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INTRODUCTION
Mr. Mike Gawel convened the March 27, 2006, Network Support Group (NSG) Eastern Range (ER) NAV splinter meeting to discuss ER NAV operations and discussion items.  
DISCUSSION
A. The opening topic was the three open Discrepancy Reports (DR) against the ER Flight Operations Version 1 (FOV 1) software.  The fixes for these DRs are active Requirement Statements to:

1. Transmit HSR data every cycle (prevent data loss observed).

2. Provide Wallops radar data without refraction correction.

3. Down weight optics solution (Optics) at +45 seconds vice + 60 seconds. (Program Requirements Document [PRD] states +60 second will change PRD to state +45 seconds.  PRD uses term “down weight”, will change to “exclude”.

B. Jerry Wolfe stated that resolutions are in the process; however, no due dates have been assigned.  Work-around procedures exist for all but the data loss.

C. Tom Bruchmiller stated that as long as the dropped data did not exceed 20% the data was acceptable for processing.  The one instance he has seen this limit exceeded was in the Wallops radar Static Point 3 data during the Launch countdown of STS-114 on July 26, 2006.  The dropped data usually is around 5% and the current situation is acceptable for the STS-121 mission.

D. Jerry Wolfe and Rob Carr stated that the cause/fix has been identified, but specifics are not available. 
E. Tom Bruchmiller raised an issue about the legacy system providing radar antenna designate position without Track and Q-Bits set, whereas FOV 1 provides only fill data.  Robb Carr advised a site could be forced to JSC to show antenna position.  Tom Bruchmiller would prefer not to force since we run the risk of being in the wrong mode at acquisition.  The ER personnel will discuss this off-line.  Tom Bruchmiller did state this is something that is desired and therefore would expect a low priority.

F. Tom Bruchmiller questioned whether JSC NAV can reject a radar input for JSC with no Range Safety impact.  Robb Carr answered yes.

G. It was mutually agreed that the PRD needs to be updated to FOV 1 terminology.  Many terms apply to the Real-time Acquisition and Impact Display (RAID) program.

H. Tom Bruchmiller asked if FOV 1 uses Instantaneous Impact Point (IIP) Error Ellipse for selection.  Rob Carr believes it is very similar to DRSD.  Rob Carr will check and get back with Tom Bruchmiller.

I. The discussion returned to the Wallops Radar refraction correction.  The “work-around” is that JSC will turn off refraction correction and use FOV 1 value.  The preferred “fix” is to enable FOV 1 to turn off refraction correction in data sent to JSC NAV.

J. Tom Bruchmiller stated that they did not detect the refraction correction problem during pre-launch testing because they attribute differences to other testing differences seen in the past.  To preclude a reoccurrence, he suggested the use of Launch/Landing replays to JSC NAV after FOV 1 upgrades.

K. Jerry Wolfe presented an overview of the processes required for DOD Track to prepare a schedule of C-band passes that is in agreement with the JSC NAV requested passes.  The ER utility software uses the multiple mission vectors to build DOD’s pass schedule.  The two sources of these vectors are 1) FDO Web site and 2) vectors provided by JSC NAV.  The vectors provided by JSC NAV are in a more user friendly format; however, the ER is currently working on utility programs that will reformat vectors from either source to the format required by the ER software.  

L. When Jerry Wolfe asked what priority was assigned to DOD Track’s request for mission vectors, Patrick Zimmerman replied that DOD Track’s request was given top priority.  NAV does have to wait for FDO to generate new vectors in case of a slip.  Jerry Wolfe asked what the schedule is for generating new vectors and no one present was sure of that answer.  Tom Bruchmiller accepted an action item to determine the schedule for generating new vectors (action item NSG-ER NAV-0306-01).

M. Patrick Zimmerman advised that the vector formatting software used by NAV had recently been upgraded and they could more easily modify these formats to suit ER needs.  That being the case, Jerry Wolfe received an action item to provide NAV the precise format required by the ER (action item NSG-ER NAV-0306-02).
N. As part of the ER scheduling process, Jerry Wolfe explained that in order to keep all of the charges properly applied, it was necessary to generate 13 different ER Operation Numbers for various phases of each STS mission.  During this discussion, Mike Gawel stated that pre-mission testing would require JON’s that identify how charges are applied and that this should be part of the schedule request and Interim Support Instructions (ISI) (briefing messages).
ACTION ITEM REVIEW
The following action items were assigned at the ER NAV discussion splinter meeting:

NSG-ER NAV-0306-01
Tom Bruchmiller/JSC NAV
ACTION:
Determine the schedule for generating new vectors.

NSG-ER NAV-0306-02
Jerry Wolfe/ER

ACTION:
Provide NAV the precise format required by the ER.
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