Contains No Proprietary Information

Carrier ATRB I

Voting Meeting Minutes

23 June 2004

Opening Remarks - Mr. David Bailey, NAVAIR ATRB Team Manager

Mr. Bailey welcomed the attendees to today’s voting meeting.  This is the follow-up meeting to the ATRB conference conducted two weeks ago.  At that meeting, the PMAs presented their technical requirements and were briefed by companies who hoped their technologies might fit the PMAs’ needs.  He welcomed the representatives from PMA-260 who were attending as observers.  Mr. Bailey noted that the purpose of today’s voting meeting is to collect ratings on the technologies and to document comments, pros and cons.  He reviewed the ATRB structure and organization, noting that 27 out of 34 PMAs now participate in the ATRB process.  He is still intent on aligning the ATRB process with SeaPower 21.  Towards that end, the next sessions of the Weapons and Strike Platform ATRBs will be more aligned to reflect the SeaPower pillars.  Mr. Bailey reviewed the ATRB schedule for the rest of the year.  He followed with a brief overview of ATRB success stories, technologies that either have been or are being transitioned to a platform.  He noted that most of the success stories come from the Weapons and Strike Platform ATRBs since these two have been in operation for several years or longer.  He reminded the attendees of the positive effect of ATRBs on technology funding, noting that over 95% of ONR projects that have received either Endorse or Support ratings are still being funded.  Mr. Bailey reviewed the ATRB technology ratings and definitions.   Support/Endorse votes are action ratings, which means action is required of the PMAs who assign this rating to a technology.  PMAs would be required to commit resources for a Support rating.  An Endorse rating means the PMA will engage in the technology insertion process and start a search for funds.  An Interest rating expresses a desire to stay in touch with progress of technology and follow up action may be warranted.  A Pass rating may mean that the technology does not apply to the PMAs technology needs.  A Concern rating, while not intended to send a negative message, may indicate an issue with the approach or the risk may be high, and additional information or clarification may be required.  He asked the voting members that if they are not sure of their position to vote conservatively.  He urged the members to contribute the rationale behind their votes to better provide meaningful feedback to the technologists. Draft minutes will be supplied to the meeting attendees for their review and comment, then the final minutes will be posted on the website once approved.  Any action items generated from today’s discussions also will be captured in the minutes and the ATRB support team will facilitate follow-up briefs or information exchange.

Voting Members/Attendees

N785
CDR O’Donnell (VTC)

PMA-213
Mr. Doug McLaughlin

PMA-251
Mr. Dick Bushway/ Mr. Chris Matthews

CATRB Facilitator
Mr. Mark Husni

NAVAIR ATRB Team Manager
Mr. Dave Bailey

AIR 1.2 Deputy
Mr. Modest Zacharczenko

PMA-260 Representatives
Mr. Greg Bauer, LCDR Lance Massey

TECHNOLOGY PRESENTATIONS

1.  Advanced Technologies for IETM Development and Delivery - a hardware/software demonstration of a mobile IETM capability containing intelligent diagnostics, search and navigation.

Dr Katrina Ricci, NAVAIR Orlando, Training Systems Division, 4.9.6.1

PMA-213
Interest. The APML might have some applications.

PMA-251
Interest.  While we are looking at IETMs for our new acquisition programs, we are also looking for common approaches (such as from AIR 3.0).  We are not in a position to develop our own IETMs .

N785
Pass.

Mr. Zacharczenko - AIR 3.3 is doing development work in this area and has a specific interest in this technology.  Coordination with AIR 3.3 via Mary McGlinn is ongoing.

Mr. Bailey – We need to keep an eye out for technologies that apply to NAVSEA and CARTECH.

Action Item 1:  Mr. Husni will brief PEO Carriers on the Carrier ATRB results.

Action Item 2:  CDR O’Donnell will talk to CARTECH representatives about the Carrier ATRB results as well.

2.  Advanced High Speed Aircraft Tie Down Assembly - reduces the time required to tie down aircraft thus greatly reducing deck workload and providing significant enhancements to safety and efficiency.

John Curtain, HANID, LLC

PMA-213
Pass.

PMA-251
Pass.  This is a PMA-260 piece of hardware.  It appeared the company was having a hard time getting this qualified.  The chain they are using is heavier than the current chain, which is working fine.  Not sure if there is a build or performance requirement, and not sure how certification is being coordinated.

N785
Interest.  Only because of the weight consideration, the weight needs to be reduced.  Anything that can result in a time savings might result in a manpower savings.  Longevity is a concern, especially compared to current tiedowns.

PMA-260 – The tiedown would need to be tested at Lakehurst to qualify.  New tiedown chains are not a priority for the fleet.  If we were voting, we would vote Interest.  A requirement for a new tiedown needs to come from the Type Commanders.  However, PMA-260 wants to look into this technology further.

PMA-251 - We noticed that the side by side comparison didn’t realistically reflect the time to secure the current tiedown.  We’re also concerned about the form factor of the unit which might cause interference in certain tiedown situations.

Mr. Husni – The NAVAIR Handling team has a request in for a lighter weight tiedown.  This solution is actually two pounds heavier than the current tiedown.

3.  Advanced Flight Deck Lighting/Centerline, Holographic Display - proposal to study the application of lamp technology, dimming systems and integrated design characteristics to flight deck lighting.

John Curtain, Velcorp/Gems
PMA-213
Pass.

PMA-251
Concern.  This technology is more about better light bulbs and dimming controls using MOSFET technology (not new), than better lighting.  No discussion on display or holographic technology.  

N785
Pass.

4.  Automated ILARTS - provide automated video coverage of launches and recoveries and manual control during exceptional events.

Mark Yager, Develosoft Corporation

PMA-213
Pass.

PMA-251
Interest.  This technology needs to be combined with EATS (submission #5).  There’s probably a lot of redundancy between this technology and what EATS will do.  EATS will answer CVN 21 requirements so there’s no need for two technologies.  The intent of this technology is imbedded in EATS.  EATS will require some kind of advanced software and camera technology so this technology will be redundant if EATS is executed.

N785
Interest.  For the same reasons cited by PMA-251.

5.  Embarked Aircraft Tracking System (EATS) - automatically tracks all embarked aircraft and provides the information continuously to Flight Deck Control, Pri-Fly, and any air space on the shipboard network.

Mark Yager, Develosoft Corporation

PMA-213
Pass.

PMA-251
Endorse.  This technology was POMed for FY06 but not funded.  We will continue to push the issue.  EATS for us has a specific application that involves automatic deck spotting that has potential for manpower reductions.  If there are alternate technologies that can be folded into this we are interested. 

N785
Concern.  We’d like to see this technology merged with ILARTS, but also with RFID.  Combining the technologies reduces manpower and infrastructure costs.

PMA-251 - Does N785’s comment on merging mean complimentary?

N785 – We’re not saying that RFID or EATS is the way to go.  We’re looking at similar types of data gathering infrastructure and there is probably some manpower and cost savings to be gained by folding all into one system.

6.  Weapon Cook-off Mitigation System (Advanced Flight Deck Casualty Mitigation System) - an advanced flight deck casualty mitigation system designed to reduce ordnance cook-off hazard.

Eric Wilson, NAVAIR 4T4310D

PMA-213
Pass.

PMA-251
Concern.  We’re not a fan of putting RF transmitters on ordnance going into combat.  We also don’t think this will be effective given weapons cook-off times.  What’s the benefit of an alarm?  What action will be taken?  

N785
Pass.  We don’t see how this system could work.

7.  Robust Speech Systems for Air Traffic Control of Piloted and Unmanned Aircraft - language technologies for understanding ATC messages and plain language in context, to support ATC operations, training, and safety.

Professor Stanley Peters, Stanford University

PMA-213
Endorse.  We envision this technology addressing two of our technology needs.  It might address speech to text conversion as well.  Transitioning this technology will require some teaming, but we don’t see that as an issue.  It would be required for integration anyway.

PMA-251
Pass.

N785
Pass.  UCAV has said they do not see the applicability of this system to UCAV control.

8.  Speech Recognition Technology - a product that allows the use of speech recognition to collect maintenance data while the user remains on the aircraft being repaired.

Rich Iannacchione, Kelley’s Logistic Support Systems, Inc. (KLSS)  
PMA-213
Pass. Too generic, we don’t see the crossover into our environment.

PMA-251
Pass.  We see no real need, but if generic enough it might apply to some of our systems.  Interfacing with maintenance systems overall should to be investigated further.  Air 3.0 is investigating so we don’t need to go off and develop our own systems.

N785
Pass.  Too narrow an application.  If this were opened up to the entire maintenance environment it might have applicability.

9.  Speech Recognition for Manned and Unmanned Air Vehicles - design, prototype and test a speech recognition system that can be integrated for operational use.

Kevin Geib, NAVAIR Orlando TSD

PMA-213
Interest.  They are really offering their subject matter expertise during the transition period.

PMA-251
Pass.

N785
Pass.

10.  Voice Recognition Control of Unmanned Air Vehicles 
Adacel Systems, Inc. Proprietary
11.  Controller Pilot Data Link Communications (CPDLC) and Air Traffic Automation Demonstration 
Adacel Systems, Inc. Proprietary

12.  Rapid Attack Information Dissemination and Execution Relay “RAIDER” 
Pete Lesniak, NAVAIR, Code 47M000D 

NOT BRIEFED, WILL BE RESUBMITTED AT THE NEXT CARRIER ATRB
13.  Advanced All-Electric Actuation Technology 
Energen, Inc. Proprietary

Concluding Comments:

Mr. Husni asked the attendees to let him know if they had any comments on how to improve the ATRB process.  Mr. Bailey commented that one of the things talked about was firming up the linkage with NAVSEA to get them formally involved in the ATRB process.  One way to accomplish this would be to take the Carrier ATRB results to NAVSEA when they are briefed on the ATRB process in the near future.  Mr. Bailey also mentioned the need to discuss the idea of having them as voting members.  Mr. Bailey asked the voting members how often they felt the Carrier ATRB should meet.

Mr. Zacharczenko - Two per year seems to be reasonable.  If we met only once per year I would worry about losing continuity.

PMA-213 – Based on these results, we feel once per year would be enough.  We also need to synch up with CARTECH meetings and they meet once per year.

PMA-251 – We need to look at the bigger picture, look at getting money for the technologies we want.  We should also look at when CARTECH meets.  Our gut feel is once per year would be sufficient.  One issue is adding more carrier industry representation.

N785 – This is exactly the right time of the year for a meeting, late June, and again in late December or early January.  CARTECH is planning to meet in January.  This ATRB schedule falls in nicely with the budget cycle.  Meeting again in early winter could have value when going through mid year reviews.

Mr. Zacharczenko noted that this session of the Carrier ATRB focused on programs, but what about areas with no programs, like maintenance and training.  Mr. Woodford noted that AMACT is a mechanism for maintenance crossover and they typically have participated in the ATRB process, but their funding has been drastically reduced.

Mr. Husni – Is two weeks enough time between the briefing session and the voting meeting?

PMA-251 – Two weeks is tight, but it works.

N785 – Two weeks is a good interval between the meetings.

Mr. Wilhelm asked about PMA–260, where do they fit?  Mr. Husni replied that he wanted to give them the opportunity to participate, but their participation could end up watering down the submissions.  There is little potential overlap between PMA-260 and PMAs-213 and 251.  PMA‑260 is not currently a voting member on any of the ATRBs, but does attend the Common Systems ATRB as an observer.

This concluded the Carrier ATRB I voting meeting.

Action Item Summary:

Action Item 1 (Technology 1. Advanced Technologies for IETM Development and Delivery):  Mr. Husni will brief PEO Carriers on the Carrier ATRB results.

Action Item 2 (Technology 1. Advanced Technologies for IETM Development and Delivery):  CDR O’Donnell will talk to CARTECH representatives about the Carrier ATRB results.
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