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REFERENCING OF EXTERNAL ORGANISATIONS PROVISIONS IN ICAO STANDARDS AND RECOMMENDED PRACTICES
(Presented by John Mettrop)

	SUMMARY

	This paper raises a concern about the increased use of provisions in external organisations (e.g. AEEC, ETSI, EuroCAE, RTCA, etc) in ICAO standards and recommended practices and seeks the groups views on the issue. 


1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Traditionally ICAO has developed technical Standards and Recommended Practices (SARPs) for all the systems intended for use as part of the air traffic management systems throughout the world where there is a need for some form of  common interface. For systems such as radio altimeters where the system is self contained then ICAO have only developed an operational standard.
1.2 Whilst systems were analogue SARPs were relatively easy to write and manageable (5 pages), however when digital communication systems were introduced the situation became a lot harded to manage and even after the greater use of manuals the VDL SARPs are still 30 pages + guidance material. 

1.3 In order to improve the efficiency of the SARP development process and minimise the amount of information that has to be developed ICAO has adopted a performance based approach. If I understand the intention, then the required performance and key parameters are defined  in SARPs with other parameters referenced to external organisations, such as AEEC, ETSI, EuroCAE, RTCA, documentation. 
2. DISCUSSION

2.1 Whilst supporting the approach I have come across a number of instances that have raised questions in my mind as to whether the approach has possibly been taken too far removing control of key parameters from ICAO and placing them under the control of national/regional groups. Those groups are not necessarily under any obligation to take account of the views beyond those of their membership, who tend to be equipment manufacturers, nor to harmonise between organisations globally although there normally is good co-operation. The following examples hopefully illustrate my concern
2.2 Review of RPAS draft SARPs Material

2.2.1 The following are extracts from the draft SARPs material I was asked to review for the C2 link.As you will note it references all of the parameters out to either the appropriate ICAO manual and/or RTCA document. Whilst the values may well be perfectly acceptable, the process is not giving States the same chance to input to those values to pick up national/regional differences and once the SARPs are adopted then those values could be changed without the need for State consultation.  This maybe acceptable for some technical characteristics but I would suggest not all and in my view the example quoted has gone too far.
Draft SARPs

2.7.1. To ensure international harmonization of safe and efficient RPAS operation all C2 Links shall meet a Required Link Performance (RLP). 

Note. — Details of the Required Link Performance (RLP) can be found in the ICAO Manual on the C2 Link and in RTCA DO-377() Section 3. 

and

3.10 C2 LINK AVAILABILITY, CONTINUITY AND INTEGRITY. 

3.10.1. To ensure that the required operational objectives are achieved the FSS based C2 Link System shall meet the end-to-end link availability of ≥ [to be provided in a future document] % per [to be provided in a future document] as defined in more detail in the MOPS. 

Then in RTCA DO-377 there are a number of tables similar to the example below (apologies for the poor quality) that define the Latency, Transaction Expiration Time, Availability, Continuity and Integrity of the link in more detail but I would suggest this should be included in the SARPs as they are all key parameters that should be globally peer reviewed both initially and if any changes are proposed.
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2) RPAS Receiver Sensitivity

3.5.1. To ensure that the required operational objectives are achieved the FSS based C2 Link System RPA receivers shall meet defined performance standards. 

Note 3.37: - Details on the RPA receiver performance standards can be found in [MOPS, Manual]. 

3.5.2. To ensure that the required operational objectives are achieved the FSS based C2 Link System RPS receivers shall meet defined performance standards. 

Note 3.38: - Details on the RPS receiver performance standards can be found in [MOPS, Manual]. 

2.3 A second area I have noticed a problem is that some of the reference documents do not necessarily specify all of the parameters needed to ensure efficient spectrum use. Examples of this is the lack of or inappropriate values for receiver selectivity in the case of radio altimeters and primary surveillance radar.
2.4 The principles behind performance based SARPs are laudible, saving time, avoiding unnecessary duplicated effort and shorter SARPs. However, by referencing an external organisations documentation for the value of technical characteristics ICAO are effectively handing control of those characteristics to that external organisation and then those documents can be modified, changing the ICAO standard without necessarily the need for consultation beyond that organisations membership or all States necessarily being aware. This would change the dynamic in the responsibilities of States and industry in the setting of standards, which may be a good thing, but it would also change the balance of power between States giving some States greater influence on the process.

3. CONCLUSION
3.1 Performance based SARPs can work but care needs to be taken as to understand what parameters are fundamental and should be contained within SARPs and those which can be referenced out. In deciding which parameters should parameters are fundamental and which are not.
4. ACTION BY THE MEETING

4.1 The meeting is invited to:

a) note and review the contents of this working paper;

b) Provide comments as to whether members feel this is an issue or not
c) Bring the issue to the attention of the ANC.
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Table 3-18: UAS Risk Class 3 RLTP Performance Requirements, Uncontrolled Airspace, Takeoff and Landing

t
PR No. SO No. Suppm: ed Misdirected Connection Probability
Function
PR-1 S0-9 FR2.1 1x10*
Connection
Supported Transaction R - .
PR No. SO No. Function Latency Expiration Time Availability Continuity Integrity
PR-2 SO-1, SO-3 FR-1.1, Aviate <1 second 5 seconds >99.526% >99.975% <1x 1()'6
PR-3 SO-5, SO-6 FR-1.3, Navigate <1 second See Note 3-7 See Note 3-7 See Note 3-7 <1x 10'5
PR-4 SO-7, SO-8 FR-1.4, Integrate <1 second 5 seconds >99.508% >99.508% <1x10°
Design Assurance
PR-5 SO-13, SO-14 FR-3.1, Status <0.5 second 2 seconds > 99.990% > 99.990% Level for Extremely
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