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Mark Libby began the meeting with a discussion of the agenda items for the telcon.  The agenda was established as follows:

1. FCA No Fly Zone or Specific Route
2. FEA/FCA One Name
3. Reroute Modeling Tool Name Change

4. Electronic Exception

5. Approval of Houston Meeting Minutes
6. Agenda for December 9-11 Meeting
      7.   Plan for Future Meetings
Mark Libby called for approval of the Minutes of the Houston Meeting (November 17-20).  He polled the FCA WG Core team for comments on the Minutes but the majority had not reviewed the Minutes.  Mark commented that items in the Minutes that were not discussed during the referenced meeting but were recorded for historical purposes are to be placed in an Appendix to the Meeting Minutes.

Everyone was reminded that the next FCA/Reroute Work Group (WG) Meeting is scheduled for December 9, 10, and 11 from 8:00am to 5:00 pm..  The meeting is tentatively scheduled to be held at Metron Aviation on Elden Street in Herndon VA. Verification of the meeting location will sent send via e-mail by the end of the week.
Agenda Item #1:  FCA No fly zone or specific route: 
Ed Corcoran initiated the discussion on this topic.  Upon return from the Houston FCA WG Meeting, Command Center staff felt strongly that the language in the Procedures should be modified to be more flexible, thus accommodating a traffic management initiative that does not require completing avoiding an FCA.  The need exists to monitor traffic that is rerouted but still in the FCA.  This will allow compliance to a Traffic Management Initiative (TMI) stated in an advisory, but does not require routing out of an FCA.  Situation may arise where they want to specify traffic management initiative that does not require completely avoiding an FCA..  The recommendation is to modify procedural language to be more flexible so as not to “route out” of an area.  In the current draft, Section 7.C.4 prescribes monitoring the FCA dynamic list.  Questions and comments related to this discussion were:

J Martin:  Does it add to confusion? 
M Libby: We are essentially starting over, so make changes now. 

E Wilken: Agree on the condition that FCA identifies flights that need to be rerouted (don’t want to have to filter through other flights).

E Corcoran:  The advisory will specify routing if required. Users can opt to UPT around.the FCA, but if a flight stays in the FCA, they must be on specified route.
The major issue associated with the No Fly Zone involves monitoring the list for Field Facilities and Users.  Concern about broad filters and large lists with flights do not need rerouting. Can a route be defined with jet airways and fixes?  The Washington Metro Test in June 2003 was discussed as an example of a specific route within an FCA.

E Olsen:  Can filters be used properly to limit lists to flights to be rerouted?  Flights on correct routes shouldn’t be on (the dynamic) lists so you don’t have to look at them. Accomplish this with multiple filters.  Need for required segment to stay en route.  Use “Do Not” clause in filter.  Command Center and Field Facilities can use secondary filters to reduce clutter.  
E Corcoran: This goal of this recommendation is to enhance the use of FCAs and make the procedure as friendly as possible for both sides.  Greater flexibility is needed. The Command Center staff has ideas and situations where filters can be used.  The Command Center wants to try this for now.  The list is identified on the create reroute box will be attached as the flight list with the advisory. 
The concern regarding flights with the correct route on the flight list was reiterated. People do not  want to have to figure out which flights are on the correct route. 
E Corcoran Recommendation:  Discuss this at the December 9 meeting.  Ed will put some slides together.  Can it be tested in the Lab?  Will work with Volpe and the test string. 
R Oiesen:   It appears that the current software will support either option.      
D Johannes:  Used tool for other means, but the standardization of application needs to be addressed.  May find additional uses.   If wording says comply with TMI, you have to comply with TMI therefore someone is putting in restriction.
E Corcoran:  The four categories for action remain unchanged.  Where the conditions allow, the least restrictive action will be used.

D Johannes:  What procedural changes in terms of SOP will be put in place?
E Corcoran: We need to discuss this further at the meeting next week.  Severe Wx looks at this as another way to pull the lists .  May be an occasion when there is some benefit to monitor an element through an FCA/FEA.  Talk about what lists are attached,  how loaded, avoid confusion. 
E Wilken: Don’t want to take a step back (TSD and ASD back to the early 90’s).
D Johannes:  Be as clear and concise as possible.  Flights need to be as accurate as possible; should refer to those aircraft that require movement.
Final resolution:   Agreed to table until next week.  Ed will prepare a presentation on this topic. 
Agenda Item #2:  FCA/FEA One Word
Ed Corcoran introduced this subject.  This subject was discussed briefly in Houston.  It was also discussed with the Leadership Team at the Command Center, the TMOs in Orlando, and at the System Review Meeting at the Command Center.  Two names are causing confusion. Required action for FCA as part of the create reroute tool removes the need for FCA.  The recommended action is to have one name and use associated action.  For Phase II, Public FEA has the associated actions “RMD, FYI , RQD, PLN”.  Feel strongly that one name is used and the action is in the header in the advisory. 
 The following discussion was associated with this recommendation:

R Oiesen:  From a software perspective, this change would require a number of software changes and the documentation would need to be changed greatly.  Significant changes are required from both the software and documentation point of view.
J Martin:  Can amendments be used to solve the documentation issue? 
R Oiesen:   No.  Documentation must match the system.
D Johannes:  Use deletions and additions and changes to acronyms.
Barry Davis: This is a significant impact to ETMS 7.8.  This must be an emergency for Program Office to support this.  

R Oiesen:  Software changes were supposed to be completed by December 1.  Time is wrong for making changes. 
D Johannes:  Never mind the time.  We need to do things correct.
B Davis:  Milestones were communicated to CDM Group.  Changes cannot be made to software.
R Oiesen:  This was not on list of nine items generated from Houston meeting.
L Sandusky:  Why is this an issue now one and a half years into the process?
D Johannes:  Meeting expectation of customer in the new organization.  Need to make the changes in a consistent manner with the new organization.  System performance.  Make sure we have a clear idea of where we are going and move forward.  Where are we going and how to make sure we perform consistently?  

J Bertapelli: Separate agreement to change the name with the timetable.  

E Corcoran:  A lot of confusion about FEA/FCA at the Command Center.  Added categories on the end of the header changed things.  Use one name to begin the progressive actions.  Doesn’t see this as a change in the Ops Concept.  

Can the name change selection make it easier?
T Grovac:  The group needs to agree on the name change and then communicate the desire to the program office.  The Program Office determines how to implement.  

B Leber:  This is how CDM works and we need to continue the established process.  

E Corcoran:  Important issue to resolve.  Make decision on the name.  Recommendation to the group:  Call it an FEA. Need flexibility.
M  Libby:  This has not been a discussion item until this telcon.  In Houston, it was decided to use two names.

L Sandusky:  Are we comfortable that we have consensus from all the field facility?

M Libby  and D Johannes:  Verified that this was confusing and raised as an issue at the two meetings referenced.

E Corcoran:  FEA/FCA had an associated meaning.  FEA progressed to FCA.  Adding section with four actions clarified what was happening with FEA.  What is the delineating factor between two?  The action.  Hence no need for two names.  Procedures and Ops Con is in place.  Progression is the same.  

L Vomacka:  How will the field be able to tell when to take action without the advisory?  Everything is labeled the same thing.  How is everyone kept up-to-date?  

L Sandusky:  Why take action on an evaluation?  It may be confusing to the dispatchers.
R Oiesen: Naming convention is established for FCAs not FEAs.

E Corcoran:  Need to focus on action not on the name.

Result:  Discuss this next week.  
J Bertapelli:  Need action to be very clear – advisory with attached flight lists.  Make the advisory a piece of paper from which he can create programs (internal software tools).   
T Matuszewski: Agreed.  Need the three letters to be clear and in the same place.

L Sandusky:  Consider Lowest Common Denominator (LCD).  What about people who can’t make programming changes?  Visual cue on the CCSD or WSD.

T Matuszewski:  Color code is the way to go.

R Oiesen:  If  this is to be enforced by the software, a decision is needed.  

D Johannes:  The Tower is the LCD for the FAA.
M Libby:  Ed Corcoran (lead) and Lorraine Vomacka will try to draft a procedure for one name and an FEA with no flight area. The draft procedure will be presented at the December 9 meeting..

Brian, Jeff, and Ed have compiled a list of changes to the GUI to make this procedure more usable.  Ed can bring the list to the meeting.  Need to prioritize and submit to Barry Davis.

E Corcoran: Draft procedures will be sent out to the exploder as soon as they are ready.

Final Resolution:  Draft procedures will be written and reviewed at December 9 Meeting
Agenda Item #3:  Reroute Modeling Tool Name Change
L Sandusky:  Suggestion:  RRM

D Johannes:  If changing the name will help move the process forward to meet operational goals then go for it.  

E Corcoran:  Agrees to change the name.

D Johannes:   Perception is that we are rerouting or redirecting flows of traffic and is not collaborative or systems operations oriented.

John Martin: Traffic Flow Analysis (TMA).  Look at system and analyzing the flow of traffic and developing a series of action. Traffic Flow Analyzer.

D Johannes:  Systems Operations Analysis.
M Klopfenstein:  This implies post operational .  Systems impact of proposed reroutes.  Need to put in context of flow evaluation tool.
L Sandusky and E Olsen agree that reroute has certain connotations. 

E Corcoran:  Tool has vertical spectrum capabilities.  Reroute modeling may be negative, but everyone understands it. 

D Johannes:  Functionality within the confines of an evaluation tool:   FEA Route Enhancements.  

E Corcoran:  Traffic Flow Analyzer is okay. 
R Oiesen:  This describes more than what the tool does.
E Wilken:  Okay. 
Final Resolution: Agreement was reached on Traffic Flow Analyzer as the reroute modeling tool name.
B Davis:  Requested the group discuss enhancements to the Create Reroute Dialogue box. documented in a  November 25 memo. Is this satisfactory?  Does the WG have agreement on what is needed for ETMS 7.8?
R Oiesen:  First two items no longer apply if we go to one name.   

E Corcoran:  Brian reviewed and believes the copy and paste will work fine for now.  Can drop off list and put on future lists?

M Libby:  No changes for now.  List will be put out with the new procedures.  List we gave Barry is null and void for now.

R Oiesen:  Number 9 will be in ETMS 7.8; it was an oversight and should have been included. Number 8 is on list of candidates for 7.9.  How does Number 6 fall short of the ideal if it’s okay for now?  
B Campos:  It is not intuitive for standard “ctl c”  “ctl v” functions.  It doesn’t flow with what people are trying to do.  
R Oiesen:  If “ctl c” and “Ctl v” is used, will that give them what they want.  Answer Yes
No 7 need to do and does not hinge on next week’s discussion.

Agenda Item #4 Electronic Exception:

Loraine Sandusky began the discussion by asking if the Minutes of the Houston Meeting were exploded?  The Minutes had not been exploded.  

E Olsen: How did electronic exception get moved to ETMS 8.0.  What was agreed in the meeting?
M Libby:  We agreed to wait until we have something automated.  The exact version of ETMS (7.9 or  8.0) is not relevant.  Nothing is written, and the concept needs to be explored further.  It was pushed back because we have to reinvenet the wheel from Houston.  Can we have it out by 7.9  Requirements freeze date?  Requirements  for 7.9 are due on January 15, 2004.  

D Johannes:  Focus on what we are trying to develop in terms of requirements.  Must develop and envision in context of how it will improve the present operation.  TCA webpage has limitiations that enables personalities to enter the process.  Enables FAA to see who is playing and not playing well.  Who is using white hats instead of subs or SCS?  Takes the human element out.  Opportunity to analyze and develop better process.  Take the time and look at where we want to go. 
L Sandusky:  Can we get an airline telcon? 

E Corcoran:  Pursue the opportunity to incorporate into a singe list (Lorraine V’s dynamic list suggestion in Houston)

D Johannes:  Don’t limit ourselves with the timeline.  Don’t limit requirements development.

E Corcoran:  We recognized that we need to put time into this and  we didn’t specify an ETMS version.  We must develop the exact requirements and then take it to the Program Office.

L  Sandusky:  Airline telcon to develop the requirements.  Example from yesterday, overweight landing problems that could have been communicated.  Suggested a Top 10 exception items from the airlines.  

B Leber:  Need for the group to understand the direction from leadership and focus on this topic at the December 9 meeting.

L Sandusky:  Top ten list of items from the airlines, could we have a phased approach? 

B Leber:  Don’t limit yourself.  

B Cranor:  Need to develop a process not a list of 10 items.  This is the top priority for the FCA Group.  This must get done.

M Libby:  FCA issues are top priority (everything discussed in Agenda Items 1-3).  

B Cranor and B Leber:  Electronic Exception is the first priority and FCA issues are second.   The items associated with FCA should be worked through quickly.  Name change decisions should happen quickly.  Decision about a single name was made earlier in this telcon.
E Corcoran We have three high profile and high priority issues.  Loraine will get airline input. 

L Sandusky:  Allocate day 3 of the December 9 Meeting for electronic exception.  

B Leber:  Sights are being set incredibly low for the meeting.  

M Libby; We must deal with the “No fly zone” for the FCA

B Leber:  How can the leadership help with this stumbling block?

E Corcoran:  The options for the No Fly zone and the One Name will be prepared before the meeting.  Hopefully we can get it done quickly.

M Libby:  Lorraine V. will distribute the procedures for the No Fly Zone and One Name  the day after the meeting.  This action will help provide sufficient meeting time for the Electronic Exception effort.

Final  resolution:  Electronic exception to be priority at December 9 meeting.    
Miscellaneous Items:  
CDM Leadership Meeting:  Mark Libby and Loraine Sandusky (via telcon) to participate in the CDM Leadership Meeting on December 16th  at 12:00 at the NBAA Headquarters.  Mark Libby may have a work conflict.  Jo D’Amato to provide telcon number
Training:  What is planned for training?

E Olsen:  Cadre training probably needs to be done again.  Joint industry/FAA  training is beneficial..  Ed already has permission to participate in the training. 

T Matuszewski:  How much time is needed for training?  Can Debbie provide a guideline?  

J Bertapelli:  In the past, three people from each carrier, worked 3-4 days at the Command Center and each person went to at least one facility for 3-4 days.  Need 15 days of travel. Joe will take the request up the chain at American.  

E Olsen:  Cadre training was very valuable .  

D Johannes:  Meeting on Friday with Jack and AUA, at the Command Center at 9:00..  Sylvia Harris will discuss instructional training.  Debbie requested any suggestions or ideas on training and an indication of unofficial support be provided to her before Friday.  .  

John Martin (ATA) can unofficially support. 
Loraine Sandusky (COA)can unofficially support.  

D Johannes:  Economies of scale will be used.  

E Corcoran:  Dave Trost (SWA) is interested also.

Final comments:  
E Olsen:  Without the “s” , early intent cannot be accomplished (ETMS 7.7 removed “s” data from CCSD).
M Libby:  In response to clarification on the Houston Meeting Minutes,  “whatever was discussed at the meeting needs to go in the Minutes and History needs to go in an Appendix.”  Loraine Sandusky and Mark will work together to resolve the Minutes. 
The telcon was adjorned.  

