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	SUMMARY

	This paper provides information regarding questions raised in WP 29 about the use of mobile phones on-board aircraft, also known as GSM on board (GSMOB)

Action by the ACP is suggested in paragraph 4.


1. INTRODUCTION

This Flimsy paper introduces complementary information to the WG F/B/C-WP21 provided in December 2006 and to the MoM dated January 2007 related to the meeting held by Mr.Claude SCHMITT – Senior Director Strategies and Policies Engineering/Product integrity (Airbus)-, Mr.Elkhan Nahmadov - regional officer (ICAO EUR/NAT) and  Mr. Alain DELRIEU - DGAC (France)-, in order to address some of the statement contained in WP29 .

This is necessary as there has been recently significant progress in dealing with the issues noted in the above papers in the areas of airworthiness, operations/human factors and aeronautical security, which were specifically identified as the main issues in the ICAO/EANPG/48 paper , 2006 meetings.

2. GENERAL COMMENTS

There is currently a detailed work plan. In order to assist the European Aeronautical Safety Agency (EASA), , in charge of the GSMOB certification process, DGAC is also participating in a joint Industry -Airlines task force to deal with the operational issues with the objective of achieving approval of the Air France operational manual in time for the target launch date.

Air France is one of the launch service operators among others such as Quantas, and Emirates.

It is worth noting that national authority approvals have already been obtained in UAE and Australia, as indicated in the pending Emirates service launch and recently, in Quantas’. The objective here is to achieve approval of the operational manual with some major airlines and from a representative number of national certification authorities, to establish a reference for the others.

One of the issue raised by the GSM on Board is “Where” should it be addressed: to ICAO, or airworthiness authorities and/or national authorities concerned with aeronautical security ?.

On this latter issue it is also worth noting that a meeting was recently held with the French Authorities, civil aviation and defense to develop a work-plan .
3.  Detailled comments on WP29

Main answers to WP 29 are provided hereafter, a complete status could be produced under WP format if required by ACP or by another (ICAO) body.:

 Para 2.2. “asserts that states have been slow to adopt the ECC decision. Also there is a state that the associated ETSI standardisation work has been slow since there are difficulties proving that some of the clauses of the ECC decision can be met”. 

This in our mind is not correct since: 

a)
The majority of European States that OnAir, as the Service promoter for Airbus, have approached for approvals have responded positively and all without exception refer to compliance with the ECC decision principles. So far, 10 European States have approved our Service in line with the ECC decision in the form of either general authorisation or exemption, or even full license.

b)The ETSI standardisation work is in progress, fully on track and capable of dealing with the subject matter.

c)
Both the CEPT (ECC) and ETSI have explicitly mandated working groups to carry out the said harmonisation work.  The European Regulators in charge of Civil Aviation and Spectrum participate in those groups,

Para 2.4. “asserts that EASA has agreed to withhold airworthiness certification.”
This is completely without merit. On the contrary, EASA confirmed in a letter of 13.02.2007 that ICAO may participate but should not interfere with above harmonisation work under way nor  prejudice the airworthiness certification process until this work is completed 

Para 2.5, 2.4, 2.7. ”asserts that proponents of the system" i.e. OnAir and AeroMobile have tried to circumvent the regulatory hurdles"”.

Again this is in our mind not correct. OnAir has sought regulatory approvals from the authorities that are fully competent to deal with our Industry requests. And all issues this WP 29 raises are covered by the existing processes:

a). Airworthiness certification

EASA - in Europe - is the competent authority to assess and certify that no danger is caused to the aircraft by the on-board equipment. Note also the work performed with EUROCAE WG-58 (ED130) and RTCA SCS202  (DO-294A/B).
b). Operational manuals (that define in-cabin procedures) 

NAAs are the competent authorities to approve operational procedures onboard nationally registered aircraft. Said procedures are prepared and proposed by the airline. This process also fully follows the precedent created for onboard telecommunication (in-seat phones) and IFE systems.

For your information Airbus has performed a human factors study with the University of Cranefield in UK. This study addresses the issues of air-rage, safety messages and PAX behaviour in relation to public address messages.
c). Frequency allocation

NTAs (national telecommunication agencies) are the fully competent authorities to allow frequency access. In Europe, NTAs have followed normal standardisation processes i.e. delegated said work to the CEPT (ECC decision) and ETSI.

d). Aeronautical Security:

A work-plan dealing with this issue has been defined and is being progressed in France. 

4. ACTION BY THE ACP
The ACP is invited :

a) to note progress made so far in line with the ICAO recommendations (Refer to MoM ICAO/Paris meeting) 

b) to address the question whether  an ICAO body is the right forum to come up with satisfactory resolutions to all the issues raised by the GSM use on Board: airworthiness, operational /human factors, aeronautical security …

c) or alternatively let the industry follows the well experienced and trusted approach for aeronautical certification and operational approval process under the leadership of established  organisation, such as EASA in Europe, or FAA in the US, while the security approval process  should be left  to national authorities by the country of registration of the aircraft, similarly to spectrum approval.
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