Collaborative Decision Making (CDM)

Domestic Reduced Vertical Separation Minimum (DRVSM) Work Group

Meeting at Memphis Center, April 26-27, 2005
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1.  Introduction: 

The Work Group meeting convened at 8 am on Tuesday, April 26, 2005 at the Memphis ARTCC facility. Attendees are shown in Attachment A.  These meeting notes will be reviewed and then posted at www.metronaviation.com/Workgroups/dvsm.html .  

The purpose of the meeting was to review results of the implementation of Domestic Reduced Vertical Separation Minima (DRVSM), and to plan further analysis of the results and benefits of the implementation.   

Mandy Stott noted that the Post-implementation Analysis Reporting Team (PART) for DRVSM met recently.  Some of the results of that meeting included:

· The Military will move to a File and Fly method for requesting exemptions to operate non-RVSM in RVSM airspace, with an associated prioritization scheme.

· Many Military flights formerly in RVSM altitudes have apparently just been flying at FL280 and below.

· It was noted amongst the RVSM Work Group (WG) members that the number of non-approvals has been pretty low.

· The NATCA MOU for DRVSM will expire 4/25/05

The remaining work for this CDM Sub-team revolves around bullet number four in our TFM Plan for DRVSM; that is, measure the benefits/results of using DRVSM to  “increase efficiency and maximize enroute flexibility.” 

2.  General Discussion of Measuring DRVSM Benefits:

Discussion of the effort to measure benefits generated the following key points:

· Rob Deering of AAL pointed out that Customers have had difficulty measuring and quantifying benefits.  
· They know intuitively that DRVSM has helped, but they do not know exactly how or how much.

· Positive results in his airline’s case may be skewed by the implementation of several other new policies to help reduce fuel consumption.  
· They know they have saved 12 million gallons of fuel with a slight increase in flights the past year, but they cannot break down exactly which actions have contributed how much to that total.
· This is a known issue and was pointed out several times in the Work Group’s TFM Plan for DRVSM document.
· Filed vs. Flown Altitude:  How close Customers are flying to their requested/optimum altitude should be a measure that has improved fuel consumption.  

· This data should be available

· A baseline from the final 4 to 6 weeks of last year should be available nationwide

· We know more flights are now in the FL 340 – FL 370 stratum.

· This measurement too might be skewed if Customers ‘re-file” at the altitude they know they will get.

· Is the “Mitre Study” on DRVSM an appropriate baseline document for comparisons?
· ACTION:  Mandy Stott will distribute a copy of the Mitre DRVSM Study for review (if she has it).
· Is there possible overlap between what the RVSM WG and the FAA’s “Airspace” Group (e.g., HAR/NAR) may be doing to evaluate/analyze results?
· ACTION:  Mandy Stott will try to research HAR/NAR activity re. DRVSM follow-up with Nancy Kalinwoski (sp?) or others.
· If they are doing some work in this area, we may synch up with them or even task them to look at a couple specific questions we have.

· MAP changes:  For the FAA, many of the benefits may come down to possible increases in Monitor Alert Parameter (MAP) values.  

· Can MAP values for high altitude sectors be increased with the availability of more altitudes?

· High altitude sectors seem to be able to handle more traffic with fewer confliction points.

· Can we determine how many would have been moved in the past, but are not moved now?

· Issue:  MAPs can be very individualistic in many areas of the country; depending on local conditions, complexities, etc.  They are not universally applied.

· This is recommended as a topic at the upcoming TMO meeting.  A more consistent/national approach and policy may be in order.  
Example: What good would it do for one Center to increase MAP values if an adjoining Center keeps theirs very low?  It would not help the overall flow if flows between the two facilities had to be kept at the lowest common denominator. 

· Perhaps a national team should be convened to rewrite the order/calculus for how values should be determined.

· ZDV reports they have already bumped all High-Altitude MAPs by three due to RVSM, and have asked the Ops Managers to consider more.

· Ops Managers often react to poor results or OE issues with pure number decreases in MAP rather than reviewing more esoteric issues like training or other processes.

· A valuable capability in PDARS is that it show both the number of flights over the MAP and also the specific amount of time a sector may have been over that MAP value.

· The 7210.3 Order for Reacting to Red Sector MAPs, that the TMU responsibility is to:

· Notify the affected area

· Advise of the expected impact

· Recommend action
So, many times they are now recommending “Add a Tracker” as the appropriate action, as opposed to just implementing MIT or reroutes.

· The WG will come back to this MAP topic with some specific recommendations.

· Operational Errors (OE):  Errors above FL 290 should be compared with a baseline period prior to DRVSM

· Example: It was reported that OEs are down 18 – 19 % in the middle of the country.

· Agreed:  Gary Tigert pointed out, and the WG agreed, that in general we probably need:

· a consistent/standard approach to measuring MAP values, OEs, etc.

· a reevaluation and rewrite of the order guiding the establishment of MAP values in light of RVSM.

· Some facilities have already done this.  The process needs to be backed up with numbers, which hopefully this WG can help with.

· Crossing Restrictions:  Crossing restrictions have been uniformly increased by 1,000 feet in many areas/centers.

· In a related item, it was noted that at a recent national FAA managers meeting, Russ Chew emphasized with the managers the need for:

· Increased system capacity

· Increased Productivity and Reduced Cost/Flight

3.  Review of the Action Plan section of the TFM Plan for DRVSM:

Section III , DRVSM Action Plan, of the TFM Plan for DRVSM document describes the major operational areas and opportunities that will be pursued with the implementation of DRVSM.  The WG therefore reviewed this section of the document to discuss potential specific metrics or feedback needed for DRVSM evaluation.

ACTION 1: Optimize Altitudes and Routes for presently restricted flows.

· LOAs and Daily TMIs/SOPs should be reviewed and revised as appropriate with the introduction of DRVSM.  
· Some specific examples of where this has already been done include:

· ZDV:  PHX traffic did leave their airspace at or below FL350; it is now at or below FL360.

· ZME: ATL traffic was at or below 330; now at or below FL 350.

· J29 traffic formerly at or below 270, is now at or below 310.

· DFW to LA traffic has had altitude restrictions removed.

· City Pairs: MSP to STL traffic previously capped at FL 280 is now at FL XXX?

· ACTION:  Ask TMOs to provide examples of where LOAs or standard TMI practices have been changed due to RVSM implementation.  Include the number of flights affected by the change, if known.
Also, ask if there are specific areas where they expect impact to be most likely; e.g., RVSM plus area redesign has contributed to a significant reduction of “Alerts.”
This will be handled with a memo message to all TMOs.

· How can we get more Customer input for similar known changes/improvements in operations?  

· Ask Lorne C. and Jim R. to help

· Rob Deering will ask Bill Leber

· Dave Frame will ask COA

· Gary Tigert will ask DAL

ACTION 2: Re-evaluate Miles-In-Trail (MIT)

· Have routinely issued restrictions been reduced?  
· Probably not if MAP values remain the same?
· This likely ties in with the MAP values question.  Higher MAP values might decrease MITs or other restrictions?
· Has there been an increase in MIT due to “Stacking”?
· The WG members present have not seen this potential problem.
· There may not have been any MIT reduction results yet, but this should be asked of the TMOs anyway.  
It will be included in the message to TMOs that the WG will prepare.

· Gary Tigert asked about the increased opportunity to allow some flights to more easily “pass” others with the increase in the number of usable altitudes.  This process could help avoid some MITs.

· A related factor observed more often recently is that some east-bound flights have been slowed to avoid arriving “too early” at destinations due to heavy west winds.

· ACTION:  Mandy Stott will ask the QA Department if they have tracked/seen a decrease in MITs since DRVSM implementation.

ACTION 3: Reduce reroutes during Severe Wx events

· Rob Deering pointed out that Customers might like to see any opportunities to reduce use of Playbooks.  Playbooks seem to often overly penalize flights avoiding weather.

· Use altitudes for avoiding weather when possible vs. reroutes or playbook assignments.

· Look at reroutes more closely with the implementation of RVSM

· Maybe ALT could be mentioned more often and more clearly in the ADVZYs

· It was also noted that Playbooks used to be reevaluated yearly but this does not seem to happen as regularly any more.

· Playbook routing can be a very manual process for some Customers.

· How can we measure reroute reductions in Severe Wx events?

· It might be very subjective or at least very anecdotal only?

· Maybe increased number of requests to fly and top the weather on the normal route vs. the reroute?

· A down side could be less organization/structure at the destination end of the flow if more flights are approaching from more directions?

· In general, we have not had much of an opportunity yet to see any changes/ improvements in Severe Wx handling due to RVSM, and there may be no easy way to measure this.

· Recommend:  With the implementation of RVSM, we should suggest more discussion of altitude options on Planning Telcons. 

· This will be brought up at the upcoming TMO conference.

ACTION 4: Evaluate MAP Criteria

This was discussed in depth previously, and as previously suggested, this may be the area where the biggest gains/improvements might be realized within the FAA.  In general, it is felt that MAP values should increase due to DRVSM, increased use of one-way sectors, the introduction of URET, and other new operations and tools.  However, the issue surrounding this is that there must be some universal standards and guidance to avoid the problem of conflicting MAP values at Center boundaries.  

Recommend:  The WG, therefore has two specific recommendations:

1. The algorithms used to calculate the MAP values needs to reviewed and revised to reflect today’s operation (URET, one-ways, RVSM, etc.).

2. A national team should be formed to evaluate and standardize implementation of MAP at all facilities.

FEA Counts as an alternative?  
It was also mentioned that the MAP values are not considered very valid anyway.  FEA Lists are considered much more reliable and accurate.  An idea suggested was that use of FEAs built with each sector as a NAS element might be a much better “count” mechanism for determining flow adjustment needs.  

ACTION 5: Non-RVSM Procedure

· The non-RVSM Exception handling procedure was to be evaluated 90 days after implementation.  As mentioned earlier, this was done by the PART, and the decision was made to go with strictly a “file and fly” operation with no prior coordination.  
· Statistics were being kept on the number of accommodations and denials.  These should probably be gathered and summarized if that has not already been done.
· Anecdotal feedback indicates there has been no problem with the procedure.
ACTION 6: Prepare a plan to capture metrics

· How do we capture data on whether flights are being allowed at or closer to their optimum altitudes?
· ACTION:  Rob D. will attempt to gather some data for filed vs. flown altitudes.
· This could be difficult data to capture, especially finding a baseline for comparison.

· WG should provide and evaluate altitude distribution data since RVSM implementation.  

· There has been some noticeable impact on non-RVSM traffic.  

-- They now have to deviate around weather rather than considering an option to top it.

-- There is an increase in traffic density at FL 270-280.

· Do we know anything about GA traffic impact?

· There have been a few problems with slow certifications

· Otherwise impact seems to be minimal

· ACTION:  Mandy will check with J. Damato re. possible impact of DRVSM on GA traffic since implementation.

4.  Memo to TMOs:

The morning of day 2, 27APR05, was first spent preparing the memo to TMOs asking for their input re. changes in LOA or daily operational crossing restrictions, examples of improved operations (e.g., in non-radar areas like oceanic sectors), possible reductions in MITs, etc.

After a couple of drafts and reviews, the memo was finalized and forwarded to TMOs with a request for response by 20MAY05.

ACTION:  Bob Deering was asked to prepare a similar message to Airlines asking for similar input regarding any noticeable changes/improvements in operations with the implementation of RVSM.  

5.  What’s next?

PDARS Training:

The first day or two will be spent learning the tool.

The second half of the session (approx 1.5 days) will be spent using the data/info provided by the TMOs plus personal experiences to validate and quantify benefits.

What will the WG’s Product be?

A Report Document (“Analysis and Benefits Report”?) with charts, metrics and stories relating to the implementation results of DRVSM.   A presentation will likely be prepared to accompany/summarize the Report.  

PLAN:

· Gather data from TMOs and Customers

· Train on PDARS and analyze data collected

· Prepare an ‘interim’ report in the JUN/JUL timeframe

· Continue information gathering, especially during the Severe Wx season.

· Prepare final document report by SEP05, and present at CDM meeting planned for 14-15 SEP 05.

Events/Meeting Schedule:  

· 2-5 MAY:  TMO Meeting

· 10-12 MAY:  PDARS Training for DRVSM WG

· 16-18 MAY:  S2K in DAL

· 7-8 JUN:   DRVSM WG at ZKC

· JUL …:  TBD – DRVSM WG at ZDV if necessary

· 13-15SEP:  CDM Meeting in Fairfax, VA

6.  Meeting Close:

Before closing the meeting, the team reviewed presentation material from Dave Frame that illustrated both PDARS capabilities and the positive impact of DRVSM on an unexpected busy weather deviation event at ZHU.  

The meeting adjourned at approximately noon on 27APR05.
Attachment A:  Meeting Attendees:

	NAME
	ORG/FACILITY
	Phone
	E-mail

	Bruce, Roger
	FAA/ZDV/STMC
	303.651.4202
	roger.bruce@faa.gov

	Carlson, Randy
	FAA/ZDV/TMO
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	randy.w.carlson@faa.gov 

	Deering, Robert
	American Airlines
	817.967.7195
	robert.deering@aa.com

	Frame, David
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	david.frame@faa.gov 

	Krause, Mike
	ATO-R/TAC
	703.345.6943
	mike.krause@auatac.com 

	Stott, Mandy
	FAA/ATCSCC/NTMO FAA Lead
	703.904.4510
	mandy.stott@faa.gov

	Tigert, Gary
	FAA/ZME/TMO
	901.368.8548
	gary.n.tigert@faa.gov

	Wray, Tom
	FAA/ZKC/TMO
	913.254.8460
	tom.wray@faa.gov 


Attachment B:  Meeting Actions:

	#
	Action Description
	Assigned to:
	Status/comments

	1
	Prepare memo to TMOs requesting input re. DRVSM impact on operations
	DRVSM WG
	Done.

E-mail sent 4/27 requesting response by 5/20/05

	2
	Prepare similar request to Customers requesting impact of DRVSM on their operations
	R. Deering
	OPEN.

	3
	Distribute a copy of the Mitre DRVSM Study for review 
	M. Stott
	OPEN.

Dependency:  If available and relevant

	4
	Research HAR/NAR activity re. DRVSM follow-up with Nancy Kalinwoski (sp?) or others.
	M. Stott
	OPEN.



	5
	Ask the QA Dept. if they have tracked/seen a decrease in MITs since DRVSM implementation.
	M. Stott
	OPEN.



	6
	Attempt to gather some data from Customers for filed vs. flown altitudes.
	R. Deering
	OPEN

	7
	Check with J. Damato re. possible impact of DRVSM on GA traffic since implementation
	M. Stott
	OPEN








QUESTION:  How/to whom should these recommendations be presented?  Formal memo? TMO Conference?  Other?
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