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	SUMMARY
During the CPWG/10 meeting, the air navigation service providers agreed to add the Pacific Project to the CPWG work program.  This information paper provides a summary of the discussions from the 6 December 2011 Pacific Project Team meeting in Beijing, China. 



1.
Introduction
1.1 During the CPWG/10 meeting, the International Air Transport Association (IATA) proposed to move the Pacific Project from concept to reality.  The air navigation service providers (ANSPs) agreed to add the Pacific Project to the CPWG work program.  

1.2 The ANSPs agreed that representatives supporting the Pacific Project would meet separately but in conjunction with the CPWG meetings, and the actions would be tracked by the CPWG.  

2. Discussion

2.1 The Second Meeting of the CPWG Pacific Project Team (CPWG/PPT/2) was held on 6 December 2011 in conjunction with CPWG/12.  Gene Cameron, United Airlines, represented IATA and facilitated the CPWG/PPT/2.  This paper provides a summary of the discussions from that meeting.
2.2 The FAA provided an update on the user preferred route (UPR) paper trials conducted during August and September 2011. Data analysis was provided by the FAA William J. Hughes Technical Center and the United States National Aeronautics and Space Administration Ames Research Center (NASA Ames).  Airline participation in the trial was between 20 – 25%.  The meeting discussed the limitations of the data and observations made by the FAA in analyzing the information. One concern was that the data indicated that the airlines may not have developed totally unrestricted UPRs due to limitations of their flight planning systems.  
Action: The FAA Technical Center and NASA Ames will use available tools to develop unrestricted UPR scenarios for all city pairs.

2.3 Anchorage Air Route Traffic Control Center (ZAN) informed the meeting that they had updated their North Pacific (NOPAC) traffic count program to count the number of aircraft on each route, the direction of flight within the NOPAC and whether or not the flight departed from an Alaskan airport. ZAN requested feedback as to whether or not the NOPAC data collected is useful and whether or not additional data is needed (city pairs, additional departure points etc.). A repository for the data is also needed. 

Action:
ZAN will continue to collect detailed NOPAC traffic count data and provide it to the next meeting.

2.4 Although the eventual goal of the Pacific Project is to make use of UPRs throughout the region, the airlines recognized that there may be constraints with different air navigation service providers (ANSPs) and their requirements and capabilities.  For this reason, it was acknowledged that the project may need to be progressed in phases or include the use of flex tracks.
Action: ANSPs will provide information to IATA on their current constraints in regards to UPRs. (automation issues, traffic flows, capacity issues, adjacent ANSP requirements, etc.)

2.5 American Airlines discussed their issues with the departure procedures out of Narita Airport and their desire to shorten the procedure. The Japan Civil Aviation Bureau (JCAB) provided some background information on traffic flows into and out of Narita. It was determined that their information paper would be more appropriate to be addressed at the next meeting of the Informal Pacific Air Traffic Control Coordinating Group (IPACG).
2.6 A discussion ensued over the use of UPRs within Russian airspace. This has been regarded as a complex issue that generally was not possible due to various State concerns and Russian law.  A new approach to increased flexibility was proposed by the airlines.  This would be the generation of flexible tracks on a daily basis between approved entry and exit fixes across the Russian airspace. 
2.7 State ATM advised that a number of hurdles would need to be addressed in regard to UPRs and flex tracks.  Currently, legal requirements do not allow flex tracks in Russian sovereign airspace. If a foreign airline wants to fly off-route, they need special approval from the Federal Air Transport Authority (FATA), which requires a long lead time. For this reason, implementation in the near term on a daily basis is not realistic. 
Action:
State ATM agreed to investigate the feasibility of implementing flexible tracks between approved entry and exit points within the Russian Trans East region on a daily basis and report at the next meeting.  
Action:
United Airlines will submit a proposal to prepare a paper trial for the Russian government’s consideration.

2.8 Further discussions centered around an information paper on alternative route structures and the introduction of UPRs into the NOPAC that had recently been presented at IPACG/35.  This was seen as a possible interim way forward for the Pacific Project. 
Action:
JCAB and FAA will continue to pursue options for realignment of the NOPAC in conjunction with the Pacific Project and continue to report on any progress at future IPACG and CPWG meetings.

2.9 IATA reiterated that the goal of the Pacific Project was UPRs throughout the region and noted that there is a need for strong communication and a focus on the issues as well as to develop a clear project plan and timelines in the next year. 
Action:
IATA will develop a straw man project plan with timelines for the next meeting.

3. Recommendation

3.1
The meeting is invited to note the work that has taken place since CPWG/11 to support the Pacific Project. 
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