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Executive Summary

The Collaborative Decision Making (CDM) Flow Evaluation Team (FET) conducted a meeting in Northern Virginia on June 2 - 4, 2009.   On June 2 and June 3, the FET discussed various topics at Northrop Grumman facilities in Reston, VA.  On June 4, the group participated in the Reroute Impact Assessment demonstration at the Air Traffic Control System Command Center (ATCSCC).  The attendance list is located at the end of this document. 

Key items during the meeting included:

· CDM Update
· NRS Waypoints and Wind Route Options

· Updated FET Tasking

· Demand Capacity Estimation Tool

· Dynamic Departure Routing

· Execution of Flow Strategies

· Collaborative Planning

· UPT Testing

· FET Membership Update

· Reroute Impact Assessment Demonstration

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: June 2, 2009
CDM Update
Mark Libby, FAA CDM Co-Lead, provided updates on the current CDM activities.  

With the current FAA travel restrictions, the location and dates for the next several meetings as well as the CDM General Meeting in September may be changed.  However, the budget for the next fiscal year has been submitted and the leads are hoping that funds will not be an issue the following year.  With CDM being mentioned in the Strategy 2013 goals among other places, it would be hard to imagine that funding for CDM will be an issue.

With the push towards collaborative planning, an information sharing tool is vital to the success of the planning.  With the current contract for Centra coming to an end, Mark would like the group to discuss whether the Centra tool is needed or whether another tool should be acquired to take its place.

The Surface Team is currently working on finalizing the Concept of Operations for its Surface Management Tool.  CLT and DTW are the two airports that the team is currently focusing on to start the data sharing Airport CDM project.  
Lorne Cass, Industry CDM Co-Lead, and Mark also briefed the FAA Supervisors Committee (SUPCOM) to begin the dialogue for CDM to work closer with En Route and Terminal as well as Tech Ops.  
Mark also mentioned that there is currently a business proposal in the works for a separate CDM Office.  The scope of the CDM Office’s responsibility is still in discussion.  The concept still has to be approved by the FAA System Operations Programs Director before a draft of the Business Proposal can be created.  Once created, it will be distributed for review to the leads.  

NRS Waypoints and Wind Route Options
ICAO Standards and the NRS Waypoints
An effort that stemmed from the 2008 End of Season Review was the RNAV (Area Navigation) Chokepoints.  The goal was to create additional options for customers utilizing the RNAV capabilities.  This work has been extended to include customer input for wind optimized options.  To provide the RNAV capabilities, the NRS (Navigational Reference System) Waypoint system will be used.  
An issue that was brought up with the NRS Waypoint system, was its possible incompatibility with the ICAO Flight Plan standards.  Some believe that the standards call for the fix name to have 5 alphabetic characters, while others believe that it could be 5 alphanumeric characters.

This could pose an issue to international flights filing ICAO flight plans into the US.  While the current plan only calls for the use of NRS Waypoints for the RNAV Chokepoints, the future could include RNAV playbooks as well. The issue the NRS Waypoints is that is has been tested successfully with NAVCANADA and as normal domestic flights.  The results would be unknown for flights from Asia, Europe, or Mexico.  
The problem would begin when the customer files the ICAO flight plan to the international ANSP (Air Navigation Service Provider).  For example, EuroControl’s flight filing system may not accept the NRS Waypoints and reject the flight plan.  On the other hand, a quick fix would be for the customers to file lat-longs in place of the NRS Waypoints.  The FAA could provide the translation file if needed.
To ensure that the NRS Waypoints will be compatible with both the domestic HOST/ERAM (En Route Automation Modernization) system as well as the international systems, testing will need to be completed.
Action Item:
Discuss international testing of the NRS Waypoints with Joe Hof.


Assigned to:
Dave Sullivan and Mike Chambers



Due:

August 25, 2009
Another issue is that there are no current requirements for TFMS to read ICAO flight plans.  TFMS will only convert the ICAO flight plan to a NAS flight plan.  This will leave off the ability for TFMS to understand altitude stepping that are allowed in ICAO flight plan.  The group agreed to make a recommendation to the CSG to include ICAO flight plans in future TFMS requirements.

Action Item:
Recommend to the CSG to include ICAO Flight Plans in future TFMS Requirements.


Assigned to:
Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins


Due:

August 25, 2009

Wind Route Options – Chokepoints Training and Implementation
The new chokepoint routes will be available for the operators to input into their system on the next chart date (July 2nd).  These routes will not be fully implemented until the next chart date (October 22nd).  
Prior to full implementation, the group will need to complete the training package and test the procedures at all three airports (EWR, JFK, and LGA).  The training package will need to be ready at least 30 days prior to full implementation.  The goal of the group is to have the training completed by the end of August 2009, test for one (1) week at each airport, and make any needed adjustments in September 2009.  The training package will need to brief both Traffic Management personnel as well as the controllers.  A training package for the industry has not been discussed.  Currently, AAL and COA have expressed interest in participating in the testing.  

National Playbook Improvement – RNAV
The next step after the implementation of the Wind Route Options for the NY Chokepoints is to enhance the National Playbook with RNAV capabilities.  The goal of the transition to RNAV playbooks is to the RS-CDR (Route Segment Coded Departure Route) to connect to Q-Routes which will transition into an RNAV STAR (Standard Terminal Arrival Route).  While the naming convention may change once most playbooks have been converted to RNAV, it is unlikely to change in the near-term to assist the transition.  

The first sets of playbooks to be converted to RNAV have yet to be determined.  MITRE has done an initial analysis on the most used transcon playbooks, playbook combination, and regional playbooks.  MITRE will provide this analysis to the HAAM (High Altitude Airspace Management) workgroup to begin the initial analysis on which playbooks will be converted first.  The goal is to have the first set (20-25 playbooks) ready for the spring chart date and implementation for the 2010 Severe Weather Season.  Pat Somersall would like to focus on the transcon playbooks such as the VUZ, EWM, and the CAN routes as they will provide large benefit to many different players within the TFM community.  It was also noted that many times the VUZ playbook would be used with the MGM play in the advisory and the analysis will not be able to capture this.  Additional information and updates will be provided during the July FET Telcon (July 21st 10 AM to 2 PM).
Action Item:
Provide the Playbook Analysis to the High Altitude Airspace Management Group.


Assigned to:
Michelle Duquette (MITRE)


Due:

July 21, 2009

Updated FET Tasking
UPT (User Preferred Trajectory) Testing

Several members of the FET questioned the purpose of the UPT Test tasking.  They felt that redoing an old UPT test, where results were inconclusive, would be a poor use of the team’s resources.  Mark Hopkins, however, stated that the test should not be viewed at as a redo of an old test but as a way to tie the NowGen initiatives into NextGen capabilities such as the integration of Optimized Profile Ascent/Descent, and Time Based Flow Management.

Further discussion on UPT Testing was done on day 2 of the meeting.
SEVEN Integration

While the FET has not been directly tasked with the integration of SEVEN (System Enhancements for Versatile Electronic Negotiation) into TFM Operations, the had a discussion on the steps needed before the full SEVEN implementation.  The FET, as well as the CSG, is aware of the need for vendors to develop a flight planning system around SEVEN.  The amount of automation developed by the vendors will likely constitute the amount of participation by each customer.  The development of the dispatcher support automation will likely take some time.  Therefore,  the earlier the requirements from the operator gets completed the more likelihood of success of the project.  The FET needs to have the scope and tasking of SEVEN Integration from the CSG before discussion continues on this subject.
TFM Weather Matrix

As part of the TFM Collaborative Planning, the TFM Weather Matrix has been added as a tasking under the FET.  The tasking is for the FET to develop the process and procedures around the use of the TFM Weather Matrix for strategic planning process.  No discussion was started on this subject.

Reroute Monitor Improvements

A previous recommendation to include the requirements for highlighting of the non-conformant portion of the route string in Reroute Monitor has been approved by the CSG.  The next step is for the requirements to be submitted to Mark Libby as a potential enhancement in TFMS Release 5.
Other Task List Discussions
As part of the Metrics development for the AFP/ICR (Airspace Flow Program / Integrated Collaborative Routing), Michelle Duquette will gather data throughout the 2009 Severe Weather Season.  She currently has some metrics developed, which she will send out to the group for review.  As for the ICR, the amount of data that can be gathered is dependent on the usage frequency of ICR.  
As the planning process for this summer will be changed slightly to reflect a longer lookout times (12 hours versus 6 hours) and the extended use of the planning website, there will be an analysis to see the planning process changes provided any benefit to the program.  Additionally, the TAF (Terminal Area Forecast) will also be linked onto Planning Agenda Web Page.  Michelle will be pulling the data off of the web pages and correlating it with the data in order to provide the analysis needed. 
The FET also discussed possible changes to RMT/ROG (Route Management Tool / Route Options Generator).  Some group members expressed that it would be worthwhile to identify the problems and solutions for a future version of RMT, because of the length of time it takes to define/submit the requirements and build the product (over 20 months), instead of trying to enhance the current tool. .  There was a suggestion to take try to build the Route Builder without trying to fit it around the requirements of RMT.  The Route Builder is a tool currently being explored by Metron Aviation to support both Reroute Impact Assessment and SEVEN.  Additionally, the future tool will need to be Route Validator in order to confirm whether the route is legal and flyable.  
The Route Out Credit improvement task was transferred to the FET from GDPE in the joint November 2008 meeting.  This task   has not been discussed in detail by the group.  Although, with SEVEN and its multiple route options coming online in fall 2011, there may not be a need to enhance the Route Out Credit.  Additionally, there may have already been some analysis to support this task, Metron Aviation clarify this and present their findings at the next full meeting.
Action Item:
Check with Mike Brennan for past analysis on Route Out Credit.


Assigned to:
Chris Ermatinger (Metron Aviation)



Due:

August 25, 2009

Demand Capacity Estimation Tool

Tactical AFP Throughput Model
The FET has been approved to continue researching a tool to estimate the airspace capacity/throughput.  At this meeting, Mike Robinson of MIT Lincoln Labs presented on the progress of the Tactical AFP Throughput Model.  This work was first presented in August 2008.  The model takes input in from the WAF (Weather Avoidance Field) which calculates the probability of route deviation due to weather.  Using this data, the model determines whether a route is blocked by weather (similar to the Route Avoidance Planning Tool) to estimate the airspace availability.  
[image: image2.emf]
Figure 1: Tactical AFP Throughput Model

The baseline for the capacity is calculated using the Traffic-Normalized Route Availability which combines fair weather throughput with estimated route availability.  To determine the route blockage for an AFP, the model calculates route blockage 10 minutes upstream and 30 minutes downstream.  
An initial analysis using the model concluded that while the overall capacity of the FCA remains constant throughout the weather event, the capacity of individual routes tend to fluctuate significantly as shown in Figure 2.  
[image: image3.emf]
Figure 2: Route Capacities Compared to Overall FCAA05 Capacity

MIT LL is now working on a Tactical FCA Rerouting which will use the Route Blockage Forecast and intermediate decision points with alternative routes.  The locations of the Decision Points have not been discussed in detail but will likely have to be different for each route due to operational reasons.  To determine the alternative routes, the model also breaks down the throughput for individual flows to ZBW, ZDC, and ZNY to better determine the alternative TMI.  Working with Mark Evans (ZDC STMC), alternatives tactical routes are being determined about 30 minutes downstream of the AFP.  These alternative routes would then be re-calculated to ensure that the routes are also not blocked by weather.  
The current model uses actual historical weather data, but the team has already successfully interfaced with CIWS (Corridor Integrated Weather System) in order to get accurate forecasts.  The first-order estimates of accuracy are possible with the current system.  

This concept as presented was intended to be used to better manage the tactical situation.  With the current CIWS forecast only going out to 2 hours and the lead time of at least 45 minutes, the only non-active flights that are affected are the ones that are less than 1.25 hours flying time away.  Thus the tool was designed to be used to assist in decisions to implement ground stops, reroutes, and adjusting adaptive FCA parameters.  
AFP / GDP Procedures
With the discussion of calculating throughput for different flows, the group began discussing the use of smaller AFPs.  While smaller AFPs provide a defined capacity, it also reduces the flexibility for the customer to substitute flights.  With the large AFPs, such as FCAA05, there is a larger margin for capacity to be moved within the AFP as well as giving the customer more choices to substitute with.  

However, with TFM moving towards a SEVEN environment and its capability to provide reroutes with explicit or implicit substitutions, smaller FCAs may be used while still providing the flexibility needed.  Additionally, the far-off future could allow for tools such as this to control the capacity setting (the “dial”) in SEVEN.  

For the near-term, the group is proposing an idea of implementing the several smaller AFPs within the larger AFP to control the individual flows for a small period of time that is affected by the reduced capacity.  The large AFP will be issued first to smooth out the traffic flow over the airspace.  The smaller AFPs will be issued to handle the tactical adjustments reacting to near-term forecasts such as CIWS.  This concept would allow the use of more accurate forecast of CIWS in the 1-2 hour timeframe.  This idea may be presented to the FCT for further discussion.
Additionally, the customers proposed that the GDP could be initially implemented for a shorter time span with plans to extend.  For example, the GDP would be implemented for 4 hours with remarks stating that the GDP is planned to be extended for an additional two hours with the rate between 19 and 35.  This would increase the accuracy of the rates to the actual airport capacity and still provide the operators with enough predictability

Workload Model
MIT LL is also working on a workload model to better determine both the baseline capacity and congested capacity.  The model will be based on a conflict detection system within the sector.  The group also sees this model as a possible upgrade to the Monitor Alert Parameter value.  Given the possible uses for this type of model, the group requested a briefing regarding the workload model.
Action Item:
Provide Workload white paper and briefing to the FET Team.


Assigned to:
Mike Robinson / Jim Evans (MIT Lincoln Labs



Due:

July 21, 2009

Action Item:
Develop Throughput Modeling White Paper for CSG Approval.


Assigned to:
Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins



Due:

July 21, 2009

DAY 2: June 3, 2009

Dynamic Departure Routing (formerly known as Auto-Offloads)
International MERIT Offload
The discussion for Auto-Offload for NY departures began at the meeting in ZNY on December 9, 2008.  Since that time, Charlie Bailey (MITRE) has been working with Ralph Tamburo to better allocate the departure fixes in the New York Metro area.
Through analysis, Charlie found that the MERIT fix was overloaded with international flights as well as domestic flights as shown in Figure 3.  The focus of the work is now to offload MERIT to improve the system.  This issue came to light because of the MINIT (Minutes-in-Trail) required over MERIT due to overloading that departure fix.  For example, on one day there was 8 MINIT, which accounts to approximately 7 flights per hour, with over 60 international departure in demand in that same hour.
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Figure 3: ZNY Departure Fix Use on May 18 – 19

One proposal is to take some of the international MERIT flow from JFK over to BETTE.  This would incur about 4-5 minutes additional flying time, but would reduce the delay for the rest of the flights that are attempting to go to MERIT.  The TRACON however does not recommend flights to offload to GREKI as it will interfere with the LGA departure flow as shown in Figure 4.  Instead, if the GREKI fix is needed, JFK flights should file BREZY to GREKI.  It should be noted however that, BETTE will likely have no MIT (Miles-in-Trail) while GREKI has other flows that are contending its resources.  This type of offload would only be used in situations where there is no severe weather in the area to congest other fixes.
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Figure 4: Current Fix Usage on May 18 and May 19
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Figure 5: Proposed International MERIT Volume Offload Route
The potential issue is how the customer flight planning system would take account for this offload.  A possible solution to this would be for the customers to send in Early Intent for the requested departure fix in order for the Tactical Route Coordinator (TRC) position to determine whether a TMI is needed.  With this in place, if an offload is needed to balance the flow, the operator will have time to make the adjustments needed.  
One of the issues with using Early Intent is that many customers are not filing them either because their flight planning system does not support it or the CCSD (Common Constraint Situation Display) is not working properly to send the Early Intent message.  However, with no early intent, the operator could file the flight plan early into TFMS without filing it in HOST/ERAM.  This way the TRC can talk with the airline before the strip is printed.

The group feels that the following items should be done to assist the success of international offload:

· Address Early Intent with the vendors in order to get better support.
· Provide the TRC position with information from TFMS such as flight plans that have not been filed with the HOST.
· Involve N90 with the NATOTS coordination in order to build the offload planning into the NATOTS routes.
WHITE WAVEY Shuffle

Another issue is the departure delays at JFK during high demand periods.  The proposed solution is to route selected RWY 31L WAVEY departures over to WHITE to balance the fix demand.  It is currently being used under procedures N90-N7100.905.  



[image: image8]
One of the issues with such procedures is the ground situation.  There have been occurrences where flights are lined up on one runway and asked to depart to a different fix which requires a different runway.  And such tools as Aeroborne will not work to assist in such situations because the reroute will likely be implemented from the TRACON down rather than from the tower.  
PHL Departure and Auto Offloading
Another auto-offload project is being done for PHL as well.  The proposed project is to offload MXE and PTW to DQO as the offload as dictated by fix volume and MIT.  Additionally, offload OOD to STOEN as volume and MIT dictate as well.
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Figure 7: PHL Departure Fix Use
To better coordinate situations such as this, PHL TRACON uses a Google Document which accessible via username and password.  This document shows the status of the fixes and airways around PHL.  Using this site, users can also communicate with the TRACON using the IM (Instant Messaging) capabilities.  USA and SWA currently access this site today.

Collaboration Tools

The METRO Tool (first presented at the August 2008 FET Meeting) was also presented as a way to coordinate some of the offload information to the customers and other FAA facilities.  The METRO tool holds heads-up information such as which sector demand should be increasing if this reroute is used.  MITRE is looking for any feedback for any additional information needed on this page.  
Phil Smith also presented on a mock up of a new way to present fixed information.  A screenshot of the mock-up is shown in Figure 8.  The tool would show the demand for the past 15 minutes as well as the MIT for the last 15 minutes.  Such as tool would allow the same data to be collaborate using the same tool.
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Figure 8: Collaborative Tool Mock-up

Execution of Flow Strategies (XFS)

XFS (previously known as Go-Button) is a capability directed as the FAA users to reduce the workload when issuing amendments to flights in reroutes.  This is done by making the connection between ERAM and the TSD to allow reroute messages to be send from the TSD to ERAM.  Additionally, by sending the Reroute Message, ERAM will be able assist in ensuring that flights remain on the reroute.  Flights that are a part of a reroute will be prohibited from ERAM automated adapted routes such as PDRs.  Additionally, the controller will be able to see that the flight is a part of a reroute and the protected segment inhibiting the route controller from providing unapproved reroutes.  
As part of phase 1, XFS was not able to include capabilities to assist in the coordination or reroutes between TMU and tower, but the TSD will be able to display a warning if a route is being changed close to its departure time.  Additionally, there will be no automated support to put flights back onto its original route after a reroute cancellation.  ERAM will only remove the reroute tags on the route controller’s display if the reroute is cancelled for that flight.  Phase 1 is also limited to amendments to pre-departure flights.  
To apply a reroute using the XFS functionally, the overview of the steps are:

· Traffic manager issues reroutes as today with the exception of defining the protected segments.

· Users file routes consistent with reroute.

· TMCs at center monitor for non-conformant flights.

· TMS selects flight on Reroute Monitor that needs to be amended.

· Pre-departure, filed, non-conformant, within 45 minutes of departure.

· TMC invokes new function from Reroute Monitor to generate the TFM Reroute message.

· ERAM applies the new route, protected segment, TMI ID.

· ERAM adds “FRC” to remarks and sends update to FDIO.
The TMI ID can be up to 10 characters long.  The content of this field has not been determined.  Originally, the thought was to have the advisory number in this field.  Although, the advisory number changes every time the advisory is modified, and the TMI ID cannot be updated once the flight departs.  

The protected segment that is submitted to ERAM must start and end with a fix or an airport (not an airway).  It also must contain the full route of the flight text and be a single contiguous segment.  Flights assigned to non explicit reroutes such as “UPT RTE” and “CDR RTE”, will not be able to have a protected segment defined at this time.  If no protected segment is defined, it will default to the entire route.  The protected segment will be indicated in the reroute advisories.  Reroute Monitor will also be modified to only check conformance on the protected portion.  This will allow flights to deviate from the published STAR or SID as needed without being non-conformant.  
To cancel a reroute, the traffic manager must indicate which flights are no longer eligible for reroute to TFMS.  TFMS will identify the flights that it has already sent a reroute message for flights that are no longer part of the reroute.  For these flights, TFMS will send TFM Reroute Cancel message to ERAM.  ERAM will drop the TMI ID from the remarks, remove the protected segment, and send an update to FDIO at tower for pre-departure flights.  Note that cancelling a reroute will drop remarks and protected segments to both Active and pre-departure flights.  
Issuing a Reroute

The TMC will have to issue a manual reroute for any filed or pre-departure flight observed to be non-conformant.  The TMC can also define the protected segment for the non-explicit route types.  Automation support is expected to support the creation of the full end-to-end reroute.  The automation should be able to auto-join assigned route with flight plan, auto-apply PDR/PAR and access to RMT routes, and apply a point-click interface (similar to the route-builder interface built by Metron Aviation).

XFS will issue an automatic reroute for required (RQD) reroutes and explicit assigned routes.  Automatic message will not be sent for a UPT FCA-based route.  
Issues

One issue with the current procedures is that the only time the TMC will act on a flight is when it is non-conformant.  Only then, is a TFM Reroute Message sent to ERAM, and is the only way for TMI ID and protected segment able to be shown to the controller.  The current workaround is to allow TFMS to send TMI ID and protected segments to ERAM for flights that file conformant flight plans.  ERAM will apply the protected segment and TMI ID.  In order to ensure that the FRC is not added to the remarks, TFMS will send the same flight plan as the filed flight plan.  When ERAM detects that the new flight plan is the same as the original, it will not add “FRC” to the remarks and will not send an update to the FDIO.  Some work will have to be done in the flight matching logic in ERAM to ensure extra workload will not be added to the tower controllers.
Another issue is that ERAM cannot maintain the protected segment and TMI ID for a flight that leaves the CONUS and later re-enters (CAN routes, and over water routes from FL to NY).  As ERAM will not currently accept TFM Reroute Message for active flights, TFMS cannot resend this data.  While TFMS will still track the conformance of the flight, the en route controller will not know that the flight is a part of a reroute or the protected segment.  This issue will be fixed in a future release.
If the en route controller amends the route after a TFM Reroute Message is issued, the flight may no longer be conformant to the reroute.  If the route change is within the protected segment, Reroute Monitor will now show the flight as non-conformant.  If the flight is pre-departure, the TMC can choose to resend TFM Reroute Message, if desired.
For short range amendments, the tower controller will likely get the Reroute Message before the Airline Operation Center.  The industry representatives feel that the AOC should get this message as soon as possible.  This means that the TFM Reroute message should be sent to both ERAM and the Airline Operation Center at the same time.  This way the dispatcher can prepare the updates to the pilot.
XFS with SEVEN
The current thought is that the negotiated route in SEVEN will be the same as a required route.  This will allow the conformance checking by Reroute Monitor.  Any non-conformance will be handled as another assigned route.
Collaborative Planning 

The group has been tasked to look at the planning process and ways to improve it for the future.  The future may not get rid of the 2-hour telcon but change the scope.   Additionally, the scope of the planning look out will be extended beyond the current 6 hours and will make planning a continuous process.  

The new process may add procedures that supplement the 2 hour telcons to plan for 24 to 48 hours ahead.  Additionally, with strategic planning with both the FAA and Operators, cross-training will increase the effectiveness of the planning.  The training will be completed with the same tools that will be used during the operation to increase the communication accuracy during operation.  One improvement that the operators suggested for the planning process, is to better include NavCanada in the planning.  For example, negotiate the routes with NavCanada prior to the telcon.  
One issue with the current planning process deals with the overnight planning.  For example, one operator mentions an issue during a late shift but no one was at the Command Center to make a decision to solve this issue until the morning.  The planning process in the future must be continuous rather than starting over every morning.

Collaborative Planning Tool

One of items that the FET will have to look at is the collaborative planning tool.  The current tool, Centra, is due to be replaced (or contract renewed) in August.  Some of the functionality that the new tool could have is the IM functionality, similar to what the military uses during their events.  

One of the issues today with Centra is that it is behind the FAA firewall.  This causes many different issues with the operators trying to access the tool.  
In order to plan out the requirements needed for this new tool, the FET requests the following information from the operator:

· What system can your IT department support?
· What are the limitations of your system?

· What information do you need to share and see?

The FAA would like the tool to be on the TFMS workstation as all of the tools which will assist in planning will be on that workstation (e.g., IPM, and RRIA).  

The group feels that the tool should provide a history of past issues and actions so that anyone that misses a telcon can easily go back to catch up.  

Action Item:
Provide the following information to support the acquisition of software to replace Centra.


Assigned to:
Industry Representatives



Due:

July 21, 2009

UPT Testing

The FET does not know the exact scope of this testing and the goal but discussed what could be a direction for the testing.

The previous UPT test goal was to put a dollar figure to the benefits.  Unfortunately, the testing showed that UPT did not show a decisive benefit.  Pat Somersall feels that the new testing is supposed to provide a baseline of what the cost of a TMI is.  In order to do this, the test will measure the cost of the flight without any restrictions placed on it while allowing it to fly the optimized profile and route.  For example, some of the red-eye flights today file direct and provides a significant savings to the operator.

Mark Hopkins feels that this test should be the tie in of the current procedures with future capabilities such as TBFM, OPD and OPA, and wind based routes.  The testing would likely be done on a transcon flight using a SID with OPA to the top of climb.  The flight would also be trying to meet a required time of arrival at various metering points throughout the route to the top of descent.  At the top of descent, the flight will arrive via a STAR with an OPD.  This mimics what a flight may be required to do in the future with trajectory based operation (TBO).  
The group will also have to think through the number of systems that will have to be integrated in order to successfully run TBO (e.g., Airborne Reroute, SEVEN, XFS, and Probabilistic Forecasting).  The FET will attempt to write a white paper to scope the manual processes that can be used to emulate the future automation.  Additionally, the white paper will go to the CSG and define the scope and direction of the tasking.

Action Item:
Develop white paper for the CSG describing current direction for the UPT Testing.  



Assigned to:
Pat Somersall, Mark Hopkins, and Michelle Duquette



Due:

July 21, 2009

Action Item:
Discuss the scope and direction of the UPT Testing with the CSG.


Assigned to:
Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins



Due:

July 21, 2009

FET Membership Update
The FET leadership is currently working on bringing in representatives from the other FAA business organizations (En Route, Terminal, Tech Ops).  This should start answering some of the unknowns between the organizations.  Additionally, there have been discussions about bringing additional operator representation.  This would allow pilots or IT representatives with additional knowledge about the system as well as playing within the system.  The industry representatives feel that bringing in the training or pilot technology representatives would allow the information to be distributed more effectively than individual pilots or the chief pilot.  Another idea is to have smaller meetings with a focused subject in order to bring the individual SMEs to the meeting.  

DAY 3: June 4, 2009

Reroute Impact Assessment (RRIA) Demonstration

Mike Golibersuch (Volpe) demonstrated the prototype of RRIA tool.  RRIA is currently being developed for implementation in TFMS Release 4 (spring 2010).  Volpe is tasked with developing the front end interface, while CSC is tasked with developing the back end computational system.

From the beginning, RRIA is meant to be a tool used to improve the reroute process by providing just the right amount of information.  For example, there is less drill down capability than in the models currently used today to deliberately not slow down the process of iteratively finding a solution.

RRIA provides the functionalities to iteratively create and modify reroutes.  When a reroute is loaded, the user can draw a crossing segment at any point along route to determine the flight count broken down by time bins.  Additionally, to exclude a segment in a reroute (such as the playbook in Figure 9), the user double-clicks the segment.  This will then update the timelines to match the new reroute.
[image: image11.png]Display Maps Flights Alerts Weather

Double:
it from the rer





Figure 9: RRIA - Route Creation Screenshot
Once the user is satisfied with the first cut of the reroute, the modeling can be completed.  The modeling will provide sector and FEA loads.  Once in the modeling mode, the user can then add in the MITIA as well in order to provide the complete picture of the reroute.  Using MITIA in conjunction with RRIA, the user will be able to see the calculated delay total (additional flying time due to longer route + delay due to MIT) for the current data.  It must be noted however, that the modeling will only work on a snapshot of the system (not a dynamic picture).  The flight lists are only updated when the data is refreshed.  

Additionally, the modeling may differ from reality in several ways.  Reroutes are modeled so that all flights will be conformant to the required reroute even if the flight is filed on a non-conformant reroute.  MIT is modeled so that the flight will be holding at the location of the MIT rather than modeling the ground time.  Furthermore, the traffic manager will have to enter in the passback MIT manually.  
RRIA also has the ability to share the modeling results and parameters.  The shared model is a view-only version, but it can be modified if saved with a different name.  Unfortunately, CCSD will not have the ability to view the shared reroute at this point.  However, the data provided by this tool such as the delay breakdowns will assist operators with their decisions on whether to use reroute with less predictability and possibly less delay or AFP with more predictability and possibly more delay.

In the future, there may be a pathway between FSM and the TSD in order to import the data between EDCT-based programs and reroutes to better model the system.  As AFPs and GDPs are integrated with new procedures such CbTA, EDCT-based programs may change.  Therefore, impact modeling will have to be able to account for these changes to better integrate TMA and EDCT-based programs.

Future Meetings
July 21 10 AM to 2 PM: Telcon
August 25 – 27: ZOB (If travel funding allows)
September 21 – 25: PHX / General CDM Meeting

October 13 - 16: ORD
November 3 - 6: DFW

December 8 – 10: Northern Virginia
January 12 – 15, 2010: Location TBD

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

	Action Item
	Assigned to
	Due Date

	Coordinate with Joe Hof to conduct testing of NRS waypoints compatibility with international flight plan processing
	Dave Sullivan, Mike Chambers
	25-Aug-09

	Provide Playbook usage analysis to Mike Chambers and the HAAM group
	Michelle Duquette
	21-Jul-09

	Provide briefing of initial analysis of playbook usage and possible initial recommendation of RNAV Playbooks
	Michelle Duquette
	21-Jul-09

	Provide the draft AFP/ICR Metrics definition to FET
	Michelle Duquette
	21-Jul-09

	Discuss retrieval of planning telcon webpage archive data with Barry Davis 
	Michelle Duquette
	21-Jul-09

	Discuss previous (if any) analysis on route out credit with Mike Brennan
	Chris Ermatinger
	25-Aug-09

	Provide the Workload Model White Paper to the FET
	Mike Robinson
	21-Jul-09

	Draft a Throughput Modeling White Paper for the CSG's approval
	Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins
	21-Jul-09

	Provide the following information to support the acquisition of software to replace Centra:
1.  What systems can your IT support?
2.  What information do you need to participate?
3.  What are your system's limitations?
	FET's industry representatives
	21-Jul-09

	Clarify UPT Test tasking with the CSG
	Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins
	21-Jul-09

	Provide draft white paper of UPT Test to the CSG
	Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins
	21-Jul-09

	Recommend to the CSG to include ICAO Flight Plans in future TFMS Requirements
	Pat Somersall and Mark Hopkins
	25-Aug-09


 Meeting Attendance

	Last Name
	First Name
	Company

	Bailey
	Charlie
	MITRE

	Bayles
	Scott
	MITRE

	Berg
	Rich
	CSC

	Chambers
	Mike
	MITRE

	Christoff
	Jane
	FAA

	D'Augustine
	Laine
	MITRE

	Duquette
	Michelle
	MITRE

	Ermatinger
	Chris
	Metron Aviation

	Gallego
	John
	JetBlue Airlines

	Hokit
	Mary
	FAA

	Hopkins
	Mark
	Delta Airlines

	Howard
	Ken
	Volpe

	Johnson
	Dan
	Southwest Airlines

	Martin
	John
	UPS

	Mohleji
	Nandita
	MITRE

	Ocon
	Bob
	FAA (Remote)

	Olsen
	Ed
	Northwest Airlines

	Robinson
	Mark
	MIT LL (Remote)

	Smith
	Phil
	OSU/CSE

	Somersall
	Pat
	FAA

	Stellings
	Ernie
	NBAA

	Sullivan
	Dave
	FAA

	Wolford
	Don
	United Airlines
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