FCA/Reroutes Work Group Meeting Notes

2 - 4 March, Cambridge, MA

The Flow Constrained Area (FCA)/Reroute Work Group met 2 – 4 March, 2005 in Cambridge, MA at the Volpe Transportation Center.   The major objectives for the meeting were to review alternatives and concepts for Electronic Exception and Military Constrained Areas (MCA).
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Action Items from the meeting are included throughout these notes and summarized as Appendix A.

Meeting notes are available at

www.metronaviation.com/cdm/Workgroups/FCA-Reroute 

2MAR05

Agenda –

The group agreed on the following Agenda for the three days:

· 2MAR:

Action Item Review

Future Enhancements/Concepts for FEA/FCA

· 3MAR:

Electronic Exception, including Reasons, Concept of Operations, possible design/dialog box ideas

· 4MAR:

Development Candidate List Review

MCA Concepts and Issues

Report out to CDM Leadership/CSG
General FEA/FCA Discussion - 

As is customary for these meetings, the group first reviewed and discussed general FEA/FCA usage and questions/issues. 

The WG discussed a general question being raised by Gary Dockan, USAir.  Gary is concerned that he is not receiving a Flight List with each ADVZY.  The WG has strongly emphasized a preference for “dynamic” lists rather than the static list sent with an ADVZY to avoid the possibility of missing any new/updated information.  The WG wants both FAA and Customer personnel to get used to the Dynamic Lists and stay away from depending only on a single-issue of a static list.
Ed Olsen has subsequently reported that he has continued to educate some Customers as to why we want this, and there should not be a problem in the future.  
Customer use of CCSD and FEAs is slowly being increased with more education.  Ed Olsen indicated that the introduction of the Reroute Monitor in 8.0 will be a big driver for increased Customer use.  

The group continued to emphasize the need for more “sharing” of FEA information to facilitate collaborative problem solving.  TMUs can now “share” an FEA directly with Operators without going through the Command Center.  Briefings and education efforts should continue to emphasize the need and value of sharing FEA information.  This is probably more important than total use statistics.  

FEAs to study sector stratification:  ZMP shared a current example of using an FEA to study the possibility of changing sector stratification with ZDV to balance workload to the benefit of both facilities.  

GAAP:  There have been some issues regarding when to use GAAP and whether some Customers might be misusing the program.  There was a recent Telcon to explain what/why/how to use GAAP and/or GDP.  The telcon was helpful but bogged down a bit when detailed and more complex questions were raised.  

There are continuing efforts underway to educate TFM personnel and Customers on this issue; one discussion centers around an applications guide similar to what we have done for FEAs/FCAs.  No ConOps or Users Guide was prepared during the course of development.   Volpe advised that a tool user cannot purge a GAAP and then go to a GDP, but transitioning to a GDP should work.

Action Item Review – 

The group reviewed the current open Action Item List.  The list was revised and is attached as Appendix A-2 (“Carryover Action Items”).

Suggestions for Future Updates to FEAs – 

The WG then reviewed a list of potential FEA enhancements suggested by Carl Trent.  The items are pulled from his experiences and feedback from teaching classes at the FAA Academy.  Carl’s list is included as Appendix B.  It was agreed these items should be forwarded for the FEA/FCA development candidates list.

In the last paragraph of Carl’s memo he expressed the following concern:

“I worry about closing down the group.  In my experience, you always want to be looking at the future to see how you can make things better.  Whenever something like FEA/FCA is allowed to stagnate, it falls into disuse and finally gets abandoned.  I believe that FEA/FCA and Reroute tools are the future of Traffic Management, and I hope we can continue to expand their usage.”

This led to significant discussion on the uncertain future of the WG.  Most all WG participants – FAA and Industry – agreed with Carl’s concern.  A comparison was made to the GDP Work Group.  They have been in existence for about five years and continue to generate enhancements that are valuable.  Perhaps Reroute Building Blocks  via FEAs/FCAs are just now in place to begin significant expansions in the future.  Dissolution of the WG at this time could mean we do not realize the best potential of the FEA processes and toolset.  

Industry reps also pointed out that most all development ideas and requirements for CCSD have come from this WG, and that loss would be significant to them.  

There was also discussion that there are some continuing problems with consistent usage that have not been resolved.  Some TMUs build hundreds of FEAs but never share them; some TMUs we have visited still do not use FEAs at all.  This can only be overcome by constant attention, encouragement, feedback, improvements, education and so forth.  All those things come from this group, not from anyplace else.  

FCA/Reroutes Work Group Report – 

The discussion on future enhancements and needs led to a discussion of how the Work Group should report out its status to CDM Leadership and CSG.  The following basic format was agreed upon:

· DONE:  explain what has been done, the status of activities, benefits, etc.

· Still OPEN:  items that are currently a question for the WG

· Process enhancements still needed; e.g., the inconsistent use, the lack of sharing FEAs, etc.

· Tool enhancements still needed.  (A list and prioritization should be forwarded from the WG.  This is discussed further below – 4MAR05).

· RECOMMENDATIONs for the future of the WG.

· Perhaps a semi-annual review is a minimum requirement to keep FEA/FCA progress alive.

· In general, there is a strong feeling by several in the WG that there is a much more work to be done to fulfill the general charter/need of enroute/reroute efficiencies and to ensure the benefits of the FEA/FCA toolset are fully realized.  

3MAR05

Review of Reroute Monitor - 

To refresh all participants before moving into Electronic Exception (EE) discussions and to demonstrate capabilities to new participants, the WG reviewed the functionality of the Reroute Monitor being introduced in ETMS release 8.0 (MAY05).  Some particular points/questions included:

· “Assigned” could be a bit confusing when users see two or three “assigned routes” below the “current” route.  It actually means the flight has several options as specified directly in the Reroute ADVZY.

· Who will be able to “OK” an NC (non-conforming) flight?  For example, what happens if a flight joins the correct reroute later that the first opportunity but that is OK within my Center?
This capability is configurable, but will only be available to the ATCSCC in the first release (8.0).

· Related example and Process question:  A live Snowbird6 flight we followed was designated and shown as NC because it did not join the route at the earliest possible point.  The flight may actually be OK so long as it joins the Snowbird6 route at TAY and flies the west coast of FL.  But it will show as NC all the way through ZID, ZDC and much of ZCJ (until it gets to TAY).  The flight will be reported as NC and cause actions/reactions (maybe from post analysis stats) that are unnecessary. 

· When “OK’d”, the RRSTAT shows “Pending” then switches to OK at the next refresh, and the “Assigned” route will show as “OK:  < route string > .” 

· It was noted that the timeline feature is progressive; that is, it moves along in the increment selected (e.g., if two hours is selected, it will always show the next two hours of traffic)

Electronic Exception –

The group began a detailed review of the Concept of Operations for Electronic Exception.  Some discussion points/issues/agreements are summarized here:

· Rewrite the ‘Background’ paragraph re. the risk of large number of requests potentially “swamping” ATC.   
Agree it could be a problem but need to say it politely.  

· In general, probably need to change “NAS user” to “Customer.”

· The ‘equity’ issue is still an open question; e.g., who gets an exception vs. who chooses to fly around or offload passengers to fly the route.  
It was agreed this is a likely issue for EE, but not something to be resolved by this group.

· AGREED:  Request should include Cruising Altitude, but not Speed.

· AGREED:  First release will include one Requested Route at a time, not multiple routes.  This is consistent with ICR and should reduce risks for the first release.

· AGREED:  “Reasons” for submitting an EE request should be limited to the following for now:

· Fuel Limitations:  A fuel stop enroute would be required to meet the reroute requirements.

· Minimum Equipment Limitations (MEL):  This is the same MEL reasons as exists in today’s exception handling process.

· Weather Avoidance:  This would include things such as convection or turbulence as well as concern the route might put the flight into weather.

· Crew/Aircraft Issues:  Crew duty time issues or maintenance base needs.

· Other:  Requires text explanation.

· AGREED:  Exception Requests will go through an ATCSCC Coordinator first (may be TCA or another position).  
Field TMUs will not receive the EE request until after ATCSCC coordinator sends it.  This may reduce workload in the field for requests whose response is obvious. 
· Coordinator’s TSD display will show red “NC/ACT” in Reroute Monitor RRSTAT Field to alert that action is needed.

· Customer will see “Pending” after the request is sent.  This may change color (e.g., Blue) when the ATCSCC Request Coordinator opens the dialog box to begin work on the request.

· All seemed to agree/understand that if the request is too close to departure or the flight is airborne, the request is generally denied and must be worked out locally as a tactical request with the ATC facility involved.

· Agreed:  The dialog box for an exception request will generally be the same for all TSDs (like Figure 4 in version 3 of the ConOps), with a choice of:
Approve / Disapprove / Send to Center (although this would be grayed for all but the ATCSCC).
A space for Initials is also a probable requirement for each TMU and the TCA.

· AGREED:  Send to Centers should include NOCC, CYZ, and “Other.”

· AGREED:  When Centers receive a request, need an “ACT” indicator in the Header, not just in the Dynamic List of the Reroute Monitor.  (May be rolled up.)

· Right click on the requesting flight ID presents a menu with these choices:  Evaluate Request, Manual, Working, Issue Route.

· And how do we show others who are working the request and alert the Customer that it is now WIP?

· Question:  What will be the notification process after approval of a change?

· How do all Centers needing the info receive it?

· Need to know even if no change in my Center if I am responsible for issuing the route.

· Question:  How to communicate changes that might be acceptable?

· Example:  Just a slight move or adjustment in my Center or the next Center might make the flight acceptable.

· How do I suggest an alternative vs. just disapproving the request?

· Disapproval of a request will require a comment/reason.  
These “Comments” could be used to generate discussion if they include an alternative.

· It was noted that today the TCA mainly communicates with those one or two facilities most significantly affected by a reroute, not necessarily all.  This illustrates the need and effectiveness of keeping the human in the loop.  The Coordinator may just select those couple of Centers most affected, coordinate alternatives with them, and approve the rest of the route.
· If all approve:  Route is approved, and RRSTAT shows some “Approved” indication.  
The 45-minute route responsibility demarcation will used as today to determine who issues the exception route.  Would like to ‘autosend’ the new/approved route to the departure Center if within 45 minutes prior to departure.  The route would go back to the Customer’s Ops Center if more than 45 minutes to departure.  

· If any one Center Disapproves the request:  Route is disapproved   (note:  comments required with the reason for disapproval).  
RRSTAT changes to NC/DIS or some similar indicator.

· If one or more Centers can conditionally approve the change, then the request would go back to the TCA/Coordinator for manual coordination.  

· Coordinator Tracking Requirements for Requests: 

· Probably show status on the Reroute Monitor because he/she will likely be working on several requests.

· A running tally/status of Yes or No reply for each Center involved.

· Time and Center tracking columns.

· Agreed:  Customers want see all Exception Requests, not just their own.
ACTION:  Show all flights (other than military sensitive flights) on CCSD Reroute Monitor.  ~ Volpe
       Status:  Not possible in 8.0.  Will be included as a development candidate
                    for a future release.  
·  ACTION:  Rewrite the EE ConOps with input/comments received during the review.  ~ Volpe

Electronic Exception Options:  
In general, four options for handling exception requests electronically have been reviewed by the FCA/Reroutes WG:

1. The TCA Web Page as it exists today.

2. An all ETMS solution as described in the Concept of Operations document reviewed at the meeting and outlined above.

3. A solution using ETMS (CCSD) for input and output, and NTML as the internal FAA coordination tool.

4. A solution using a Web page input, NTML coordination for the FAA, and then a Web page response. 
This is the current RVSM exception request solution.

AGREED:  The WG agrees that solution number 2. above is the preferred solution.  The major reasons for this choice are:
· It is a stepping stone for other future concepts/products (e.g., ICR, Concept 7, “Go” button concept, etc.)

· It has the benefit of keeping all actions on one common tool (for both Customers and TFM personnel)

· It is consistent with the “Future” concept of the TFM-Modernization program.

ACTION:  Prepare formal memo/response to FAA regarding WG’s EE investigation and recommendation.  ~ M. Krause

Military Constrained Area –

The group again discussed the concept of an ETMS platform to display the availability of military airspace as well as aircraft that may be in conflict with that airspace.  The group reviewed Curt Kaler’s concept document for this proposal.   

The two prime benefits of an ETMS based capability are: 

1. The ability to consolidate TFM functions and data onto a single platform;  and 

2. ETMS would allow the integration of the FEA/FCA functionality, which would enable the identification of aircraft that would intersect an SUA during active periods.  

None of the current systems provide these important benefits.

The major stumbling block for any current system and in a proposed FEA/ETMS solution is the quality of input data.  SAMS in particular is noted to suffer from inaccurate displays, poor user interface for input/change, lack of currency, and other issues.

It was suggested that the proposal submitted by the group must assume that the scheduled usage data is readily attainable, accessible from the military, accurate, easily updateable, and so forth. We called this concept “NewSAMS” to distinguish it from current baseline/input data sources.   Lack of currently available data should not deter the proposal of the tool.  It was decided to submit a proposal to CDM leadership for their review and decision.  

It was also noted that one single, data entry point/task is another basic requirement for moving forward on a MCA concept.  There must be one simple way to do the entry.  Today it is cumbersome, difficult and time consuming to enter or change data.  Also, data should not have to be entered more than once to accommodate different needs.  

The MCA concept (creating FEAs with a SUA as a NAS element) is fairly simple.  MCAs can then provide timelines for each area drawn.  This allows the TFM to plan proactively for flights that might be impacted by the SUA.

It is desirable to have auto-FEA or auto-MCA displays when an area is scheduled, when it goes hot, and so forth. This would allow Customers to easily use the information for flight planning purposes and the TFM to use it for its pre-planning traffic flows, discussion on planning telcons, etc.  The concept for data flow would thus be:  “NewSAMS” data to ETMS to autodisplay.  

The group reviewed Curt Kaler’s graphics depicting the MOA concept and put off review of his paper on the subject for the next day’s agenda.   

4MAR05

FEA/FCA Development Candidates –

As the first order of business, the group initiated a review of development candidates for the FEA/FCA toolset.  The thought was that we should make sure the CDM Leadership and CSG understand what is left and what our priorities might be, especially if the WG is to be disbanded from regular meetings.  

There are currently 62 items proposed for development on the FEA/FCA toolset.  For many of the items, we discovered that our prioritization does not agree with that listed.  Some of the discussion regarding items reviewed in about an hour included:

· There is some conflict between the need to clean out expired FEAs more often and the need for FEAs that are easily or automatically renewed on a daily basis.  
The concept of “Never-ending” FEAs will help with this.
The Never-ending FEA priority should be raised.

· New:  There is a need to expand the max time for an FEA/FCA from 15 hours to 24 hours.  Some FEAs/FCAs are created the night before for early morning use with known issues that are expected.

· Raise:  The ability to have ATCAAs be NAS Element for FEAs should be a higher priority.

· Items 5, 7, 11 on the list deal with Pref settings.  
The FEA WG see these as ‘nice to have’ items but not high priority.
It was also noted that the Default display for Create or Show actions should be to show the Timeline and Flights.

· For Centers/Sectors as a NAS element, there is value in allowing altitudes outside the currently defined limits for that sector.  This would allow evaluation of possible sector changes, or monitoring traffic near (above or below) the boundaries.

· Item 9:  OK but lower priority.

· Item 10:  Sort by your facility first – nice, but not a high priority; not “Top 10” item.

· Item 14:  should be lower

· Item 15:  should be higher

· Item 16:  Auto-recall of daily FEAs.  This is not the same as a “Never-ending FEA.”  Want the ability to save into an ‘adaptation’ so when the adaptation is restarted daily, these FEAs are auto-displayed.  This is similar to the high priority Pref Settings item.  
This may have to be tied into the “Never-ending FEA” development effort to ensure daily recalls are not lost.

In the interest of time, this review ended after about an hour and a half with the following Actions:

· ACTION:  Send the Development Candidates list to all WG members for review.
~ M. Krause

· ACTION:  Plan a Telcon to review and agree on a “Top 10” List from the FCA/Reroutes WG.  ~ M. Libby
Note:  Each WG member should come prepared to submit and discuss their top priorities.  Overlaps may be considered the most important priorities.


· ACTION:  After agreement, send Memo to FAA and Volpe re. FCA WG Top 10.
~ M. Libby, M. Krause

Note:  The development task to speed up the FEA/List update was halted due to bandwidth issues at ZOB.

MCA Concept Paper Report –

The group reviewed Curt Kaler’s graphics depicting the MOA concept and edited his paper on the subject (see Appendix D).   The paper will be forwarded to the CDM Leadership and the new organization responsible for MOAs when that is determined.  The graphics will be used  as part of a presentation to the CDM Stakeholders Group (CSG).  

The WG briefly discussed what it would like to do regarding MCAs in the short run to improve the SUA tracking and coordination process:

· Pursue any methods to improve consistency.  The Apps Guide and other sharing opportunities should be a help.

· Continue to research and ask what Customers would like to see.

· Reference military constraints in the S2K briefings, planning telcons, etc.

· Assist, review new MOS position descriptions.
Sharing FEAs – 

As we closed, the issue of sharing FEAs was discussed briefly one more time.  This is a lingering issue that impedes the achievement of maximum benefit from the FEA toolset.  Anything possible to promote sharing should be pursued.  

Perhaps “sharing” is the only metric that should be tracked?  

There is also concern that if sharing is weak now, it will only get worse if we disband the group.  

The meeting adjourned at approximately noon to allow the group members to catch FRI afternoon flights home.

Appendix A:  Action Items:  FCA/Reroutes Work Group

A – 1:  NEW Action Items from 2 – 4 MAR05 Volpe Mtg: FCA/Reroutes Work Group

	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	0303-1
	Display all flights (except mil. Sensitive) on CCSD Reroute Monitor, not just own airline.  
	~ Volpe
	MAR05
	Close
	Not in 8.0.  Will be a candidate for a future release.

	0303-2
	Rewrite the EE ConOps with input/comments received during review.  
	~ Volpe
	MAR05
	OPEN
	

	0303-3
	Prepare formal memo/ response to FAA regarding WG’s EE investigation and recommendation.  
	~ M. Krause
	MAR05
	OPEN
	

	0304-1
	Send the Development Candidates list to all WG members for review.
	~ M. Krause
	MAR05
	OPEN
	

	0304-2
	Plan a Telcon to review and agree on a “Top 10” TSD Dvlpmnt List from the FCA/Reroutes WG.
	~ M. Libby
	MAR05
	OPEN
	

	0304-3
	After agreement, send Memo to FAA and Volpe re. FCA WG Top 10.
	~ M. Libby /

 M. Krause
	MAR05
	OPEN
	


A – 2:  CARRYOVER Action Items as of 1MAR05: FCA/Reroutes Work Group

	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	0216-1
	Discuss read/initial reqmt for FEA/FCA Apps Guide with M. Sammartino
	~ M. Libby
	MAR05
	OPEN
	M. Libby to discuss with M. Sammartino wk of 7MAR05

	0216-2
	Send memos to the NBAA, ATA, and TMOs introducing the FEA Apps Guide and encouraging its use.
	~ J. Evans

E. Olsen

M. Libby
	MAR05
	OPEN
	Notes:
  -  M. Meyers is checking on Printing Prices.

  -  M. Krause to check on formatting for easy printing (pdf & reduce size)

	0216-4
	Publish Quick ref version of FEA Apps Guide
	~ Mike Meyers
	MAR05
	WIP
	

	0216-6
	Discuss potential benefit of MCA concept with customers for potential ROI determination
	~ Ed Olsen
	MAR05
	OPEN
	Considering avoidance routes that were not necessary as a baseline for determining ROI

	0125-2
	Send note to Volpe and Program Ops Support suggesting the following FEA/FCA Enhancements:  1) Drawing capability to create an ARC-shaped FEA; 2) Never-ending FEA capability to ease daily FEA recalls.

3) All lists dynamic.
	~ M. Libby

Ed Olsen
	FEB05
	WIP
	Include in a  “Report”  to CDM Leadership?

2) and 3) already on Work List.

M. Libby will send formal request for 1) to Judy Morrill.

	1215-8
	Finalize Electronic Exception requirements and next steps
	FEA WG
	MAR05

	WIP
	Reviewed @ Volpe, 3/3/05.

Volpe to do draft 2 of ConOps

	0623-3
	CCSD user evaluation of the prototype Reroute Monitor Front End (including Filtering needs)
	~ E. Olsen

Volpe
	MAR-APR05
	WIP
	FEB05: Test String now available. 

Still need formal CCSD review/training sessions.

	0318-3
	Customers will meet and try to get consensus on dispatch/desk-specific filters and aids, then advise Volpe re. requirements.
	Ed Olsen
	APR04
	Ongoing/

WIP
	List forwarded.

Needs review with new Reroute Monitor proto

	0216-3
	Disseminate the FEA Applications Guide to customers
	~ Ed Olsen
	MAR05
	Close
	Combine with 0216-2

	0216-5
	Prep descriptions of Elec Exception alternatives for review at MAR05 meeting
	~ Mike Meyers
	MAR05
	Done
	To be reviewed 3/3

	0216-7
	Curt Kaler will discuss this proposal (ROI?) with Roger Manderville and TMOs at ZHU, ZJX, and ZAB prior to the Boston meeting to get their input on the merits of this proposal. 
	~ Curt Kaler
	MAR05
	Done
	Roger Manderville is going to experiment with the use of FEAs for military airspace usage in the coming weeks.  He will provide his results through Curt.

	0125-1
	Ask D. Hines at Metron about adding “feedback” address on FCA WG page.

	~ M. Krause
	FEB05
	Close
	OTBE

Removed from Apps Guide

Feedback site on ATCSCC web 

	0126-1
	Prepare Position Paper for FCA/Reroutes WG  summarizing the group’s goals for Military Operating Area data.
	~ R. Oiesen
	JAN05
	Done
	MCA Concept Paper also drafted and reviewed.

	0126-2
	Prepare list of problems/ questions/issues with current SAMS system.
	~  K.  Moffitt
	JAN05
	Done
	

	0126-3
	Define Airline Filtering needs for Reroute Monitor List.
	~ E. Olsen,  
M. Hopkins
	FEB05
	Close
	Duplicate – see 0623-3

	0127-1
	Prepare mock-ups of possible EE dialog boxes for further review/discussion
	~ R. Oiesen
	FEB05
	Done
	Draft out for review 2/23/05

	0104-1
	Review/finalize FEA/FCA Procedures Notice (7210, etc.?)
	FCA WG
	JAN05
	Close
	Notice updated in 2005.

7210.3 to be updated in 06.

	0105-2
	Draft an MCA concept proposal
	C. Kaler
	JAN05
	Done
	Drafted, reviewed, revised

	0105-3
	Arrange for a SAMS expert to join us by Telcon at Boston Meeting.
	M. Libby / 

M. Krause
	JAN05
	Close
	

	0106-1
	Ask Volpe for solution ideas regarding the difficulty of recalling FEAs that are used daily.
	FCA WG
	JAN05
	Done
	Include in a  “Final Report” to CDM Leadership?

	1216-2 
	Define/finalize  REASONS Pick-List for Exception filing
	FCA WG
	MAR05
Mtg at Volpe
	Done
	MAR Mtg Agenda 

	1216-3
	Define/finalize OUTPUT / DISSEMINATION method for Exception response to Customers; and particularly, for Disapproved and Pending items.
	FCA WG
	MAR05
Mtg at Volpe
	Done
	MAR Mtg Agenda 

	1216-8
	Include Analysis session on mtg agendas; and bring an example from current data.
	M. Krause

J. Strouth
	JAN05
Mtg at Volpe
	Close
	See 0921-3



	1216-9
	Memo to training similar to last year ?
	M. Krause,

M. Libby,

E. Olsen
	JAN05
	Close
	OTBE

Include in a  “Report” to CDM Leadership

	0921-3


	ANALYSIS:  Identify Case Studies that will show FEA/FCA value for analysis.
	J. Strouth, 

M. Meyers,

M. Libby
	JAN05
	Close
	OTBE 

Usage Trend is up

Chokepoint reduced MIT restrictions

Will continue to monitor during Summer06

May review Snowbird 04 vs. Snowbird 05

Include in a  “Report” to CDM Leadership.

	0915-1
	Form a sub-team to draft a recommended PRIORITY system for exception requests.   
	E Olsen,
M. Libby
	MAR05
	Close
	Prioritiz. will only be given to flights near depart time; otherwise: 1stcome= 1st served

Equity issue can only be addressed by CSG.

	0917-1
	Research reduce FP issue rule from 45’ to 35’
	T. Grovac
	OCT04
	Close
	Action assigned to Tim Grovac.

M. Libby will remind Tim

	0520-1
	Prep communique to ALs re. NRP vs FCA in RMKs
	~ Ed Olsen
	SEP04
	Close 
	Ed to raise with CDM leadership (equity issue and RMKs issue).

	1120-8
	ANALYSIS:  Data Analysis Subgroup to study ways to analyze FEA/FCA data.
	L.Sandusky

T.Rose
	MAR04
	Close


	Duplicate

OTBE


Appendix B:  New FEA Enhancement Ideas from Carl Trent, dated 2/23/05

Mark and Ed,

I've been gathering ideas for what field facilities could use in future
versions of FEA/FCA. I don't know if these are things we need to tackle as
a group. I thought I'd send you what I came up with and see where it goes.

1. Have the option to display the dynamic list and the pending lists by
filter color. This would make the filters more usable.

2. Give the option to have the timeline show a different line for each
selected filter. If this was available, also allow filters to be toggled on
and off from the timeline.

3. Add the altitude column to both the ETMS  list and the dynamic list. In
the dynamic list it is an option, but it needs to be one of the defaults.

4. An FEA modeling tool. I see work on a modeling tool for reroutes, but it
would be nice to be able to model miles in trail, route changes, vectoring
in FEAs.

5. A website with a monitored chat room for FEA/FCA. Something that would
be like an interactive applications guide. It would need to be available on
the ETMS network, and possibly have a CCSD component.

6. Make FEA/FCA less dependent on time. It would be nice to have the option
of the "never ending FEA".

7. Bring some monitor alert functions into FEAs. This would include setting
parameters for excessive volume.

I don't know if any of these things have been discussed and discarded, but
they have been mentioned in our classes. I worry about closing down the
group. In my experience you always want to be looking at the future to see
how you can make things better. Whenever something like FEA/FCA is allowed
to stagnate, it falls into disuse and finally gets abandoned. I believe
that FEA/FCA and the Reroute tool are the future of Traffic Management, and
I hope we can continue to expand it's usage.

Thanks,
Carl
Appendix C:  Electronic Exception Concept of Operations, version 4, 3/17/05

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.

1. 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 b.iii).

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.

2. The Command Center Coordinator Handles the Request

e. 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.)

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

g. 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.  

h. 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 3.


3. Centers Approve or Disapprove the Request

i. 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.
j. 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 c.i) 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 c.ii) 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.

k. 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?

l. 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.


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

n. 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?)

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

Issues

5. What categories of reasons for a request should be allowed in 1.b.iii)?  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?

6. 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.

7. Of the three possible methods given in 1.c, exactly what methods of requesting an exception should be allowed?

8. 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.

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

10. 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.)

11. Should a request for an exception contain any data in addition to what is given in 1.c.i)(2)?  Proposed resolution: No.

12. 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.

13. 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.

14. 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.

15. 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.

16. 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.

17. 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”.

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

19. 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?

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

21. 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?

22. 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.

23. 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.

24. 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.

25. 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?

26. 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.

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

28. 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.

29. 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


[image: image3.wmf]                                                   Respond to Exception Request

-

Send

Cancel

Help

Reason/Comment

The coordinator must supply a reason here for a denied request, or can send a

comment to the centers if the Send to Centers option has been selected.

ACID

AAL133

ORIG

JFK

DEST

LAX

TYPE

B737

ETD

P2123

ALT

4

00

SPD

400

Current Route

JFK..RBV.J230.AIR.J80.MCI.J24.SLN.J102.ALS.J44.RSK.J64.PGS.MITTS2.LAX

ELIOT J80 MCI J24 SLLN J102 ALS J44 RSK J64  CIVET CIVET4

<additional lines for other assigned routes, if alternative routes have been

assigned to the flight>

Assigned Routes

Route:

Exception Request

JFK..ELIOT.J80.KIPPI.J80.MCI.J24.SLN.J102.ALS.J44.RSK.J64.PGS.

MITTS2.LAX

Reason:

MEL Limitation

Comment:

This is an optional comment that the NAS user has typed in.

Send to Centers

ZAB

ZAN

ZAU

ZBW

ZDC

ZFW

ZHU

ZID

ZJX

ZKC

ZLA

ZLC

ZMA

ZME

ZMP

ZNY

ZOA

ZOB

ZSE

ZTL

Alt:             

400

Approve

Disapprove

Send to Centers

Response

* Initials

MM

Toronto

Ottawa


Figure 3.  TSD’s Respond to Exception Request Dialog Box (Coordinator)
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Figure 4.  TMU Respond to Exception Request Dialog Box 

Appendix D:  Military Constrained Area (MCA) Concept Document 

                                       FCA/Rerouting Group Memorandum

Subject:   Military Constrained Area (MCA) Concept Proposal

To: 
CDM Leadership

From: 
FCA/Rerouting Group

Date: 
     3/4/05

Background

The FCA/Rerouting Group is currently working on a concept to expand the technology utilized in FEA/FCA to display military special use airspace (SUA) activity in ETMS, called Military Constraint Areas (MCAs).  The goal is to supply ETMS with a reliable data feed and then display that data on the Traffic Situation Display (TSD), on the Common Constraint Situation Display (CCSD), and all private sector users in the TFM Data to Industry feed. There are currently several FAA websites that display SUA/SAMS information (HAR & MilOps), but they do not display the data in usable Air Traffic Control (ATC) format. Since ETMS is currently the best central resource to display all flight information in the National Airspace System (NAS), it is the logical platform to use in expanding this concept.

Scope
Increased access to some SUA Military practice areas when not in use by the Department of Defense (DoD) offers many levels of benefits to all airspace users. Specifically, increased access to SUA allows for more flexibility in planning and operating flights to meet specific objectives of airspace users. The use of FEAs to designate military airspace can provide a method of sharing use times and altitudes. For clarification, the term “user” will include all parties that might benefit from viewing the MCA page, including FAA sites, customer users and aircraft operators, and DoD sites. 

MCA Display
When a user selects the MCA tab on the menu bar, an ETMS generated map would display all military airspaces in the NAS.  Color-coding would indicate each SUA’s status, along with selectable dialog boxes displaying scheduled times and altitudes. Map overlays would also be available, including jet routes, lat/long coordinates, sector boundaries, and any other desired NAS element.  FEA technology would also allow the users to show the flight icons of all aircraft projected to be in conflict with each SUA, along with a dynamic list of those flights. 

New Functionality
In order for this new functionality to be displayed, ETMS will have to import accurate SUA data to automatically build an FEA for each airspace. The FCA Group has also been exploring the possibility of incorporating other functionality currently in use by ATO-R/Military Operations, called SUA Inflight Service Enhancement (SUAISE), nicknamed “Suzy”. This program combines ETMS and SAMS data to show SUA activity on a “real time” basis, using actual codes and military aircraft track data. A scheduled SUA is displayed as blue, but turns yellow when the military user’s flight departs and enters the NAS. The airspace then turns red when the aircraft crosses the lateral boundary of the SUA (indicating that the airspace is “hot”), and green when the aircraft exits (indicating the airspace is “cold” and can be transitioned by other aircraft). If ETMS could capture this logic, the SUAs depicted on the MCA page would reflect “real time” use more accurately. 

Benefits
1. All MCA users will benefit through enhanced common situational awareness.  
MCAs will improve communication and coordination by applying existing FEA/FCA nomenclature and procedures to SUA system constraints.

2. FAA Users will be able to identify and move flights in conflict with SUAs in a more timely manner. They will also be able to better assess sector impact and workload using MCA data in conjunction with monitor alert. Traffic managers can then share their concerns and apply traffic flow initiatives to mitigate MCA problems more efficiently.  Another benefit will be reduced controller amendment workload and “last minute” reroutes.  

3. Aircraft operators will use the MCA display as a strategic flight planning tool. The MCA data will allow them to more accurately compute fuel loads and ETEs (estimated time enroute) for their flights. The entire NAS and ETMS systems will benefit by having better early intent and flight planning data.

4. Military airspace schedulers will benefit by having access to a more comprehensive picture of all airspaces scheduled and in use. They will also have a better means of tracking their aircraft in the NAS, versus calling various facilities trying to locate those flights. FAA Military Operations Specialists (MOS) and Traffic Management Coordinators (TMCs) will be able to use timeline and dynamic list data to help military airspace schedulers select the best times to schedule SUA activity, if possible. The ability to avoid certain peak volume periods can minimize the impact on other NAS Customers. The Military also benefits from this process with earlier planning and more cooperation for their mission needs.

Requirements
30. ETMS needs a source of SUA data. ETMS will need to import SUA data and automatically display FEAs for each scheduled airspace. “Suzy” logic could be incorporated into the MCA concept to improve “real time” accuracy. 

31. The data provided on SUA status needs to be accurate and reliable.  The FAA’s High Altitude Redesign (HAR) website currently displays SUA data that is generated from SAMS. There have been concerns about how reliable SAMS data is, based on current MOS equipment and procedures. Inaccurate data would cause FAA personnel and NAS users to lose confidence in the system, and its usefulness would be lost.

32. The data provided on SUA status needs to be comprehensive.  Data is needed on all SUAs. This would require all facilities to input the data, which is not currently being done.
33. When the schedule for a SUA changes, data indicating that change shall be immediately available.  FAA personnel and NAS users could then take action to respond to these changes.

34. Training.  All users would need training on how the MCA data is to be used and interpreted.

Summary
If the data can be provided in accordance with these requirements, then further decisions will be needed to determine how to extract the most benefit from this concept. The FCA Group highly recommends that the TFM Program Office and CDM Leadership Team further pursue the development of the MCA concept. The sharing of this information improves common situational awareness, which results in a better service to all customers.

There are many tangible benefits that an MCA program could provide. These include, but are not limited to:

· Financial savings realized in flight planning routes more accurately

· Improvements in FAA and military procedures

· Timely rerouting and implementation of traffic flow management initiatives needed to mitigate MCA conflicts.

· System-wide situational awareness will mitigate direct routes that conflict with SUAs.

With these tools in place, we can hopefully provide the most efficient, safe, and economical service to all customers of the NAS.
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