Draft Summary of Discussions and Action Items February 2015 ZNY OWG
Day 1
Welcome and Introductions
The First New York Oceanic Work Group (ZNY OWG) was held in Manhattan, New York on 11-12 February 2015.  Participants were welcomed to the meeting by Mike Golden, Air Traffic Manager, and Jim Webb, Support Manager for International Airspace and Procedures, from New York Center.  Mike and Jim explained that the purpose of the OWG was to improve safety, efficiency, and provide a forum for frank exchange between user and provider.  The meeting was well-attended with approximately 65 participants in attendance either in person or via web conference.  Meeting materials, including PowerPoint presentations, were made available to those on attendance and will be available at the ZNY OWG website 
New York Oceanic CTA/FIR Operations Overview
Jim Webb provided an overview of the New York East (North Atlantic) and New York West (WATRS) airspace.  The division of airspace was made at the request of ICAO to facilitate the processing of amendments or other changes- the New York East FIR is part of the North Atlantic (NAT) ICAO Region and the New York West FIR is included in the CAR/SAM ICAO Region.  It was also noted that a small portion of airspace near the boundaries of Washington and Boston Center airspace that had previously been identified as MNPS airspace had been removed from MNPS eliminating the need for operators to request a waiver or avoid the airspace.  Discussion about the four distinct traffic flows through the New York Oceanic FIRs.  This led to a question regarding issues along the common boundary between New York, Piarco, and Santa Maria.  The meeting was informed that a trilateral meeting took place in January 2014 and that one of the topics covered was tri-center boundary/coordination issues.  All three facilities provided data on flights transitioning the airspace to determine what actions, if any, could be taken to mitigate difficulties encountered by both operators and the ANSPs.  It was noted that based on the traffic data provided, the possible solutions at present may be too cumbersome to implement.  The issue is still being considered. 
Advanced Technologies and Oceanic Procedures (ATOP), Oceanic ATC Procedures and Reduced Separation
Vincent Gerry from New York Center provided a comprehensive overview of the functionality of ATOP and how it has enhanced operations throughout the New York Oceanic FIR/CTA.  ATOP was implemented at New York in June 2005 and replaced the manual process controllers had to use to ensure separation.  Historically the manual process to separate air traffic in the oceanic environment was lengthy.  Control personnel had to constantly perform mental calculations with every piece of incoming data received on for each aircraft they were responsible for.  This process could range from several seconds to many minutes based on the complexity of the situation.  ATOP now processes all aircraft data and calculates all separation criteria almost instantaneously, returning a response to incoming data and providing altitude alternatives if a conflict is detected.  Additionally, ATOP processes ADS-C position reports and CPDLC messages, allowing for reduced separation of properly equipped aircraft.  The system also processes Air Traffic Inter-Facility Data Communications (AIDC) messages, which reduces the potential for coordination errors.  A question was asked about why there is no AIDC between New York and Moncton ACC.  This is related to automation issues with systems that use the North American Interface Control Document (NAM ICD) for their message sets.  It was noted that a similar issue is also being experienced between Oakland Center and Vancouver ACC as well- testing is ongoing and there are a number of different fixes in the works to remedy.  The group was also advised of ongoing work between New York and Piarco to implement AIDC as well- Piarco is currently working with their automation vendor to make necessary changes.
Two additional discussions stemmed from the briefing on ATOP functionality.  The first related to delays encountered in the WATRS airspace, specifically between Miami Center and New York Oceanic, and whether plans to introduce ATOP in Miami were in the works or if other mitigations were being sought.  The representative for the FAA’s Air Traffic Control System Command Center (ATCSCC) noted that delays within the referenced airspace were related to airspace constraints and volume.   Miami Center noted that airspace redesign and other changes were currently being developed to help alleviate some of the constraints that currently exist.  The second discussion point dealt with plans for implementation of auto-reprobe capability within ATOP.  ATOP does not have this functionality at present, however, it is being developed.  It was noted by New York Center that controllers use scratchpad notes in ATOP and are proactive in looking for opportunities to accommodate pilot requests when they are initially unable to do so.  Some operators felt that implementation of auto-reprobe should be a higher priority.  The FAA noted that filing the appropriate RNP value or implementation of other procedures like ADS-C Climb/Descent Procedure (slated for 2016) would provide more opportunities for pilot requests to be accommodated.
New York Center implemented 30NM lateral/30NM lateral (30/30) and 50NM longitudinal (D50) separation in December 2013.  Benefits have included greater ability to accommodate weather deviation, route, and altitude requests.  This led to some discussion of cross-boundary separation with adjacent facilities.  Santa Maria ACC is in the process of implementing 30/30 D50 separation (expected in 2015-2016) and Piarco is also working towards a similar reduction.  Some questions were raised as to distance-based versus time-based separation.  It was noted that there may be limitations with technology or that some ANSPs feel that time-based separation fits better with their safety/risk modelling. 
Aircraft Equipage and Benefits of RNP-4
A number of different tables and figures were presented to show the percentage of datalink equipped aircraft, time to respond to altitude change requests, and number of altitude requests made versus those granted.  Equipage in the New York West airspace averaged about 43% in 2014 versus approximately 80% for the New York East airspace.  Several operators pointed out that they utilize Boeing 737 in the New York West airspace and that a software issue with loading clearances prevents them from using datalink.
A presentation on the benefits of RNP and FANS equipage was given by Steve Pinkerton from Oceanic and Offshore Air Traffic Procedures.  This presentation was developed by Oakland Center and illustrates lost fuel burn savings and improved efficiencies gained, including fuel savings and decreased CO2 emissions.   
Radio Communications Requirements and ARINC Radio Coverage Presentation
Jim Webb provided an overview of requirements for HF radio equipage and reviewed the Letter of Agreement (LOA) process outlined in OPSPEC B045 that operators may utilize with New York Center if they have a single HF radio.
Mr. Tony Diaz from Rockwell-Collins ARINC gave a presentation on HF radio coverage, frequencies, and operations within the New York Oceanic airspace.
Flight Planning Requirements
New York presented information on ICAO flight planning through their airspace.  A question regarding use of change (CHG) messages was raised and a brief discussion on how the FAA’s automation processes those messages was shared.   Mr. Trevor Gunn from British Airways noted an issue with flight plans being rejected when filing off of Bermuda and some other issues with EET data.  Mr. Gunn provided Steve Pinkerton with a copy of a rejected flight plan for follow-up with subject matter experts at FAA Headquarters (Rah Ahlberg was contacted during the meeting and agreed to dial in to the web conference to take questions during the afternoon of Day Two).
The group also discussed the filing of “J” for the wake turbulence category of Airbus 380 (A380) aircraft and flight plan rejection by the FAA.  There was a question as to ICAO requirements versus State regulator requirements.  It was noted that ICAO had sent a State Letter recommending that States adopt the “J” wake turbulence category for A380’s, however, it was not mandated as a requirement in ICAO documentation.  While some State regulatory authorities have mandated its use, the FAA has not because it is not recognized as an ICAO standard.  The FAA noted that it was looking into possible software solutions.
Action- Provide Ray Ahlberg with a copy of BAW rejected flight plan for analysis and possible resolutions.
Day 2
Route Planning
Day two of the OWG began with a briefing on flight planning requirements within the New York Oceanic CTA/FIR.  With a few exceptions, aircraft may fly any user preferred route (UPR) they desire.  The only exceptions are the following-
· Aircraft must file named boundary fixes when there is a Bermuda airspace radar outage (will be NOTAM’d)
· Routes into Moncton ACC on M201 and M202
· Aircraft exiting New York Oceanic FIR/CTA into New York Domestic, San Juan, Miami, or Jacksonville Center airspace must file over a named boundary fix
· Special Use Airspace (SUA)
A request for more named boundary fixes was made by Mr. Greg Dale from United Airlines.  New York stated that it was possible and the following action was agreed upon-
Action- New York to provide Greg Dale with a North Atlantic Route Chart (NARC).  Greg Dale to coordinate with other operators and work with Jim Webb to develop new boundary fixes.
Special Use Airspace
Lieutenant Commander (LCDR) Joel “Cash” Castillo, United States Navy Airspace Officer from the Fleet Area Control and Surveillance Facility Virginia Capes (FACSFAC VACAPES) provided a comprehensive overview of SUA program and Department of Defense (DoD) policies.  Under the DoD Joint Use Policy, airspace is released back to the controlling agency (e.g. New York Center) and policies/procedures for non-participating aircraft to transit the airspace are established within Letters of Agreement (LOAs).  The LCDR stated the commitment of the US Navy to be a responsible steward of the airspace and the efforts/initiatives that they take to ensure that the airspace is released for joint use as much as possible.  However, there are a large number of exercises that take place in support of national defense and these take place on short notice, which is one of the reasons that portions airspace are often published as active 24 hours a day and year-round.   LCDR Castillo also explained that safety is of utmost concern and that they want to ensure that non-participating aircraft avoid active airspace due to associated hazards.  A question was raised about coordinating airspace releases up to 48 hours in advance if forecasted severe weather is expected to impact certain areas.  LCDR Castillo noted that DoD policy prevented them from doing so and that training still occurs under adverse weather conditions, as aircrews train for real-world wartime activities.  But LCDR Castillo also noted that if a Severe Weather Program (SWAP) goes into effect, FACSFAC reaches out to all aircrews scheduled into the airspace to modify schedules and altitudes to accommodate joint use.  Another concern raised was regarding W105 and ensuring more timely notification when active times are extended.  LCDR Castillo stated that they try to adhere to the scheduled times but would be more mindful of notification should operations in this area be extended.
Oceanic Clearance Procedures
An overview of New York Center’s Oceanic Clearance Procedure provided a detailed review of how and why it was developed.  The procedure contains all three elements of an oceanic clearance (route, altitude, and speed) as contained within the guidance material of NAT Doc. 007; however, the route portion is delivered when the aircraft receives its clearance at the airport and the speed and altitude elements are provided at a later time.  The revision in how the route portion is delivered resulted from a NAT safety decision seeking mitigations to navigation errors.  The FAA determined that the reissuance of the route portion of the clearance introduced risk (e.g. hearback/readback errors, manual input of waypoints, missing reroutes due to routine nature of most oceanic clearances, etc.).  Additionally, the NAT is the only airspace in which a specific oceanic clearance is given, so it was also desirable to harmonize procedures within the FAA.  A review of NAT errors as part of the NAT Scrutiny Group has shown a downward trend in the number of navigation errors since implementation of the procedure, though quantifying or tying directly to the procedure is difficult.  The group also discussed the use of uplink messages (UMs) for route issuance.  Many of the business jet operators noted issues with how their avionics packages process such messages.  It was felt that UM processing was more geared to accommodate commercial air carriers and that the avionics providers for some business aircraft had not been considered.  Laura Robinson-Flores from the International/Collaborative Decision-Making (CDM) office at the Air Traffic Control System Command Center (ATCSCC) suggested that here office may be able to conduct a CDM meeting for business aviation and air traffic needs.
Action- ATCSCC to consider CDM with business aviation customers and discuss air traffic needs.
Flight Planning NAT Organized Track System (NAT OTS) and New York East/West Airspace
[bookmark: _GoBack]New York provided a review of the information that they use in relation to NAT OTS and developing tracks.  There are a number of different sources of information and data that New York uses when determining which tracks they would like to see published and what altitudes they would like as part of the Flight Level Allocation Scheme (FLAS).  New York passes its requests on to Gander ACC who actually publish the tracks.  It was noted that, while New York is a collaborative partner, Gander ultimately determines the actual tracks and which altitudes will be made available to New York.  Route planning through the New York West Airspace was also discussed.  Operators were advised that they could find altitude filing requirements in the FAA’s Aeronautical Information Publication (AIP) available at http://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/publications/.   It was noted shortly following the meeting that the altitude information was missing from the AIP.
Action- New York Center to work with Oceanic/Offshore Air Traffic Procedures to update AIP.
During the discussions on altitude filing, some operators asked if controllers looked step climbs planned into the flight plan or if ATOP probed for those step climbs.  Vinny Gerry noted that controllers will often look at those elements if they need to determine whether to move someone for a conflict but they generally don’t look for these step climbs nor does ATOP probe or alert the controller to these step climbs.
United Airlines asked about delays encountered when eastbound aircraft request reroutes when an aircraft transitions from New York to Gander or Shanwick via Santa Maria.  New York noted that this was related to getting approval for the change from Gander, Shanwick, or both facilities.  New York tires to coordinate as early as possible, however, there are issues with that as well.
Action- Mark Hurston from United to address with other ANSPs during the NAMEUR.  
British Airways asked if it was possible to conduct a trial of stopping OTS tracks at 40W in New York’s airspace for eastbound traffic.  New York noted that the attempted this but that the facility was overloaded with calls from aircraft operators asking how they should file after 40W.  New York stated they would consider such a trial; however, operators would need to brief their planners on what they need to file after 40W.  British Airways and the other operators present indicated they would be willing to do this.
Action- New York Center to work with operators to develop an operational trial for stub routes to 40W for eastbound aircraft.
Another item that came up during route planning discussions was the amount of time in which NOTAMs are published that affect routes (e.g. M201 closed due to radar outage), especially those related to routine maintenance.  Aircraft operators asked if New York could work to ensure that these are published in a more timely manner.
  Action- New York Center to review its process for NOTAM issuance and develop procedure to ensure timelier issuance.
There was also discussion on preferred routes and whether they could be updated/revised.  This led into discussion about Letter of Agreement (LOA) restrictions between facilities.  The airline operators realize that there are a number of different altitude and route restrictions between centers but determining where they are can prove difficult for flight planning and predictability.  The FAA noted that these LOAs are numerous and it would be a daunting task to filter through all to determine what would be relevant to operators.  The FAA asked operators to narrow the scope of their request to the top 10 areas of concern.
Action- ATCSCC to work with airlines to get top 10 to 20 areas/restrictions and provide pertinent LOA restrictions.
Action- ATCSCC to work with operators and facilities to revise preferred routes.
Finally, the group discussed use of NAT Track Z.  New York advised they generally publish this track to provide relief when demand over other fixes is moderate or greater.  The group discussed how the track is published and the allocation of altitudes, but as noted earlier, New York makes its request and Gander publishes the route and altitude.  The operators asked if it were possible to consider use of random routes versus publishing of Track Z.
Action- New York to consider operational trial and work with adjacent ANSPs and operators to conduct.


Track Advisory Messages
Jack White from Boston Center discussed how they work with Moncton ACC with coordinating routes associated with the Track Advisory Message.  Some of the airlines discussed issues with how the Track Advisory Messages are broadcast.  They currently receive via SITA but would like to receive in a machine-readable format, which can be accomplished if they’re sent via AFTN.  They also queried whether it could sent via the track messages.
Action- Boston Center to explore possibility of accommodating request.
Flight Plan Processing Questions
Ray Ahlberg took several questions from the group regarding flight planning issues and automation processing.  British Airways brought up an issue with flight plan rejections when they file preferred routing that contains victor airways and their planned altitude is above FL180.  Ray stated he would look into the issue and provide follow-up with British Airways.  Ray offered that if additional questions came up following the meeting, he would be happy to work with the operators to address issues.
Action- Provide Ray’s contact information to the meeting (ray.ahlberg@faa.gov)
Action- Ray Ahlberg to follow-up with BAW on flight plan rejection when filing on a victor airway
Dynamic Airborne Reroute Program (DARP)
A briefing was provided regarding airborne reroutes and potential savings associated with route optimization.  These reroutes take advantage of FANS 1/A and CPDLC downlink (DM) and uplink (UM) messages to autoload a new route provided by an airline operations center (AOC) to the flight crew.  It was noted that New York has successfully trialed this procedure and it has resulted in fuel savings.  
North Atlantic Initiatives
An overview of several ongoing initiatives including Data Link Mandate (DLM), Reduced Lateral Separation Trial (RLat or ½ degree track spacing), transition from Minimum Navigation Performance Specification (MNPS) to Performance Based Navigation (PBN), and harmonization of CPDLC route clearance messages was provided.  The FAA noted that it was not mandating datalink in its portion of NAT airspace at the present time, so non-equipped aircraft will not be required to comply with the DLM in New York airspace.  It was also noted that New York will not participate in the RLat trials at the present time- the ½ degree tracks reduce lateral spacing below the standard 30NM that is currently in use in New York’s airspace.  Some other initiatives that may offer opportunities for improved efficiency and operational trials were discussed as well- Santa Maria ACC separation reductions to the same standards as New York (2015-2016 timeframe) that will allow for seamless transition between New York and Santa Maria; Five minute Reduced Longitudinal (RLong) separation trial in Gander- New York could develop operational trial parameters to accept/deliver reduced separation with Gander; Proposal for Amendment (PfA) to NAT Doc. 7030 6.1.1.7 that requires mandatory speed assignment to all aircraft operating in the NAT- the PfA removes this requirement, meaning speeds are assigned only as needed.  During discussions at afternoon break, many operators felt that a ten minute without Mach number technique operational trial may be beneficial.  A link to the FAA’s NAT Operators guide was also provided.  This resource, while intended for US operators, has useful information for operators flying in the NAT. 
Action- New York to begin discussions with Gander on potential RLong cross-boundary trial and develop trial parameters.
Action- New York to begin development of parameters for a ten minute no Mach Number technique trial and preliminarily discuss with adjacent ANSPs.
Caribbean and WATRS Initiatives
In January 2014, New York, Piarco ACC, and Santa Maria ACC conducted a trilateral meeting to discuss a number of topics related to improving safety and efficiency.  During this meeting, Piarco shared a number of different advances with their automation that will allow for improved service between New York and Piarco.  A number of initiatives designed to improve efficiency for both controllers and aircraft operators were discussed.
ATOP System Enhancements
Two enhancements slated for delivery and implementation in 2016 were discussed.  Both procedures utilize existing technology to allow aircraft to climb or descend through blocking traffic when less-than standard separation minima exists.  The Automatic Dependent Surveillance-Broadcast In-Trail Procedure (ADS-B ITP) uses ADS-B In/Out broadcast technology and requires the pilot to ensure separation during the climb/descent maneuver once approved by ATC.  The Automatic Dependent Surveillance-Contract Climb/Descent Procedure (ADS-C CDP) is a controller procedure similar to the ADS-B ITP, with ATC ensuring separation.  Another planned enhancement is integration of the Bermuda radar volume into ATOP, providing seamless transition between procedural airspace and the radar airspace at Bermuda.
Closing of the Meeting
Jim thanked participants for their time and for traveling to New York for the meeting.  There was some discussion about having one versus at least two meetings yearly.  It was noted that having only one meeting, especially given the breadth of topics and actions developed would allow items of importance to linger unresolved, be totally forgotten, or increase since they were not being addressed in a timely manner.  The group was also advised of a draft New York OWG Charter that would be sent out for review and comment.  This information, along with other meeting materials and updates will be made available on the New York OWG Website. 
The next proposed New York OWG will be scheduled in late August in the New York area.
Action- Update New York OWG Website and provide meeting materials, including draft ZNY OWG and NARC

















List of Action Items
	Action Number
	Information
	Action Pending
	Responsible Organization
	Due Date
	Status

	WG01-01
	British Airways noted an issue with flight plans being rejected by FAA automation and provided an example of such. 
	Provide Ray Ahlberg with copy of rejected flight plan for further analysis
	FAA
	February 2015
	Information provided to Ray Ahlberg and discussed with British Airways
CLOSED

	WG01-02
	Operators requested more named entry/exit boundary fixes.
	Provide Greg Dale with copy of NARC.  Greg Dale to coordinate with other operators and Jim Webb.
	New York Center (ZNY)/United Airlines (Greg Dale)
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-03
	Business aviation operators noted issues with how their avionics process uplink messages (UMs) for route clearance.
	ATCSCC suggested possible CDM discussions with business aviation to address air traffic needs.
	 ATCSCC
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-04
	Participants advised that flight planning altitudes for ZNY West airspace available in FAA AIP. Noted shortly after meeting that information was not in AIP.

	ZNY to work with Oceanic/Offshore Procedures (AJV-84) to update AIP
	ZNY/AJV-84
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-05
	Delays noted by airlines when requesting route/altitude changes in ZNY East airspace.  Delays are related to coordination and awaiting approval from downstream facilities.
	Mark Hurston (United) to address with other ANSPs during NAMEUR meetings
	United Airlines (Mark Hurston)
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-06
	British Airways requested operational trial of “stub tracks” to 40W eastbound and random routing after.
	ZNY to develop operational trial. 
	ZNY
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-07
	Operators requested timelier publication of NOTAMS that affect routes
	ZNY to review NOTAM process and develop procedures to improve, if needed
	ZNY
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-08
	Operators request updates/revisions to preferred routes
	ATCSCC to work with operators and facilities to revise
	ATCSCC/Aircraft Operators
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-09
	Operators requested information on altitude restrictions and other procedures contained in LOAs that may affect flight planning.


	ATCSCC to work with operators to narrow scope of request to top 10 to 20 airports/areas. 
	ATCSCC/Aircraft Operators
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-10
	Operators requested an operational trial of random routes vs. publication of Track Z.
	ZNY to consider and work with adjacent ANSPs to develop an operational trial
	ZNY
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-11
	Operators request that Track Advisory Message be sent via AFTN so they are in a machine-readable format
	Boston Center to explore request
	Boston Center (ZBW)
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-12
	Provide contact information for Ray Ahlberg
	ray.ahlberg@faa.gov
	FAA
	February 2015
	CLOSED

	WG01-13
	British Airways noted issue with rejection of victor airways when filing preferred routes 
	Ray Ahlberg to follow-up with British Airways
	FAA
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-14
	Develop operational trials with adjacent ANSPs for cross-boundary reduced separation
	ZNY to begin discussions with Gander ACC on potential five minute RLong separation operational trial
	ZNY
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-15
	Develop 10 minute no Mach Number technique operational trial
	ZNY to develop trial parameters and begin discussions with adjacent ANSPs
	ZNY
	August 2015
	Open

	WG01-16
	Update ZNY OWG website and provide meeting material
	
	FAA
	Ongoing
	Open
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