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Background

For the past year, the FCA/Reroutes Work Group has been investigating the topic of how to automate requests for exception to published reroutes – usually called Electronic Exception.


Basically, four alternatives have been explored for how to accomplish Electronic Exception (EE):

1. The Tactical Customer Advocate (TCA) Web Page process in place today

2. A Web-page to National Traffic Management Log (NTML) solution

3. An ETMS to NTML solution

4. An all-ETMS solution using CCSD and TSD.

The FAA members of the Work Group (WG) feel that any of these for alternatives will meet the FAA’s needs in the short term.  However, there are significantly different implications for Customers and for future enhancements/functionality that need to be considered. 

Each of the four options is explained in slightly more detail below, along with the advantages and disadvantages of each approach.

Discussion

This section briefly describes each of the four alternatives for EE, and presents the advantages and disadvantages of each approach.

1. TCA Web Page Solution 

Description:  

Customers submit a request by phone or by completing a form on the TCA Web Page (see Figure 1).  The TCA then forwards the request to the affected FAA facilities (using cut and paste into an email message) and coordinates by phone as necessary.  This functionality is in place as of the summer of 2004.  

Advantages:

· This solution is already in place.

· This method was adequate to handle the current demand; the average was less than 10 requests per day during the Summer2004 Severe Weather season.

· There is no additional cost associated with this solution.

Disadvantages:

· This is still principally a manual process and may not be adequate for increased demand.  

· Traffic Flow Management (TFM) and Flight Operation Center (FOC) personnel must use a system other than their normal operating system; that is, email and web sites rather than CCSD or TSD.

· This solution was apparently deemed inadequate for handling RVSM exception requests.

2. Web Page to NTML Solution

Description:  

This approach has the Customer submit a request via a web site form as with Alternative 1. above.  However, the information submitted on the web site then populates NTML, which is used to accomplish internal FAA coordination.  Responses to requests are returned to the Customer via the web site (and perhaps an auto-generated e-mail message).

This is basically the system put in place to coordinate RVSM exception requests.

See Figures 2 and 3 to visualize how this might work.

Advantages:

· This solution is partially in place as of Spring 2005 for non-RVSM requests to fly in RVSM airspace.  Additional development effort should be minimal.

· There is limited cost associated with this solution (relatively small development cost).

· This method would be similar to RVSM coordination efforts.

Disadvantages:

· The major disadvantage to this approach, according to both FAA and Customer WG members, is that it forces TFM and FOC operational personnel to continuously monitor a system other than their primary system for real-time TFM needs.  This distraction will be exacerbated during busiest periods; that is, when reroutes are necessary due to weather or volume constraints already stressing the NAS.
3. ETMS plus NTML Solution


Description:  

A solution similar to number 2. above would utilize ETMS as the input and output device, while NTML would still be used to accomplish the FAA’s internal coordination of the exception request.  Customers submit a request on CCSD (see Figure 4).  CCSD is integrated with NTML so the FAA can use NTML to coordinate its approval or disapproval of the request.  Customers then view responses on the CCSD.

Advantages:

· Customer is able to use one tool system to request reroute exceptions as well as to view and plan reroutes.

· This method would be similar to RVSM coordination efforts.

· Cost is more than 2. above, but less than a full ETMS approach.

Disadvantages:

· As with 2. above,  TFM personnel must continuously monitor/use a system other than their primary TSD system for real-time TFM coordination activities.  This distraction will usually occur during busiest periods.
· Both ETMS and NTML development effort would be required
4. The all-ETMS Solution

Description:  

This alternative would take advantage of the Reroute Monitor developed in ETMS release 8.0.   Customers view reroutes on their CCSD Reroute Monitor and submit requests for exceptions from the same tool.  The TCA (or another ATCSCC coordinator) will see the request on the TSD Reroute Monitor and coordinate with TMUs as necessary using the same tool.  

See Figures 5 and 6 for conceptual coordination graphics.

Advantages:

· A common platform is used for all TFM or FOC flow planning and management activities.

· The addition of more interactive capabilities to the Reroute Monitor provides a building block for future TFM enhancements such as Integrated Collaborative Routing (ICR), the ICE-FM Concept 7, and the TFM-Modernization “future concepts.”

Disadvantages:

· This alternative involves the most development time and expense.  It is a fairly major development effort.

Summary and Recommendations

As mentioned above, the FAA members of the FCA/Reroutes WG generally feel that any of the four solutions above would be satisfactory on a short-term basis.  However, when all needs are considered – Customers’ needs and future TFM system opportunities – then solution number 4. stands out as the best alternative.  

Alternative 4., the all-ETMS solution for EE, allows FAA and Customer operations personnel to work from a single, common platform and it offers a door to the future.  It is, in the opinion of the FCA/Reroutes WG, the best alternative for Electronic Exception.   A Draft Concept of Operations for Electronic Exception using the all-ETMS approach is attached.  It is recommended that Electronic Exception using ETMS be considered a high priority development candidate for a future release of ETMS.  
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Figure 1.  Today’s TCA Web Page for Exception Requests
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Figure 2.  NTML Request Template
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Figure 3.  NTML Request Tracking Template
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Figure 4.  Conceptual picture of a CCSD Reroute Exception Request Dialog Box for NAS Customers
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Figure 6.  Sample TSD Coordination Dialog Box (conceptual)
ATTACHMENT

DRAFT Concept of Operations – Electronic Exception

ATMS Memorandum

Subject:
Draft Operational Concept for the Electronic Exception Functionality, ver. 4

To:

CDM Leadership

From:

FCA/Reroute Workgroup
Date:

17 March 2005

Background


A public reroute advisory issued by the Command Center specifies the flights that are covered by the advisory and the reroutes that they must take.  It will sometimes be the case that the operator of the flight has a valid reason for requesting an exception from the reroute; for example, the airplane might not be carrying enough fuel to fly the reroute.  The current process by which the FAA responds to a request for an exception is labor-intensive and time consuming, and there is a need to streamline the process.   The phrase that is currently used to describe this streamlining is “electronic exception.”  This name points to making much more use of automation as a NAS user makes a request, as the FAA decides if it can be approved, and as the FAA communicates its decision back to the NAS user.


The exception process—whether electronic or not—has three main steps.

· The NAS user requests an exception.

· The FAA decides if it can grant the exception and informs the NAS user of its decision.

· The NAS user reacts to the FAA’s decision.

This memo describes a draft operational concept that covers these three steps.  That is, this memo describes the sequence of needed actions, lays out the division of responsibility among the various parties, and, generally, states who has responsibility for doing what and when.  The activity described in this memo begins after a public reroute is issued and when a NAS user decides to ask for an exception.  This memo does not cover all that goes before, e.g., the collaborative process of deciding that a public reroute needs to be issued; this is largely covered in the FCA/Reroute Workgroup’s operational concept.


The group agrees that there is a significant risk that the number of requested exceptions might create excessive workload for the FAA and hinder its ability to respond effectively, but this memo does not address this issue.   The current thinking is that post-analysis will be used to investigate this concern.  

Terminology


The current thinking is that a position at the Command Center will be responsible for receiving the exception requests from the NAS users, for querying the relevant FAA facilities to find out if this request can be approved, and possibly for conveying the decision to the NAS user.  It might be that the Tactical Customer Advocate (TCA) is the position that will handle these functions, but this has not yet been decided.  Therefore, this memo will use the term “Command Center Coordinator” or “Coordinator” to refer to this position.

Draft Operational Concept


This operational concept picks up at the point in time when the Command Center has issued a public reroute advisory, and the NAS users are deciding how to respond to it.

5. The NAS User Requests an Exception If Necessary

a. The NAS user studies the list of flights covered by the required (RQD) reroute advisory and the routes that the advisory makes available to each flight.

b. The NAS user decides if an exception should be requested for any flight.

i) The presumption is that a flight should comply with the advisory and that an exception should not be requested.

ii) An exception can only be requested for an inactive flight.

iii) A flight qualifies for an exception under the following cases.  (Issue: What reasons should be allowed?)
(1) Minimum equipment list limitation.

(2) Fuel limitation with intermediate stop required.

(3) Weather avoidance.

(4) Crew/aircraft issues.

(5) Other.  (In this case a comment is required to explain why the exception is being requested.)

c. The NAS user uses one of the following methods to communicate to the FAA its request for an exception for a flight.  Exceptions are requested one flight at a time.

i) Use the Common Constraint Situation Display (CCSD).  While many details remain to be worked out, the thinking is that this would work in something like the following way.

(1) The NAS user would be able to see all of its flights covered by the reroute on the CCSD’s Reroute Monitor.

(2) If the NAS user wanted to request an exception for a flight, the user would click a button associated with that flight that would bring up a dialog box; see Figure 1 for a mock-up of this dialog box.  (All of the figures are at the end of this memo.)

(3) This dialog box used to request an exception will show the following data about each flight.  The user cannot change these fields.  

(a) Aircraft ID.  

(b) Estimated Time of Departure.  (If the user wants to change this, a CDM message should be used.)

(c) Origin Airport.  

(d) Destination Airport.  

(e) Aircraft Type.  

(f) Cruising Altitude.  (If the NAS user wants to change the altitude, the requested altitude field below should be used.)  

(g) Cruising Speed.  

(h) Current Route.  (This is the current route known to ETMS.  This might be a route from a flight plan, from an early intent message, or from the ETMS database of historical routes.  If the NAS user wants to change the route, the Requested Route field below should be used.)

(i) Assigned Route.  (This is the route that is assigned to the flight by the reroute advisory.  If multiple routes are assigned, each of these will be shown.)

(4) To request an exception, the NAS user can fill in the following fields in this dialog box.

(a) Requested Route.  ( Issue: Should the NAS user be allowed to create more than one route?  For this document, it will be assumed that only one can be requested.)

(b) Requested Altitude.

(c) Reason.  (Required) The allowed reasons are those given in Error! Reference source not found..

(d) Comment.  (Optional) The NAS user can if desired use this free-text field to communicate to the FAA any special information about this flight that might bear on the FAA’s decision on whether to approve the request.

(5) The restrictions on the NAS user are as follows.

(a) The Requested Route and/or the Requested Altitude fields must be filled in.

(b) The Reason field must be filled in.

(c) The Comment field is optional, unless the reason is Other, in which case the Comment field must contain an entry.  

(6) After filling in this dialog box, the user clicks the Send button in this dialog box.  This would constitute asking for an exception.

ii) Send a CDM message to ETMS.  That is, instead of using the CCSD, the process of asking for an exception could be automated.  (Issue: Should this method be provided?)

iii) Use the Command Center web site.  (Since a method is needed that is accessible by all NAS users, not just those who are CDM participants, the thinking is that there might be a web site accessible to all over the Internet.  Thoughts are still rudimentary.  Issue: Should  this be made available in the first version?)

d. When ETMS receives the NAS user’s request for an exception for a flight, it does the following.  

i) On the CCSD where the request originated, the Reroute Monitor’s RRSTAT field for this flight changes to PENDING.  This serves as feedback to the NAS user to show that this request has been sent and that a response from the FAA is expected.  (Issue: Should RRSTAT display “<current_status>/Pending”, instead of just “Pending”?  In most cases, exceptions will probably be requested for NC flights, but there might be cases where the current status is something else.  For example, maybe the flight is currently conformant, but nonetheless the user wants to request an exception to fly a different route.  Is this allowed?  If so, then showing both the current reroute status and the status of the exception request might be useful.)

ii) On the Coordinator’s TSD, the Reroute Monitor’s RRSTAT field changes to ACT, which indicates that action from the Coordinator is now required.  ACT will be written in red to call to the Coordinator’s attention that action from him or her is needed.  On all other TSDs, there will be no change at this time, so that other users are not distracted by a request that the coordinator might decide to reject. See Figure 2 for an illustration of this step and the next.

iii) In addition, in the Route field in the coordinator’s Reroute Monitor, which usually shows the current route and the assigned route, the following will be shown.

(1) Under the assigned route, the Reroute Monitor will show the requested route and altitude. 

(2) Show the reason for the request under the requested route and altitude.

(3) If the NAS user entered a comment, this will be shown under the reason.

iv) TSD user will have the option to draw any of the following for the requested flight: current route, assigned route(s), and requested route.

v) An optional “Time Requested” data column (not shown in the Figure) will be added to the Reroute Monitor.  Whenever the RRSTAT field on a user’s Reroute Monitor is displaying ACT or PENDING (indicating that a request has been submitted and is being considered), the Time Requested field will display the time when the request was submitted.

6. The Command Center Coordinator Handles the Request

a. The Command Center Coordinator knows that he or she must handle a request for an exception for a flight when ACT shows in red on his or her Reroute Monitor.  It might be that the Coordinator filters the Reroute Monitor so that only flights with the status of ACT are shown.  (Behind the scenes, the automation collects the requests from whatever source (CCSD, CDM message, web site) and displays them to the Coordinator.)

b. The Coordinator right clicks on a flight to bring up a menu with two choices: “Acknowledge Request” and “Respond to Request Now”.

c. ACKNOWLEDGE REQUEST: The coordinator can select the Acknowledge Request option to notify the requester that the request has been received and is being looked into, but a response has not been formulated yet. When the Acknowledge option is selected:

i) TSD displays a dialog box for entering the coordinator’s initials.

ii) When the coordinator’s initials have been entered and the Send button is clicked, the status of this reroute on the requestor’s CCSD changes to PENDING(<coordinators_initials>).  This indicates that the request is being worked.  (Issue: Should the status change on all TSD’s at the Command Center, so everyone knows this request is being worked, and no one else tries to work it?) 

iii) The Acknowledge option on the coordinator’s right click menu is grayed out, but the Respond to Request Now option is still available for the coordinator to use when ready.  

d. RESPOND TO REQUEST NOW: The coordinator selects the Respond to Request Now option when an action has been determined.  This displays the dialog box shown in Figure 3, with three radio-button options to Approve, Disapprove, or Send to Centers for further input.  Different portions of the dialog box are activated depending on which radio button is selected. (Note that the coordinator is not required to select the Acknowledge option first.  The coordinator can proceed directly to the Respond Now option if time is not needed to research the request before responding.)

i) APPROVE: If the Coordinator can immediately approve the request, perhaps because he or she has recently participated in discussions of similar requests, the Coordinator clicks on the Approve radio button, enters his or her initials and clicks Send.  (If the coordinator has already provided initials using the Acknowledge option for this request, these initials are copied to this dialog box by default, but they can be edited.)  ETMS treats this as follows.

(1) ETMS replaces the assigned route(s) for the flight with the newly approved route, and displays the new approved/assigned route on all Reroute Monitors with the prefix “Approved:” (similar to how ETMS currently displays an OK’d route with the prefix “OK:”).

(2) If the flight has not filed a flight plan, ETMS uses the newly approved route as the current route for the flight.  That is, ETMS handles the approved route the same way that it would an early intent.  Like with early intent, ETMS will not override a filed route.  

(3) If the current route matches the newly approved route, ETMS displays “Approved” in the RRSTAT field on all Reroute Monitors.

(4) Otherwise, ETMS displays “NC/Approved” as the status on all Reroute Monitors.  This means the flight has been approved for the requested route, but has filed a different route, and is therefore still considered to be non-conformant until the approved route is filed.  (This is analogous to the way ETMS currently displays NC/OK if a flight has been OK’d to stay on its current route, but subsequently files a different route.)  When the approved route is filed, the status will change to “Approved”.

(5) This completes the FAA response.

ii) DISAPPROVE: If the Coordinator can immediately disapprove the request, the Coordinator clicks on the Disapprove radio button, enters his or her initials if not already provided, enters a mandatory reason why the request is disapproved, and clicks Send.

(1) This causes the RRSTAT field on all TSDs and CCSDs to change to the status it would have if the request had not been made, followed by the string “/DIS” to indicate that an exception request has been disapproved (e.g., NC/DIS).  (Issue: Should the /DIS only be appended on the requestor’s CCSD?  Is it necessary for all users to know that a request has been received and disapproved?)

(2) The reason for the disapproval is displayed below the requested route in the route field on the requestor’s Reroute Monitor.

(3) This completes the FAA response.

iii) SEND TO CENTERS: If the Coordinator cannot immediately approve or disapprove the request, then the Coordinator needs to forward this request to the affected centers so each center can give its approval or disapproval.  In this case, the coordinator clicks the Send to Centers radio button.

(1) The center check boxes are activated.  All centers that are traversed by the requested reroute are checked by default. 

(2) The Coordinator can check and uncheck the boxes for the various centers to control exactly the centers that are asked to respond. 

(3) The coordinator enters his or her initials. 

(4) If the Coordinator wishes, he or she can enter text in the Comment field.

(5) When the Coordinator is satisfied with the centers that are selected to respond to the request and with the comment, he or she clicks the Send button to send the request to these centers.

(6) This causes the RRSTAT field for this flight to change to ACT and to turn red for all checked centers, and to change to Pending(<coordinator’s initials>) for all other TSDs and CCSDs. 

(7) This also causes the optional Centers Traversed field on all TSDs and CCSDs to be displayed as follows: a) checked centers are displayed in blue (later these will change to green, yellow, or red depending on each center’s response), b) all other centers traversed by the current or requested route are displayed in gray, which is the normal color used for inactive flights.  This way, all users can monitor the status of the FAA’s response as it is formulated.

(8) Go to step Error! Reference source not found..


7. Centers Approve or Disapprove the Request

a. TMU personnel will see a red ACT in the RRSTAT field for a flight to alert them to the need to approve or disapprove a request for an exception.  The requested route and altitude, and reason for the request appears underneath the assigned route.  Underneath the reason appears any comments by the NAS user or the Coordinator.  Figure 2 gives an idea of what this would look like.
b. TMU personnel can right-click on the flight and select the “Respond to Request” option from the pop up menu, to open the dialog box depicted in Figure 4.  The dialog box includes radio button options to APPROVE, CONDITIONALLY APPROVE, or DISAPPROVE the request.  (Issue: What if two users from the same center both reply more or less simultaneously, and give different answers?  First reply wins?  Do we need some kind of lockout feature that prevents this from happening?)

i) APPROVE: The traffic manager selects the Approve radio button and clicks Send.  This response then goes to ETMS, which collects the replies.  See step Error! Reference source not found. below.  The RRSTAT field for this flight changes from ACT to PENDING(<coordinator’s initials>) on all TSDs at this center; the RRSTAT field is not affected on other FAA and NAS user Reroute Monitors.  This center’s name is displayed in green in the Centers Traversed field on all Reroute Monitors.

ii) DISAPPROVE: The traffic manager selects the Disapprove radio button, fill in a reason why the request is disapproved, and clicks Send.  This reply then goes to ETMS, which collects the replies.  See step Error! Reference source not found. below.  The RRSTAT field for this flight changes from ACT to PENDING(<coordinator’s initials>) on all TSDs at this center.  This center’s name is displayed in red in the Centers Traversed field on all Reroute Monitors.

iii) CONDITIONALLY APPROVE: The traffic manager selects the Conditionally Approve radio button, fills in the conditions that must be met for the reroute to be acceptable, and clicks Send.  This reply then goes to ETMS, which collects the replies.  See step c.iii) below.  The RRSTAT field for this flight changes from ACT to PENDING(<coordinator’s initials>) on all TSDs at this center.  This center’s name is displayed in yellow in the Centers Traversed field on all Reroute Monitors.

c. ETMS does the following with the replies.

i) If every center approves the request unconditionally, then ETMS decides that the request has been approved.  ETMS then takes the same steps as in 2.d.i.

ii) As soon as one center disapproves, then ETMS decides that the request has been disapproved.  ETMS then takes the same steps as in 2.d.ii, except that the comment that ETMS provides to the NAS user is the comment provided by the disapproving center rather than the comment provided by the Coordinator.

iii) If all centers have responded and none have disapproved, but at least one has conditionally approved, then the request is returned to the coordinator for further consideration.  The RRSTAT field on the coordinator’s Reroute Monitor reverts to red ACT, indicating that further action by the coordinator is needed.  The centers listed in yellow in the Centers Traversed field are the centers that have conditionally approved. (Issue: how does the coordinator view the conditions that have been supplied by the conditionally-approving centers?  Are they appended to the Route field?  Are they in a tool tip that pops up when the cursor is placed over the Centers Traversed field?)  As appropriate, the coordinator contacts the requestor or the involved centers to determine whether the conditions are acceptable to all; the automation does not directly support this step.  If no acceptable resolution can be reached, the coordinator disapproves the request as described in step 2.d.ii.  Issue: if conditions that are acceptable to all are worked out, who is responsible for entering the agreed upon route.  Does the coordinator enter it somehow?  Does the requestor resubmit a new request with the agreed-upon route, which the coordinator immediately approves?

d. If time passes and enough centers have not responded to allow ETMS to decide, then the Coordinator will place phone calls to the non-responding TMUs and ask them to respond.  It is left to the discretion of the Coordinator how long to wait before taking action.


8. The NAS User Reacts to the FAA’s Decision
a. The NAS user monitors the Reroute Monitor to determine if the request was approved or disapproved.

b. If the NAS user sees that the request was disapproved, then the NAS user has three options.

i) File and fly the assigned reroute in the advisory.

ii) Wait.  (The NAS user always has the option of delaying the flight until the severe weather dissipates enough so that the route that it wants to fly becomes available.)

iii) Request a different exception.  (Is this allowed?  Any limit on how many times an exception can be requested for the same flight?  If multiple requests are allowed, should the various request/approve/deny dialog boxes display the history of previous requests and replies somehow?)

c. If the request was approved, then the NAS user files and flies the requested route that was approved.

Issues

9. What categories of reasons for a request should be allowed in Error! Reference source not found.?  How can the examples be fleshed out to cover all cases and to make it clear which reason applies in any particular case?  (These reasons are taken from Loraine’s memo of 13 January 2004.  Why are crew legality and airport curfew listed under business reasons rather than under safety and legality reasons?  Should safety should be one category and legality another, or, better yet, should we dispense with these categories?  Also, what is the distinction between business reasons and economy?  Also, there are some other examples in Loraine’s memo of December 10 that either do not appear in the later memo or appear but with different wording, including fuel tank capacity (structural limitation), min fuel vs. payload issues, dispatcher/captain concurrence (weather avoidance), mountain wave, terrain clearance/driftdown, and VIP.  Should these examples be included?  In what category?

10. The assumption is that a separate exception must be requested by each flight.  That is, a NAS user should not in a single request ask for exceptions for multiple flights.  Is this the correct assumption.  Proposed resolution: This is the correct assumption.

11. Of the three possible methods given in Error! Reference source not found., exactly what methods of requesting an exception should be allowed?

12. How should a CCSD user bring up the Exception Request dialog box?  Proposed resolution: A button should appear on the Reroute Monitor for each flight.  Clicking that button brings up this dialog box.

13. Should the NAS user have the option of changing the altitude in the Exception Request dialog box?  Resolution: Yes. Changing the speed? Resolution: No.

14. If there is a publicly accessible web site, how should it be set up?  For example, what precautions need to be taken to make sure that hackers do not enter bogus requests?  (This is an issue for the FAA and its contractors rather than the FCA group.)

15. Should a request for an exception contain any data in addition to what is given in Error! Reference source not found.?  Proposed resolution: No.

16. Should all requests for exceptions be given the same priority?  Or should there be high priority requests, which are safety-related, and low priority for all other requests?  Or should there be some other priority scheme?  To put this another way, should the way that the FAA handles these requests depend on the reason?  Proposed resolution: All requests will be handled with the same priority, at least for the first version.

17. When a NAS user makes a request, exactly what should be shown in the RRSTAT field of that user’s CCSD?  Should RRSTAT display “<current_status>/Pending”, instead of just “Pending”?  In most cases, exceptions will probably be requested for NC flights, but there might be cases where the current status is something else.  For example, maybe the flight is currently conformant, but nonetheless the user wants to request an exception to fly a different route.  Is this allowed?  If so, then showing both the current reroute status and the status of the exception request might be useful.

18. When a NAS user makes a request, exactly what should be shown in the RRSTAT field of TSDs in the field?  Should PENDING show, or should we wait until the coordinator takes action before modifying status for everyone else?  Maybe the coordinator will deny the request.  In this case, showing status as pending for everyone else might be a needless distraction, if in the end the request isn’t going to go any further than the Coordinator? Resolution: Wait until coordinator takes some action.

19. When a NAS user makes a request, exactly what should be shown in the RRSTAT field of the Command Center Coordinator’s TSD? Should ACT be the text that is used to indicate that action is necessary, or would some other word be preferred?  Should it be in red to call attention to it? Resolution: Yes.

20. Are there any special considerations or differences in the way active flights and inactive flights would be handled on the various Reroute Monitor’s when a NAS user requests an exception for a flight? Resolution: electronic exception is available only for inactive flights.

21. If a request is disapproved, the NAS user who requested the exception needs to know hat it has been disapproved.  If the entry in the RRSTAT field changes from PENDING to NC, is this enough, or is something more needed? How about ETMS displays “<relevant_status>/Denied” at the requesting site? Resolution: Display “<status>/DIS”.

22. The FAA provides a reason for the disapproval.  How should this be shown to the NAS user?

23. Several issues surround the Coordinator choosing the centers that need to evaluate the request?  Should all traversed centers be by default selected? Resolution: yes.  Should any Canadian centers be shown?  Resolution: Toronto and Ottawa.  Should only those centers be shown where the requested route differs from the assigned route?  Should there be an “Other” field where the Coordinator could enter, say, TRACONs?  In other words, is there any facility other than a center that might need to evaluate an exception?

24. After the Coordinator sends a request to the centers, what should the RRSTAT field on his or her TSD show for this flight?

25. Do we need to worry about two traffic managers at a facility both replying to a request?  What if two users from the same center both reply more or less simultaneously, and give different answers?  First reply wins?  Do we need some kind of lockout feature that prevents this from happening?

26. When a center is presented with a request for an exception, is it enough for a center to say “Yes” or “No”?  Is some other response desired such as, “Let’s talk.”  Proposed resolution: “Yes” and “No” are enough, at least for the first version.  Resolution: Conditional Approval option is provided.

27. How long should the Coordinator wait after sending a request to the centers before following up with a phone call.  Resolution: This should be left to the discretion of the Coordinator.

28. How will the coordinator know which centers have replied and which have not?  One approach would be to color code the list of centers traversed, e.g., blue means action needed, green means approval granted, red means denied? Resolution: Yes on colors.  Use yellow for conditional approval.

29. What if a request is disapproved?  Can the NAS user submit another request for this flight?  Any limit on how many times an exception can be requested for the same flight?  If multiple requests are allowed, should the various request/approve/deny dialog boxes display the history of previous requests and replies somehow?

30. Should a conditional element be allowed in a request?  For example, should a NAS user be allowed to say that route1 is preferred if it has a delay of 15 minutes or less; otherwise, route2 is preferred?  Proposed resolution: This should be considered not for the first step but for a later improvement.

31. Is “electronic exception” the term that should be used?  “Reroute Acceptance Notification” has also been proposed.

32. Loraine Sandusky’s memo of January 13, 2004, proposes that requests that have not received a reply in n minutes will be automatically approved.  Should this be part of the operational concept?  Resolution: Not at this time.

33. What guidelines should the NAS users follow in requesting exceptions, and what tracking should the FAA do to make sure that these guidelines are being followed?
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Figure 1.  CCSD’s Reroute Exception Request Dialog Box (NAS User)
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Figure 2.  Coordinator’s Reroute Monitor with Request from NAS User
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Figure 3.  TSD’s Respond to Exception Request Dialog Box (Coordinator)
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Figure 4.  TMU Respond to Exception Request Dialog Box 
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