Minutes of the meeting on Data Exchange

(Exchange of Frequency Registers).

Brussels, January 9th – 11th, 2002
(revised and adopted version of May, 27th, 2002)
1. Opening of the meeting

Mr. Ivan Vander Beken welcomed the participants and apologised for not having attended the meeting in Berlin, December last year. He also gave some organisational details for this meeting. Participants of five administrations attended the meeting; a list of participants is given in Annex 1.

2. Approval of the agenda

The draft agenda was approved without any changes. The agenda can be found in Annex 2. 

3. Approval of the minutes of the previous meeting (Berlin, 3-5/12/01).

Mr. Michel Monnot asked why it was mentioned in the minutes of Berlin that the minutes of the meeting in Brussels exist in two versions. Mr. Ivan Vander Beken explained that Germany had sent a lot of remarks on the minutes of the organising administration and that due to the non-attendance of Belgium in the following meetings no consensus had be found.

Mr. Peter Van Huffel had some remarks on the contents of the table; however, these remarks will be dealt with in the proceeding of this meeting.

Mr. Hans Knab mentioned that the website of the Vienna Agreement has opened the day after the meeting in Berlin.

The minutes of the meeting in Berlin are approved without any changes.

4. Evaluation of the test files.

New testfiles, all in the .txt format, have been sent by HOL, LUX en D. Belgium didn’t sent new files because there were no changes to be done in the previous version sent before the meeting in Berlin. It is noticed that the name of file from BEL and HOL is not in accordance with the Annex 2 of the latest version of the VA.

· In this meeting all testfiles are checked with the Viennacompare program. This program first performs a validation test on the exchanged files. As a result the program gives to new files:

· a report (extension _rep) which gives:

· all errors according the Annex 2 to the VA

· all errors and changes according to the Helplist

· a new list (annex2bis.txt) in the Vienna format with corrections made according to the Helplist.

While running the program with the different testfiles during the meeting, the participants obtained some experience with the program. Processing file by file the following observations were made:

· testfile from LUX:

· field 4D is not allowed to be 0 when 6A is filled in as ML (the validation program does not detect this)

· the file doesn’t contain any date at all

· testfile from HOL:

· incorrect file header (should start with M_)

· contains lines not co-ordinated with the country they sent the file to

· field 13X: most cases the last 4 digits are missing (FFRO)

· field 4A: not always according to Annex 2 of the VA (e.g. use of lower case)

· field 7A: shifted for 1 digit if data in the field starts with 10K

· field 13Z: not always alpha numerical

As a general comment it should be noted that when new references are generated according to the Helplist, the old references should be kept in a separate database for future use (e.g. retrieval of old co-ordination correspondence). In addition, the Netherlands has to do an effort to split the register in different parts in relation to the affected country.

· testfile from D:

· dates are not in the correct format

· field 13X: last but 4th character is missing in many cases

· field 4C: in some cases this field contains zeros when 4A = INTR

· field 2C: date is some cases equal to 00000000

· testfile from BEL:

· file is still containing a CRLF

· field 4C: some lower case characters occur

· field 9B: empty fields have to be put to zero

· field 4A: should be blank or contain a name instead of R for mobile stations

As a general comment Belgium explained that the existing remarks (field 13Z) exceed the permitted 50 characters; in this case the remark is replaced by the text “remark too long”. Additionally the reference to the national database is added in the field 13Z: this allows retrieving the concerned record very easily.

It was noted that the lack of CRLF in the testfiles does make it harder to visualize and handle the files.

5. Approval of the comparison program.

Mr. Peter Van Huffel gave some detailed information concerning the program, which exists of two parts: a validation program and a comparison program.

· The validation program reads all lines from the imported file (as no CRLF is used the inscriptions are read in sets of 219 characters). The program performs a check on the data if it is in line with Annex 2 of the VA. An error message is given for each formatting error that occurs. Errors are given for the following cases:

· fields containing non sense data (e.g. 050E000050S0000)

· errors between related fields (e.g. 4A=INTR and 4C is not empty)

· errors for values that are not in line with the Helplist.

Interline relations are not checked. The errors in relation to the Helplist are corrected; a new file, containing all lines and the corrected values according to the Helplist, is created. It is proposed that the errorreport will only contain the lines containing errors, with the mentioned classes of errors additionally.

· Additional modifications to be done to the validation program are:

· lack of left justification of alphanumerical fields (for instance: field 9D (polarisation)) is not detected as an error

· addition of an additional status of co-ordination: N (Brugge Agreement BEL-D-HOL)
· definition of decimal points as explicit in all decimal fields

· the text in the report concerning an error when a certain combination of field 9B and 9XV occurs should be more clear

· the fields 6A and 6B should contain additional values of the Radiocommunications Data Dictionary. This list has been checked during this meeting; a number of superfluous classes of stations and nature of service codes have been deleted. The amended list can be found in Annex 3 of these minutes and should be checked at home. (report to Mr. Peter Van Huffel). France proposed a “Table Of Classes Of Station by Frequency Bands” identified by the Vienna Agreement (Mobile Service) depending on the services permitted by the Radiocommunications Data Dictionary; at this moment this table is only for information.
Although the validation program needs some small but indispensable modifications, it is accepted by all participants in this meeting for use in the future process of Frequency Register Exchange. 

6. Discussion on the resulting files of the comparison program.

The comparison part of the program allows comparing two files: the received exchange file and a file extracted from the database of the affected country. Once the files have been read it shows three windows: the first containing the received exchange file, the second the own extracted file; the third window will show the matching lines.

· There are two possible modes of comparing:

· manual comparison line by line

· automatic comparison of all lines

The criteria of comparison are according to the Helplist: at least one of the critical fields 1A, 6A, 4A, 13Y or 4C has to be selected.

In a first step the program was loaded with two identical files (coming from Luxemburg), just to allow the participants to be familiar with the program and to check its correct working. It was asked to insert the filename in the heading of each window. It was noted that such a comparison allows to detect “double inscriptions” in the testfile.

· Comparing LUX - BEL

Comparing the exchange file from LUX with the database extract of BEL gave very disappointing results: with all critical fields selected only 5 matching lines could be found out of a exchange file with 983 lines. The main problems finding matching records are situated in the fields 4A (name of station) and  13Y (status of co-ordination). One of the reasons for this is that the co-ordination status is often missing in the files with foreign co-ordinations from Belgium. Those have been replaced by “A” (according to the helplist).

· Comparing LUX – D

Comparing the exchange file from LUX with the database extract of D gave the same disappointing results: only 11 matching lines out of 982 could be found. It was noted that the database extract of Germany only contains 547 lines: only few lines below 155 MHz are in the list.

· Comparing HOL – BEL

Comparing the exchange file from HOL with the database extract of BEL gave a more hopeful result: 66 matching lines out of a list with 257 lines. It was noted that in the exchange file from HOL the frequencies were truncated at 4 digits after the decimal point, which, of course, is responsible for not finding the matching line.

As a general remark, it was noted that using all five criteria as defined in the Helplist often resulted in no comparable lines at all. The comparisons as done above have been done using only two or three criteria.

· It was proposed to define a tolerance for all critical fields:

· 100 Hz for the frequency

· search in all cases also for A as a co-ordination status

· for fixed stations: search for all codes allowed for fixed stations

· for mobile stations: search for all codes starting with M

· the tolerance for field 4C is already included in the programme by offering the possibility to ignore the seconds.

Because of the very important number of errors, France proposes to exchange only reliable and correct data. This procedure would permit to limit the number of errors and to restart the co-ordination process on a good basis.

Belgium proposes to keep the task of this sub-working group, which is the realisation of a validation- and comparison program to permit data exchange in accordance with the Vienna Agreement.

7. Discussion on the status and exchange of borderlines.

Between BEL, D and HOL there was a first official exchange of borderlines in 1996. After this date better lines were found or produced by reading them from a map. However, these new lines have never been exchanged officially and can not be used in the HCM.

The borderlines of France are subject of a limited license, which is unacceptable for its neighbouring countries. France is still in discussion with IGN; Mr. Eric Wolinski promised more news in the course of next week.

Belgium gave the officially agreed borderline with Germany who will check if this line is actually used in Germany within the co-ordination process. Belgium also provided the borderline BEL-LUX, which is read from maps. A first check showed that this line is better than the borderline provided by LUX. Luxembourg agreed to use the borderline provided by Belgium; it will be used in their bilateral co-ordination process from February 1st 2002 on.

Belgium didn’t find the possibility to check the received borderline F-BEL; Mr. Wolinski didn’t receive the borderline BEL-F; it was given again. Both administrations promised to compare the files before the next meeting.

Comparing the borderlines D-F and F-D resulted in differences of approximately 800 meters. A possible solution is to use the line D-F after this line has been corrected.

All administrations promised to produce the line country.ALL before the next meeting.

8. Future work.

It is noted that all administrations still need some work to do on their exchange files. It was agreed that no errors could be allowed in the format as described in the Annex 2 to the VA. This means that the validation program should be used before sending the files.

A first official exchange of the file covering the band 146-156 MHz will be done before the March 1st, 2002. A second official exchange of the file covering the complete 2-meter band (146-174 MHz) is foreseen for September 1st, 2002. (According to §4.9.1 of the VA a bilateral exchange shall be done at least once every six months).

Mr. Peter Van Huffel will continue the work on the development of the comparison program. It is proposed to add two additional columns to the database (“file accepted Y/N” and “Reference to database”) in order to allow further processing of the exchange files. At this moment the program seems to run under WIN98; if it doesn’t run on your computer two options are possible: either WIN98 has to be installed or the file has to be compiled again with a suitable compiler. Once completed, the program and the source code will be available on the VA server. It will be available for all signatories, without any support. The chairman of the SWG-MS will inform all administrations.

Once received the official exchange files, administrations must be able to perform a comparison at home; they are kindly asked to report the results before the next meeting.

· It is noted that this group only provides a working evaluation and comparison program. Once the first official exchange has been performed, a lot of additional bilateral work will be needed on the basis of files, which are fully in line with Annex 2. The work after the first official exchange will not be the work of this group, but will be necessary for fulfilling the conditions of the Agreement and serving especially the following purposes:

· preventing mutual harmful interference

· optimising the use of the frequency spectrum

· support of frequency management

· optimising co-ordination work by preventing hopeless requests and quicker responses
The next meeting of this group is planned in Brussels and will start on March 25th, 2002 at 14:00 and will end not later than March 27th, 2002 at 14:00.

9. Any other business.

· Website of the VA
The latest version of the Vienna Agreement, signed in Berlin, is available on the VA-server. However in the French version the Annex 2 is missing, possibly due to a misunderstanding between Germany and France. Mr. Monnot will contact Mr. Buttenschön to try to solve this error.

· Missing status of co-ordination
In the discussions during this meeting it was noted that a status of co-ordination is missing in the Annex 2 of the VA. In the agreement is stated that “administrations wishing to change the technical parameters of stations registered in the Frequency Register shall notify the administrations affected.....If the situation remains unchanged with regard to interference or if it improves, the administrations affected shall only be informed of such a change”. As the Annex 2 to the VA doesn’t provide a status of co-ordination for this case, Mr. Knab will send a letter to the chairman of the SWG-MS to provide such a status of co-ordination. The proposal for this status will be “I”.

· A number of co-ordination problems between Belgium and France are dealt with on bilateral basis.

10. Closure of the meeting.

Mr. Ivan Vander Beken thanked the participants for their constructive part and concluded that a lot of progress was made in the process of the exchange of Frequency Registers. Although some work still has to be done, we all are hopeful looking ahead to the promised first official exchange of the Frequency Register since we joined the Vienna Agreement. He declared the meeting closed and wished all participants a good journey home.

