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Executive Summary

The Collaborative Decision Making (CDM) Flow Evaluation Team (FET) conducted a meeting in Atlanta, GA on March 31 – April 2, 2009. The attendance list for this meeting is located at the end of this document. 

Key items during the meeting included:

· CDM Update
· Flow Constrained Airspace Throughput Estimation
· User Preferred Trajectory Testing
· CDM Breakout Presentation
· CDM Panel Presentation

· FET Task List Updates
· AFP Tunneling – Software Enhancements

These meeting notes will be reviewed by the FET Leads and posted online at the following location: http://cdm.fly.faa.gov/Workgroups/route_eval.html
DAY 1: February 17, 2009
CDM Update

Mark Libby briefed the group on the CDM updates.  Mark states that CDM could plug into one or more of the FAA’s 2013 goals.  For example, one of the goals is Joint Training which promotes transparency, and working with the customers developing procedures and future products.  CDM is also being plugged into many different parts of the FAA such as surface and NextGen.  Also, at the next CDM meeting in SAN, representatives from around the world are coming to see the process we have in place to collaborate on TFM issues.
The ATFMOT (Air Traffic Flow Management Operations Team) met to prioritize the requirements for TFMS (Traffic Flow Management System) Release 5 (fall 2010).  There are a large amount of “low” and “medium” priority items which will be broken down and sent back to the sub-teams.  If the capability is still needed, the sub-teams must send the items in requirements form back to the CSG.  Any WSD (Web Situation Display) or CCSD (Common Constraint Situation Display) changes has already shelved because they will not be completed in time for the upgraded CCSD is developed.  This leaves approximately 40 “high” priority items to be developed.  
The group comments that updates to items such as the OIS webpage, which are not a part of the TFMS Development should still be developed in the mean time while TFMS is focusing on getting the larger items out such as Reroute Impact Assessment.  This and many other web changes would be a big step towards bringing in System Operations towards the NextGen Web Structure.  
Flow Constrained Airspace Capacity/Throughput Estimation
Tim Myers of Metron Aviation presented on some current research being conducted in estimating capacity in the en route realm.
Defining Baseline Capacity

To define the baseline capacity for use in simulations and optimization models, the actual airspace usage statistics were used.  This was also compared against the MAP value (Monitor Alert Parameter).  The MAP value is calculated using a formula which takes into the consideration the average dwell time of each flight in the sector but does not take into account the sector complexity such as the transitioning sectors.  
This was done by extracting track data (TZ) for two 56 day cycles in July and August 2007.  The track data was then matched to sectors and times to compute the max occupancy per 15-minute time bin.  The conclusion to this analysis was that most sectors are typically utilized well below their MAP value.  There are some sectors however such as the TRACONs (A80) in which the normal usage is much higher than the MAP.  While this analysis was never meant to undermine the use of MAP which was developed to alert traffic managers of congestion, it shows that the MAP value is not the capacity of most sectors.
One of the issues with this analysis is that most sectors are not used to its full capacity except for a few time bins during the day.  Even with this issue, most sectors never reached their MAP value at anytime during the analysis period.
The ratio in Figure 1 represents the ratio between the calculated occupancy during the analysis period and the MAP value.  For example, if the ratio is 1 than the MAP value and the calculated are equal, if the ratio is 1.5 than the calculated occupancy is 50% higher than the MAP value.  
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Figure 1: Ratio of 95th Percentile of Occupancies to MAP value 2007

Michael Murphy, FAA, noticed that some of the ratios in Figure 1 did not seem correct.  For example, a lot of ZNY’s airspace should have a higher occupancy value.  The group agreed however that the MAP value may be lowered or raised due to reasons outside of the capacity for the sector.  But for future modeling purposes, Metron will use the data from this analysis to supplement the MAP value in future modeling.
Estimating Weather Impact on Capacity
To estimate the weather impact on capacity, Metron uses the Weather Avoidance Altitude Field (WAAF) developed by MITRE and MIT Lincoln Labs in their Terminal and En route Capacity Model (TCM and ECM).  The WAAF combines the Echo Tops and Precipitation outputs from CIWS (Corridor Integrated Weather System) airline procedures to calculate areas where pilots are unlikely to fly.  The graphical output is shown in Figure 2, in which the lighter areas represent higher altitudes where pilots are unlikely to fly.
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Figure 2: WAAF Example
To calculate the terminal capacity, Metron combines the WAAF with defined flows.  The defined flows consists of airlanes with configurable widths to account of route flexibility and minimum separation as shown in Figure 3
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Figure 3: Usage of Airlanes in the Terminal Capacity Model

The terminal airspace is also divided by each departure/arrival fix using wedges.  The WAAF defines the blockages in each wedge.  Using the airlanes to define flows and separation, the model computes the availability of each flow.  The model shows the status of each airway as open or close.  Estimated capacity for each fix is calculated by assuming a minimum minutes-in-trail between each aircraft.  The total arrival/departure throughput for the entire airport can also be calculated by summing all departure and arrival fix capacities.  The current prototype output is shown in Figure 4.  The model is very similar to RAPT’s (Route Availability Planning Tool) algorithm for calculating route availability.

[image: image5]
Figure 4: Prototype Terminal Capacity Model Interface

The group feels that the tool has to be adapted for each terminal area.  For example, a Midwest airport could lose throughput at certain fixes yet still lose no capacity, but for the NY airspace with very little airspace flexibility, losing a fix could be detrimental to terminal operations.  Also note that each airline has different regulations for avoidance of weather.  For example, UAL guidelines states that pilots should top moderate TSTRMs by at least 5,000 feet, preferably 10,000ft or 5 lateral miles.  
Estimating En Route Capacity

As a first step to calculating FCA capacity, Metron wanted to find the relationship between percentage of weather blockage and capacity.  As a first step, the ECM uses a hexagonal grid to approximate region of airspace as shown in Figure 5.  Also in Figure 5, the weather above a certain severity is inputted into the hexagonal model (at 5nm diameter).
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Figure 5: Hexagonal Grid Representing Region of Airspace (left) with overlaid with weather (middle) and flow solution (right)
The solution to the model would maximize total flow while taking into account the interaction between crossing flows by only allowing one flight a time in each hex grid.  The model computes the solution by computing the flows in between sides.  For example, the blue lines in Figure 5 represent the flow from the east side of the airspace to the west side.
In the future, this model could also take into account time steps for the flows to predict the length of time the flow will be available.  Also, equity can be made as a parameter for the modeling to ensure the accuracy of flows in the NAS (setting the maximum east bound flow to 50%).  The model could also provide the risk factor for each flow, allowing the operators to make educated decisions.
The final result of the modeling shows that with 50% weather blockage (on average), the capacity will be reduced to zero in a linear fashion as shown in Figure 6.  Metron states that this result has been seen in other modeling done by other organizations as well.  Many of the operators were not surprised by the result but states that this type of analysis needs to be publicized further to shift the perception of weather impact of capacity.
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Figure 6: Relationship of Weather Coverage to Capacity

Estimating FCA Throughput 
Metron has started to prototype software to assist traffic managers by providing FCA (Flow Constrained Area) rate setting guidance.  The software will enable users to create ad-hoc geometries (line and polygon) using a click-and-drag interface.  It will then compute the throughput estimates in real-time.  Capabilities also include the option to auto-suggest FCA locations based on the weather restrictions.
The early version of the prototype takes in four weeks of TZ data from July 2007 as the historic throughputs.  As the user draws an arbitrary FCA, the program will calculate the historic throughput that crosses the line for each hour.  For example in Figure 7 where FCAA05 is drawn, the model shows that during the four week period in July 2007, the 75% throughput is 172 per hour eastbound.  According to the FAA representatives, the normal rate for FCAA05 is 100.  The inconsistency is due to the prototype’s inability to filter NAS elements such as arrival airports or altitudes.  In future versions of the software, the group feels that the filter capability is pivotal
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Figure 7: FCA Capacity Estimation Using FCAA05
The FCA auto-suggest capability uses the WAAF to calculate a starting point for traffic managers.  This auto-suggested polygon’s throughput is then calculated using the historical traffic.  The weather impact is then calculated using the formula from Figure 6.  The final result is shown in Figure 8.
The group however did not feel that this capability is very useful in its current state as the suggested polygon is too large to be effectively coordinated.  The group however suggested that the throughput of each side of the polygon could be further defined as well as a risk factor (calculation of success on a route through that FCA) for each side.  This would allow the traffic managers to make the educated decision on where to place the FCA.  Along the same lines, the group suggested that the sides be color coded to show the portions of the most impacted by weather (most delays, most flights, etc.).  

[image: image11.png]27% of FCA polygon
covered by WAAF
above FL240

Capacity estimat
751 plils c2p * Max(0,1-2"coverage) =
753 % 04

352 fights per hour





Figure 8: FCA Capacity Estimation with Auto-suggested FCA and Weather Impacts
While this prototype is still in the early stages of concept exploration, the group feels that the integration with other TFM tools such as the TSD would be crucial to its success.  With the move towards dynamic AFPs and the SEVEN (System Enhancements for Versatile Electronic Negotiation), this tool would be essential in calculating the starting point for rates.  The FET would like to see this tool, RRIA, and SEVEN integrated into a single tool to provide a TFM tool that will model for all types of restrictions.
One person in the group states that while this tool may be useful as a starting point, it should not be used as the deterministic tool.  This tool should not take the anecdotal knowledge out of decision making.

The weather used in the prototype is the 2-hour CIWS data.  However, in the future, Metron hopes to use the 4-6 hour CIWS forecast when it is implemented.  Additionally, the group also suggested using demand in addition to the historical capacity.  But some in the group does not see the point because if the airspace has capacity for 400 flights but the demand is only 50, the reduced demand would actually be inaccurate measure of the airspace available throughput.
Development Path
This FCA Throughput Estimation project so far has been developed the prototype without operational personnel input.  The FET however feels that input from this group as well as other operational groups would be beneficial to the concept development.  It must be noted that, there will likely be no integration with other tools due to the backlog of requirements until at least 2013.  
There are two paths that this project could move along:

1. Normal concept engineering with CDM input and support (similar to SEVEN development)
2. Modified process with prototype development supported by CDM.  Prototype will then be used operationally as a planning decision support tool prior to full scale development (Similar to the IPM tool).

The first step to deciding which process to move along is to make a request to the CSG to update the tasking, allowing the FET to support the development of this capability.
Action Item:
Make request to CSG for the FET to support the FCA Throughput Estimation concept development activity


Assigned to:
Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins



Due:

April 20, 2009

Action Item:
Discuss with System Operations Program Office about future concept development of the FCA Throughput Estimation



Assigned to:
Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins



Due:

June 2, 2009

User Preferred Trajectory (UPT) Testing
The FET has been tasked by the CSG to evaluate the UPT testing done in 1999 and creating new test procedures to coincide with the automation advancements.  The idea of this project is to explore how the air traffic system might look in the NextGen environment.  Possible benefits would include reductions in fuel burn and emissions.  
The test procedures would need to be constructed by the FET to validate the benefits of optimized trajectories used in UPT.  The procedures would have to consider the current automation software such as TFMS and TMA.  For example, TMA is currently working against optimized profiles in most cases as it strives for the most optimum flow.  Also, the testing should consider how the FAA could provide the most flexibility for the operators while providing structure and predictability to the controllers.
One of the reasons the UPT Testing has been brought back is the tie in with SEVEN.  As SEVEN is implemented, the future phases could include the ability for operators to input the optimized trajectory.  The group also suggested to allow operators to file the UPT but with a time restriction.  The UPT must be filed so that the flight hits certain points in the route at a certain time.  This will allow operators to file the most optimized route while giving the FAA the predictability needed to manage the NAS.
As a starting point, the group feels that testing could be done at LAX.  LAX is ideal because they currently use OPD (Optimized Profile Descent), RNAV (Area Navigation) routings, and TMA is not used heavily for their arrivals.  Pat would like the group to prepare the testing documents by the end of the summer for testing in the fall.  The documents will need to detail the coordination procedures needed between Terminal, En Route, and System Operations in order to complete the entire UPT without interruption to and from other flights.  Additionally, the procedures will have to script out the entire test as well as locations, etc.
Action Item:
Develop and distribute basic outline for UPT Testing Procedures


Assigned to:
Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins



Due:

April 20, 2009

DAY 2: April 1, 2009

The group completed the presentations for the CDM Breakout Session and Panel Discussion in SAN during this meeting.  During the 1.5 day meeting prior to the CDM General Meeting, the FET will meet with the FET, GDPE, and possibly the WET.  This puts a time constraint on the amount of time that can be spent at those meetings creating the presentation.  

The FET will meet with the FCT to discuss the collaborative effort to develop SEVEN.  During the joint GDPE/FET meeting, there will be TMA representatives to discuss the integration of the program into the TFM realm.  The WET will discuss the collaborative wind model that the FET has discussed at the January 2009 meeting in LGB.

CDM Breakout Presentation
The Breakout Presentation will focus on long-term projects (beyond this summer) that the FET is currently tasked to accomplish.  These projects include:

· Route-Segment Coded Departure Routes

· Reroute Monitor Enhancements for Protected Route Segments

· RNAV Chokepoints

· Route Segment / RNAV Playbooks

· Collaborative Planning

· Airborne Reroutes

· FCA Throughput Estimation
Route-Segment Coded Departure Routes
The first implementation of RS-CDR will be at IAD and ZDC.  The implementation will reduce the number of CDRs in use at IAD from 149 to 20 while allowing more options.  Additionally, the first implementation will have no automation to support re-optimization of the route once the RS-CDR is flown.  For example, flights will automatically rejoin J80 at VHR from FLN even if there is a more optimal route.  Flights however should be able to reroute mid-air manually.  In future implementations, there will be automation in place to allow some re-optimization by the operator.  Also, in the future ERAM may allow operators to send in revised flight plans.  SEVEN will also assist in the future by simplifying the process in choosing the RS-CDR and route.
The next location for RS-CDR development will be in NY.  An example of the segments is shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9: RS-CDR Example in NY

Reroute Monitor

With the future development of protected segments in ERAM, Reroute Monitor should be able to monitor the compliance of reroutes for the protected segments.  For example in Figure 10, the red segments represents the portion of the reroute that flights are required to be on while the blue portion allows are guidance routes which allows for tactical adjustment as necessary.
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Figure 10: Protected Route Segments

Additionally, the FET will be developing requirements for Reroute Monitor to highlight the Non-Conformant parts of the route string in the table.  This should provide both dispatchers and traffic managers with improved user interface to correct NC flights.

RNAV Chokepoints

Currently, flights arriving into the NY Metros from the west are placed on chokepoint routes 350 days a year.  This is done to provide structure for the sectors transitioning into the NY Terminal airspace.  The goal of this project is to provide options that wind-based, giving 2 to 3 options to operators to fit their business model.  Additionally, there will be an additionally ghost route that will be used to offload flights as necessary.  An example of the chokepoint options is shown in Figure 11.
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Figure 11: Chokepoint Route Options
This will also bring RNAV routes into the en route airspace.  RNAV routes are only used today in the terminal airspace with the STARs (Standard Terminal Arrival Routes).  This work will be the first step in bringing the RNAV capability to the en route airspace, the next step will be to create playbooks based on the RNAV routes with capability for operator to select route options.

Route Segment / RNAV Playbooks

The first step in creating RNAV playbooks would be to improve some of the frequently used playbooks such as the VUZ playbook.  Currently this playbook (highlighted in red on Figure 12), only has one point where all flights come together and then split back out for all arrival points in ZDC and other Northeast airports.  The current thought is to implement the routes in blue to split out the different arrival airports on different routes.  This should alleviate the pass-back MIT since the chokepoint sector is not handling all flights in this playbook.  
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Figure 12: VUZ Playbook with RNAV Options

Collaborative Planning

With the emphasis on the ATCSCC becoming more strategic in both planning and execution of plans, there will be an effort by the group to encourage collaborative planning between the ATCSCC, field facilities, and operators.  One of the first steps is already being done in the Planned Reroute process starting this summer.  In this process, the operators are asked to provide comments to planned reroutes prior to the planning telcon.  This should reduce the occurrence of tactical adjustments during reroutes.
To assist the collaborative planning, there will need to be a common platform for sharing information such as the Planning Telcon Webpage and Centra.  Using these tools, the ATCSCC will continuously monitor and adjust the plan using impact modeling software such as IPM or RRIA.  The new modeling tools should allow for improved planning and execution for all types of programs include MIT, Reroutes, AFP, etc.  
One of the members also suggested that the planning telcon become more action based.  Instead of a briefing on the current plan, provide actions for the operators.  For example, the telcon should provide a deadline for comments for the plans.  

Mark Libby also emphasized that for collaborative planning to be successful, there will need to be emphasis on collaborative training.  Dispatchers, controllers, and traffic managers need to understand the roles of the other players in TFM.  Controllers need to understand that they are not just moving airplanes, but providing a service to airlines and there are many small things they can do to provide benefits to the operators without compromising safety.
Airborne Reroutes

This task is one that has not been discussed heavily in the past.  The current thought is to allow operators to file through forecasted weather using multiple route options.  At a decision point set at certain distance from the weather, flights would be reroute by TMU while airborne if needed.  This would fall in with the SEVEN Concept of allowing customer inputted routes even during weather.

The first implementation will be limited to transcontinental flights using the TSD and CCSD.  This should bridge the gap between planning and tactical initiatives.  An example of this type of application is shown in Figure 13.  In this example, all flights will be rerouted around weather.  Each fix at the decision point is assigned one of two routes around the weather system.  Flights are automatically given reroutes mid-air.  If the weather system does not materialize, than the flights will be allowed to fly their original routes as filed.
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Figure 13: Airborne Reroutes
CDM Panel Presentation

The Panel Discussion presentation focuses on the changes appearing in the TFM system for this summer.  This will allow the General CDM members to comment on the changes that the FET has made for Summer 2009.  The changes have already been included into the training for this season, they include:
· LAMP / CCFP Hybrid

· Planning Process Improvements

· Integrated Collaborative Routing Enhancements

· AFP Process Improvements

· RNAV Chokepoints

· Reroute Monitor Process Amendments

· RS-CDRs

Please refer to the training posted on the following website for reference to each project.

http://cdm.fly.faa.gov/Training/spring_training.html 

As a modification to the example posted in the training, the group would like to use a CAN playbook in place of the PNH1 Playbook for AFP metering with a playbook.  There will be a small analysis done to calculate the equivalent MIT needed to provide the correct departure times.  
Action Item:
Analyze the equivalent MIT on the modified CAN playbook with parameters provided by Mike Murphy



Assigned to:
Nathan Doble



Due:

June 2, 2009

Action Item:
Provide Nathan Doble with parameters of modified CAN playbook for use with AFP metering



Assigned to:
Mike Murphy



Due:

April 20, 2009

DAY 3: April 2, 2009

FET Task List Update

The group updated the task list by adding 3 new tasks and closing 6 tasks while updating the status and dates for the rest of the tasks.
Closed Tasks
Develop the process for the Planning Advisory Process – Training for the planned reroutes finished in February 2009.
Research use of AFPs to monitor and control volume in mid-continent full line weather events - Training for AFP changes was completed in February 2009.
Reevaluate ICR Training – Training for ICR changes completed in February 2009.
Remarks filter options to include ICR – Filter Options has been added to configuration file in February 2009.
Mid-Continent AFP Analysis – The Rockies playbook was rarely used in the past, therefore analysis was inconclusive.
Research possible changes to Reroute monitor parameters – Research completed with no benefits gained from modifying Reroute Monitor parameters such as turn angle, and buffer miles.

New Tasks
Design RNAV Playbook – An extension of the RNAV Chokepoints task.  MITRE will provide recommendation of initial RNAV Playbook combinations.  Using the recommendations, the playbook testing will have to be coordinated with all affected facilities.  Additionally, the playbooks must consider the limited capacity of the FMS (Flight Management System) in non-upgraded aircrafts.  Should also consider the use of AFP (or other type of metering) to ensure that there are no pass-back MIT during the use of RNAV playbooks.  Initial draft of the white paper will be completed in June 2009.
Expand NRS Applications – Develop methods for better utilizing the existing NRS waypoint system.  This project is tied to both the UPT Testing and RNAV Chokepoints tasks.  Further discussion will occur in October 2009
RMT/ROG Enhancement – Improve functionality and interface of the Route Management Tool (RMT) and Route Options Generator (ROG).  Further discussion will occur in October 2009.
Updated Tasks
Research flexible altitude floor and ceiling – Training was completed in February 2009; analysis will be need to completed after the severe weather season is completed.
Research development of airborne rerouting – Will have presentation at CDM Meeting in SAN to get feedback from the audience.  Initial discussion and development will begin after the severe weather season.
Expand the training of Reroute Monitor – Training for 2009 has been completed, recurring training will occur annually.  Future training may include modifications to Reroute Monitor to better accommodate for protected route segments.
Other Reroute Monitor changes – Recommendation for highlighting of Non-Conformance routes have been sent to the CSG for approval.
Redesign /A playbooks – First step of redesign will be to implement segmented /A playbooks, moving to RNAV playbooks in the future.  Initial white paper to the CSG will be completed in June 2009.
Research RS-CDRs – Testing to be completed in April.  Initial results of the testing will be presented to the group in June 2009.
FCA Capacity Estimation – Originally named throughput estimation tool.  FET will propose to the CSG that the tool will be put under the FET for development.  
Refine AFP Strategies – Training for the new AFP procedures such as the manual exemptions have been completed.  Analysis of the new procedures will be completed in October 2009.
Research “topping” events for step-climbs over weather – Rich Berg will research whether future TFMS requirements will provide support for ICAO flight plans.  Michelle Duquette will provide analysis on the frequency of weather events with opportunities to top.
Expand scope of ICR – training for new procedures have been completed.  Analysis of the new procedures will be completed in October 2009.
Research route out credit improvement – No longer an issue in the future due to the development of SEVEN.
Development of NY auto-offloads – Documentation and analysis will be completed in October 2009.

Modify ICR Notice – modified ICR notice with new procedures have been sent in, awaiting signatures.
UPT Testing – Discussion will continue at the April 2009 meeting.  Plan is to have testing outline to the CSG by June 2009 with full testing procedures completed by the end of fall.  Testing should be done in the winter of 2009-2010.

Protected Segments Support in TFM tools – CSG will provide tasking to the FET for the development required to modify the current tools to support protected segments.
Discuss the control for low altitude spectrum – This has evolved into the manual exemptions method in the new AFP concept.  
Action Item:
Research the inclusion of ICAO flight plans in future TFMS requirements and provide current TFMS requirements documents regarding protected segments and other capabilities


Assigned to:
Rich Berg



Due:

June 2, 2009

Action Item:
Provide analysis on the frequency of weather events with opportunities to top


Assigned to:
Michelle Duquette


Due:

June 2, 2009
AFP Tunneling – Software Enhancements
Phil Smith presented on preliminary requirements to enable AFP Tunneling automation.  These requirements should be vetted by the FET and submitted as part of the prioritization process for future enhancements to TFMS.  To allow tunneling through the AFP, the FET has created processes which “workaround” current automation by using either a manual exemption process or relying on the advisory process.  The enhancements would allow for more sophisticated Override AFPs as well as Tunnel AFPs
The requirements that Phil Smith suggested include:

1. Ability to create and modify prioritization of flight assignment to alternative AFPs.
Allows traffic managers to create prioritization lists for flights (including pop-ups) to better control which flights are being controlled by each AFP.  For example, traffic managers can state that all pop-ups will be controlled by the current AFP rather than the Override AFP.
2. Ability to identify a flight based on modeled altitude profile for some route segment or specified portion of airspace 

a. Flight stays above some level vs. below some level

b. Flight stays above/below defined region for period of time
This requirement would allow traffic managers identify flights that based on altitudes away from the FCA boundary.  Currently, only the modeled FCA crossing altitude can be specified even if the FCA is a polygon.
3. Ability to combine FCAs as primitives in a query
Allows traffic managers to combine multiple FCAs which were created separately with different filters such as altitudes and destination airports.  For example, two FCAs can be created for the each half of the mid-continent.  These will then be combined, allowing flights to move back and forth between the two without appearing as a pop up in either one.
4. Filtering capabilities for creating FCAs

a. Advanced function supporting direct entry of full Boolean expression (AND, OR, NOT and parentheses) to create complex, pre-defined FEAs

b. Ability to enter long lists of airports, flight IDs, departure and arrival Centers, sectors, etc.

c. Ability to flexibly use AND/OR/NOT to combine specific fields (e.g., DepartureCenter=ZID AND ArrivalCenter=ZBW; ArrivalCenter=ZBW or Arrival Airport=ALB)

d. Ability to view created Boolean expression

This capability will allow extremely detailed filtering definitions.  Currently, the filtering definitions do not allow departure-destination pairs, it only allows the user to define the departure point and arrival points.  
5. Ability to create ad-hoc alias

This is the simplified user interface for the advanced filtering capabilities.  The user should be able to specify the simplified parameters in real-time without having to build the advanced search queries with Boolean functions.  
6. Ability to determine subbing capabilities

a. Treat movement of flight from 1 AFP to another as a route-out when a new AFP is created

b. Treat pop-ups in a new AFP like they are today when they are appear in an AFP – does not require change to current software
7. Give feedback to traffic managers and flight operators regarding the controlling AFP for a flight (global Find function?)

8. Maintain stability of flights (slots) in old AFP when a new one grabs some of the flights from the old one

9. Give the AFP creator the ability to determine whether vacated slots in the old AFP can be filled by subbing, compression, etc.
Requirements 6 – 9 provides additional stability during the use of multiple AFPs.  With the use of multiple AFPs to define the altitudes, the operators choosing to fly the lower altitudes should be given some benefit for routing out of the current AFP.  Additionally, traffic managers should be able to choose whether they would like flights to receive route out credit and adaptive compression or just route out.  There are current capabilities to turn off adaptive compression globally but it is unsure whether it can be done for individual control elements.
Action Item:
Find out whether adaptive compression can be turned off by individual control elements


Assigned to:
Pat Somersall 



Due:

April 20, 2009
Action Item:
Provide screenshot of the FCA filtering to Phil Smith



Assigned to:
Pat Somersall 



Due:

April 20, 2009

Action Item:
Distribute the CSG requirements template to the FET Group



Assigned to:
Pat Somersall 



Due:

April 20, 2009

Action Item:
Provide due date of the requirements for the next TFMS Release to Phil Smith


Assigned to:
Pat Somersall 



Due:

April 20, 2009

Action Item:
Provide additional details to the proposed software enhancements to increase AFP capabilities


Assigned to:
Phil Smith


Due:

June 2, 2009
Future Meetings
April 20 – 21: SAN / Joint meeting with GDPE and FCT on April 21

April 22 – 23: SAN / General CDM Meeting

June 2 – 4: MSP

August 25 – 27: ACY (Briefing on automation, ERAM, and interface changes) / 
September 21 – 25: PHX / General CDM Meeting

October 27 - 29: 

November 10 – 13: DFW

December 8 – 10: DCA

February 1 – 3, 2010: Meeting to be held in conjunction with NBAA Schedulers and Dispatchers Convention in San Antonio, TX
	Action Item
	Assigned to
	Due Date

	Define modified CAN playbook parameters for Nathan Doble for AFP Metering analysis
	Mike Murphy
	April 20, 2009

	Run simulations to calculate equivalent MIT on the modified CAN route playbook
	Nathan Doble
	June 2, 2009

	Find out if TFMS is moving towards ICAO Flight Plan Standards with altitude stepping.  (i.e. fix.alt.fix.alt.fix)
	Rich Berg
	June 2, 2009

	Provide analysis of echo tops at or below FL320
	Michelle Duquette
	June 2, 2009

	Discuss with Program Office about future development of FCA Capacity/Throughput Estimation
	Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins
	June 2, 2009

	Provide recommendation to CSG and ask for approval prior to developing the FCA Throughput Estimation concept with FET
	Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins
	June 2, 2009

	Provide additional information about future TFMS Release Requirements such as XFS and protected route segments
	Rich Berg
	June 2, 2009

	Find out if it is possible to turn off adaptive compression for individual control elements
	Pat Somersall
	April 20, 2009

	Provide due date of the next set of TFMS requirements to Phil Smith
	Pat Somersall
	April 20, 2009

	Provide more detailed requirements on the tunnel AFPs software enhancements
	Phil Smith
	June 2, 2009

	Send out the CSG requirements template to the group
	Pat Somersall
	April 20, 2009

	Send Screenshots of FCA filtering to Phil Smith
	Pat Somersall
	April 20, 2009


Meeting Attendance

	First
	Last
	Organization
	Email

	Rich
	Berg
	CSC
	rberg@csc.com

	Nathan
	Doble
	Metron Aviation
	doble@metronaviation.com

	Gary
	Dockan
	USA (Remote)
	gary.dockan@usairways.com

	Michelle
	Duquette
	MITRE
	duquette@mitre.org

	Jim
	Evans
	MIT LL
	jime@mit.ll.edu

	Mark
	Hopkins
	DAL
	mark.a.hopkins@delta.com

	Arnol
	Ketros
	NG/AUATAC
	arnol.ketros@auatac.com

	George
	Kypreos
	American Airlines
	george.kypreos@aa.com

	Mark
	Libby
	FAA
	mark.libby@faa.gov

	Al
	Mahilo
	FAA
	al.mahilo@faa.gov

	Michael
	Murphy
	FAA/ATCSCC
	michael.d.murphy@faa.gov

	Tim
	Myers
	Metron Aviation
	myers@metronaviation.com

	Bob
	Ocon
	FAA/ZNY
	robert.ocon@faa.gov

	Ed
	Olsen
	NWA
	edward.olsen@nwa.com

	Phil
	Smith
	CSE/OSU
	smith.131@osu.edu

	Patrick
	Somersall
	FAA/ATCSCC
	patrick.somersall@faa.gov

	Ernie
	Stellings
	NBAA (Remote)
	estellings@nbaa.org

	Don
	Wolford
	UAL
	don.wolford@united.com
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