WG-C (20-24th October). 

This working paper presents the EUROCONTROL comments on the AMS(R)S satellite system SARPs version 1.

The section below contains .

2. Comments on the draft AMS(R)S SARPs version 1

The Table below contains initial comments on the draft SARPS. It is assumed that all paragraphs starting with 12. Will be renumbered to 4.

	Comment No.
	Section
	Paragraph
	Comment

	1. 
	12.1
	General
	This section contains some definitions used in the rest of Chapter 4. However other terms used in the Chapter are defined elsewhere in Anx 10 such as Vol II Chapter 1 (e.g. AMS(R)S, AMSS) or in Vol III Chapter 1 (e.g. AES, GES). It is proposed that one common definition list is developed.

	2. 
	12.1
	Total transfer delay
	The name of this term is very generic but the explanation is specific to voice communications. The explanation also suggests an implementation i.e. the ‘speech’ is presented to the AES or GES. Also the definition of subnetwork (Network) applies only to packet data. Suggested rewording-

Total voice transit delay - …….the speech signal is presented to the AES or GES and concluding at the instant that the speech signal…… This delay could include vocoder processing time, physical layer delay RF propagation delay and any other delays within the AMS(R)S satellite system.

	3. 
	12.3.2.2.1
	Interference to other AMS(R)S
	Reword to ‘….harmful interference to an AES providing AMS(R)S on the same aircraft or on a different other aircraft’.

Rationale – in the transition phase it is possible that 2 separate AMS(R)S services are in operation e.g. AMSS and NGSS. In fact this section is covered by para. 12.2.3.2 anyway.

	4. 
	12.3.2.2.1 – Note 1
	Interference to other AMS(R)S 
	To future-proof the SARPS it is proposed that this Note is deleted or reference to RTCA DO-215A Change 1 is changed to ‘…the latest version of RTCA document DO215’

	5. 
	12.4.1
	Priority and Preemption
	‘….immediate availability…’ should be quantified.

	6. 
	12.5.1.1
	Recommendation
	The figure of 1500 knots was introduced when supersonic flight was used. That option no longer seems needed so should this recommendation be deleted ?

	7. 
	12.5.2.1
	Recommendation
	The figure of 1.2g is very demanding (and uncomfortable) – what is the justification for this value ?

	8. 
	12.6.2.1
	Failure Notification
	‘NGSS’ should be ‘AMS(R)S satellite service’.

	9. 
	12.6.2.3
	Failure Notification
	Proposed reword - The system shall annunciate a loss of communications capability within 30 seconds of the time when it detects such a loss. 

Rationale – the time taken to detect to loss is not specified as written e.g. it could take many hours to detect a loss.

	10. 
	12.6.4.1.2
	Delay Parameters 
	No specific values should be given in this section and generic parameter references given only. The current values, whilst maximum, give an impression of the achieved satellite performance. This could limit the perception of where satellite systems could be used. The RTCA NGSS MASPS (DO-270) do not give performance values but expect each specific system to define their own. Reference to RTCA MOPS/MASPS could be considered here.

	11. 
	12.6.4.1.2.1
	Connection Establishment
	Even though a figure should not be quoted, the value of 60 seconds in not in compliance with the existing AMSS SARPS. The maximum figure for 600b/s is 70 seconds in 4.7.2.2.1.1.

	12. 
	12.6.4.1.2.2 to 12.6.4.1.2.10
	Delay values
	Even though figures should not be quoted, the values quoted in these paragraphs are not consistent with the table in the existing AMSS SARPs section 4.7.2.2.2.1.  Some figures are higher and some are lower. If the figures are to be retained they should be at least equal to or better than those achieved by the existing AMSS. 

	13. 
	12.6.4.1.3.1
	Residual error rate
	Even though figures should not be quoted, the new values are very low for a packet data system even if it is consistent with the existing AMSS.

	14. 
	12.6.4.1.3.2
	
	Comment under this paragraph – No these provisions are not applicable.

	15. 
	12.6.4.1.3.3 and 12.6.4.1.3.4
	
	Even though figures should not be quoted, these values are relevant to the existing AMSS and should not be repeated.

	16. 
	12.6.5.1.1.1 and 12.6.5.1.1.2
	Call Processing
	Even though figures should not be quoted, these values are relevant to the existing AMSS and should not be repeated

	17. 
	12.6.5.1.2
	Call Processing
	The maximum figure that has been discussed in AMCP WG-C in the past was 400 mS – the value quoted here is higher and should be reduced.

	18. 
	12.7.3
	Voice service interfaces
	The requirement to interface to an external telephony network (i.e. PSTN) is not a requirement. An AMS(R)S only system may only need to interface the ATS voice network. The requirement should be deleted or made more general.

	19. 
	12.6.5.1.4.1
	Blocking Propability
	The value of 0.01 may be too high for high density environments.

	20. 
	General
	Performance values
	For the core SARPs to be really generic, what is important is to be able to meet the operational requirements for the service that are intended to use. It recommneded to consider the restrictions that specific values may be imposing for the future use and identify the best solution to be able to support also new satelite systems.


3. Conclusion

3.1
WG-M is invited to note these comments and take them into account when reviewing the draft AMS(R)S satellite service SARPS.
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