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1.0

Background
1.1
The Eighteenth Meeting of the Informal Pacific Air Traffic Control (ATC) Coordinating Group (IPACG/18) was held in Tokyo, Japan, from 8-11 October 2002.  The IPACG provides a forum for air traffic service (ATS) providers and users to informally meet and explore solutions to near term ATC problems that limit the capacity or efficiency within the Anchorage, Oakland, and Tokyo Oceanic Flight Information Regions (FIRs).

2.0
Welcome and Opening Remarks

2.1
The meeting was co-chaired by Mr. Akira Ono for the Japan Civil Aviation Bureau (JCAB) and Ms. Leslie McCormick for the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The meeting attendees are shown in Appendix A.

2.2
Mr. Seiji Hirai, Director of the Air Traffic Control Division, JCAB, opened the meeting by welcoming everyone.  He remarked that the importance of the meeting has increased year after year and also that the object of the meeting has sufficiently been accomplished as seen by the reduction of separation using required navigation performance (RNP-10) and reduced vertical separation minimum (RVSM).  Director Hirai also stated that now the meeting is expected to reduce the longitudinal separation using the automatic dependent surveillance (ADS) and controller-pilot data link communication (CPDLC) capabilities. He closed his remarks by paying respect to the efforts made by the people for this meeting and thanked all participants for attending.

2.3
Mr. Ono welcomed the participants to IPACG/18.  He then introduced the co-chairs of the FANS Interoperability Team (FIT) Working Group, Messrs. Yoshiki Imawaka, JCAB, and Reed Sladen, FAA; ATM Working Group, Mr. Takashi Kudo, JCAB, and Ms. Janet Apple, FAA; and the CNS Working Group, Mr. Tetsuya Shimada, JCAB, and Mr. John McCarron, FAA.

2.4
Ms. McCormick opened her remarks by stating that she was happy to continue as co-chair of IPACG. She hoped that this meeting would continue to be helpful to the airlines with more efficient and safe operations.  She ended her remarks by thanking Mr. Ono and JCAB for hosting the meeting.

3.0
Agenda Item 1: Review and Approve Agenda 

3.1

The following agenda was adopted by the meeting:
Agenda Item 1:  Review and approve agenda

Agenda Item 2:  Air Traffic Management (ATM) Issues

Agenda Item 3:  Communications/Navigation/Surveillance (CNS) Issues

Agenda Item 4:  Report on the outcome of the FANS Interoperability Team (FIT) Meeting

Agenda Item 5:  Review and Update of CNS/ATM Planning Chart

Agenda Item 6:  Evaluation of Costs and Benefits


Agenda Item 7:  Other Business

4.0

Submitted Papers

4.1
The following working and information papers were presented to IPACG/18 and can be made available upon request.

	Paper Number
	Agenda Item
	Title
	Presented by

	WP/1
	1
	Proposed Agenda and Timetable
	Chairpersons

	WP/2
	2
	Implementation of 50NM ADS Longitudinal Separation Minimum in the NOPAC and CENPAC Airspace
	JCAB

	WP/3
	2
	Removal of City-Pair Restriction on PACOTS Tracks
	ATFMC, Japan

	WP/4
	2
	Removal of City-Pair Restrictions for PACOTS Tracks 2/3
	Oakland ARTCC

	WP/5
	2
	Removal of City-Pair Restrictions for PACOTS Tracks 14/15
	Oakland ARTCC

	WP/6
	2
	Removal of Time Restriction for PACOTS Track A
	Oakland ARTCC

	WP/7
	2


	Initial Implementation of DARPS for Tracks 11 and 12
	JCAB

	WP/8
	2
	JCAB’s Interim Progress Report on the Studies for Bilateral Oceanic Contingency Plans
	JCAB

	WP/9
	2
	Lateral Offsets in NOPAC and CENPAC
	JCAB

	WP/10
	2
	Lost Communications Procedures
	FAA

	WP/11
	6
	Discussion of Implementation of High Speed/Low Speed Routes in the North Pacific
	Anchorage ARTCC

	WP/12
	6
	Proposed Terms of Reference and Work Program for the Northern Pacific Airspace Cost Effectiveness (NPACE) Study
	FAA

	WP/13
	6
	Update on the Progress of the Asia Pacific Airspace Safety Monitoring Task Force (APASM/TF)
	FAA

	WP/14
	5
	CNS/ATM Planning Chart
	Chairpersons

	WP/15
	4
	Report of FIT/6 Meeting
	FIT Co-chairs

	
	
	
	

	IP/1
	2
	ETMS Demo
	FAA

	IP/2
	6
	A Progress Report for the Northern Pacific Airspace Cost Effectiveness (NPACE) Study
	FAA

	IP/3
	2
	FAA ATCSCC and JCAB ATFMC Hotline
	JCAB & FAA

	IP/4
	2
	Making Plan for Air Traffic Management Center
	JCAB

	IP/5
	2
	Strategic Lateral Offset Procedures for the North Atlantic (NAT) Region
	FAA

	IP/6
	2
	Generation of RNP Tracks South of 30N
	Oakland ARTCC

	IP/7
	2
	Trackloading of Polar Route Traffic
	Anchorage ARTCC

	IP/8
	2
	Changes to the Magadan ACC/Anchorage ARTCC Letter of Agreement
	Anchorage ARTCC

	IP/9
	7
	North Polar Routes – Barrow, Alaska HF Voice Support
	ARINC

	IP/10
	2
	Civil/Military Coordination
	USAF


5.0
Review of Action Items

5.1

Open action items were reviewed and deferred for consideration by the working groups. The

Open Action Items list is shown as Appendix B.

6.0
Agenda Item 2: Air Traffic Management (ATM) Issues

6.1  
The ATM issues were addressed by the ATM Working Group, which was co-chaired by 

Ms. Janet Apple, FAA, and Mr. Takashi Kudo, JCAB.

Implementation of 50 NM ADS Longitudinal Separation Minimum in the NOPAC and CENPAC Airspace

6.2
JCAB briefed on the implementation of 50 NM ADS longitudinal separation minimum in the North Pacific (NOPAC) and Central Pacific (CENPAC) airspace.  JCAB proposed to consider the establishment of segregated traffic flows between capable and non-capable aircraft and asked that consideration be given to the following points:


a.  Operational advantages for ADS/CPDLC capable aircraft


b.  Population of ADS/CPDLC capable aircraft


c.  Operations for non-ADS/CPDLC capable aircraft

6.3
JCAB proposed two routes, eastbound and westbound, to apply 50NM ADS longitudinal separation in the NOPAC and CENPAC for appropriately equipped aircraft.  JCAB felt that this approach would secure benefits for capable aircraft while minimizing disadvantages to non-capable aircraft.  It would also be necessary to review how the routes could be generated.  JCAB asked the group to consider this proposal and asked for comments.

6.4
Air Canada thanked JCAB and applauded their efforts to offer benefits for operators equipped with the new technology.  Further, they asked if using a mixed environment had been explored.  As there are a large number of aircraft equipped with FANS, the penalty of a non-FANS aircraft in the environment should be minimal and not pose any problems to ATC.  The representative noted the exclusion of the CENPAC from the proposal and expressed that this area could greatly benefit from distance-based separation.  The representative further noted that airspace constraints limited the number of entry and exit points in the Pacific and was curious if using ADS could permit airspace re-design to resolve this issue and permit increased efficiency on the Pacific Organized Track System (PACOTS) tracks.

6.5
Northwest Airlines applauded JCAB for their steps to propel the technology and asked if a cost-benefit analysis had been conducted to determine the benefits for the operators.  Northwest Airlines also asked if the proposal was contingent on participation from Oakland Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) and requested an off-line session for airspace users to exchange comments on the JCAB proposal.  JCAB responded that they had outsourced an outside agency to conduct a cost benefit analysis (CBA) for this proposal, however the analysis did not only contain the segregated environment but other factors were also included.  JCAB stressed that they had to justify any new policies with a CBA and further stated that they had not contacted Anchorage and Oakland ARTCCs in advance and felt IPACG/18 was the proper venue to introduce this proposal.

6.6
Oakland ARTCC stated they would support and operate in a mixed environment.

6.7
Anchorage ARTCC noted that although their equipment presently did not permit a 50NM longitudinal environment, operations in a 50NM mixed environment should soon be possible.  The representative commented that making Track R220 an ADS-only track could have serious future consequences.  Further, they offered that segregating the traffic by altitude would yield the same results as segregating by airway. 

6.8
Tokyo Area Control Center (ACC) stated that it would be difficult to provide ATC services in a mixed environment and could result in a reduction of ADS benefits.  The representative further noted that ADS aircraft could benefit from a dedicated route.

6.9
United Airlines reported that the operators had concluded that JCAB’s proposal did not provide the benefits they seek and limited the application of 50NM to ADS-equipped aircraft.  JCAB was asked to consider a scenario that could accommodate a mixed environment between now and 2004.

6.10
American Airlines thanked JCAB for acknowledging their equipage and navigational capability and also asked the group to consider fleet mix and speed capabilities in addition to the cost-benefit analysis.

6.11
ICAO Bangkok commented that the JCAB proposal only permitted 50NM separation for the cruise portion of flight.  The representative noted that ICAO provisions permit 50 and 30NM separation using track angles of 15-135 degrees using ADS and associated speed restrictions.  He further noted that these track angles along with the 0-44 degrees of the longitudinal model permit application of the separation from 0-135 degree track angles.  He noted that collision risk model (CRM) parameters for ADS are not contained in the Pacific Operations Manual (POM) and would need to be harmonized with ICAO Doc 4444 Procedures for Air Navigation Services – Air Traffic Management (PANS-ATM) and added that the ICAO Guidance Material for ADS was also not consistent with PANS-ATM.  Using ICAO provisions, software developers could amend programs to take full advantage of automation.

6.12
JCAB recalled the proposal delivered at IPACG/17 regarding a segregated environment.  The representative said they would be unable to mandate a readiness target for airlines to become capable nor did they intend to mandate such a requirement.  The representative further stated that if the ratio of equipped aircraft to non-equipped aircraft was 50: 50 that they wanted to avoid a difficult environment for ATC.  The representative stated that some degree of segregation by route and by time-slot would be necessary and that a mixed environment would delay implementation of 50/50 and 30/30 and the transition period could be prolonged.

6.13
Following a short breakout session, Northwest Airlines presented the operators’ position.  The representative applauded JCAB’s efforts to promote new technology applications and recognized the need for transitioning to a full CNS/ATM environment.  The representative further added that proposals should give benefits to equipped operators without financially penalizing non-equipped operators and also minimizing impact on ATC facilities.  The operators offered the following position:

· They support the concept of a mixed environment as a transitional step.

· The best solution would be based on ATC and operator requirements.

· Prior to any final agreement the operators would like to see an ATS proposal for operating in a mixed environment.

· Transition to a full CNS/ATM environment should be based on capacity growth estimates and operator equipage rates.

· Operators are urged to upgrade equipment to take the maximum benefit from the CNS/ATM effort in the Region.

6.14
JCAB asked for a definition of a full CNS/ATM environment and a corresponding timeline.  The Northwest Airlines representative responded that 30/30 would be the end-state at this stage, and a reliable estimate for growth and determining equipage dates could possibly be determined upon completion of the Northern Pacific Airspace Cost Effectiveness (NPACE) study.

6.15
All-Nippon Airways sought clarification on elements of the proposal.  The schedule and timeframe would be very important for adopting this change.  The representative added that airspace redesign could be delayed waiting for NPACE results.  The representative commented that MTSAT should be operational in 2004 and that the group should consider the benefits for ADS or FANS capable aircraft.  

6.16
Northwest Airlines supported seeking benefits for operators of equipped aircraft as long as non-equipped operators would not be adversely affected.

6.17
American Airlines added that the study should maximize benefits for the ADS/CNS/ATM environment without penalizing the non-equipped, i.e. mixed environment.  

6.18
Oakland ARTCC commented that they currently provide ATS in a mixed environment of varying speeds and navigational capabilities and that they have been looking forward to ADS to provide further benefits for both pilots and controllers due to the percentage of FANS-equipped aircraft.

6.19
JCAB commented that benefits could be realized in numerous ways:

· Reduction in flying time

· Reduction in fuel-burn

· CPDLC reduces congestion of HF and improves communications

· ADS position reporting reduces pilot workload and the cost for CPDLC communication

Lateral Offset Procedures

6.20
JCAB made a presentation regarding lateral offsets in the NOPAC and CENPAC.  Regarding this concept, the meeting recalled that no conclusion had been made at the last meeting on its appropriateness for the region.  JCAB advised the meeting that the ICAO guidelines released on 31 May 2002 for lateral offset procedures would not provide the desired benefit of the offset in the parallel and unidirectional NOPAC and CENPAC route system.  JCAB asked the group to consider introducing procedures taking into account the ICAO guidelines.

6.21
FAA Flight Standards stated that they were not in agreement with the lateral offset procedures proposed by Australia and preferred a scenario consistent with a CRM that took into account randomness.  Although 0, 1, or 2 mile lateral offsets could work regardless of track structure, a 2-mile offset would be optimal and should incorporate the wake turbulence procedure.  Although the ongoing risk studies supporting a 30/30 implementation had not been published, findings showed that this procedure would work in both unidirectional and bi-directional scenarios and had been successful in the West Atlantic Route System (WATRS).  The representative stated that the offset should always be to the right and that these procedures become more critical with the increased navigational accuracy associated with initiatives such as the implementation of 30/30.

6.22
The US Department of Defense (DOD) echoed the FAA position on lateral offsets and expressed support for 1 or 2 mile offset procedures along with a desire for a global standard so that pilots would not have to be familiar with varying regional procedures.

6.23
Singapore Airlines supported the FAA position as they saw the benefit of 2NM lateral offsets and further added that a lateral offset procedure offsetting only to the right should be used in satisfying global harmonization.

6.24
Anchorage ARTCC quoted the Regional Supplementary Procedures on wake turbulence and noted that it states that one or both aircraft may initiate lateral offsets not greater than 2NM.  They further added that the procedures did not give a directional requirement.  The representative asked Boeing if a fraction of a whole number could be supported in the ADS route conformance parameters.  Boeing responded that only a whole number could be supported.  

6.25
FAA Flight Standards noted that for numerous reasons cited in this meeting, the group should support a technique using lateral offsets only to the right.  As the lateral offset risk modeling for 50/50 and 30/30 is ongoing, the ICAO representative expressed the view that the technique should remain at 1NM for 50NM parallel route systems until the effects of using a 2NM offset could be determined.  He further added that ICAO is examining the 2NM aspect of lateral offsets in a 30/30 environment.

6.26
JCAB commented that the procedure of offsetting 2NM to the right was implemented and its feasibility was verified using the CRM in the NAT where track spacing is 60 miles.  Since the CRM for the 2NM lateral offset procedure in a 50NM environment has not been performed, it is not known whether the 2NM offset meets the TLS of 5 x 10-9 fatal accidents per flight hour in the 50NM environment in the Pacific.  JCAB further advised that a 1NM offset does meet the TLS in the 50NM environment as indicated in the ICAO guidelines.

6.27
ICAO commented that the State letter had been distributed only as guidance, solely looking at 50NM separation, as 30NM had not yet been developed.  The representative further stated that although the 2NM technique would be optimal, it exceeds the TLS of 5 x 10-9 in a 50NM environment. The representative noted that this procedure is feasible for regions not having 50NM and 30NM environments.  

Removal of City-Pair Restriction on PACOTS Tracks

6.28
The Air Traffic Flow Management Center (ATFMC) Japan presented a proposal to remove the city-pair restrictions on the PACOTS Tracks 2, 3, 14 and 15.  As users have requested the removal of the restrictions for Tracks 2 and 3, the proposal outlined procedures on Tracks 2 and 3 and Tracks 14 and 15.  The ATFMC proposed that the trial procedures for Tracks 2 and 3 introduce a zero-minute criteria if the flight time of the city-pair track minus that of the non-city pair track is zero minutes.  The ATFMC proposed a 3-minute criteria for removing city-pair restrictions for Tracks 14 and 15.  The ATFMC further proposed that city-pair restrictions be retained if passing GATES or if using Tracks 14 and 15 in the oceanic portion of the Tokyo FIR. 

6.29
Oakland ARTCC reported that the ATFMC proposal is acceptable and that they plan to start a 90-day test in late November 2002 and extend it further if successful.

6.30
United Airlines noted that the proposal did not account for Extended Twin Engine Operations (ETOPS) aircraft and that they would soon be operating such aircraft between RJAA-KSFO.  The representative further requested that relief be given to aircraft regardless of city-pair restrictions when it is shown on the flight plan.   Further, with the crossing time at 165E, it is important for operators to review their operations procedures as dispatchers may unnecessarily plan for city-pair restrictions.

6.31
American Airlines supported the United Airlines position as they only operate ETOPS aircraft in this region and expressed the desire for operators to work with ATFMC in the development of tracks on a daily basis to alleviate any ETOPS issues.

6.32
The ATFMC Japan responded that they understand that ETOPS operations would benefit from their proposal and that dispatchers would be relieved from coordination.  The representative further added that the rate of removal for city-pair restrictions for Track 14 is high and should give more options.  The ATFMC representative further stated that it would be difficult to create ETOPS-only routes, and suggested a 3-month trial if everyone agreed with the proposal.  Oakland ARTCC voiced their agreement and stated that they could commence trials by late November.  The ATFMC agreed to begin trials during or after November 2002.  The results of the trials will be reported at the next meeting.

Removal of Time Restrictions for PACOTS Track A

6.33
Oakland ARTCC, the ATFMC Japan, and Tokyo ACC met to discuss operational concerns relating to the removal of the 2030Z time restriction on Track A.  An agreement was reached on the conditions under which the time restriction would be applied.  The following procedures will be followed:

a.
If Track A converges with Tracks F/G to less than 50NM or crosses Tracks H/I in Oakland ARTCC’s airspace, the time restriction will not be applied.

b.
If Track A converges with Tracks F/G to less than 50NM in Tokyo ACC’s airspace and there is the potential for 4 or more aircraft on Tracks F/G to conflict with traffic on Track A, Oakland ARTCC will apply the 2030Z time restriction.  (Oakland ARTCC must validate that this determination can be made with some measure of certainty.)
c.
If Tracks H/I cross Track A in Tokyo ACC’s airspace, the ATFMC can request that Oakland ARTCC apply the time restriction to Track A.

6.34
A start trial date (approximately 1 December 2002) will be negotiated and, once agreed, will be disseminated.  This trial will be conducted for a period of 90 days and may be extended by mutual agreement.  The procedures may be dynamically adjusted by mutual agreement based on operational experience.  The trial may be terminated by either party.  The results of the trial will be briefed at the next meeting.

6.35
Northwest Airlines supported the proposal and stated that they found more flexibility since the implementation of RVSM.

6.36
Oakland ARTCC proposed that this trial be implemented concurrently with the city-pair restriction trials.

Initial Implementation of DARPS for Tracks 11 and 12

6.37
JCAB briefed on the implementation of Dynamic Airborne Route Planning System (DARPS) on Tracks 11 and 12 as a means to meet user needs.  JCAB proposed that operations commence in 2006 at the ATM center to provide optimal tracks using the latest high altitude wind forecast.  The ATFMC had made a presentation on a method for establishing new tracks.  This process would be similar to the PACOTS track generation as they shared the same algorithm.  The purpose of this proposal was to develop an appropriate time standard to generate DARPS tracks and NOTAMs.  JCAB stated that the DARPS NOTAM would be issued in a manner that would not adversely impact operators and that they would be able to issue the NOTAM by 0700 UTC.

6.38
United Airlines suggested that due to their experience as a South Pacific DARPS operator, this proposal should not be called “DARPS.”  The representative further stated that DARPS is a complex procedure meant for airborne aircraft. They appreciated the JCAB desire to provide the best possible routing on the tracks, however, the representative noted that some scenarios could result in improvements while others could result in creating an insufficient fuel scenario.  The representative further stated that increased accuracy in track definition message (TDM) generation is preferred to re-routes.

6.39
Japan Airlines noted that, as the largest operator on the Japan-Hawaii city-pair, it would be difficult to handle rerouting once aircraft had departed.  The representative further added that the 0700 UTC NOTAM is due to the number of flights departing at this time with the potential for departure delays for the first few flights.  The representative suggested that JCAB issue the NOTAM earlier than 0700 UTC.

6.40
Northwest Airlines commented on the concept of rerouting airborne aircraft.  Under revised winds, the reroute may not be the best routing and could cause a disadvantage rather than a benefit.  The representative further added that when obtaining the best route, one must consider where the aircraft is in relation to its destination.  The representative noted that the 2006 timeline permits flexibility to refine the process and make it effective for all users.  It was further suggested that the group work on this concept during future meetings to ensure benefits for all.

6.41
Oakland ARTCC noted that users would like to see the latest 0000 UTC winds used rather than the 1200 UTC winds to get the most effective tracks.  However, due to the cumbersome nature of the track generation process, the need for new software was suggested.  Oakland ARTCC also suggested a name other than DARPS be used and the process for issuing the 0700 UTC NOTAM be reviewed. 

6.42
The group was encouraged to submit proposals to the next meeting.

.

Lost communication procedures

6.43
Oakland ARTCC briefed on a proposal for amendment to the existing lost communication procedure, stating that the ICAO procedures did not meet the needs of Pacific operators, and sought input regarding the proposal. The briefing proposed questions for consideration by the group during a review of the ICAO procedure and development of new procedures for the Region.

6.44
The representative from the International Federation of Air Line Pilots Association (IFALPA) expressed concern regarding intercept procedures since 11 September and asked how ATC could determine the suspicious nature of a flight without knowing the status of the aircraft.  Oakland ARTCC reviewed their procedure and advised they would make notification of aircraft with which they had lost communications to the DOD. The DOD representative noted that information on anything suspicious would be presented to air defense authorities.  FAA Flight Standards commented that as the transponder squawk code for lost communications is common knowledge since 11 September, it is important that procedures be followed and stressed the need for standardized procedures.  

6.45
Air Canada stated that it is increasingly difficult to keep track of all procedures and document them appropriately for the flight crews.

6.46
American Airlines addressed the Air Canada comment on varying standards and requested that ICAO comment in hopes of establishing a hierarchy for developing procedures that flight crews can use in various regions.

6.47
The DOD representative stressed the importance of ICAO involvement to ensure the development of transparent and harmonized global procedures.

6.48
ICAO commented that the task would be enormous given their limited resources and requested clarification on how States would forward such a procedure to ICAO.  The FAA process for proposing amendments to ICAO procedures from an informal group was described.  The States concerned would jointly develop the procedure.  The ICAO representative stated that perhaps a working group or task force be established to develop a proposed amendment to regional supplementary procedures.  The representative added that he would raise the issue at ICAO Headquarters and bring it to the attention of the Inter-Regional Coordination meeting.

6.49
Northwest Airlines noted that Oakland ARTCC had identified a flaw in the system based on the current environment, and asked for a potential near-term remedy to properly address safety concerns, noting that an ICAO change could be a time-consuming process.

6.50
FAA Flight Standards applauded the Oakland ARTCC proposal, concurred with the Northwest Airline position, and further stated that they would work with other FAA offices to support this effort.  The representative noted that procedures have not been changed in the past 30 years and added that while ICAO has responsibility to develop and recommend standardized procedures, the States have the responsibility to recommend procedures as well.  While new technologies have precluded the chance of a total communication failure, it is not known if satellite and/or HF could be affected by outside influences.  The representative stressed the need to develop new procedures that prevent any type of catastrophe and take into account separation initiatives already implemented.

6.51
The ICAO representative reiterated the need for contingency procedures and stated the inherent difficulties associated with modeling potential unknown catastrophes.  The representative added that Annex 10 contained high level rather than detailed procedures regarding communications failure.  Detailed procedures would need to be addressed regarding communications failures for the Pacific Region.  The representative added that he would do everything he could to assist in developing the proposal for inclusion in the Regional Supplementary Procedures and looked forward to the FAA submitting a proposal to ICAO Bangkok to initiate the process.

6.52
JCAB thanked Oakland ARTCC for their proposal as it clearly defined a procedure to be followed in the event of lost communications that would benefit users and ATC.  JCAB recognized that users would like to have a more complete procedure and fully supported the recommendation.  JCAB would like to participate in the development of Regional Supplementary Procedures.

6.53
American Airlines asked if ICAO could adopt the proposed procedure globally rather than regionally.  The representative encouraged ICAO to work closely with the FAA when the proposal is made and to evaluate it for global application.  A global procedure that is rarely used is suspect to interpretation.

6.54
FedEx commented on their desire for harmonized procedures as they presently operate in 224 countries and added their support for the Oakland ARTCC proposal.  The representative further stated that time is of the essence and it is necessary to make changes and submit a proposal as soon as possible.

6.55
Air Canada asked if it was possible to issue this procedure as a NOTAM rather than wait for a change to the Regional Supplementary Procedures.  It was agreed that it would be possible.  ICAO commented that as long as a regional agreement exists that the procedure could be coordinated with other regions.  The representative added that the preferred approach would be to submit a proposal and that he did not see the process being a problem.

6.56
JCAB responded on the concept of using a NOTAM prior to a Doc 7030 amendment.  The representative stated that should a region adopt a different procedure from the ICAO SARPS, it should be published in Doc 7030.  JCAB stressed the need for harmonizing an approach as soon as possible.  The representative further added that States could issue such procedures in their Aeronautical Information Publication (AIP).

6.57
The group noted that there was agreement with the Oakland ARTCC proposal.  The ATM/WG co-chairs stated that as this would be a time intensive process, perhaps a NOTAM could be issued prior to the publication of the Doc 7030 amendment.  

6.58
IFATCA supported the proposal and stressed the need to comply with Annex 2 for changes within international airspace.

6.59
The ICAO representative cited PANS-ATM, Chapter 15, paragraph 15.2.3.b, which requires a regional air navigation agreement to adopt procedures which differ from PANS-ATM.

6.60
The DOD representative commented that if a NOTAM was issued that all parties should agree to a date in the interest of continuity.

6.61
The FAA suggested that although there seemed to be agreement on the words of the proposal, everyone would be given the opportunity to take the proposal back to their respective States and organizations.  The representative further suggested that the ATM/WG co-chairs serve as the focal points for gathering feedback and pre-coordinate with Informal South Pacific ATS Coordinating Group (ISPACG) prior to their next meeting in mid-March 2003 and progress the proposal as soon as possible.

6.62
The co-chairs suggested a 1 November 2002 deadline for comments.

JCAB’s Interim Progress Report on the Studies for Bilateral Oceanic Contingency Plans

6.63
JCAB provided their interim progress report on the studies for bilateral contingency plans between the FAA and the JCAB in the event of a natural disaster or terrorist attack that could affect a facility or State’s capability to provide ATC services in oceanic airspace and proposed that contingency plans be developed for the following purposes:

· Secure the safety of international traffic flows

· Maintain traffic flows with minimum constraints

· Base the plan on international cooperation

· Provide for the operation of adequate air-ground communication, surveillance and flight data processing capabilities between ATC units of the FAA, JCAB and adjacent FIRs 

6.64
JCAB further stated that consideration should be given to including all available means of communication such as controller-pilot data link communications (CPDLC) and satellite communications (SATCOM), and to establishment of a central coordination center to facilitate communications including maintenance and regular test operations.  JCAB noted the need for developing a training program and mentioned potential issues relating to legal liability and indemnity when developing a plan.

6.65
ARINC suggested that HF should also be considered as a part of the requirement for communicating and further requested that the training requirements for radio operators at the various facilities be taken into consideration.

6.66
JCAB indicated that they would like to consider the comments in more detail and requested airline and operator comments on this activity.

6.67
American Airlines said that it was necessary to have contingency plans to cover catastrophes, but operators were hesitant to comment due to the potential operational goals and impact.  The representative further added that it was important for JCAB and the FAA to talk not only about infrastructure but operational plans as well.  The representative recounted the impact of not conducting operations due to 11 September and stressed the need to consider the costs of these contingencies.

6.68
Air Canada stated that they regularly practice a disaster recovery plan and fully endorse the proposal.

6.69
Cathay Pacific responded that this proposal is important for both operations and infrastructure.  The representative mentioned their current ongoing development of contingency plans in the event of a war and noted that ATC providers usually do not have a plan in place.  The implementation of such procedures by ATS providers will aid in the development of procedures by operators.

6.70
Anchorage ARTCC recalled the Seattle earthquake and 11 September as two recent events that proved ATC capabilities for implementing contingency plans.  Oakland, Anchorage, Tokyo and Naha FIRs would have to agree on how to handle each other’s traffic.  This would be the next planning step.

6.71
Singapore Airlines supported the presentation and suggested that the airlines should set up the objectives for training as they are in a better position to decide what type of training to use.

6.72
The ICAO representative said that they fully support the development of the proposed contingency plans.  The meeting was further advised that ICAO was considering developing standards and recommended practices (SARPS) for contingency planning.

North Polar Routes – Barrow, Alaska HF Voice Support

6.73
ARINC provided information regarding the HF voice communications installation at Barrow, Alaska, in support of flights transiting the North Polar region.  A Letter of Agreement was recently signed that provided for conditional use of Barrow in support of Anchorage ARTCC.  If there is no other means of passing ATC information between a flight and Anchorage ARTCC, Barrow may be an alternative communications medium.  It was noted that the primary purpose of Barrow was for airline operations center (AOC) communications and, as such, the installation at Barrow does not have the power redundancy required for routine ATC communications.

Civil/Military Coordination

6.74
The DOD representative commented that operators of State aircraft are also airspace users and their airspace requirements should be considered when planning or implementing CNS/ATM initiatives.

7.0
Agenda Item 3: Communication, Navigation and Surveillance (CNS) Issues

7.1
The meeting was advised that there were no CNS issues to discuss. 

8.0
Agenda Item 4: Report of the Sixth IPACG FANS Interoperability Team Meeting (FIT/6)

Agenda Item 1:
Introduction

8.1
The FIT/6 meeting was held on 7–8 October 2002.  The meeting was attended by 48 participants from FAA, JCAB, 4 international organizations and 20 airlines and aviation industries. FIT Co-chairs, Mr. Yoshiki Imawaka, JCAB, and Mr. Reed Sladen, FAA, opened the meeting.

Agenda Item 2:
North and Central Pacific Operations Manual (NCPOM) and Pacific Operations Manual (POM)

8.2
The co-chairs notified the meeting of the creation of an editorially revised document that combined the South Pacific Operations Manual (SPOM) and the NCPOM into a single POM.  This idea had been encouraged at FIT/5, and prior coordination had been effected with the SPOM editor.  It is anticipated that the ISPACG/FIT will also adopt the POM at their next meeting early in 2003.  The meeting participants strongly supported a single oceanic operations manual for the Pacific, to promote consistency, safety, and efficiency throughout multiple FIRs.  Therefore, the POM was formally adopted to replace the NCPOM. 
8.3
Discussion was held concerning the relationship of the POM to ICAO guidance material (GM), and it’s conformity – or lack thereof – to ICAO documents (e.g. SARPs).  The ICAO representative agreed that an operational manual should not be an ICAO document, nor was such a manual ICAO’s responsibility.  However, any apparent contradictions between ICAO guidelines and POM provisions deserve attention, in the sense that ultimately one or the other may need to be changed.  There was general agreement from the meeting that an open dialogue between POM owners (IPACG and ISPACG FITs) and ICAO was essential.

8.4
ISPACG has already received overtures from representatives in the Bay of Bengal and Indian Ocean regions about combining their manuals into the POM.  The meeting discussed the desire to continue the movement toward a truly global oceanic operations manual, the obvious end-point of an effort to “…promote consistency, safety, and efficiency throughout multiple FIRs.”  Although the meeting was again in unanimous agreement about the concept, and encouraged the co-chairs to investigate further, care must be taken to move slowly enough to ensure that any such broader document keeps the two essential attributes of the POM:

a.
It is strictly operational in nature and is editorially designed for ease of reference, and
b.
It can be quickly and efficiently modified as technology and experience dictate.

8.5
The meeting also agreed that the concepts of paper distribution and multiple controlled copyholders were no longer appropriate in the electronic age.  The only “controlled copies” – meaning official latest-version copies –would be kept on three web sites.  There would be one each on the FAA, JCAB Central Reporting Agency Supporting Agency (CRASA), and a South Pacific web site to be determined.  All three sites would be set up to allow downloading of the document.  Additionally, copies would be distributed to a combined IPACG/ISPACG mailing list by e-mail; and any member may request an electronic copy from the three points of contact listed in the POM.

Agenda Item 3:
Reports on the CRA and CRASA activities

8.6
Problem Reports (PRs) received since the FIT/5 meeting

8.6.1
Both the FAA and JCAB CRASA’s presented problem reports received since the FIT/5 meeting held in April 2002.  The JCAB CRASA, who is responsible for processing reports originating in or relating to occurrences in the Tokyo FIR, processed 43 PRs.  Out of 43 PRs processed by the JCAB CRASA, 11 PRs, 8 PRs, 7 PRs and 18 PRs were related to ADS, CPDLC, connection and datalink general, respectively.  11 PRs out of 18 reports related to datalink general were caused by data link service provider (DSP) system failures.  The duration of the DSP systems failures were from 7 minutes up to 8.25 hours.  

8.6.2
The FAA CRASA processed 24 PRs.  The FAA CRASA is also responsible for processing PRs received in the South Pacific, and 22 PRs were related to the South Pacific.  Each PR is shown in Appendix D.

8.6.3
Concern was raised regarding the notification process for DSP failures.  The meeting was advised that not all the system failures were immediately notified to ATC.  Since datalink failure directly affects ATC operations, ATS units (ATSUs) required the current status of the datalink system, regardless of whether it was a scheduled outage or unscheduled outage.  E-mail would be a means of communication for notification.  Since e-mail is not available at the operation room for every ATSU, some ATSUs preferred phone or fax messages for the notification.  It was agreed that a small group would be established to review the notification process between DSPs and ATSUs, and report their study to the FIT/7 meeting.  The small group would consist of representatives from AVICOM, ARINC, JCAB CRASA, Anchorage ARTCC, Oakland ARTCC and Tokyo ACC.  Mr. Yoshiro Nakatsuji, JCAB CRASA will serve as reporter for the group.
8.6.4
During the review of PR 409, a suggestion was made to consider standardizing phraseology for notification of lost ADS connection by using CPDLC.  While the NCPOM describes the procedures for ADS connections not available in paragraph 4.3 of Part-6, it does not specify such phraseology.  If notification is sent by free text to the pilot, the only reply message is “ROGER” which is not considered to be appropriate for replying to the message.  A small group was established to consider this problem and will report their study at the next FIT meeting.

8.6.5
A question was asked regarding the system analysis by Airbus.  Airbus reported that they would provide support for the investigation of PRs occurring with their FANS-A system.  Airbus further advised that their system had been upgraded following experience obtained through the North Atlantic FANS Interoperability Group (NAT-FIG) in the North Atlantic operations, and their experience in the NAT operations would be provided to future IPACG FIT meetings.  It was advised that both the FAA and JCAB CRASA’s deal with PRs occurring in both the Boeing FANS-1 and Airbus FANS-A avionics.

8.6.6
The meeting was advised that the ADS "intent data groups" consist of two types of data groups.  The first is the "fixed intent group" which contains predicted data relating to the location of the airplane at the time requested in the ADS contract uplink.  The other is the "intermediate intent group" which contains the predicted location of each track, speed and altitude change point between the airplane and the predicted intent point. An ADS intent report will contain the fixed intent group and as many intermediate intent groups as there are track/speed/altitude changes.  The ADS intent data groups can only be requested in a periodic or on-demand contract, and should not be confused with the predicted route groups, which contain predicted data for the next and next+1 waypoints, and are included in waypoint change event reports.  There is a problem with the 747-400 (FIT PR 311) which is being fixed in Load 16 that provides an incorrect location of the fixed intent point in certain circumstances.  It is possible that PRs 10103 and 10110 are the same problem, but this needs to be checked.

8.7
Problem Reports to be closed by the FIT/6

8.7.1
The JCAB CRASA proposed 21 PRs be closed.  These PRs included several which were proposed to be closed at the FIT/5 meeting.  The PRs proposed to be closed are listed in Appendix E.  After further discussion, the FIT agreed to close all the PRs.

8.7.2
PR 425, verify page, was the only one proposed by the FAA CRASA for closure and the meeting did close it.  However, the details of that PR brought to light a significant problem with the software.  If a downlink is prepared but not sent, it remains in the FMC and may become part of the next downlink message if the pilot does not recognize it when he or she reviews the verify page prior to the downlink.  This is true even after flight complete, meaning that a different crew on a different flight can depart and prepare a downlink which inadvertently contains a left over message from the previous flight.  Boeing has taken an action item to queue a fix to this in their system.  Airbus advised the meeting that they will investigate whether or not their equipment has the same issue. 

Agenda Item 4:
Report of the Seminar on Datalink Operations
8.8
The FIT/5 meeting, held in April 2002, discussed that while technical related problem reports on datalink operations were decreasing, the recent trend for problem reports did not show that procedure-related PRs were decreasing.  In order to further improve datalink operations, the FIT/5 and the IPACG/17 meetings agreed that it would be beneficial for both providers and operators if a seminar on datalink operations were held.  Since the Pacific States had planned to implement ADS longitudinal separation minima in the Pacific Region, it was considered that the seminar would also contribute to a smooth introduction of new procedures utilizing ADS.

8.9
The Seminar on Datalink Operations was held at Koku-kaikan in Tokyo, Japan on 3 - 4 October 2002, with the aim of discussing with States and operators a means to improve datalink operations in the Pacific Region.  90 participants attended the seminar from 5 State administrative agencies (Airservices, FAA, Japan, Philippines and Rep of Korea), 3 international organizations (IATA, ICAO and IFALPA), and 19 representatives from airlines and aviation industries.

8.10
The seminar was made up of 10 sessions as shown in the seminar agenda, Appendix F.  Addresses and presentations were made by ICAO, Airservices Australia, FAA, Airbus, Boeing and ARINC.  A copy of the NCPOM was distributed to the seminar participants.  Seminar attendees’ positive comments indicated that this seminar was very successful and enhanced knowledge of datalink operations in the Pacific.

Agenda Item 5:
Any Other Business

8.11
A request for change was made to section 9.1 of the POM, to increase the retention period for ATS providers and communication service providers to hold recorded communications data from 15 days to one month.  ARINC and SITA replied that there would be no difficulties in retaining data as proposed.  The FAA has regulations which prohibit them from keeping data longer than 15 days.  The meeting noted that the providers are strongly encouraged to retain records for at least 30 days.

8.12
A presentation was made showing differences between the times used by ATSUs and that used by Boeing CPDLC avionics.  In some cases, it would appear as a one-minute difference.  This was caused by truncation of the time and/or rounding algorithm.  Airbus avionics and the ATSUs use the same algorithm.  Therefore, time differences would not occur for Airbus airframes.  FANS avionics use the GPS time, while ATSUs in FAA and JCAB use their national standard atomic clocks.  ADS data contain a six-digit time, which eliminated the difference. 

8.13
FAA presented information on the air carrier approval process for the use of datalink communication.  A proposed change to Advisory Circular 120-70, and GM intended for inclusion in FAA Order 8400.10, which is the Handbook of US Aviation Safety Inspectors, was provided.  These have not yet been approved, but were presented by FAA for comment in an effort toward producing the document for approval of CPDLC operations, both digital (VDL) and analog (FANS).  The meeting was requested to provide comments to Mr. Robert Tegeder, FAA at <Robert.M.Tegeder@faa.gov>.
8.14
The new Magadan ACC/Anchorage ARTCC Letter of Agreement (LOA) dated 15 October 2002 was presented.  It deals primarily with the application of RVSM over the Polar routes. 

8.15
ARINC made a presentation regarding the high frequency data link (HFDL) system.  HFDL is currently used by some 270 aircraft with approximately 300,000 messages being sent per month.  HFDL is used primarily for AOC communications, and is the only datalink service available in much of the Polar region.

8.16
The meeting was informed by JCAB that Japan Airlines has decided to install FANS avionics on their B747-200/300 aircraft.  The certification for the upgrades will be completed in May 2003, which will allow continued operations in the European and Pacific region airspace, including the FANS environment.

9.0

Agenda Item 5: Review and Update of CNS/ATM Planning Chart

9.1

The CNS/ATM Planning Chart was reviewed and updated and shown as Appendix C.

10.0

Agenda Item 6: Evaluation of Costs and Benefits

Discussion of Implementation of High Speed/Low Speed Routes in the North Pacific

10.1
Anchorage ARTCC explained the complexities of attempting to implement high speed and low speed routes within the NOPAC.  

10.2
United Airlines stated that the initial concept was presented by IATA and agreed that the complexities would definitely exist given the speed variations of aircraft operating in the Pacific.  When the Advanced Technologies and Oceanic Procedures (ATOP) system comes on line, the capability will exist to handle the traffic flows to better mitigate fast vs. slow, as well as to provide a means for collaborative decision making (CDM).  The representative challenged all ATS providers to find ways to utilize new equipment to facilitate traffic flows in the future.  

10.3
Northwest Airlines expressed the concerns about the routes noting that legally an aircraft cannot always be dispatched under this route structure.  Northwest stated they supported the NPACE Study to find means to improve capacity.

10.4
The NPACE Study will include the examination of the implementation of high speed and low speed routes within the NOPAC.

Update on the Progress of the Asia Pacific Airspace Safety Monitoring Task Force (APASM/TF)

10.5
FAA updated the meeting on the progress of the APASM/TF.  Since the IPACG/17 meeting, the APASM/TF held two further meetings.  The TF completed the work program set by the Twelfth Meeting of the Asia Pacific Air Navigation Planning and Implementation Regional Group (APANPIRG/12) and finalized a plan for the establishment of a regional airspace safety monitoring agency for the Asia Pacific Region.  The plan included financial arrangements for funding the cost of operating the safety monitoring agency.

10.6
The meeting was invited to note the information provided and to urge both JCAB and FAA, as well as the organizations providing CRA services, to continue to provide airspace safety monitoring and safety assessment services in the North and Central Pacific Regions under the current arrangements in at least the short-term; and to continue to participate in the work of the APASM/TF.

Proposed Terms of Reference and Work Program for the Northern Pacific Airspace Cost Effectiveness (NPACE) Study

10.7

The FAA presented the proposed terms of reference and work program for the NPACE Study being undertaken by the FAA Technical Center and Rutgers University.  The meeting recalled their endorsement of this study at IPACG/17 to evaluate the benefit of potential future airspace changes.  The proposed terms of reference for the NPACE Study are as follows:



a.  To develop, validate, and maintain a simulation model that emulates the current airspace structure and operational procedures of Northern Pacific airspace, and any planned

changes to the structure or procedures.



b.  To use the simulation model to investigate potential future ATM initiatives for Northern Pacific airspace, as defined by IPACG.



c.  To identify appropriate performance measures of the airspace system to be studied by the simulation model.



d.  To devise suitable methodologies for incorporating the effects of projected traffic increases and system changes in the defined performance measures.



e.  To include participation from all parties concerned in the role of an advisory group.



f.  To provide reports to the IPACG containing the results of study.

10.8
NPACE would allow the investigation of the quantitative aspects of airspace system performance in the following areas:


a.  System safety, as influence by planned aircraft proximity


b.  System efficiency, as reflected in aircraft fuel-burn, travel time and aircraft delays,

among other factors


c.  System communications media and loading, as measured by the frequency and duration of the ATC-related messages


d.  Theoretical system flexibility, as demonstrated by the capability of ATC to absorb growth in user demand

10.9
The work program was also outlined, including proposed future separation reductions and system scenarios for the NOPAC.  Simulation models currently under development would be used in the study, with additional separation and system scenarios added as the study progresses.  The time interval for investigating the proposed separation and system scenarios should coincide with available Asia/Pacific Traffic Forecasting Group traffic forecasts for NOPAC as they are provided in 5-year intervals.

10.10
Oakland ARTCC stated that there will be non-equipped aircraft in the environment that are not equipped for RVSM and 50/50 and questioned whether the scenarios accounted for the various automation systems.  The representative suggested that the study should use 10 minutes rather than 15 minutes as the baseline, since that is the separation standard used during times of high capacity.  FAA said that the scenarios could be changed based on the desires of the group.

10.11
Air Canada commented that the study appeared to refer to a segregated environment.  The representative suggested that this scenario could be expanded to address a mixed environment of ADS and non-ADS equipped aircraft.  This would permit the evaluation of a route-specific environment versus an all routes environment.

10.12
JCAB noted the need to reflect the recent change to 50NM lateral spacing on the routes between Hawaii and Japan.  The representative noted that Tracks A, B, C, and D would increase demand and stressed the need for evaluating Tracks C and D.  

10.13
Air Canada noted that overflight charges addressed earlier this year did not appear in the study, and that they should be included as part of this analysis.  The FAA responded that this would be difficult due to the many financial arrangements in place by ATS providers.

10.14
All-Nippon Airways endorsed Air Canada’s comment and stated that 30/30 should be the final goal.  However, the differences among aircraft of operators and their equipage should be addressed as outlined in the presentation.  The representative further stressed the need to take action as soon as possible to conduct simulations and complete the analysis to provide results.

10.15
Northwest Airlines stated that the study should also examine the end-to-end routes and proposed that the study be expanded.  The representative further stated that the purpose of the study is to improve capacity and it is not always possible to know what initiatives could be in place in the future.  The representative noted the North Atlantic study findings that RVSM yielded more benefits than the equipage of the airlines and further stated that if benefits existed, then Northwest Airlines would upgrade their equipment.

10.16
United Airlines noted the need for a measurement of cost, as cost drives operators’ decisions.  As operators look at operating costs, they must have the potential to rapidly equip or suffer the penalty of not being equipped so they can be ready when the passenger demand returns.

10.17
Cathay Pacific added that the study seemed to be evaluating efficiency rather than capacity and there could be value for the current traffic levels.

10.18
All-Nippon Airways suggested not waiting for results to come up with a plan.  It would be important to be fully prepared and have that process completed.

10.19
Northwest Airlines commented that changes should not be implemented without knowing the results.

10.20
Cathay Pacific stated that they found a negative cost benefit ratio for FANS 1-A and were not prepared to retrofit the remaining aircraft without a very clear reason.  The representative added that they were looking at this from a positive perspective and are very actively seeking a positive cost benefit to justify what they know needs to be done in the long run.

10.21
Northwest Airlines commented that they were the originator of the request for this study and that they must justify financial benefits to their decision makers.  An aspect that had been overlooked was to have some level of predictability to give operators adequate lead-time to upgrade. 

10.22
JCAB commented that the study was of interest and they would be interested in seeing the results for 50/50 and 30/30, and to look at the scenarios as progress continues toward a full 30/30 implementation, even though such an approach would be more time-consuming. 

10.23
The FAA presented the progress on the NPACE study and discussed the model requirements and scenarios used to measure fuel savings, flight delays, and assess collision risk.  The FAA further stated that the study should be capable of accounting for any potential future changes in aircraft types and potential aircraft volume.  The FAA further described the Enhanced Traffic Management System (ETMS) attributes and presented descriptive statistics obtained from the 4 February-30 June 2002 traffic sample.

10.24
JCAB stated that the ATFMC could provide data for the study and would coordinate such an effort.

10.25
Cathay Pacific suggested that sample date range may not have been indicative of normal traffic levels and mentioned the possible need to re-accomplish the traffic sample.  United Airlines added that 5 months may not be a representative traffic sample.  The FAA added that data was available for a full year.  United Airlines recalled that a MITRE study had been done supporting various oceanic airspace initiatives which examined route usage and suggested that this information be included in this study.

10.26
The ATCSCC representative suggested that ATM flow management information would be of benefit to the study.  The representative also referenced the Post Operation Evaluation Tool (POET) as a possible option for looking at fuel efficiency.

11.0
  Agenda Item 7: Other Business

Enhanced Traffic Management System (ETMS)

11.1
The FAA Air Traffic Control System Command Center (ATCSCC) representative provided a demonstration on ETMS via a live connection to the ATCSCC.  The system permits the viewing of operations from the coast of Japan to the west coast of Europe and provides information relating to airports and schedules for ATM decisions and to facilitate common situation awareness.  This information is available to both users and ATC facilities and permits better decision-making due to all parties receiving the same data.  The demonstration showed the position and flight paths of arriving aircraft for flights enroute to Atlanta, San Francisco and Chicago using real-time data for all flights in the system.  This data permitted the FAA to rapidly manage traffic during the events of 11 September.  A 2km weather profile was selected to show its impact on the system.  The collaborative convective forecast product was shown using a real-time display of impacting weather that could require re-routing of traffic.  This utility forecasts weather trends for 2, 4, and 6 hours and permits airline dispatchers and traffic managers to develop plans that are published on the ATCSCC web site for viewing by the users.  This collaboration brings about common situational awareness and increased success in implementing the plans.  Upon connection to ATFMC, JCAB should be able to access this data.

12.0
Next Meeting

12.1
JCAB will host IPACG/19 during the week of 21-25 April 2003 in Tokyo, Japan.  The FIT will meet in Tokyo in advance of IPACG/19.  Further details will be provided by JCAB prior to the meeting.
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	Action Item


	Description
	Responsible Office
	Status and Action to be taken

	IP/11-2
	Application of a 10- minute longitudinal separation minimum without the mandatory application of Mach Number.
	FAA
	The proposed amendment to the Regional Supplementary Procedures (Doc 7030) to allow for turbo-jet aircraft operating within Oakland Oceanic FIR to be separated by 10 minutes without a requirement for assigning a Mach Number had been misdirected and never received by the ICAO Asia Pacific Office.  It was re-submitted to ICAO by the United States in Sept 2002.  Status to be reported to IPACG/19.

	IP/11-3
	International Air Traffic Flow Management.
	FAA

JCAB
	FAA ATCSCC and JCAB ATFMC reported on the steps taken to establish initial communication via a telephone “hotline.”  The first test will be conducted on 1 November 2002.  Prior to that date, the hotline test start time, frequency of test, and hotline test procedures will be coordinated and finalized via email.  ATCSCC provided a demonstration of the Enhanced Traffic Management System (ETMS).  The meeting will be kept informed of developments in the area of ATFM.

	IP/12-1
	Establish a FANS Interoperability Team (FIT) to analyze data link performance.
	FAA

JCAB
	FIT has been established and is fully functional.  Status of the work of the Asia Pacific Airspace Safety Monitoring Task Force to be reported in new Action Item IP/18-1. CLOSED.

	IP/12-2
	Elimination of verbal coordination that is currently required in addition to AIDC coordination between Oakland ARTCC and Tokyo ACC
	FAA

JCAB
	Status to be reported to IPACG/19.

	IP/13-3
	Expansion of Russian Routes
	ICAO

FAA

JCAB
	The meeting was provided information on new procedures between Anchorage ARTCC and Magadan ACC for track loading of Polar route traffic.  The meeting will be kept informed of developments in this area.

	IP/13-4
	Explore the implementation of 50NM ADS longitudinal separation minimum in the North Pacific area
	JCAB

FAA
	JCAB reported that a joint amendment with FAA to amend Doc 7030 to permit application of 50NM ADS longitudinal separation in the Tokyo, Naha, Anchorage, and Oakland FIRs was submitted to the ICAO Asia Pacific Office in June 2002.  JCAB will report on the status to IPACG/19.

	IP/14-1
	Contingency Plans
	FAA

JCAB
	JCAB reported on the outcome of their preliminary study in FY2000 to clarify the need for establishing a contingency plan for ATC activities and provided information on the fundamental elements of a bilateral oceanic contingency plan.  JCAB will continue studies and seek input from IPACG as required.

	IP/14-2
	NCPOM Manual
	FIT Co-chairs
	The FIT/6 meeting agreed to combine the material in the South Pacific Operations Manual (SPOM) and NCPOM.  Coordination has taken place with the editor of the SPOM, and the adoption of one Pacific Operations Manual will be proposed to ISPACG/17 in March 2003.  CLOSED.

	IP/15-1
	Tracks 14/15
	JCAB
	Tracks 14/15 were implemented on 8 Aug 2002.  CLOSED.

	IP/15-3
	Implement RNP-10 on Japan-Hawaii PACOTS
	JCAB

FAA

US DOD
	RNP-10 implemented effective 3 Oct 2002.  CLOSED.

	IP/15-5
	Identify process to determine airspace capacity
	FAA
	Terms of reference, work program and the progress were presented for the Northern Pacific Airspace Cost Effectiveness (NPACE) Study.  CLOSED.

	IP/17-1
	Removal of city-pair restriction on Tracks 2/3 and 14/15
	FAA

JCAB
	JCAB and FAA agreed to conduct a trial beginning at the end of November 2002.  Outcome of the trial will be reported at IPACG/19.

	IP/17-2
	Examine ways to enhance airspace capacity for aircraft departing HKG/TPE and entering Tokyo/Naha FIRs bound for North America
	JCAB
	Further information will be reported on the status at IPACG/19.

	IP/17-3
	Consider whether the application of a “high speed/low speed” route philosophy would be of benefit to users.
	FAA

JCAB
	FAA raised concerns regarding the application of such a procedure by route.  Consideration to be given to application by flight levels.  It is one of the possible scenarios under consideration for the NPACE Study.  Further evaluation to continue.  Update to be provided to IPACG/19.

	IP/17-4
	Implement lateral offset procedures in the North and Central Pacific.
	ICAO

FAA
	JCAB proposed implementation of the lateral offset procedure based on the revised ICAO guidelines.  FAA has objections to the procedure and does not intend to implement.  Further discussion to take place in the SASP and ISPACG.  Status to be reported at IPACG/19.

	IP/17-5
	Evaluate current lost communications procedures
	FAA

JCAB

IATA

ICAO
	FAA proposed amendment to Doc 7030 lost communications procedures based on their evaluation.  Comments to be submitted to ATM/WG Co-Chairs by 1 Nov 02. States to agree on date for AIP amendment.  7030 amendment to be developed and coordinated by FAA. Agreed amendment proposal to be submitted to ICAO.  Status to be reported to IPACG/19.

	IP/18-1
	Monitor the work of the Asia Pacific Airspace Safety Monitoring Task Force to establish a regional airspace safety monitoring agency.
	FAA

JCAB
	FAA provided an update on the status of the work of the Task Force.  Progress to be reported to IPACG/19.

	IP/18-2
	Implementation of flight re-routing between Japan and Hawaii tracks.
	JCAB

FAA
	JCAB reported on their plan to gradually implement flight re-routing based on updated weather reports between Japan and Hawaii tracks in 2006.  Progress to be reported at IPACG/19.

	IP/18-3
	Removal of time restrictions for PACOTS Track A.
	FAA

JCAB
	JCAB and FAA agreed on procedures for a trial on the application of removal of time restrictions on Track A.  The trial will begin on/about 1 Dec 2002.  Results to be reported at IPACG/19.

	IP/18-4
	Consider whether the application of a “segregated” route philosophy would be of benefit to users.
	FAA

JCAB
	Further discussions at IPACG/19
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