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SUMMARY 

This paper presents a summary of the results of the Seventh Meeting of the ICAO AIS-

AIMSG and related comments concerning the activities of the ICAO AIS-AIMSG. 

This paper relates to – 

 

Strategic Objectives: 

A: Safety – Enhance global civil aviation safety 
 

Global Plan Initiatives: 

GPI-18  Aeronautical information 

 

 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 The seventh meeting of the Aeronautical Information Services-Aeronautical 

Information Management Study Group (AIS-AIMSG/7) was held at the International Civil Aviation 

Organization (ICAO) Headquarters in Montréal, Canada, from 14 to 18 January 2013. 

 

1.2 The full AIS-AIMSG/7 Summary of Discussions and the supporting study notes 

(SNs), information papers (IPs) and presentations are under the AIS-AIMSG web page for meetings:  

http://www.icao.int/safety/ais-aimsg/Lists/Meetings/AllItems.aspx 

 
1.3 This paper is a summary of the results of the AIS-AIMSG/7 meeting with some 

added comments concerning the follow-on activities of the AIS-AIMSG Ad-hoc Group on AIM 

Development and the Ad-hoc Group on Aeronautical Charting. 

 

2. DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS ON THE AIS-AIMSG/7 AGENDA ITEMS 

 

2.1 AGENDA ITEM 1:   REVIEW AND STATUS OF CURRENT WORK 

 

2.1.1 AGENDA ITEM 1.1: STATUS OF WORK PROGRAMME AND REVIEW OF 

    FOLLOW-UP ACTION ITEMS 

 

2.1.1.1  The Chairman provided an overview of the status of the work program and follow-up 

action items. He further emphasized that the intended outcome of the meeting is to have clarity about 

the work program to be accomplished in the next 18 months. 

http://www.icao.int/safety/ais-aimsg/Lists/Meetings/AllItems.aspx
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2.1.1.2  The chairman observed that the ICAO AIS to AIM website is well visited from users 

all over the world and, in particular, that the summary of discussion is read by many users.   

 

2.1.1.3  The follow-up actions from AIS-AIMSG/6 were reviewed and the group was pleased 

to note that the majority of items were completed. In the review of the work program, the following 

milestones were highlighted: 

  

 Q3/4 2012: the meeting noted that there is guidance material that still needs to 

be finalized; 

 

 27-31 August 2012: the ad-hoc group on AIM development was able to meet 

on the Monday and Friday, concurrent with the Air Transportation Information 

Exchange Conference. As an outcome, the rapporteur reported that defining the 

scope of AIM is much more challenging than first thought; 

 

 February 2015: AIM/IM Divisional Meeting (Montreal): The Secretary 

informed the meeting that the original plan for a combined MET/AIM 

Divisional Meeting has changed and the AIM/IM Divisional Meeting will be 

segregated from the MET Divisional Meeting (to be held in 2014). From an 

AIM perspective, the main focus of the Divisional Meeting will be the 

restructuring of Annex 15 and the introduction of PANS-AIM. For a divisional 

meeting to be held in early 2015, the deadline for the AIS AIM SG for 

delivering all the material for consideration at the meeting is September 2014.  

This will actually represent the completion of the work of the Study Group as it 

was established at its inception.  Given the significance of the work ahead, it 

was emphasised that an important outcome of AIS-AIMSG/7 would be the 

confirmation by the Study Group that the target dates were achievable.  If the 

dates were not achievable then it would be necessary to re-examine the 

schedule for the divisional meeting and target applicability dates for Annex 15 

and PANS-AIM. 

 

 It was also observed that September 2013 is the ICAO General Assembly. It 

will be necessary to take it into account for planning and scheduling. 

 

2.1.2 AGENDA ITEM 1.2:  STATUS OF ANNEX 15, AMENDMENT 37 

 

2.1.2.1 The meeting was presented with AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/2 by the Secretary which 

outlined the status and progress of Amendment 37 to Annex 15 and the consequential changes to 

other Annexes.  The Secretary reminded the meeting of the significance of the Annex amendment 

process and the relative distinction and role of the Chicago Convention, the Annexes, PANS, and 

guidance documents.  The meeting was also given a brief overview of the ICAO process with respect 

to the review, approval, and adoption of Annex and PANS material. 

 

2.1.2.2 It was reiterated to the meeting that once a mature proposal for Annex amendment 

was considered ready, the process was initiated with an informal review by a small group of ANC 

“Champion team” members.  This prepared the commission for more detailed review to be conducted 

by the ANC when the proposal is presented for preliminary review.  The outcome of the review is that 

the proposal may be approved for consultation with States by the issuance of a State letter.  The 

replies by States are collected, analysed, and the proposal is modified as necessary by the Secretariat.  

The final proposal and analysis of State replies is presented to the ANC for final review.  If suitable, 

the ANC approves the proposal for consideration by the Council for adoption.  The meeting was 

reminded that the entire process including ANC reviews, editorial work, translations, State letters, and 
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Council adoption takes about 2 years prior to the applicability date of the amendment and that this 

would need to be considered in the planning of the current work program. 

 

2.1.2.3 The Secretary informed the meeting that the preliminary review of the amendment 

was completed by the Air Navigation Commission during its 190th session in June 2012.  

Subsequently it was approved for consultation with States and released in August as State letter 

2012/52.  In order to meet the schedule of the Commission and the intent of an applicability date of 

2013, the State letter only allowed a 60 day response period. Nevertheless, a total of 62 replies were 

received by the Secretariat with the majority of items receiving an “agreement without comment”.  

The meeting was pleased to note that the amendment achieved this level of consensus indicating 

support for the work of the AIS-AIMSG. 

 

2.1.2.4 The Secretary further advised the meeting that subsequent to the analysis of State 

letter replies, the ANC completed their final review of the revised amendment proposal in November 

of 2012.  The final proposal will be reviewed by the ANC on 22 January 2013 and is scheduled for 

presentation to the Council during the week of the 25th of February 2012.  The intended outcome as 

explained by the Secretary is an applicable date of November 14th, 2013. 

 

2.1.2.5 The Secretary informed the meeting that notwithstanding the high level of consensus 

achieved by the amendment, that a number of items generated state comments and/or significant 

discussion with the ANC as outlined in AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/10.  In summary, outstanding issues 

referred back to the Study Group include: 

 

 Publication resolution and accuracy.  There are cases where numeric 

requirements for data specify a precision that is inconsistent with the required 

accuracy. Included with this is the frequent specification of a SI unit or English 

unit as equivalent levels of precision (example: ± 1 foot or ± 1 metre); 

 

 The scope of geographic responsibility to provide AIS.  Amendment 37 will 

remove some anomalies associated with the current provisions.  However, it 

will not provide a means for dealing with areas of undetermined sovereignty. 

There are areas around the world where responsibility for aeronautical 

information service is not easily defined; 

 

 The use of expression “ATM Community”.  The ATM community was clearly 

outlined in The Global ATM Operational Concept, Doc 9854 although the 

explanation in Doc 9854 is rather lengthy.   The use of the term in Annex 15 

requires further clarification; 

 

 A recommendation to review the wording of paragraph 2.3.1 in light of 

comments received concerning the responsibility of the NOTAM office; 

 

 Appendix 1: generic comment with respect to chapter 10 – a perceived need to 

support promulgation of information for large data sets. This may be 

accommodated by material in PANS-AIM or in the guidance material; 

 

 An observation of an inconsistency between Annex 4 and 15.  eTOD is seen as 

an appropriate replacement of the Aeronautical Obstacle chart Type A and B.  

However the 3 metre exclusion criteria is not going to capture objects that 

would be caught with the 1.2% slope surface; and 

 

 Obstacle attribute HEIGHT. The revision of the attribute from optional to 

mandatory needs to be reviewed.  Height above ground information can be 

difficult to assess on sloping terrain and were the object has a lateral extent. 
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2.1.2.6 The meeting discussed the outcome of the ANC review of the Annex 15 amendment.  

Concern was expressed that in responding to the issues outlined, the focus on progressing the work on 

Amendment 38 could be lost.  It was proposed that the issues sent back to the Study Group for review 

formed a body of highly technical work that may need to be progressed separately from the 

development work that presently engaged the Study Group.  The concern expressed was that the 

group was already heavily tasked and that any further dilution of resources could have adverse effects 

on the ability to deliver required outcomes.  It was suggested that the way forward was to maintain a 

list of issues requiring resolution and that those issues be dealt with when work was being 

accomplished on that part of Amendment 38.  The issues list should act as a final checklist when 

determining the level of maturity of the next amendment proposal as the Study Group was finishing 

its work. 

2.1.2.7 In reflecting on the entire process to develop and coordinate the review of 

Amendment 37, the Chairman offered that it would be advantageous to engage the ANC at an earlier 

stage if possible particularly when the work was about 50% accomplished. The Secretary responded 

that it may be possible to give the ANC an informal presentation at an appropriate time, on the work 

of the AIS-AIMSG and in this way achieve feedback on the direction that the work was taking. 

2.1.2.8 The Chairman presented the meeting with an overview of the outcomes achieved at 

the 12th Air Navigation Conference held in Montreal from the 19th to the 30th of November, 2012. 

2.1.2.9 The meeting was informed that the principle focus of the conference was the Aviation 

System Block Upgrade (ASBU) Concept. Much of the discussion concerned the ASBU methodology 

and implementation, with particular relevance to Block 0 and 1. The meeting was pleased to note that 

a number of papers presented and considered at the conference had a direct relationship to AIM 

evolution and by extension, the work of the AIS-AIMSG. 

2.1.2.10 The meeting noted that while the exact follow-up actions resulting from ANC/12 will 

not be known until after the 2013 meeting of the ICAO Assembly, several outcomes could be 

expected based on Conference recommendations. In this connexion, the Secretary informed the group 

that work was currently under way to prioritise expected work and to prepare proposals for the next 

triennium. A summary of ANC/12 recommendations that were considered to be relevant to the work 

of the AIS-AIMSG included: 

 For ICAO to expedite AIM SARPS and guidance; 

 

 For ICAO to Review NOTAM system – building on the work of digital 

NOTAM; 

 

 For States to accelerate  the AIS to AIM transition and implement a digital data 

chain; 

 

 States are encouraged to consider implementation of sub-regional databases and 

digital data exchange; 

 

 For States to review NOTAM procedures, guidance, and oversight; 

 

 For Industry to provide better, more cost effective AIM systems; 

 

 For ICAO to develop global SWIM/IM concepts (for 2014) and update the 

IM/SWIM working arrangements; 
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 For ICAO to develop relevant provisions/technical specifications (open & rely 

on generic international standards) in close collaboration with aviation 

community; 

 

 For ICAO to specifically look at security and bandwidth requirements; 

 

 For States and stakeholders to contribute to further development and 

harmonization of performance-based information management; and 

 

 For Industry to support the transition towards SWIM with appropriate systems 

supporting automation and the exchange of all relevant air traffic management 

data in a globally standardized manner. 

2.1.2.11 The Secretary informed the group that there are a number of relevant elements in the 

ASBU methodology related to AIM. The emphasis placed at ANC/12 was the endorsement of Block 0 

and 1 with Block 2 and 3 as an understanding of the desired direction of future development and 

capability goals. 

2.1.2.12 In discussing the ASBU concept and ANC/12 outcomes, the group acknowledged a 

number of concerns including: 

 In terms of Block 0, several States are concerned that the system is 

overreaching and that the necessary foundation for Block 0 is not yet in place. 

 There is still debate in many quarters on the relationship between AIM and 

SWIM.  There is still a notion in some quarters that AIM would eventually 

expand to become SWIM. 

 There is scepticism that that some elements of BLOCKs 2 and 3 will be 

achieved; 

 Issues related to the current NOTAM system. There are growing issues which 

require solution, but the NOTAM issues are larger than the mandate of the AIS-

AIMSG. 

2.1.2.13 The meeting noted that the perception issues with respect to AIM and SWIM were 

likely the result of the fact that AIM was on the leading edge of employing information management 

practices and that the “first adopter” stance afforded to AIM has perhaps fostered a reliance on AIM 

to “lead the way”.  The meeting observed that this is reinforced by the fact that AIXM was the first 

real attempt at a global information model and has been since followed by WXXM and FIXM at 

lesser stages of development. 

2.1.2.14 The meeting was of the common view that AIM and SWIM were related but distinct 

areas of development.  The meeting supported the view that conceptually, AIM formed one 

information domain which would provide data and information through a SWIM network to be 

accessible by users through applications that would allow integration with other domains. 

2.1.2.15 The meeting was informed by the Secretary that the task of developing a SWIM 

concept was currently (and prior to ANC/12) with the ATMRPP.  Moreover SWIM is recognised as a 

global issue with respect to the need of a unifying concept and compatible system development. 

2.1.2.16 The meeting concluded that notwithstanding the progress made in AIM, SWIM and 

other information domains, that the overarching requirement is ATM-wide information management. 
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2.2  AGENDA ITEM 2:   DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF AIS-

    AIM TRANSITION 

 

2.2.1  AGENDA ITEM 2.1:  GLOBAL AIM CONCEPT 

2.2.1.1 No study note was presented on this agenda item however the meeting was given a 

verbal update by the Secretary. 

2.2.1.2 The group noted that the need for an AIM concept was introduced two years ago as a 

means of establishing a common understanding of what constituted the transition from AIS to AIM 

and the ultimate objectives and form of such a transition.  The development of the AIM concept was 

initiated within the ICAO secretariat and the group has had the opportunity to review, comment, and 

contribute to the last draft of the document since AIS-AIMSG/6. It was recognised that the current 

version of the document provided a strong theoretical foundation for AIM and extended also into the 

broader realm of ATM Information Management. 

2.2.1.3 The meeting recalled Action Agreed 6/1 with respect to the group review of the AIM 

Concept document and the action to provide comments. The Secretary reported that only 2 sets of 

comments had been received by September 30th, 2012 and that further development to incorporate the 

comments was pre-empted by the activities with respect to Amendment 37 of Annex 15 and the 

preparation associated with ANC/12. 

2.2.1.4 It was also noted that some of the concepts from the recent work by the FAA on 

Performance Based Information Management might be appropriately incorporated into the AIM 

Concept. 

2.2.1.5 The meeting discussed the ultimate disposition of the AIM Concept document and 

concluded that an ICAO document would be useful and in particular that it should be incorporated 

with an updated and revised Roadmap for the Transition of AIS to AIM.  As a result the meeting 

agreed and supported the need to finalize the Global AIM Concept. In this connexion, the meeting 

noted the numerous interventions made at ANC/12 and in other forums where States were articulating 

the need for expanded and updated ICAO guidance, particularly on AIM subjects.  

2.2.2  AGENDA ITEM 2.2:  ANNEX 15 AND PANS-AIM DEVELOPMENT 

2.2.2.1 No study note was presented under this item. The meeting noted that a staff change 

within the FAA had interrupted some of the work in this area but the interruption was considered 

temporary.  The meeting discussed the work required to complete the restructuring of Annex15 and 

the development of PANS-AIM. The Secretary informed the group that the desired target remained 

for a restructured Annex 15 and new PANS-AIM to be applicable in November 2016. It was also 

stated that the plan for drafts of these documents to be available for the anticipated IM Divisional 

Meeting in early 2015 meant that the real delivery date for mature proposals would be September 

2014. The Chairman emphasized that this represented a considerable task for the group and stated that 

a key outcome of the meeting would be an estimate of the amount of work that would need to be and 

could be accomplished in the given timeframe.  The Secretary further informed the group that a delay 

in the date to deliver a mature proposal was an option but also cautioned that the need for a delay 

would need to be known soon since this would impact on planning from the proposed IM Divisional 

Meeting. 

2.2.2.2 In discussing the work associated with the development of Annex 15 and PANS-AIM 

the question was raised as to whether the group would be able to continue the development of PANS-

AIM given the time and resources available. It was expressed that the priority of finding solutions to 

the issues surrounding NOTAM eclipsed other issues. In this respect the notion was presented that 

NOTAM should be second in the group’s attention only to the development of Annex 15 Amendment 
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38 and that this could potentially preclude work on PANS-AIM. In this connexion, the Secretary 

reminded the group that work on PANS-AIM should be accomplished concurrently with the 

remainder of the re-structuring of Annex 15 and that the two together were expected as a “package”. 

The Secretary informed the group that it would be preferable to delay the deliverable rather than not 

develop PANS-AIM since the PANS was now an expected outcome of the AIS-AIMSG, had 

considerable interest outside the group, and that it was now seen as a necessary step forward in 

resolving a number of issues. 

2.2.2.3 The group reviewed the outcomes of the discussions held in Buenos Aires and 

reaffirmed the intended direction of the remainder of Annex 15 re-structuring. The meeting noted that 

the principle focus of Amendment 38 would be the re-development of chapters 4 to 11 and confirmed 

that the objective was to structure the existing SARPS into three new chapters: 

Chapter 4 - Data and Information Scope 

Chapter 5 - Temporality and Distribution 

Chapter 6 - Information Services 

 

2.2.2.4 The group noted that in continuing its work that consensus on the “big issues” 

identified in Buenos Aires would be necessary to progress the work.  The group recalled that the 

issues include: 

 

 What is the Scope of AIM? 

 What is the role of AIM?  

 What are the functions of AIM? 

 What are the products and services of AIM? 

 What is the future of messaging and operational reporting? 

 What is the future of the AIRAC cycle? 

2.2.2.5 The Chairman informed the group that an expected outcome of the meeting would be 

to progress these issues and develop a framework for the expected content of Chapters 4, 5, 6 as well 

as PANS-AIM.  To this end the meeting would spend much of its time on Agenda 4, 5, and 6 divided 

into 2 working sessions in an effort to make progress on the development of the framework. 

2.2.2.6 The meeting was briefed by the Rapporteur of the ad-hoc group on AIM development 

on the work accomplished on the proposed content to be incorporated or re-distributed between 

Annex 15, Doc 8126, and the new PANS-AIM. The meeting noted that this was an on-going effort 

and that a considerable amount of effort had been completed. 

2.2.3  AGENDA ITEM 2.3: LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL ISSUES 

2.2.3.1 The meeting reviewed AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/10 which was developed in response to 

Action Agreed 6/10.  The meeting recalled that since the ICAO Worldwide Symposium on Enabling 

the Net Centric Information Environment the issues surrounding the legal and institutional 

implications for AIM continue to require clarification. 

2.2.3.2 AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/10 outlined the main questions related to the introduction of 

digital data and the associated copyright, liability and cost recovery issues. The meeting was informed 

that with respect to potential liability, the use of collaborative agreement would likely be the way that 

information originators, AIS providers and users would need to clarify mutual responsibilities and 
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accountabilities. It was noted that differing State legislative systems and legal structures with respect 

to the determination of liability precluded the stipulation of a globally prescribed approach. 

2.2.3.3 With respect to copyright, it was noted that existing provisions in Annex 15 

acknowledged that information and data could have copyright applied and that there is a need to carry 

the copyright through the information chain.  It was also observed that AIS normally formed a 

“natural monopoly” and the concepts developed for the Global AIM Concept would reinforce this. 

2.2.3.4 In terms of cost-recovery it was concluded that this would continue to be dependent 

on policies established by individual States.  The best instrument is a license agreement to be 

negotiated that allows how the information will be exchanged, delivered and transmitted. The meeting 

concluded that expanded guidance with respect to the application of copyright, cost-recovery, and 

licencing based on the contents of AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/10 should be added to Doc 8126. 

 

2.3  AGENDA ITEM 3:  AIM PROCESSES AND REQUIREMENTS 

2.3.1 The meeting was presented with AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/3 and accompanying presentation 

which outlined the Performance Based Information Management (PBIM) concept as presented to 

ANC/12.  The meeting noted that the concept is still under development but nevertheless, offered a 

number of mechanisms to link AIM into the broader spectrum of IM. 

2.3.2 The meeting understood that the original development of the PBIM concept was in 

response to a need to develop a combined prescriptive and non-prescriptive approach to AIM 

regulation and oversight.  In this context it was similar to the effort to develop the AIM Concept in 

that it was difficult to accomplish without first extending into the wider theoretical realm of 

information management.  The presentation underlined the difference between a performance based 

and prescriptive approach and the group appreciated that each had a role to play under specific 

circumstances.  Specifically, the prescriptive approach was appropriate when it is imperative to 

standardize how something is to be done or the end result.  The performance based approach allows 

for a more flexible approach as to how a desired outcome or level of performance is to be achieved. 

2.3.3 The meeting noted the similarities between various management “pillars” relevant to 

AIM; e.g.  Information Management, Quality Management, and Safety Management.  It was further 

observed that each deals with elements such as policy, assurance, and risk management etc. 

2.3.4 The meeting observed that a typical approach is to think of information in areas (or 

buckets) because this is how they are grouped in the ICAO Annexes. However from the user 

perspective, information domains are overlapping. The actual overlapping relationships and groupings 

across information domains run much deeper than the SARPS describe. 

2.3.5 The meeting considered that elements of the PBIM approach and material thus far 

might be appropriate for incorporation into the AIM Concept. 

2.3.6 Currently, Annex 15 specifically addresses that information is to be exchanged 

among States but has not yet published common information management practices as SARPS or 

creating supporting guidance material.  It was understood that Amendment 37 would provide a 

starting point but that further development to the Aeronautical Information Management chapter (new 

chapter 3) may be necessary in light of the experience in developing Amendment 38 and PANS-AIM.  

In view of this the meeting agreed that it would be advantageous for the FAA to present an example 

of a performance based framework and for members to provide examples of similar developments. 



 -9- AAITF/8–IP/03 

 

 9 

2.3.7 The meeting was presented with AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/4 which reviewed some of the 

issues with respect to information security needs and proposed an ICAO operated Public Key 

Infrastructure (PKD) in support of aeronautical information exchanges. The paper further proposed a 

combined software and hardware approach to security, known in the computing industry as trusted 

computing, as a framework for further security development. 

2.3.8 The meeting considered that the future requirements for information security would 

involve at least the following issues: 

 Integrity, confidentiality and authenticity will be the corner stones of data 

security. Inputs and outputs will need to be protected; 

 Security Infrastructure; 

 Digital certificates; 

 Asymmetric cryptography; 

 Digital signature; 

 Encryption; 

 Traceability and Non-Repudiation; 

 PKD: Public Key directory; 

 Consideration for an AIM specific PKD, for securing aeronautical data 

exchange (leveraging the existing use of PKD); and 

 Trusted Computing platforms. 

2.3.9 The group noted that information and cyber security (including Trusted computing) is 

on the agendas of a number of organizations, e.g. UN, NATO, G8, EU but  that awareness of security 

issues and requirements needs to be increased. 

2.3.10 The meeting noted that while cyclic redundancy checks (CRCs) are currently 

specified in Annexes 11, 14, and 15,  they are due to be removed in accordance with a previous 

initiative for amendment from the AIS-AIMSG and recently reinforced by Air Navigation 

Commission review of the proposal for Annex 15 Amendment 37. The meeting further noted that 

while CRCs are a “data protection measure”, they are intended to provide a means of detecting 

corrupted data and not as a means to prevent the pre-meditated tampering of data. With this in mind, 

the group concluded that there was more work to be done with respect to data protection for the next 

amendment and that this work would need to consider both data corruption during transmission as 

well as security issues. The Secretary reminded the group that this work would also extend into 

reviewing the existing CRC provisions in Annex 11 and 14 and that the appropriate removal or 

modification of these provisions is expected by the ANC. With this in mind, the Secretary suggested 

that Study Group members conduct appropriate consultations within their own States and 

Organizations and engage as required, the opinions of other experts.  

2.3.11 In reviewing the issues surrounding information security, it was noted that this is a 

much larger concern than that of the AIS-AIMSG and would at least involve work by other study 

groups and panels such as the Aeronautical Communication Panel (ACP). 

2.3.12 It was observed that a dedicated Public Key Infrastructure for aeronautical 

information exchanges would require a global top level certification authority (root certification 

authority) for implementation.  It was noted that in relation to the proposal made in the paper for 

ICAO to set up such a dedicated infrastructure, ICAO already operates a Public Key Infrastructure 

(called ICAO PKD) in support of machine readable travel documents.  The group was informed that 

the necessary infrastructure to support integrated information management may extend into areas that 

are beyond the present scope of AIM.  In this regard a necessary PKD framework and infrastructure 

may be composed of multiple elements with some or all of them administered and maintained by 



AAITF/8–IP/03 10 

 

industry groups.  This was likened to the Billing and Settlement Plan (BSP) administered by IATA 

which provides the cornerstone for world-wide airline ticket sales and issuance. 

2.3.13 The meeting concluded that in their opinion, there was a need for ICAO to support an 

aeronautical information security infrastructure.  The meeting noted, however that there was a need to 

determine what work in this area is currently being taken and by whom. 

2.3.14 That meeting agreed that the Secretary would investigate what conclusions have been 

reached by the Aeronautical Communication panel – Cyber Security Task Force and report back to 

the group. 

2.4  AGENDA ITEM 4:   AERONAUTICAL DATA AND INFORMATION  

    SCOPE AND COLLECTION 

2.4.1 The meeting was presented with AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/11 which provided an extensive 

overview of the framework that could be used as a basis for Chapter 4 development.  The group 

expressed its appreciation for the detailed work accomplished and agreed that it formed an appropriate 

foundation for the necessary work to develop Chapter 4. 

2.4.2 The meeting was informed that the impetus for the development of the paper came 

from discussion with the Secretariat as well as activity within the ad-hoc group on Aeronautical 

Charting. 

2.4.3 From the paper it was noted that there is the need for a minimum data set or scope to 

support digital data exchange requirements such as in the use of the Aeronautical Information 

Exchange Model (AIXM).  Furthermore, it is relevant to consider that the scope of collection 

requirements and thus the “inventory” of information that will be within the mandate of AIM 

“management” will extend beyond data. In this context it will be important to consider what 

information in the form of text and other aggregations will be required to be managed. This means 

that in dealing with the collection of data we will need to be aware that we need to take into account 

also text and how it is related to data. 

2.4.4 The meeting agreed that the basis for the scope of aeronautical information and data 

to be collected and managed is currently found in Chapter 4 and Appendix 1 of Annex 15 which 

describes the requirements for, and format of the AIP.  While Appendix 1 of Annex 15 can serve as a 

guide to the extent and sources of information and data, it was considered that the actual structure and 

format of the AIP or template, would be relocated to the PANS-AIM. 

2.4.5 In reflecting on the future structure of Annex 15, it was observed by the group that 

the principle focus of Chapter 4 would be information and data to be collected from “originators”.  

This was in contrast to Chapter 6 where the focus would be to identify the information products and 

services required by users. 

2.4.6 In considering the future scope of information and data acquisition and collection, it 

was agreed that such information and data should be at least sufficient to assemble an AIP.  However 

it was recognised that ultimately, the scope of information specified in Chapter 4 would extend 

beyond current “publication requirements” to encompass information and data concerning the ANS 

infrastructure and its development that would fall under the stewardship of the AIM domain.  It was 

acknowledged however, that the requirements for AIM information and data acquisition would need 

to recognise attributes such as applicability, resolution, accuracy, and integrity that may scale with the 

application. 

2.4.7 The meeting reviewed AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/5 which contained a proposal to require 

that runway hold position coordinates be incorporated in the AIP.  The group was informed that this 
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was in response to the investigation of an incident where incomplete aeronautical information was 

cited as a finding.  In the example cited, the report finding was that the only information available was 

“a line over the map” and it asserted that the information was unclear.  The investigation also 

concluded that there was no requirement in Annexes 15, 4 or 14, to convey precise information with 

respect to runway hold positions. 

2.4.8 It was observed that Annex 15, Appendix 7 assigns the runway hold position 

coordinates as critical, but there is no specification as to whether or how they should be published. 

The group was informed by the Secretary that the runway hold positions were in accordance with 

specifications contained in Annex 14, Volume 1, Chapter 3.  Furthermore, Annex 14 detailed 

requirements regarding the delineation, and visibility of the hold position by incorporating provisions 

for visual aids including markings, signage, runway guard lights, and stop bars.  It is intended in the 

SARP framework that the primary means of determining and observing the hold position is by visual 

means. The meeting also considered whether the WGS-84 manual would provide additional guidance 

and it was pointed out that the manual would outline how to survey a given position – not whether the 

position was required to be measured and subsequently published. 

2.4.9 The meeting concluded that at this time the most appropriate action would be to 

convey the result of the group discussion back to the authors of the report. 

2.4.10 The meeting was provided with a presentation which outlined the considerable effort 

that airline performance engineers go through in obtaining and analysing obstacle data from a number 

of sources. The presentation highlighted the need to ensure the timely availability of quality assured 

obstacle data and the identification of operational need. The group was reminded that accurate data 

used by airlines for airport analysis was critical for the identification of engine-out manoeuvres and 

that this was an important safety consideration.  The presentation highlighted the importance of 

defining obstacle datasets appropriate to identified operational needs and uses. 

2.5  AGENDA ITEM 5:   TEMPORALITY AND DISTRIBUTION 

2.5.1 This item was covered under agenda item 6. 

2.6  AGENDA ITEM 6:  INFORMATION SERVICES 

2.6.1 In response to Action Agreed 6/19 the Secretary presented he group with AIS-

AIMSG/7-SN/6 which outlined the historical development of the NOTAM system and listed some of 

the issues concerning the short term distribution of information. 

2.6.2 The meeting recognised that issues with respect to the proper use of the NOTAM 

system were becoming of increasing importance. In particular, the underuse of the system was at least 

as and perhaps more important, than the overuse of the system.  The group noted that in some parts of 

the world, certain mandatory notifications with respect to Annex 15 paragraph 5.1.1.1 were not being 

made and that operators were lacking awareness of critical safety information. 

2.6.3 Notwithstanding the lack of promulgation of information in some areas, the meeting 

noted that NOTAM proliferation remains a significant issue in many of the more developed regions of 

the world. It was understood that the proliferation issue was not necessarily a straight forward issue of 

SARPS compliance as in the case of missing NOTAM information. The meeting observed that 

NOTAM proliferation resulted from a number of factors including: 

 The need to report on more aeronautical infrastructure  in areas of 

development; 
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 The need to report on an expanding list of conditions (GNSS integrity was cited 

as an example; 

 The use of NOTAM in place of AIRAC compliance; and 

 The perception that NOTAM must be issued to ensure legal protection from 

liability. 

2.6.4 The meeting considered the need to define stricter requirements, to make the system 

more rigid but also more quality assured. Notwithstanding, the point was made by one participant that 

what was “not needed was over regulation”, but rather “proper regulation”. 

2.6.5 The meeting reviewed the outcomes presented in AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/12 which 

detailed a study of NOTAM distribution in France. The meeting noted that the paper supported the 

general trend in NOTAM proliferation that has been noted in studies and anecdotal evidence 

elsewhere. 

2.6.6 In reviewing the trends highlighted in AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/12 the group observed that 

EUROCONTROL is making significant effort to analyse NOTAM patterns of issuance and issues 

resulting. The meeting also observed that the SN contained “some really key-things about the 

NOTAM problem”. The group in particular noted that the operational use of GNSS had had an impact 

on increasing the proliferation of NOTAM, and in particular related to periodic unavailability of the 

system. 

2.6.7 During the review of the ANC/12 outcomes, the matter of NOTAM proliferation was 

discussed by the group.  The meeting concluded that the NOTAM proliferation issue was multifaceted 

and was the result of the continued use of a system to handle information needs well beyond the 

original use of the system. 

2.6.8 The meeting agreed that study group members would investigate the causes and 

issues behind NOTAM proliferation in their own States and provide feedback to a member of the 

Study group who would then develop a paper consolidating the problems associated with NOTAM 

proliferation for presentation at Regional PIRG meetings. 

2.6.9 Two members of the Study Group agreed to determine whether analysis of growth 

and the reasons for growth could be captured and monitored in their respective NOTAM systems and 

would report to the next meeting on ways of measuring the proliferation of NOTAMs and the 

categories that have the greatest growth. 

2.6.10 The group noted that the matter of NOTAM evolution and the need to review the 

performance of the NOTAM system was examined at the 12th Air Navigation Conference and that a 

recommendation was adopted with regard to the need to review the system: 

[ANC 12] Recommendation 3/9 – Review of NOTAM system and development of 

options for replacement  

That ICAO initiate a review of the current NOTAM system, building further on the 

digital NOTAM activities, including the development of options for a replacement 

system that would enable web-based applications and compliant with the system-wide 

information management principles that are being developed for the air traffic 

management system. 

2.6.11 The group recalled that work currently being done on Digital NOTAM would allow 

some progress on the issue of proliferation.  The group was of the opinion that in particular the Digital 

NOTAM event notification as developed by EUROCONTROL, Federal Aviation Administration 
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(FAA) of United States, ECAC Member States, industry, and airlines could potentially provide a basis 

for updating NOTAM specifications. 

2.6.12 The meeting understood that the need to review the NOTAM system was much larger 

than the mandate of the AIS-AIMSG.  The Secretary also informed the meeting that work was 

underway within ICAO to review the outcomes of ANC/12 and to determine the work necessary to 

move forward, to prioritise it, and to determine how it will be accomplished.  Nevertheless, it was 

considered prudent for the AIS-AIMSG to study ways that could be implemented for the next Annex 

15 amendment to optimise the use of the NOTAM system and to investigate the means under which 

the proliferation issue might be mitigated.  In this connection it was proposed that there could be ways 

of working with the current system to maximise the value of NOTAM distribution by finding 

alternative distribution for some of the information currently promulgated by NOTAM. For example, 

some information could be distributed by posting to a web site, as in the case of obstacle updates, that 

would allow for easy access and reduce the clutter on the NOTAM distribution.  The group concluded 

that there was further work required on NOTAM optimisation and that this was a very high priority. 

2.6.13 The meeting studied the result of work undertaken by EUROCONTRIOL to develop 

a NOTAM template for volcanic ash events and presented in AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/9. The meeting 

recalled that this was work that was an outcome of the International Volcanic Ash Task Force 

(IVATF).  In this context, it was recollected that one of the requirements that came out from the 

IVATF is to have a better uniformity of information. 

2.6.14 The meeting was of the opinion that since volcanic eruption events are exceptional 

situations, NOTAM templates would provide an advantage that could facilitate and expedite the 

process in these conditions.  The group was asked to review the templates in greater detail and to 

consider them for inclusion in Doc 8126. 

2.6.15 In discussing the use of the templates it was pointed out that the group had still not 

come to a position with respect to the disposition of ASHTAM.  It was also stated that one of the 

things that came out from the IVATF was to have information regarding volcanic ash events 

presented in a consistent matter.  It was pointed out that in a review of NOTAM and ASHTAM 

conducted by EUROCONTROL, ASHTAM was only issued by a small minority of States and of 

those, only one State produced a significant number of ASHTAM.  It was further pointed out that 

NOTAM containing information regarding volcanic ash events were issued in a number of ways 

globally, further reinforcing the need to address the issue of consistency. 

2.6.16 In light of the foregoing, the group was of the view that it would be reasonable to 

investigate, as a means of moving forward, the standardized use of a NOTAM template for volcanic 

ash events as well as the withdrawal of ASHTAM.  With this in mind, the meeting recalled Action 

Agreed 3/10 and concluded that rather than seeking global input on the utility and use of ASHTAM it 

would be more productive to seek the views from those States that customarily issue ASHTAM on the 

proposition that it be withdrawn and replaced by standard NOTAM template and guidance.  The 

meeting agreed that the Secretariat should contact States that have issued ASHTAM in the last 10 

years, seeking their views as to the need for ASHTAM and considering its replacement with standard 

NOTAM templates. 

2.6.17 The meeting concluded that the template material developed by EUROCONTROL, is 

mature enough to be included in Doc 8126.  The meeting agreed that the material should be provided 

to ICAO in a form suitable for inclusion in Doc 8136 and that its inclusion should be expedited for 

Amendment 3. 

2.6.18 The meeting considered a proposal put forth in AIS-AIMSG/7-SN 7 concerning a 

change to Annex 15 NOTAM provisions.  The suggested change is designed to mitigate the risks 

associated with NOTAM proliferation and specifically proposed changes to the NOTAM inclusion 
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and exclusion criteria specified in Annex 15 paragraphs 5.1.1.1 and 5.1.1.3 respectively. It was 

proposed that the list of excluded elements in paragraph 5.1.1.3 especially be expanded.  The group 

expressed its view that the proposed changes reflected their thinking on short and medium term 

actions that could be implemented to provide relief for the NOTAM proliferation issue and that there 

might actually be additional items that could expand the approach taken. Accordingly it was agreed 

that the group should study the proposals and provide feedback. In order to facilitate the ability for the 

members and their advisors to access the material as it was being developed it was agreed that an 

online location for the document would be created for the purpose of viewing, reviewing, and 

commenting on the proposal. The meeting agreed that the Chairman would develop a proposal for 

guidance to further explain what events and conditions require NOTAM and what should not be the 

subject of NOTAM and that the Ad-hoc group studying information services will investigate 

information categories and alternative means of distribution for information that could be removed 

from the requirement to be distributed by NOTAM. The meeting also agreed that two members of the 

Study Group would develop examples of formal agreements between NOTAM originators and the 

AIS. 

2.6.19 The meeting was presented with the results of the working group session conducted 

during the meeting to develop a framework for what will be covered in Chapter 6 of Annex 15; 

Information Services.  The initial work achieved by the group envisioned that the following 3 services 

would form the basis for Chapter 6 provisions: 

 Provision of aeronautical information in a standardized pre-defined 

presentation; 

 Provision of digital data services; and 

 Added value services corresponding to a customized presentation of 

aeronautical information and data. 

2.6.20 The working group conceptualised the first service as the provision of aeronautical 

information in a standardized pre-defined product, or their electronic version such as eAIP, electronic 

chart or Digital NOTAM. 

 AIP, AIP Amendments, AIP Supplements 

 Aeronautical Charts (as prescribed in Annex 4) 

 Electronic Aeronautical Charts 

 NOTAMs/SNOWTAMs/ASHTAMs and summaries and checklist 

 PIBs 

2.6.21 The working group conceptualised the second service as the provision of data sets 

including: 

 Complete data set (as defined in Chapter 4) 

 Thematic baseline data: 

o AIP data set 

o Terrain and obstacle data 

o AMDB 

o IFDP 

o Other (TBD) 

 Update service to complete data or thematic baseline data if operationally 

significant. 
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2.6.22 The issues associated with the second service that the group considered and requiring 

further study include: 

 Format and structure:  

o Consider the use of XML? 

o Re-use as appropriate Amendment 37 text (current 3.6 paragraph) 

o Structure - TBD 

 Accessibility: 

o Modes: the use of  request/reply and publish/subscribe 

o Channels: CD, Internet, SWIM and related technical aspects (e.g. security of 

transmission) 

o Legal aspects (SLA, copyright, etc.) 

 Filtering: 

o No filtering except for thematic data sets   

o Filtered data can be provided under service 3 

 Temporal aspects / validity: AIS/MET datalink service OSED to be re-used 

 Metadata: TBD - not necessarily all metadata to be provided with the raw data 

 Numerical requirements: TBD 

2.6.23 The working group conceptualised the third service as those services that provide 

data filtered according to a number of criteria, including but not limited to: geographic scope, time 

window, data features, and feature attributes.  The examples envisioned include airspace above a 

specified flight level, specific time of activation or establishment of Prohibited, Restricted and 

Dangerous areas, and procedures based on a given NAVAID.  

2.7  AGENDA ITEM 7:  AERONAUTICAL INFORMATION PRODUCTS 

2.7.1 The meeting reviewed the progress made on revising the Aeronautical Chart Manual, 

Doc 8697, as presented in AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/8.  The study note highlighted that the manual was 

being fully revised in a format that would allow for its electronic distribution as well as ease of 

editorial maintenance.  Revisions to the manual material are intended to align it with Annex 4, up to 

and including Amendment 56. 

2.7.2 The group appreciated the opportunity to review the work and agreed to a two month 

period for group comments with the intent that the Secretariat would send the manual for editorial 

review in June 2013. 

2.7.3 A specific issue requiring group input was identified concerning language on sample 

charts.  It was offered to the group that providing the example charts in the chart manual in other 

languages was potentially very difficult from a production perspective.  The Secretariat is suggesting 

that the sample charts be promulgated in English only.  Before proceeding with this decision, the 

Secretariat needs feedback from States and also requests the AIS-AIMSG members make their views 

known. 

2.7.4 The meeting considered the work schedule for the ad-hoc group on aeronautical 

charting as presented by the rapporteur in AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/14.  It was emphasised to the meeting 

that the ad-hoc group requires additional support in order to proceed with the next step.  It was also 

stated that there was a need to prioritize the issues intended to be resolved for the next amendment of 
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Annex 4. The group understood that it has been intended to amend Annex 4 (and 15) on a periodicity 

of every 3 years with the next amendment in 2016. However, it was appreciated that other material 

may be developed by other groups, in particular the IFPP, that may require amendments in the 

intervening years. It would be preferable to be able to coordinate on a specific schedule but it was 

recognized that this may not always be possible. 

2.7.5 In considering the review of Annex 4 it was understood that Annex 4 and Annex 15 

are strictly related to each other.  However, in some cases one Annex may need to “lead” (for example 

after data scope is defined).  Conversely, Annex 4 requirements may need to be determined in 

advance of Annex 15 because of the need to make sure that the collection requirement for data and 

information covers all the specified chart contents. 

2.7.6 The meeting was presented with AIS-AIMSG/7-SN/15 which summarised the results 

of discussions held by the ad-hoc group on aeronautical charting during its last meeting concerning 

the current status of Annex 4 and the situation of ICAO chart types in the future data set and 

electronic chart era in relation to the usage of data sets based on what is anticipated for Annex 15, 

Amendment 38.  The study note presented the case for a validation of, or re-appraisal of the 

operational requirements for the chart types currently specified in Annex 14.  Specifically those charts 

include: 

 

2.7.7 It was proposed to the group that an informal survey of the requirements for charts be 

conducted.  The study group acknowledged that it may be timely to review the operational necessity 

and use of certain charts but did not reach consensus on a specific action other than to continue to 

study the issue. 

2.8  AGENDA ITEM 8:  DEVELOPMENT OF GUIDANCE MATERIAL 

2.8.1 The Secretary informed the group that the work to finalise the guidance material 

currently delivered from the group has been delayed with the Secretariat due to the resources devoted 

to ANC/12 and the necessity to ensure the Amendment 37 to Annex 15 would meet 2013 

applicability.  Notwithstanding, the need for the material to become available was becoming critical.  

In particular, Doc 8126 would need to be available prior to November 2013 and the applicability of 

Amendment 37.  It was pointed out that there was still some material that would need to be 

incorporated to meet the needs of changes to Annex 15 and that this should be provided to the 
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Secretariat as soon as possible in a form that could easily be inserted into the manual. The Secretary 

was pleased to report that EUROCONTROL was able to this. 

2.8.2 The Secretary reported that after Doc 8126, the priority to release the manuals would 

be the QMS manual, Training, and eTOD. The work on the Charting Manual is progressing and 

should also be available this year. 

2.8.3 The Secretary also reported that there was an urgent need to update the WGS-84 

manual and that this would involve specialised expertise to do so. The meeting recalled that this had 

been raised several times previously. The Secretary was pleased to report that thanks to the efforts of 

the FAA, expertise from the National Geospatial Agency (NGA) in the US had been identified and 

made available to help expedite the task.  The meeting expressed their appreciation to the FAA and 

NGA for their help. 

2.9  AGENDA ITEM 9:  ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

2.9.1 Under this item the meeting was presented with, and considered, AIS-AIMSG/7-

SN/13 which outlined a proposal to extend the location indicator scheme. The meeting recalled that 

this issue was first presented at AIS-AIMSG/6 and dealt with the fact that the standard 4 letter 

identification method was no longer sufficient in a majority of cases to meet the needs of aeronautical 

users and specifically for providing a unique location suitable for NOTAM. 

2.9.2 The paper presented a change to the present scheme which would function as an 

extension to the existing scheme.  Such a scheme would thus be based on four alphanumeric 

characters and maintain at least the existing rule for the first letter (continental / regional) of the code. 

It should maintain as well, where possible, the second letter of the code for the given State.  For 

example, for France (LF), codes could be LFA2, LF2B, LF23, etc. For the USA (K), codes could be 

K123, KB08, etc. 

2.9.3 The meeting was informed that the scheme had been presented at IFPP WGH 11 with 

the result that the IFPP was in favour with the proposal to extend the scheme.  The IFPP also noted 

that the Secretariat would have to coordinate internally to make a proposal how this concept could be 

implemented.  Consequently, the IFPP agreed to action IFPP11/17 as follows: the Secretariat to 

coordinate with Integrated Infrastructure Management (IIM) how this proposal can be implemented 

and report back to the IFPP at the plenary WG meeting in spring 2013. 

2.9.4 The Chairman also noted that there was an outstanding action from AIS-AIMSG/6 

for the group to consider impact of change to aerodrome location indicators on AIM systems and 

provide feedback to a member of the Study Group. 

2.9.5 In discussing this issue it was pointed out that the present system of 4-letter 

identifiers is not supported by ICAO SARPS and in fact, the only system of identification codes 

referenced in the body of SARPS is the 5-letter name codes specified for significant points in Annex 

11. 

2.9.6 The group acknowledged that this is a legacy issue, one that is typical of a system 

established for a specific application “growing” to encompass others.  It was also noted that the 

problem is acute with the implementation of PBN. The group concluded that this is an issue that 

crosses several Annexes and thus has been difficult to deal with as there is no clear area of mandate. 

Nevertheless, there is a need within the ICAO Secretariat to coordinate on the issue and in particular, 

ensure coordination between the IFPP and AIS-AIMSG on the issue. 

2.10  AGENDA ITEM 10:   FUTURE WORK AND ACTIVITIES 
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2.10.1 The meeting discussed the expected outcomes and deliverables of the AIS-AIMSG 

and associated timelines.  It was stressed that a realistic appraisal of the work to be done was 

necessary and the feasibility of target delivery dates.  With this in mind, the meeting was reminded 

that the planned applicability date for Amendment 38 of Annex 15 was November, 2016 and that it 

was planned that an anticipated AIM/IM Divisional Meeting in early 2015 would provide a forum for 

the roll-out of a draft PANS-AIM and outline of Annex 15 changes.  With this in mind the work 

program would entail: 

 18-20 months to create and deliver the material, in order to present it to the 

AIM Divisional meeting; and 

 The activity of the group should finish in advance of the meeting date, therefore 

most work should be completed by September 2014. 

2.10.2 The meeting was informed of the importance of a realistic assessment of the work to 

be done and the ability to do the work by the target dates. The Secretary informed the group that the 

alternative would be to delay the planned Divisional Meeting and consequently the applicability date 

of Amendment 38 of Annex 15 and PANS-AIM introduction. In this connection the planned 

Divisional Meeting was the “critical” date driving the work program. 

2.10.3 The meeting discussed the work deliverables and timelines at length and 

contemplated a number of scenarios.  In doing so, the meeting considered issues such as : 

 Given that the PANS-AIM was not originally envisioned as part of the work 

of the SG, could it be dropped in priority?  In other words is it a “package” 

with Amendment 38 to Annex 15? 

 Is a Divisional Meeting necessary? 

 Would a Divisional Meeting obviate the need for a State letter? 

 How critical is it to maintain the 3 year amendment cycle of Annex 15? 

2.10.4 With respect to PANS-AIM, the meeting was informed that while its development 

was not foreseen at the time of the formation of the AIS-AIMSG, the evolution of the task of 

facilitating the transition of AIS to AIM has elevated the importance of such a document to the point 

where it is considered an integral part of the transition.  This has been reinforced by Assembly 

resolutions requiring ICAO to develop SARPS with a primary focus on being performance based and 

the desirability of having a standardization document that was addressed primarily to the operational 

component of AIS as opposed to setting out requirements for States.  In addition, the development of 

PANS-AIM was now seen as an intrinsic part of the restructuring of Annex 15 since some material 

will be migrated to the PANS and without concurrent availability, Annex 15 would either be 

incomplete or the restructuring would need to be finished in a later amendment.  

2.10.5 In considering the Divisional Meeting, it was pointed out that a meeting was not an 

absolute requirement for the purposes of the work of the AIS-AIMSG, however the Divisional 

Meeting would provide an ideal opportunity for the roll-out of the restructured Annex 15 and new 

PANS-AIM and provide a venue where they could be well studied by State AIS experts and decision 

makers. Another factor was that the Divisional Meeting would likely assume a wider scope than AIM 

and that there may be other issues driving the decision to hold it. Nevertheless, it was considered an 

important outcome of the present meeting to reach consensus on whether the AIS-AIMSG could 

produce material  mature enough for the Divisional Meeting or whether it would recommend delay. 

2.10.6 Another factor concerning the Divisional Meeting is whether it would remove the 

necessity to use the State letter process.  The answer given by the Secretary was that in theory, since 

States are fully represented at a Divisional Meeting through delegates, the consultation mechanism 
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normally performed by State letter would be considered fulfilled.  Notwithstanding however, a State 

letter would still be used to solicit consensus on Amendment 38 to Annex 15 and PANS-AIM. It 

would be considered though that for such a significant change, the reaction of States to be measured at 

a Divisional Meeting, would be invaluable in processing the documents through the ICAO process. 

2.10.7 In response to the question about the 3 year periodicity of Annex 15 amendment, the 

answer from the Secretary was that it is a target but not a requirement.  The Secretary pointed out that 

all Annexes were intended to be amended on triennial cycles to allow for the workload on the ANC 

and the Secretariat to be spread out.  In practice however, few annexes beside Annex 15 have 

achieved this and so it was not deemed critical to achieve a 2016 applicability date unless there was 

an underlying and coordinating operational need to do so. 

2.10.8 In reflecting on the work ahead of the AIS-AIMSG and the issues presented, the 

group came to the following conclusions: 

1) It would not be possible to complete a mature draft of PANS-AIM and the 

outline of the proposed Amendment 38 to Annex 15 in time for a Divisional 

Meeting in 2015; 

2) PANS-AIM would need to be developed concurrently and delivered with, the 

remainder of the Annex 15 re-structure;  

3) There was still important work to be done concerning the implementation of the 

roadmap and it’s revision, to be incorporated with the AIM Concept; 

4) The description of work deliverables for the AIS-AIMSG needs to be updated 

from those originally formulated; and 

5) There will likely be further work to be anticipated with respect to NOTAM 

issues. 

2.10.9 In consequence of reaching the above conclusions, the Secretary informed the 

meeting that he would be recommending to ICAO that the proposed 2015 date for a Divisional 

Meeting be postponed. 

2.10.10 In considering the foregoing, the meeting assigned the following priorities to the 

work of the Study group: 

1) Splitting between the scope of information and data acquisition and the 

delivery elements; 

i. Defining scope – Chapter 4 + validation elements 

ii. Services definitions  (including the digital services)  – Chapter 6 

2) Items referred back to the group for further study (AMDB, eTOD, outcome 

of the ANC review of the AMD 37 (parked items), security, integrity, etc); 

3) NOTAM optimization; 

4) Splitting the regulatory elements from the service provision elements (in 

terms of responsibility); 

5) Doc PANS-AIM with material to be elevated from Doc 8126; 
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6) Guidance material; 

7) AIRAC/Temporality review for incorporation into Chapter 5. 

2.10.11 It was considered by the group that Items 1 to 5 would need to be developed “as a 

group”.  The group also heard that the current AIS Manual, Doc 8126 would need to evolve from a 

“daily reference document” (role to be assumed by PANS-AIM) to a “best practices manual” with an 

emphasis on setting up and managing an AIS/AIM organization. 

2.11 WORK PROGRAM  

2.11.1 The group noted the progress made on work items, and updated the timetable 

produced at AIS-AIMSG/6 (included below): 

Dates(s)/Timeframe 
Event/ 

milestone 
Work Deliverables 

2
0
1
3
 

2
0
1
3
 

Q3/4 2013 Secretariat review 

of completed 

manuals 

o AIS Manual Amdt3  

o Quality Manual  

o Training Manual  

o AIM Concept  

o eTOD Manual  

o WGS-84 Manual (accuracy & heighting)   

o Charting Manual update Q2/2013 

1-5 July 2013 Ad hoc group mtg 

Chapter 4-6 

Charting 

 

 

4-8 Nov 2013 AIS-AIMSG/8 

(Montreal) 

 

November 2013 Annex 15 

Amendment 37 

applicable 

 

2
0
1
4
 Q1/Q2 2014 AIS-AIMSG/9 

(….) 

 

September 2014 AIS-AIMSG/10 

(Montreal) 

Finalised (by SG) Amendment 38, PANS-AIM 

2
0
1
5
 

February 2015 AIM/IM 

Divisional Meeting 

(Montreal) 

Draft Pans-AIM 

Draft Amendment 38 

+ SWIM elements? 

2
0

1
6
 

November 2016 Annex 15 

Amendment 38 

applicable & 

PANS-AIM 

introduced 

Completion of AIS-AIMSG work program 
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2.12 NEXT MEETINGS 

 

2.12.1  The group decided that the next Ad-Hoc Group meeting on AIM Development and on 

Aeronautical Charting will be held 1 to 5 July 2013 in Meersburg, Germany. AIS-AIMSG/8 will be 

held 4 to 8 November 2013 in Montréal, Canada. 

 

3. ACTION BY THE MEETING 

 

3.1 The meeting is invited to: 

 

a) note the information contained in this paper; and 

 

b) discuss any relevant matters as appropriate.  

 
 

…………………………. 
 


