CTFM Training Team Meeting

September 21, 2004

Fair Lake, VA

The CTFM Training Team met on Tuesday, September 21, 2004 at Northrop Grumman in Fair Lakes, VA.  The following individuals participated in the meeting:

	Name
	Company
	Phone

	Steve Bell, Co-lead
	FAA
	703-904-4449

	Tim Matuszewski, Co-lead
	United Airlines
	847-700-3016

	Bob Flynn
	FAA, C90
	773-601-7695

	Terri Waterman
	FAA – MMAC
	405-954-3085

	Carla Evans
	FAA – MMAC
	405-954-2222

	Gary Dockan
	US Air
	412-747-1680

	Sandy Clover
	Metron Aviation
	703-395-4028

	Darin Meyer
	MIT – Lincoln Lab
	407-855-3593

	Paul Eure
	TAC2
	703-345-8279


The Co-leads led a discussion on the overall mission and goals of the team.  The current mission statement was reviewed and most felt that the statement did not reflect what the team was doing or should do.  This is an advisory group and the statement should reflect that and provide for reasonable expectations while still supporting the fundamental principles of CDM.  

The team needs a documented process.  Specific importance needs to be given to the selection of team members (correct stakeholders) so the group will be effective and meaningful to provide the best opportunity for the team recommendations to be well received.   The current “process” only insists on help when there is trouble.  The process needs to have the training team involved from the very beginning of development.  Other groups should be coming to the training team early on to ask for assistance.

All teams need to know the future direction of CTFM and its leadership to ensure that there are no conflicts with overall changes.

The entire team conducted a “brainstorming session” on the needs of the training team and the following key points were documented:

· Training needs to be the “exit criteria” for each program

· Question that needs to be answered: How can we accomplish the operational goals when training has such a low priority?

· Industry and FAA should speak as one and recommend real, high priority training

· Most of the recurrent training is for operational controllers, not TMCs

· Need more training on interactions with customers

· Team’s goal should be to “speak to” training needs

· Training needs to be turned around quickly

· Need to drive, unified team positions

· First need a framework to address training needs (structure)

· Need to build regular links to other Workgroups (WG)

· It was suggested that a monthly telcon with all WG Co-leads as a start

· Training is much more than teaching “button pushing”

· Need to develop a checklist for each tool or item to be trained

· What are we trying to accomplish with a tool; what does the customer want?

· The field is the “lab for TFM tools”

· NATCA needs to be participants at every stage, especially the beginning

· Currently, S2K seems to be the place to go with issues or problems.  Is this the right place?

· It is clear that there is no quick fix!

· Need to develop plans for short-term, concrete things to do as well as long-term strategies

· The strategic meetings on training that are now underway will not initially include customers.  We (FAA) need to first “get our house in order” then bring the customers on board

· Overall expectations will be low until all groups are involved

· Need to tell the full CTFM body what is needed: commitment, schedule, timelines, and clear expectations of attendance/participation

· Training on “button pushing” is OK and needed, but we need to push training much farther.

· The MMAC in Oklahoma City is fully supportive of improving training

· Must, at a minimum, maintain the current methods until a new, improved system is available

· Would it be possible to consider a moratorium to learn current tools?

· This group should continue to seek support at S2K for now since no other path has been identified

·  Need to use the Needs Assessment and other studies that have been done to determine specific needs

· Upcoming training on ETMS 7.9, DRVSM and Java FSM are short-term and will have to use the current “process”

· Steve presented and members discussed his recent letter that highlighted the need for earlier training development. It specifically recommended 120 days for training development on each project

· Most feel that a “hard freeze date” needs to be adhered to to stop changes and allow training development to begin

· Airline members advised that they have different needs for Dispatchers and Coordinators that they have to plan for

· Members reviewed and discussed the ETMS schedule paying particular attention to the freeze dates for requirements 

· Airlines need very well coordinated training for the spring

· Discussed different training delivery methods including CBI and road shows.  Most like the idea of moving toward some type of web-based system such as Centra

· Steve explained the concept of new work schedules and how training days could be worked in to provide set training days each month for all employees

· The group discussed the development of training and how, on average, it takes more that 40 hours of work to produce 1 hour of classroom training

· Training cycles need to be built into all project plans

· The MMAC works on a three year budget which seems to provide them with much more flexibility to provide service to customers

· Any training plan needs to be able to tailor training for different needs and different users

· The airlines want information on RVSM.  They advised they have received little information on the general implementation of the plan and want to have clear expectations

Members discussed the upcoming training planned for Java FSM.  A structured demo/OT&E will be held next week and the training package will be used for this along with the Jupiter simulation package at Metron.  The initial fielding of Java FSM is only planned for the ATCSCC.  The airline training will be sometime after the ATCSCC training.  The airlines representatives in attendance advised they would need a minimum of three to five weeks advance notice to prepare for Java FSM training.  Tim advised that UAL would send one person to the training and they would be their SME on Java FSM.  The plan is to not implement the new distance-based GDP without 45 days notice to customers.  The airlines expect that it will take some time to “convert” current GDPs to distance-based plans.  

Members continued the general discussion:

· May need to slow down with new products so proper training can be accomplished

· Most feel that the quality of the “buttonology training” is OK.  All agree that more “concept of operations” training is needed on most products

· There is no official budget for training.  Members discussed a range of options for funding training.  The bottom line is that, for now, each individual program/product will likely have to pay for their training.

· Steve feels that the group meetings that he is having as a result of the recent Training Summit in Denver would be a better forum to discuss and request funds than this team

· Who do we (the training team) report to?  Is it ATO-R?  Is it the CTFM Lead?   If so, who are the leads?  Need to answer these questions so team goals parallel goals of CTFM

· The Academy in OKC is not part of the ATO.  Things there are very stable and their philosophy is to move forward and not wait on the ATO to fully form

· We have many options for training; OKC, vendors, ATCSCC or any combination

· Need to determine who controls the funds and convince them of the need for structured training

· There are very positive benefits to working with special stakeholders like Canada and OKC

· The team will be speaking/recommending to “someone” consensus recommendations on training

· This team must move ahead in any area it can even though many other elements of the CTFM and the ATO-R are not in place

· Some feel that the average TMU is weakly staffed and trained and most need substantial improvements

· The simple message to present: Time to do it right; so go do it. 

· The transition from the present to the future may be difficult

· This is no time for “baby steps”, we must take strides

Steve reviewed the Future Search process that was recently used during the Growth for Gridlock meetings.

Sandy led members through the draft presentation for the CTFM meeting on Wednesday.  The presentation was modified based on input from the team.  Tim and Steve would present to the main body.  The presentation is available at: http://www.metronaviation.com/cdm/Workgroups/CDM_Training/20040921%20CDM%20Training2.ppt

Paul Eure will contact the Co-leads to setup future telcons for team business.

CTFM will meet in Memphis, TN at Fed-X on November 17 and 18.  The training team will meet on November 16 at the Fed-X location.

Steve’s letter on training timelines was slightly modified to comply with CDM tenants and made available to the general attendees at the CTFM meeting.  This letter is included as Appendix A.

Action Item:

1. Paul Eure to work with Co-leads to setup telcons

2. Steve Bell to advise Debbie of number of anticipated attendees for the training team meeting in Memphis

Appendix A
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Memorandum
U.S. Department

of Transportation
Federal Aviation

Administration

	Subject: 
	Strategic Planning Timeline for Training Items  FILLIN "Enter Subject Information but not ACTION or INFO." \* MERGEFORMAT 
	
	Date:    September 22, 2004


	From:
	CTFM Joint Training Team
	
	Reply to 

Attn of:  


	To:
	All CTFM Participants and Workgroups


As a result of the implementation of numerous new systems, as well as numerous updates to existing systems, the training process has become increasingly demanding and complex.  Frankly, we are concerned that the quality of training, and, by extension, system performance may be suffering because its relationship to successful system implementation and/or modification may not be well understood.

Multiple steps, often consuming significant amounts of time and people resources, must be completed to ensure training is consistent, relevant, accurate, and timely.  Some of these steps include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Effectively understand and interpret procedural and system information in preparation for developing training recommendations;

2. Assess training needs relative to the new or modified system versus system goals;

3. Develop training content recommendations and check for completeness and accuracy;

4. Format the recommended training content to ensure consistent delivery and to institutionalize the material for future use;

5. Test and modify delivery methodologies ensuring the content and delivery are integrated and are meeting the needs;

The most typical timeline for a single project is that once a new system has been finalized (by “finalized” we also mean no “last minute” changes), or a modification to an existing system has been finalized, the user’s manuals, technical data, procedures, etc., are delivered to the training function so the training specialist can complete the steps above.  From this point forward to the completion of training presentations, a single project typically takes 120 days to complete, although more time may be required depending on the complexity of the item.  With close coordination between the project team, the training team, and other groups as appropriate, this timeline can sometimes be somewhat reduced, but until a system has been finalized, it is usually not possible to proceed very far through the steps listed above.  And, if there are numerous system modifications coming down the pike, we will likely need to allow for additional time far above and beyond that described above, primarily due to the competition for limited resources.

Our point?  We cannot, and should not, continue to force system implementation dates that are incongruent with completing a high-quality training development and implementation cycle.  Otherwise, we end up meeting an implementation goal by getting the system into the control room, but we don’t truly complete the project.  Why?  Because the people who must use the system are not given the quality training that will ensure the system’s potential is maximized.  Our “rush to complete” mentality is actually creating a performance gap.  When the performance gap is recognized, we wonder, “Why don’t they know how to use this system?”  We end up blaming the people who are trying to use the system (or maybe they’re not trying to use it because they don’t really know how to) and we think, “Oh, they’re just recalcitrant or they’ve got an attitude problem.”

We must place a higher value on good training by recognizing the importance of building the complete training cycle into every project, every procedural change, or whatever system modification we desire.  This must become a priority, not just reaching the implementation date.  Nothing less will generate satisfying results.

CTFM Training Team

Steve Bell




Tim Matuszewski

Bob Flynn




Gary Dockan

Sandy Clover



Darin Meyer

Terri Waterman



Paul Eure

Carla Evans

PAGE  
4

