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(Prepared by EUROCONTROL on behalf of the NexSAT Steering Group)

	SUMMARY

	The version of the draft AMS(R)S SARPs, which was developed during the WGM/10 meeting (23-26 May 2005), was presented and discussed in the NexSAT/6 meeting, which took place on the 31st May 2005.
The participants in the meeting and the members of the group provided comments in the draft SARPs text. These comments are described in this paper.



	ACTION

	To consider the comments in the finalisation of the draft AMS(R)S SARPs and update the text accordingly.




1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The NexSAT Steering Group (NexSAT-SG) is a EUROCONTROL working arrangement that provides a discussion forum about the use of satellite communications for ATM purposes. This forum is open to all interested parties. Members of the forum represent ANSPs, airspace users, service providers (including satellite ones), satellite industry, international and research organisations. More information about the group is provided in the group’s webpages: www.eurocontrol.int/wacs.
1.2 The 6th meeting of the group took place in Brussels on the 31st of May 2005. In the meeting there were presentations from EUROCONTROL, JCAB, INMARSAT, QinetiQ, Thales, DLR, Alcatel and TriaGnoSys. In addition EUROCONTROL presented on behalf of ACP/WGM the version of the draft AMS(R)S SARPs, that was developed during the 10th meeting of WGM (23-26 May 2005). The history behind the development of these draft generic SARPs was explained and comments were requested by the meeting participants with the intention to prepare a paper for the ACP/WGW/1 meeting.

1.3 Furthermore, because of the timing of the WGM meeting, it was not possible to make available to the group the draft SARPs text in advance of the meeting. Therefore, it was decided to request comments from the members of the group by the 10th June 2005.

1.4 This working paper captures the comments on the draft AMS(R )S SARPs originating from the NexSAT/6 meeting on the 31st May 2005 as well as the comments received from the members of the NexSAT-SG group members after the meeting.
2. Received Comments
2.1 The comments that were received fall into two categories: general comments on areas of concern and specific proposals of rewording. These are detailed in the following two sections.

2.2 General Comments , Questions and Requests
A) Section 12.3.2.1 - Consider the need to provide specific information about intermodulation products.

B) Section 12.3.2.3 – Is GLONASS covered by the requirements in this section?
C) Section 12.3.2.3.2 - Please explain the derivation of the –115 dBW/MHz value.
D) Section 12.3.3 – Purpose and significance of section is not clear. What is the rationale for the numbers quoted? 

E) Section 12.6.2.1 - Is it really intended that the system is able to provide “predictions” of service outage? Propose to rephrase.
F) Section 12.6.2.2 – It is not clear this requirement. If the system is not working how will it annunciate the loss of capability and to whom? Furthermore, what is the rationale of the 30 sec value?

G) Section 12.6.4.1.2 - What is the rationale for the delay values mentioned?
H) 12.6.4.1.2.2 - This section defines 'transit delay' as average values yet in 12.6.4.1.2.7 the '95th percentile' value is quoted. Is this 95% of average or some other value? This comment applies to later sections in the draft SARPS where 95th percentile values are also quoted.

I) Section 12.6.4.1.2.7 - Data transfer must be defined as a sub network parameter and not an end to end parameter. The same remark is applicable to the integrity values

J) Section 12.6.5.1.3 - Discussion on voice quality figures: It was pointed that the value of 0.485 seconds is not an operational requirement but rather the AMSS system capability. In general, it was proposed that the AMS(R)S SARPs should mandate operational requirements and not specific system capabilities (see also comment M).
K) Sections 12.6.4.1.1 and 12.7.2: What is the difference in the requirements in these two sections?

L) Section 12.6.5.1.4.1 – A maximum blocking probability of 10-2 is defined. The use of a blocking probability, whilst useful in the context of public telephony services, may not be relevant in an ATM context. A blocking probability (i.e. the probability that a voice traffic that cannot be processed by the group of circuits) will vary depending on the operational context. For example, the VHF RTF system has an extremely low ‘blocking probability’ which is effectively determined by simultaneous transmission. The utilisation of VHF RTF channels is usually low – around 30-40% - so that ‘blocking’ is not an issue. This concept should be applied to the AMS(R)S and should be a function of operational context – a single figure is unlikely to meet all requirements.

M) Sections 12.6.4 and 12.6.5: Data and voice performance requirements - The group supported the idea of providing a link between operational performance requirements and density/type of airspace. It was suggested to use a range of values depending on airspace type. Realising that these values are not easy to get quickly, it was also suggested that an alternative would be to replace these sections with a more generic requirement like: "The AMS(R)S system shall meet the operational requirements of the airspace in which it operates".
2.3 Change proposals
The proposed new changes are all in red and underlined. The proposed new text is in red and underlined and the proposed deleted text is in red, underlined and strikethrough.

a) Section 12.3.2.1 - Amend as follows in order to differentiate between safety critical system for which no interference must be tolerated and non safety critical system for which only good practices are required:
OPTION A

12.3.2.1 The total EIRP of the AES necessary to maintain meet designed system performance shall be controlled to avoid any potential for interference to safety critical systems and to minimize the potential for interference to the other systems. This requirement shall apply to single channel AESs, and to each individual channel of AESs that are capable of providing multiple channels. 
OPTION B

12.3.2.1 The total EIRP of the AES necessary to maintain meet designed system performance shall be controlled to avoid harmfulpotential for interference to safety critical systems and to minimize the potential for interference to the other systems. This requirement shall apply to single channel AESs, and to each individual channel of AESs that are capable of providing multiple channels.
b) Section 12.3.2.2.1 – Editorial correction of note in 12.3.2.2.1:

Note.— One method of complying with 12.3.2.2.1 is by limiting emissions in the operating band of other AMS(R)S equipment to a level consistent with the intersystem interference requirements (single entry) of Chapter 3.2.5.3.4.2 of such as contained in in the most recent version of RTCA document DO-215. RTCA Document DO-215A, Change 1. RTCA and EUROCAE may establish new performance standards for future AMS(R)S which may describe methods of compliance with this requirement.
c) Section 12.3.2.3.1 - Amend to indicate the safety criticality:

12.3.2.3.1 Emissions from an NGSS AMS(R)S system AES shall not cause harmful interference to other safety critical CNS systems located on the same aircraft or other aircraft.
d) Section 12.3.2.3.2 - Add intermodulation products in the Recommendation as it is stated in the Note of 12.3.2.3.1:

OPTION A

12.3.2.3.2 Recommendation.— The average output spectral density of the composite of harmonics, discrete spurious, intermodulation products and noise emissions created by the AES when transmitting at its maximum total output power should not be greater than -115 dBW/MHz in radio-navigation satellite service band 1 559 - 1 605 MHz, when measured at the input to the AES antenna over a period of 20 milliseconds.
OPTION B

12.3.2.3.2 Recommendation.— The average output spectral density of the composite of harmonics, discrete spurious, which includes intermodulation products, and noise emissions created by the AES when transmitting at the EIRP necessary to meet designed system performance,its maximum total output power should not be greater than -115 dBW/MHz in radio-navigation satellite service band 1 559 - 1 605 MHz, when measured at the input to the AES antenna over a period of 20 milliseconds.
e) Section 12.3.2.3.2 – Remove reference to specific system value (value of 20 ms refers to IRIDIUM):

12.3.2.3.2 Recommendation.— … and noise emissions created by the AES when transmitting at its maximum total output power should not be greater than -115 dBW/MHz in radio-navigation satellite service band 1 559 - 1 605 MHz, when measured at the input to the AES antenna over a period of 20 milliseconds.
f) Section 12.3.2.3.2 – Delete note 2 of Recommendation 12.3.2.3.2 since it refers only to a situation that is past now:

Note 2.— Additional protection of radio-navigation satellite services in the band of 1 605 - 1 609.36 MHz from the composite of harmonics, discrete spurious, noise and intermodulation products may be necessary for AES installations made prior to January 1, 2005.
3. ACTION BY THE MEETING
3.1 The ACP WGW is invited to:

· consider the comments in the discussion about the draft AMS(R)S SARPs; and
· update the draft AMS(R)S SARPs text taking into account these comments and their resolution by the ACP/WGW/1st meeting.
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