FCA/Reroute Work Group Meeting Minutes 
17 – 20 November 2003

The FCA/Reroute Work Group met in Houston from the 17th through the 20th of November, 2003.  The main focus of the meeting was to plan process and technological changes for 2004 and beyond.  Much thanks to Loraine Sandusky and Continental Airlines for arranging hotel and meeting accommodations and to Terri Rose and Metron for providing refreshments during the meetings.

A complete list of attendees is included as Attachment 1.

Action items from the meeting are included throughout the document and summarized in Attachment 2.

Meeting minutes, briefings and presentations are available at
http://www.metronaviation.com/cdm/Workgroups/FCA-Reroute.html 

17NOV03
Mark Libby, Loraine Sandusky, Ed Corcoran, Ed Wilken, Brian Campos, Ed

Olsen, Jo Damato, Mike Myers, Terri Rose, and Dave Trost met to plan and set

the agenda for the meeting. Several members were delayed due to the severe

weather in the area, but were able to meet later in the day.

18NOV03

FEA Data Update:  

DISCUSSION:  The FCA/Reroute Work Group (WG) reviewed data on “shared” FEAs/FCAs.  However the data is not deemed valid or useful at this time since the “default” was changed to “share” and the ratio of private vs. shared FEAs therefore changed dramatically.

ACTION:  Volpe is to update the group on the status of the ‘fix’ for this ‘default to Share’ issue.  

There is a need to share data with the POCs as it is made available to ensure common awareness with FEA/FCA processes and tools.  

Enhancements to Phase 1 (previously known as v 1.5):

DISCUSSION:  The Group reviewed Phase 1 enhancements from the August, September, and October 2003 FCA WG meetings. 

ACTION:  Complete identification of POCs.  This action is in progress and still needs to be completed and is a precursor for many of the process changes, training and feedback loops necessary to make FEAs/FCAs work as planned.  
Ed Corcoran is working the action.
Training/Lab Simulations:

· The question was raised regarding whether to start training now or wait until it can be done concomitantly with Phase 2.0 training.

· Use of winter Snowbird traffic for simulation (originally discussed in the August FCA WG Meeting) was again discussed.

· Can the Jupiter simulator be used?  
-- There is question whether it is ready now or will it be JAN before it is
       ready?
-- But ETMS 7.8 will not be ready until JAN anyway.

· Or we could use v 1.5 and Live Traffic to help walk all through processes
-- Example: Simulate and event and walk through a scenario on a quiet 
    day using live situations
-- Participants will be available via the SPT irrespective of the FCA exercise. 
-- GA may have limited involvement (cannot file earlier than 1 – 2 hrs prior) but their participation and the exercise would still be good for practice and feedback.

· DECISION:  Contact/Telcon with POCs and try it.

· ACTION:  Begin using FCAs for Snowbird Traffic by 1DEC03 as a training/trial scenario opportunity.  Ed Corcoran will coordinate.

· Steps to achieve this scenario:

1. Ed  Corcoran:  Telcon with TMOs in the field and at ATCSCC to discuss/coordinate what/why/how.

2. Select POCs to be involved

3. Brief POCs/Users

4. Discuss and implement on SPT.

ACTION:  Analyze 26 and 30 NOV traffic as precursor to Snowbird FEA/FCA training exercises described above.  Terri Rose.

ACTION:  Analyze and present results of Snowbird FEA/FCA at next WG Meeting.  Ed Corcoran.
Also, the entire group will look for and encourage other FEA/FCA opportunities  -- any learning experience will be helpful/useful

Other Notes regarding Phase I Enhancements:

FEAs seem to have been successful in avoiding problems – anecdotal evidence only?

There is some confusion in AOCs regarding the difference between FEAs and FCAs.  This needs to be explained, trained, simplified to the extent possible.  Noting that training by itself is ‘perishable,’ the Group discussed and recommended refresher training to be followed by live exercises during the relatively slower winter months.
Phase II:
Using the original Draft Concept of Operations from 26NOV02, written by Rick Oiesen as a guide, the Group endeavored to capture what next summer’s operation will look like with greater use of FEAs as well as FCAs.

ACTION:  Tighten the document and improve formatting to make it a bit more formal.  The document may then begin to identify concepts for a Phase III also.  

Loraine Sandusky and Terri Rose.

The Group then went on to walk through the concept of how FEAs might be used in Private, Shared and Public modes during typical scenarios.  These discussions resulted in graphic depictions of how the process might work and how the workflow might progress.  (Note: This discussion was repeated and extended on THU, 20NOV with Lorraine Vomacka’s help.)

Three graphic depictions of workflows/processes are depicted below.  First is a Functional Flow Diagram (Figure 1), the second is a Decision Action Diagram (Figure 2), and the third is an Operational Sequence Diagram (Figure 3).




In addition, the following tables were constructed to depict the difference between Private, Shared and Public FEAs and how they might be applied.  Note that the definitions and reasons are left intentionally loose at this time to allow the users of these new tools some flexibility for defining how they may be most productive.  We are still in a learning phase with the new technologies and associated processes and we want to allow some elbowroom for creativity, productivity ideas and lessons learned rather than putting users in a box of “shall do this” procedures.

	STEP 
(or TYPE of FEA)
	REASONS
	RESULTS EXPECTED

	PRIVATE
	Monitoring internal capacity, sector load,  potential congestions situations
	· No impact to Users’ routes of flight.

· Achieve improved internal awareness for better decision making.

	SHARED
	Advise of potential impact to others 
	· Bigger picture awareness for all

· Collaboration between facilities, users, etc.

	PUBLIC
	There is likely to be impact to the Users’ routes of flight
	· Possible user assistance in avoiding TMIs

· FAA evaluation of user actions

	FCA
	A Traffic Management Initiative (TMI) is needed
	· Required user action


When do ATC Facilities share their FEAs?

· Private:
No impact to Users.  Use is for internal monitoring of sector loading, possible capacity constraints, user intent, and so forth.

· Shared:
Possible impact to other facilities or users.  This is done at the originating facility’s or industry user’s judgment.

· Public:
An FEA is made “Public” by the ATCSCC when it impacts User routing.  It is the last step (or last call) for User options (multiple routes or UPTs) around a congestion area before an FCA and the FAA for the benefit/safety of the NAS would impose restrictions/rerouting.

How/when would FEAs be published?

· Page 8 of the 26 November 2002 Operational Concept for handling En Route Problems document covers this.

· In summary, an ADVISORY is required and a TELCON, while optional, is recommended as the best means to complete any necessary coordination/ collaboration.  

· The steps/scenario that would lead to publishing an FEA might look like this:

1. A local TMU requests the ATCSCC disseminate a Public FEA (was previously Private or Shared).

2. A TELCON is held between affected Centers and the ATCSCC to share the FEA and look at tools and options.
This is a KEY DECISION POINT in the FEA Process. If Traffic Flow Management personnel proceed immediately to FCAs, then much of the purpose and value proposition (e.g., operational cost savings and avoided restrictions) of the FEA concept is destroyed.  

3. A Public FEA is issued via an ADVZY and (optional) TELCON.

4. Users provide operational intent.

5. Field facilities will monitor the situation for any changes in traffic flow, sector load, etc.

6. If the projected constraint is reduced or eliminated with the help of voluntary adjustments by the Users, the FEA may eventually be canceled.  If, however, the constraint looks like it will not to be eliminated by the FEA and User adjustments, an FCA is likely to be issued with required airspace restrictions.

7. In another Flow depiction shared by Mark Libby, this process would look like the following:







Further discussion regarding FEA processes:  

· The value of including/monitoring User “Early Intent” with the FEA tool (e.g., with a “Shared” or even “Private” FEA) may seem obvious to all, but may require further education of Users as to its potential value.  It may also benefit from further analysis/simulation to accurately demonstrate the associated benefits of populating the ETMS with more accurate data (rather than relying on purely historical data).

· Miles in Trail restrictions are often based on historical data provided and best judgment today.  But FEAs are beginning to be used and can be extended to provide better data for decisions regarding when and how to implement MIT restrictions.

· Too many shared and public FEAs may result in a “bandwidth” problem.  The question was raised as to whether many shared/public FEAs would obviously take time and attention of those who make decisions, and could increase workload.

· FEAs provide an “evaluation” and “alternatives study” period before jumping to TMIs/constraints.  The distinction between FEAs (evaluation) and FCAs (mandated restrictions) is therefore deemed valid.

· If Traffic Flow Management (TFM) personnel jump right to FCAs, then much of the purpose and value proposal of the FEA concept is destroyed.  There is therefore a significant need for proper training, alignment sessions, publicity regarding successes, lessons learned workshops, etc.

· Basically, the mechanics, coordination requirements/practices, and work processes for FEAs are much the same as for FCAs and current operating practices of TFM. What is new is that the Operating Centers for airlines or larger general aviation operators may proactively suggest options, and in doing so perhaps prevent the problem from occurring.  They may also provide TFMs with more insight and input regarding the impact of a decision or option.

· The team walked through several operational scenarios involving possible enroute or departure congestion situations to come up with the workflows and processes described above.

Steve Stooksberry, from ZHU joined us and we asked for a TFM users perspective on what we were trying to do.  The following ideas/feedback were offered:

· Familiarity and practice will lead to more and better use of FEAs/FCAs.  There is always a learning curve to be expected for new tools and procedures.
The classic U curve idea …
A refresher or training course may obviously be beneficial – perhaps simulation exercises, or examples of how/why FEAs were used successfully in certain real situations, or lessons learned.

· Discussed some “what if” scenarios that might be realistic at ZHU; e.g., an FEA over Departure Fixes to get real time Lists of expectations to help coordinate departure fix off-loading.

· He noted that many TFMs still use (Static) “Lists” because it’s easier and a more familiar tool/process.

· The Secondary Filter box is a bit too complex and hard to use; this detracts from FEA/FCA use at the moment.  (NOTE:  This is feedback from several other TFM users as well.)
SUGGESTION:  Have a second “Filter Box” apart from the original filters so initial use is not deterred. Assume then that secondary filters might be applied as TFM tool users became more comfortable with all the new functions.
ACTION:  Work with AUA/Volpe/HITL testing to provide options for FEA/FCA Filtering changes/improvements.  Ed Corcoran, Brian Campos, Ed Wilken, Mark Libby.
19NOV03

Create Reroute Enhancements – ETMS 7.8, Spring 2004 

Mike Golibersuch presented a review of the Create Reroute Enhancements due to be deployed in ETMS 7.8 for use next Summer.  This tool was reviewed because it may be the underpinning for a Modeling tool for reroutes.

· The Create Reroutes Dialog Box interface has been improved to show three Tabs for easier use in choosing flights, defining reroutes, and then publishing Advisories regarding required reroutes.

1. The FLIGHT IDENTIFICATION TAB:  Allows the TFM tool user to pick flights from a list of predefined sources (FCAs, etc.) and define basic Reroutes for each aircraft picked.
NOTES:  
- FEAs are not currently included in the “Identify Flights based on:” pick list.  
This might be a feature that is not difficult to add.
- Copy/Paste is not available or does not work (blacks out entire entry if try to paste in the next line).

2. The FLIGHT LIST TAB:  Shows a detailed list from the Reroute Definitions defined in the first Tab.  This list is NOT dynamic in this release.

3. ADVZY TAB:  This page is enhanced to more closely follow the actual published ADVZY format.  Some fields will be pre-filled or auto-filled to ease the completion of the ADVZY.
NOTES:  
- If ADVZY “Category” selected is “FCA,” then the ADVZY “Type” will auto-fill as “RQD” and will not be editable.
- The Default for SEND ADVZY is to “Attach Flight List.”  This is NOT a Dynamic List at this time. 
--  NOTE: There is some risk to this since a Static List can quickly become
                  outdated.
It was therefore recommended that the REMARKS section should be pre-filled with a note cautioning recipients of the ADVZY to monitor Dynamic Lists for follow-on actions (see ACTION item below).

· ACTION:  Prepare a formal request to AUA730 and Volpe Center requesting the following additions for 7.8:   (Mark Huberdeau)
· Add “Public FEA” to the  “Identify Flights based on:”  pick list.

· In the ADVZY Tab “Category” Field, add FEA; when FEA is selected, auto-fill the “Action” filed with a default of “RMD” (but the “Action” will me modifiable). 

· In the ADVZY Tab if FCA or FEA is selected in the “Category” field, then pre-fill the “Remarks” filed with “See Dynamic List for Updates” to imply that only a Static List is attached and monitoring of a Dynamic List for real time updates is necessary.

· Add a “Copy/Paste” function for the Flight Identification Tab.  This function should allow true Copy/Paste functionality like a Word document, including copying part of a string and dropping it into another string on the next line.

· In the “Reasons” Field of the ADVZY Tab, the choices for FEA and FCA should be the same as OPSNET choices for future tracking/analysis.  Therefore, change “Restrictions” to “Volume” for consistency.

· In the ADVZY Tab, ensure the “Preview Advisory” capability is returned in ETMS 7.9.

· In an ADVZY notice, make sure the designation “  /FL  “  is shown at the top of the ADVZY whenever a flight list is attached.

Modeling Tool for Reroutes

Bill Cook led a discussion regarding current status and progress on a tool to improve reroute modeling capabilities.

There was a senior level management meeting on the need for a reroute modeling tool in Orlando in early OCT.  At that meeting, Jack Kies, John Thornton, Dan Gutwein, Tim Grovac decided that a modeling tool should be a priority for ETMS 7.9 (release target: Fall 2004).  Subsequently, AUA700’s Traffic Flow Users Team (TUT) met with Volpe representatives in Orlando to agree on the basic functions such a tool and was tasked with developing a first draft Concept of Operations.  The draft is done and was shared with FCA WG.  Unfortunately, the FCA WG was not advised of this assignment, but is willing to work with TUT to ensure success in the end.  (More re. this was discussed and is recorded in minutes of 20NOV proceedings.)

The “aim” of the modeling tool is …

· Take more of the guesswork out of rerouting requirements when they are necessary.

· Provide more empirical data for decisions regarding restrictions

· Minimize gaps and unnecessary restrictions.

Airline representatives also noted other possible objectives, such as modeling ‘whiteboard’ options during the SPT, or modeling volume and weather reroutes when no TMIs have been published.

ETMS 7.8 includes some enhancements to the Center Monitor, viz. Dynamic Sectorization.  The Center Monitor now shows active sector combinations and de-combinations.  A Modeling Tool would use a similar display to show reroutes and their impact on sector loading.

The Draft Operational Concept for Reroute Modeling, version 2 was reviewed with the FCA group.

· Note first, that this concept of rerouting operations presupposes that reroutes are required; that is, all other options have been exhausted (FEAs, etc.) and the potential congestion and its impact on the NAS are still severe.

· The GUI concept is to have a Rerouting Dialog Box for TFM to use to define reroute model alternatives.

· Once the dialog box is filled out with route options, the Specialist “models” the effects on sector demand.  The effects are then displayed in “Center Monitor” display.  Bold or highlighted colors would show the proposed change’s effect on specific sectors.

· TFM personnel would then share the model and consult with those impacted.

· Additional sharing and consulting on a more global basis for consensus action would then follow.

· The most desirable reroute model/plan is issued.

· End or revise the reroute action as necessary.

Several FCA WG comments regarding the Modeling Tool ConOps Draft were offered; specifically:

· Collaboration/consulting language could be stronger, perhaps separating Tactical ‘requirements’ from more Strategic ‘goals.’

· Specify that the Local Facility usually initiates the problem identification phase of the process.  A Local TMU is often the “source” of reroute needs.

· The modeling is then done by the ATCSCC and shared back to local/source for concurrence/validation.

· Specify that several models can be run and shared for more flexibility.

· Specify that rerouting operations presuppose that reroutes are required; that is, all other options have been exhausted (FEAs, etc.) and the potential congestion and its impact on the NAS are still severe.

· Naming is an issue.  The current name (often abbreviated as RMT) should be changed to avoid confusion; e.g., Route Management or Reroute Modeling?  Perhaps MTR, Modeling Tool for Reroutes or RRM, Re-Route Modeling tool would be simple alternatives to eliminate confusion.

· The Modeling capability should be available for the Field as well as for the Command Center.  Time may well dictate who gets it first, and thus the Command Center is prioritized first at the moment.

· Users would like to see the modeling capability available on CCSD as well.

· The Tool should depict generic Distance and Time impact (not specific to an individual aircraft specific or User flight planning system) on NAS Users.

· Include complete picture of best available input data when possible – current Reroutes and Early Intent when available.

· Re-Modeling on a continuous basis should be possible.

· Comments regarding the Technical concept were also offered; viz.,

· A ‘model’ should take into account any other reroutes already in effect.

· A ‘model’ should take into account Early Intent.  Early Intent should perhaps be a prime source of input for any planning/modeling.
The issue, of course, is that not all airlines plan to submit early intent data at this time and they do not all do it the same way.

· Refresh or Updating of a model should be possible.

· Wind data would be a desirable input to the model.

Electronic Exception

DISCUSSION:  The Work Group conducted a lengthy and sometimes passionate discussion of concepts and ideas for automating exception/exemption requests to ATCSCC published reroutes.

· AUA’s requirements re. Electronic Exceptions:

· Any design of an exception process must take into account both Safety and User Operational needs.  This can be a difficult balancing act.

· Any design must start with an architecture that is at least preparatory for future needs – a foundation for building future functionality.

· Industry WG member concerns included:  (See Attachment 3 for an in depth summary of Industry concerns received from Lorain Sandusky.)

· Timeliness of exception processing

· Critical requirement for a fast, electronic processing system for exceptions

· Deployment schedule relative to Reroute Modeling

· The effects of possible abuse of the exception process

· FAA WG member concerns included:

· Potential workload impact of possible increased exception handling resulting from an electronic process

· Email requests forwarded downline to ARTCC TMUs would just be an extension of the current cumbersome manual process

· The effects of abuse of the exception process

· In general, the Airline and FAA reps could not reach consensus on Electronic Exception capability for Spring 2004.  Due to the short time lines for SW development for the Spring, including the possibility of something as significant as an ‘Interactive Dynamic List’ that could include Electronic Exceptions (see “Idea” below), it was finally agreed to postpone Electronic Exceptions until a Concept of Operations could be developed to optimize situational awareness including safety issues
Further discussions would be put off to future meetings.  Outstanding issues include some of those mentioned above:  safety, possible abuse of the exception system, potential workload, schedule, Reroute Modeling, and others.

· IDEA:  There is a general concept for a “Dynamic List” that allows automated “sharing and interaction” between Users, AOCs, and TFM/FAA.

· Maybe a dialog box that allows true “dialogue” – alternatives and negotiations in real time. 

· Volpe representative thinks this is feasible for the future.

· Airline representatives were receptive to this Dynamic Interactive List concept to increase accuracy and provide visual feedback cues re. possible route alternatives. 

· AGREED to the following:

· The need is there to automate the Exception process.

· A Focus Group is necessary to work exclusively on the Electronic Exception Process.

· Continue to look at the concept of an ‘Interactive Dynamic List’ as a means for sharing information and negotiating/brainstorming alternatives in real time.

· Look at the “process” not just the “product” (technology).

· Consider the impact to workload and thus to the workforce.  (Training, negotiations with Union representatives, etc.)

· Consider ways to promote compliance behavior.

· ACTION:  Coordinate with the RVSM Work Group to see how they plan to handle exceptions and whether this is an overlap area for the two WGs.  Loraine Sandusky. 
· A Basic set of Requirements and a Concept of Operations is needed by JUN 2004 for inclusion in ETMS v 8.0.
(NOTE:  Airlines representatives continue to push a requirement for inclusion of Electronic Exception handling in ETMS 7.9, concurrent with Reroute Modeling.)

Parking Lot Review

The parking lot of past-related issue was reviewed.  All items were either canceled for irrelevance or were covered during the course of this meeting.  The Parking Lot is therefore now empty.  Mark Huberdeau has the historic list for anyone who might want to see it.

ACTION:  Any items dropped because they are the subject matter for other WGs will be briefed to the CDM Leadership Committee to ensure they are considered.  Mark Libby and Loraine Sandusky.
20NOV03

ETMS 7.8 Change Requests

The group reviewed the formal 7.8 Change Request Letter to Volpe and Attachments.

The letter was amended slightly and then agreed to with only the change of the Remarks wording from “Monitor Dynamic List” to “See Dynamic List for Updates.”
FCA Tool Enhancements 

It was decided that a subgroup would be formed to work on this topic.  

The FCA Tool Enhancement Subgroup will consist of:

Ed Wilken – ZKC, Ed Corcoran – ATCSCC, Brian Campos – ATCSCC, and Mark Libby – ATCSCC, with assistance from Carol Catron – ATT-246 (Training) 

ACTION:  The FCA Tool Enhancement Subgroup will meet 5 – 6 JAN, 2004 in Boston.  They will visit Volpe to review, develop and prioritize specific enhancement ideas.

ACTION:  Survey the Field Facilities and the ATCSCC for enhancement ideas.  
Ed Corcoran will lead this effort.
NOTE:  It is expected that many of the enhancements will principally involve streamlining and usability suggestions following last severe weather season’s use.

ACTION:  Conduct Telcon with Volpe to review and complete prioritization of CCSD/TSD enhancements (effort is already underway).  Lorain Sandusky. 

Additional Field Representative

It was noted during this segment of the meeting that additional Field Representation/Subject Matter Expertise was needed to assist the FCA Work Group.  A representative from ZOB may be very desirable because of the heavy use of FEAs/FCAs by that facility.

A request for additional subject matter expertise was made several months ago.

ACTION:  Follow up with CDM Leadership and emphasize this need again.  Mark Libby and Loraine Sandusky.
FCA/FEA Procedures Re-Review

With Lorraine Vomacka’s help, the Group again reviewed the FEA – FCA Processes and answered the list of questions Lorraine brought to help her develop a formal Procedures Document for FEAs/FCAs.  The walkthrough and question answers should also help Carol Catron develop training ideas for the 2004 Season and ETMS 7.8.

Questions and Answers:

1. When are FEAs shared?
A:  The general answer is when there is possible impact to other facilities or users.
Specifically, as previously decided, 


	SHARED
	Advise of potential impact to others 

	PUBLIC
	There is likely to be impact to the Users’ routes of flight


2. Naming Conventions for FEAs.
DECISION:  The naming requirements for FEAs will be as follows:

	PRIVATE
	No naming standard necessary

	SHARED
	It is recommended that a descriptive explanatory phrase be added to help with coordination.

	PUBLIC
	Starts with “FEA” and then includes a descriptive explanatory phrase.


3. Who makes a “PUBLIC FEA”?  
A.  The ATCSCC.  
      Note:  All Facilities are able to “SHARE” an FEA with Users.

4. Do all FEAs need an ADVZY?
A.  No, only PUBLIC FEAs.

5. What’s the difference between and use of ‘Active’ and ‘Planned’ in the Create Reroute Dialog Box?
A.  Not used at this time.  These are for future functionality.

6. Is a Flight List required to be attached to FEAs?
A.  Yes.  (Caveat:  Whenever automation/host allows; there are a few situations involving crossing routes without a labeled waypoint/intersection where this may not be possible.)

7. Is the Flight List ‘Static’ or ‘Dynamic’?
A.  Static, at this time.  Hence the decision to push for auto-fill of the comments section with a note reminding Traffic Management people to look at Dynamic Lists for updates.

8. What does the Field watch?
A.  Only those FEAs ‘Shared’ and brought to their attention via direct coordination efforts (phone call).

9. Will there be an indicator that a flight list is attached?
A.  Yes.  There will be an auto-insert of   ‘  /FL  ‘ at the top of an ADVZY to indicate a flight list is attached.

10. Will Dynamic Lists be available for all route advisories?
A.  No.  Not at this time.

11. Should an FEA have an Advisory?
A.  Yes.  An ADVZY will be sent with any “PUBLIC”  FEA.

12. and 13.  These two questions have to do with the location of the Default Route when using UPT.
A.  Mike Golibersuch walked us through a methodology for doing this.  
-- The default route and UPT will be in the “Routes” portion of the ADVZY.  
-- Use of multiple entries in the Flight List portion of the ‘Create Reroutes’
    Dialog Box
     - UPT would be the first entry
     - Then Default Routes can be listed
-- It was also suggested that use of Playbooks can simplify this process.

14. Will there be a text box with OPSNET reasons for route?
A.  Yes;  they will be made to match.

15. When should Flight Lists be printed, if at all?
A.  Print flight lists with any Public FEA or FCA.

Other new questions raised and answered were:

1. What about color selection guidelines for FEAs/FCAs?
A.  DECISION:  Wording will be added to the Procedure to the effect “Be sensitive to screen and background colors when selecting colors for FEAs or FCAs.”
A suggestion was also raised to use a different/specific color or some form of visual identification for FEAs coming from the airlines.

2. How will FEAs be cancelled?
A.  DECISION:  It was decided that to cancel an FEA a new ADVZY must be issued.  The new ADVZY may be a cancellation of the FEA because the situation has cleared up or has been resolved with voluntary operations, or it may be an FCA that formalizes restrictions while canceling the FEA.

3. Can an AOC share an FEA with a local TMU (via CCSD)?
A.  Mike Golibersuch researched this and advised that an AOC can only share an FEA with the ATCSCC at this time.  
ACTION:  Add the following requests to the CCSD Enhancement List under development:  (L. Sandusky)
· Share an FEA with a specific ATCSCC position or TMU.

· Provide some sort of distinguishing depiction for AOC FEAs.

The following additional comments and thoughts regarding FEAs/FCAs were provided.

The PROCESS is as important as the PRODUCT – especially during training and coaching efforts prior to the next severe weather season.

We must train the process and “What and Why”, not just “How”.

The result would hopefully be a positive/virtuous cycle ….





DISCUSSION:  Impact of FEAs/FCAs on Workload.

The Group discussed this again.  There are reasons to believe it could increase monitoring and coordination, and there are other suggestions that it could mean less work and less stress if there are alternatives to guesswork and crisis management.  

The truth is that we just don’t know at this time and this subject needs more study (perhaps with simulation?).

Modeling Tool for Reroutes – Concept of Operations Work

After discussion with TUT and CDM leadership, Bill Cook advised that both TUT and the FCA WG had been tasked to prepare a Concept of Operations for use of a tool to model reroutes.  Bill offered the following suggestion and plan of action for collaborating on this assignment.

· AGREED:  TUT and the FCA WG will accept joint responsibility for a Concept of Operations for Reroute Modeling, and will collaborate on producing the ConOps Document.

· ACTION PLAN:

· TUT will rewrite the initial shared Draft (version 2) with the comments received from the FCA WG the previous day, 19NOV03.

· TUT will then share the Draft ConOps back to the FCA WG for final comments.

· A TelCon will be held to review and finalize the ConOps document.  TUT and FCA WG.
· TUT also agreed to continue to participate in the FCA/Reroute Workgroup – Bill Cook and Tom St. Clair will likely be the TUT representatives to the WG.

Schedule for FEA/FCA Procedures Document

ACTION:  Week of 21 – 28 NOV 2003:  Lorraine Vomacka will draft the FEA/FCA  Procedures Document.

1 DEC 2003:  FCA Workgroup Review of FEA/FCA Procedures Document at an 1100 Telcon.

5 JAN 2004:  Field Comments Review at 1300 Telcon.

Data Collection and Analysis

It was suggested that the FEA Comments Page would be a good place for receiving feedback.

ACTION:  Stress the need for feedback and suggestions during Training – what and why again, not just how.  We are looking for best practice ideas and lessons learned.  Carol Catron.
ACTION:  A subgroup will be formed to study different ways for tracking and analyzing FEA/FCA data.  The Subgroup will report back to the WG as a whole.
The Subgroup will consist of:  Brian Campos, Lorraine Sandusky, a Metron Rep, a Mitre Rep, and a QA Rep.
Dynamic Lists

AGREED:  There is a need for a single Interactive Dynamic List for all Routing changes, issues, proposals, etc.  with the ability to pick, sort, combine, collaborate, share, etc….

Lorraine Vomacka led a discussion on a Reroute Advisory List with numbering/tracking ideas; e.g., 01a, 02, 03, 01b, …. 

Schedule for Upcoming Meetings

· Next FCA/Reroute WG Meeting:  
DEC 9, 10, 11 at Metron in Herndon , VA

· ACTION:  Jo Damato will check with TUT Leadership to avoid conflict with their meeting.  

· FCA Enhancements Subgroup Meeting:
JAN 5, 6 at Volpe in Boston, MA

· JAN FCA/Reroute Meeting:
JAN 13, 14, 15  in Savannah, GA to overlap Dispatchers Meeting

· ACTION:  Jo Damato to coordinate this as well.
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	ATCSCC
	Michael.Meyers@faa.gov

	Ed Olsen
	NWA
	edward.olsen@nwa.com

	Jo Damato
	NBAA
	jdamato@nbaa.org

	Loraine Sandusky
	COA
	lsandu@coair.com

	Giles O’Keefe
	ADF
	gilesokeefe@cs.com

	Bill Cook
	AUA-700/TUT
	william.j.cook@faa.gov

	David Trost
	SWA
	david.trost@wnco.com

	Jim Houde
	AUA-TAC
	jim.houde@auatac.com

	Ed Corcoran
	ATCSCC
	ed.corcoran@faa.gov 

	Brian Campos
	ATCSCC
	brian.campos@faa.gov

	Mark Libby
	ATCSCC
	mark.libby@faa.gov

	Mike Krause
	AUA-TAC
	mike.krause@auatac.com

	Mark Huberdeau
	MITRE
	mwhuber@mitre.org

	Terri Rose
	Metron
	rose@metronaviation.com 

	Steve Stooksberry
	ZHU
	steve.stooksberry@faa.gov

	Barry Davis
	AUA-730
	barry.davis@faa.gov

	Mike Golibersuch
	Volpe
	golibersuch@volpe.dot.gov

	Lorraine Vomacka
	ATT-230
	lorraine.vomacka@faa.gov

	Carol Catron
	ATT-246 (Trng)
	carol.catron@faa.gov 


ATTACHMENT 2:  

ACTION ITEMS from FCA/Reroute WG Meeting 18-20NOV03
(Updated as of 10DEC03)
	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	111803-1
	Update FCA WG on status of ‘fix’ for default of FEA = “Shared”
	M. Golibersuch
	
	Done
	Causes invalid analysis.  

Default should be “Private”

Fix planned for 7.8.

Temp. workaround for ATCSCC to be done via local edit to Config File w/ help from Volpe.

	111803-2
	Complete identification of POCs
	E. Corcoran
	DEC03
	Done
	Needed for future coord/trng activities

	111803-3
	Start FCAs for Snowbird Tfc
	E. Corcoran
(Lead)
	1DEC03
	In Process
	For training, familiar-ization, feedback, …

	111803-4
	Analyze 26 & 30 NOV03 Tfc
	T. Rose
	26-30 NOV03
	Done
	For analysis, feedback, future training,…

Sort by hour & explode to WG

	111803-5
	Present results of Snowbird analysis
	E. Corcoran
	JAN FCA WG Mtg
	OPEN
	For analysis, feedback, future training,…

	111803-6
	Re-Draft ConOps into more formal format with tighter language
	L. Sandusky
T. Rose

+ M. Newton
	12JAN04
	OPEN
	Present at JAN FCA WG Mtg

	111803-7
	Work w/ AUA/Volpe/… to provide options for FEA/FCA Filter changes/improvements
	E. Corcoran
B. Campos
E. Wilken
M. Libby

+M. Newton
	5JAN04
	OPEN
	Secondary filters described as very complex by many users.

Will be reviewed as 2ndary item during BOS Trip (see 112003-01)

	111903-1
	Prepare formal request to Volpe for key FEA additions to ETMS 7.8 (pick list, category/type, comments, et al.)
	M. Huberdeau
	21NOV
Draft
	Done 24NOV
	Done.


Unsigned Draft had been provided to Volpe on 21NOV

	111903-2
	Coord. with DRVSM WG re: handling exceptions
	L. Sandusky
	DEC03
	Done
	Looking for overlap, ideas, suggestions, etc. for Reroute exception handling.
No immediate plans from DRVSM.  Will continue to stay in contact.

	111903-3
	Coord. Parking Lot items dropped as “reassigned” with appropriate WGs
	E. Olsen
M. Libby

M. Huberdeaux
	DEC03?
	OPEN
	Get list from Mark H. 

	112003-01
	An FCA Enhancements Subgroup will be formed and meet in BOS w/ Volpe
	E. Corcoran
B. Campos
E. Wilken
M. Libby
C. Catron
	5-6 JAN04
	OPEN
	1.Review 7.8 enh. and develop specific suggestions.

2.Look at FCA Monitor concepts

	112003-02
	Survey field for possible FEA/FCA enhancement ideas
	E. Corcoran
	DEC03
	In Process
	

	112003-03
	TelCon with Volpe to review/prioritize User enhancement requests for CCSD/TSD
	L. Sandusky
	DEC03
	Done
	List should be provided to/through AUA730 for approval/funding.

	112003-04
	Follow up with CDM Leadership re. need for additional SME for FCA WG.  
	M. Libby 

E. Olsen

	DEC03
	Done
	ZOB TMC suggested because of their hvy use of FEA/FCA tools.

Mike Newton, ZOB, joined WG in DEC03.

	112003-05
	Prepare Reroute Modeling Tool ConOps
- TUT to redraft w/ FCA WG input of 11/19/03
- TUT & FCA WG review via TelCon for finalization
	Bill Cook
(Lead)
	11DEC03

Telcon
	OPEN
	TUT & FCA WG will jointly develop and own the Modeling Reroutes ConOps Doc

	112003-06
	Action Item List and Outline of meeting notes to M. Libby
	M. Krause
	11/24/03
	Done
	Needed for meeting w/ TUT and CDM leaders 11/24/03

	112003-07
	Stress need for feedback, suggestions, and what/why during Training
	C. Catron
	Ongoing?
	Done
	

	112003-08
	A Data Analysis Subgroup will be formed to study ways to track/analyze FEA/FCA data, 
and then report back to WG
	L. Sandusky
B. Campos
Metron Rep

J.  Strouth

M. Newton
	
	OPEN
	What does everyone want to see?

What other than OPSNET categories might be of value?

Any automation enh. to help?

	112003-09
	Next FCA WG Meeting: DEC 9, 10, 11 at Metron in Herndon , VA
	FCA WG
	9 - 11 DEC

2003
	Done
	

	112003-10
	Check with CDM Leadership to avoid conflict with their DEC meeting
	Jo Damato
	2DEC03
	Done
	

	112003-11
	FCA WG Mtg in JAN04
	FCA WG
	13 – 15 JAN

04
	Done
	In SAV to overlap with Dispatcher’s Mtg

	112003-12
	Coordinate JAN04 FCA WG Mtg
	Jo Damato
	11DEC03
	In Process
	

	120103-1
	Review & approve Final vers. of IAH Minutes
	FCA WG Core Tm
	10DEC03
	Done
	

	120903-1
	Revise minutes to reflect input of WG members
	L. Sandusky

L. Vomacka

M. Krause
	10DEC03
	Done
	


ATTACHMENT 3:  

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RE: ELECTRONIC EXCEPTION HANDLING. 
(Received from L. Sandusky to emphasize the meeting discussions.)

· Industry WG member concerns: 

· The attending airlines were candid and unequivocal regarding the need to improve the Electronic Exception process for next severe weather season

· Users view the existing process as ineffective and very time consuming

· Review of existing process: flight dispatcher calls or sends an exemption request (in response to a published ATCSCC Reroute Advisory) to their airline ATC coordinator position.  The ATC coordinator then types the request via the TCA web page.  TCA in turn coordinates with (walks down or calls) Severe Weather, who in turn coordinates with affected downline ARTCC facilities.  ARTCC’s respond back to Severe Weather position who then responds to the TCA, who in turn responds back to airline ATC coordinator via TCA web page, who in turn passes the response on to the originating dispatcher.  Because the process is so cumbersome, sometimes taking 30-60 minutes, dispatchers often feel left to their own devices, and routinely choose to file “their own reroute” rather than work within the system.  Furthermore, on really busy days, nobody in the decision making chain, has the time to effectively deal with individual flight dispatching issues.  From the airlines perspective, this is a major safety issue that needs to be addressed asap, as the present process is umanageable for flight dispatchers throughout the NAS. 

· The airlines conveyed they desparately want an improved Electronic Exception process for ETMS 7.8, brusquely debated at the August 2003 FCA WG meeting, (subsequently described in Ken Howard’s document)

· Also critical from the industry side: with Reroute Modeling scheduled to be deployed in ETMS 7.9, airlines were adamant about having a viable Electronic Exception process in place prior to (or at least concurrent with) RRM deployment due to the industry’s fear that this tool will promulagte even more reroutes than are published/ issued today.

· Airlines representative at the meeting agreed with their FAA counterparts that requesting exemption from a reroute based on a safety problem (fuel, MEL, etc) when none exists, constitutes cheating, leaving operators who don’t cheat at a distinct disadvantage.  If cheating becomes pervasive,  a domino effect may result, forcing operators (who would not normally do so) into a cheat to “survive” mode.  All agreed widespread cheating would surely undermine the entire “collaboration process” in the NAS.

· Beyond obvious reroute exceptions for airline (FAR) safety concerns, industry also brought up the question of how Traffic Managers will handle dynamic RVSM exceptions for aircraft unable to comply due to aircraft operating restrictions (MEL) or height monitoring anomalies?  
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Figure 1:  Simplified Functional Flow Diagram of FCA/FEA Process





At any time the situation deteriorates quickly or voluntary operational adjustments fail to resolve a developing problem, the TMU may work directly with the ATCSCC and other parties to go directly to an FCA with a Traffic Management Initiative (TMI).
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Figure 2:  Decision Action Diagram of FEA/FCA Process.


















































































































































Figure 3:  Operational Sequence Diagram of FEA/FCA Process
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Figure 4: FEA-FCA Workflow Diagram





19


NOV








PAGE  
1
FCA WG Minutes, NOV03v5


