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Executive Summary
CDM’s new Flow Evaluation Sub-Team conducted a Meeting on 17 – 18 May 2005 to initiate team activity and begin work on its first task of defining an Airspace Delay Program.  
The meeting was held at Metron Aviation facilities in Herndon, VA.
The key focus for the meeting was to identify initial requirements and to discuss operational concepts for Airspace Delay Programs.  The Team reviewed a set of requirements questions provided by Metron and Volpe development leads and then reviewed possible use cases and flow diagrams to discuss potential procedure.  
The Attendee List from the Meeting is included as Appendix 1.  Action Items from the meeting are included throughout these notes and summarized in Appendix 2, section A.

These meeting notes will be reviewed and then posted on line at: 

http://cdm.metronaviation.com/Workgroups/route_eval.html  

Background

The Flow Evaluation Sub-Team has recently been established by the Collaborative Decision Making Steering Group.  The mission of the team is to review methods to increase system efficiency by reducing route coordination time and enhancing system planning through the creation of common situational awareness of potential route alternatives, procedures and coordination processes.   Any potential opportunities having to do with routes or issues generally within the en route domain will be developed by this sub-team.

Objective:  The current high priority tasking for this sub-team is to develop the concept of Airspace Delay Programs (ADP; commonly referred to as either Airspace FSM (AFSM), or Airspace GDP).
Introduction

After general introductions, Mark Libby took some time to discuss the new group’s makeup and discuss its assignments.   
Group Makeup:  The Work Group subsumes the duties of both the Integrated Route Team (IRT) and FCA/Reroutes Work Groups.  The membership for this team includes a good cross section of Customer representatives and FAA personnel.  Airlines, service providers, general aviation, FAA management, NATCA, Command Center, FAA field facilities and the system development people are all represented.  
Two primary objectives for the group will be:

1. Priority:  Development of concepts, requirements, procedures, and training for Airspace Ground Delay Programs (Airspace GDP).

2. Completion of two open Coded Departure Route (CDR) issues remaining from the former IRT.  

The latter will likely be worked by a sub-group as a side project while the full team focuses on objective #1 – Airspace GDP.  It was noted that the first priority item (Airspace GDP) has very high visibility because of its significant potential to improve operations and reduce delays during some highly congested events during severe weather season.

It was emphasized that due to the high-priority tasking of the team, meetings will run through the summer and consistent attendance by members will be important for team success.  

Airspace GDP Program Expectations:  To properly level expectations for the Airspace GDP Work, Mark Libby and the team discussed the following goals/expectations:

· The Airspace GDP product for Spring 2006 will not be the final/”cadillac” version.  However, it must be enough to be of operational value and to build upon as we learn after implementation.

· It is likely that the operational/procedural details will require more care and slower evaluation than the technology.

· DATE:  Expect deployment 1APR06.  Therefore need all training/procedures/etc. finalized by JAN06.
[8.2 schedules were distributed to the group the next day to help clarify and emphasize the time constraints we are working with for deployment.]

Team Rules:  The following team rules/procedures were briefly discussed.

· During discussions, input is generally welcome from all meeting participants. 

· If discussion becomes too disjointed or disorganized, the facilitator will request more formality with raised hands, etc.

· Facilitation will generally start with team lead, but may rotate as the group considers necessary or helpful.

· “Lively” debate is sometimes expected and encouraged to ensure we consider all aspects of operational issues.

· If consensus is necessary on some points, then a formal vote/consensus process may be introduced.  
Only the Core Team members will vote (not supporting advisory members).  Core Team Members (may be expanded slightly) include:
· Industry/Customer representatives:
James Buckner (Honeywell), Ed Olsen (NWA), Mark Hopkins (DAL), Charles Mead (AAL), George Ingram (USA), Tim Matuszewski (UAL), Jeff Miller (ATA)

· FAA:  Mark Libby (FAA-DCC, NOM), Doug Balok (FAA-DCC, NATCA), Jeff Richards (FAA-DCC, NATCA), Bob Kissling (FAA-ZOB, NATCA), Greg Hendricks (FAA-ZTL, NATCA), Curt Kaler (FAA-ZMP, STMC), Jeff Tichenor (FAA-D01, STMC)

· Meeting dates and agendas will be established as far in advance as possible to help with members’ scheduling/planning.

· Team members are expected to seek further input/ideas from others in the community they represent (e.g., back at their facilities or operations centers, other airlines, other industry sources, etc.).

· Meeting notes will be prepared within a week of the meeting, then reviewed by the team lead.  Notes will generally be posted within two weeks of the meeting.

A background package was distributed to all participants.  It included:
· Memo from Jim Ries, FAA CDM Lead, describing the Flow Evaluation Team and its objectives
· A Lessons Learned Report from the former FCA/Reroutes Work Group

· Meeting Notes from a 13 April 2005 meeting on Airspace GDP

· Briefing slides on Airspace GDP Progress and Issues, dated 10 May 2005

General Discussions

Introductory Briefing on Airspace GDP
Mike Brennan of Metron presented a briefing describing the Airspace GDP concept, particularly focusing on what it is and why it is being introduced.  
[This briefing will be posted on the Flow Evaluation Team’s CDM Web Site under “Other Documents.”]
· The major problem it intends to address is the known issue of multiple GDPs.  We have realized to some time that multiple airport-based GDPs often are inefficient for enroute congestion problems.  
· The particular example shared was the 14JUL04 severe weather event with 14 GDPs run that affected a broad spectrum of the NAS.  The ripple effect of the weather and these programs impacted many flights not directly affected by the weather.  
· The new Airspace GDP concept basically involves: 
· Creating an FCA with TSD to develop a flight list in ETMS 
· The Flight List and FCA are then passed to FSM

· A GDP is then crafted for flights in the FCA.
· Some questions and comments from the presentation included:
· The 14JUL04 slide may not really depict some of the positive benefits from the programs run; e.g., the ZDC or ZTL flows that were left open.
· Distance based Airspace GDPs will not be a part of Release 1 – too many complexities to consider for now.
· Exemptions will be allowed, but not by distance.
· The program will not necessarily be just CCFP/Weather based.  
It could be used for volume congestion issues as well.  
Use cases will be defined as we move through workflow discussions and Human-In-The-Loop (HITL) tests.  
· It was quickly noted by many participants that the major questions/issues for this program will likely not be technology, but the operational / procedural requirements.

· The initial FEA/FCA will allow the tool user to initially pick any set/subset of flights to monitor/control/restrict if the need arises.

· There was significant discussion of the use of adjacent FEAs at the edge of primary congestion area (maybe weather, maybe an FCA) to monitor likely new congestion areas.  

· Therefore, it is very possible that multiple FEAs/FCAs will be built for an event or possible developing event; for example, one for weather, and others for monitoring the impact of changing flows due to weather.
Each of these FEAs could be used to generate a Delay Program or could be maintained just to watch a situation to ensure its “ripple effect” does not adversely impact other traffic flows.  

Introductory Briefing on Airspace GDP – Progress/Status to Date

Kevin Rosengren of Metron then updated the team on the current status of the Airspace GDP Program.  

· Several meetings and telcons have been held
· Preliminary interface documents have been prepared by Metron and Volpe already for FADT, ADL and a new FCA Broadcast message.
· A proposed Airspace-GDP process was presented and generated significant discussion:
1. Create FEA/FCA in TSD and tag as GDP “eligible” if appropriate
2. ETMS broadcasts “eligible” FEA/FCA to FSM
3. ETMS generates an Aggregate Demand List (ADL) for the “eligible” FEA/FCAs

· There is an open procedural question about how to filter the FEA/FCA.  FSM will only know the “filtered version” of the FEA/FCA, not necessarily ‘all’ the FEA/FCA flights.  
Any “filtered flights” would automatically be “excluded” from a subsequent GDP run on that FEA/FCA.  

4. FSM Server registers for Airports/FCAs/FEAs based upon broadcasts
· Performance questions were raised at this point.  Volpe noted that the new 8.0 Hub side improvements will help with performance questions 

5. FSM monitors/displays Airspace Demand similar to the FSM displays available today for airport programs

6. FSM models the Airspace GDP

· DAS and Tier-based programs only in Rel 1

· The need and possibility of GAAP-like programs was discussed.  

· GAAP-like GDPs may be more appropriate if many flights will be pop-ups in an FCA-based program (e.g., for all the flights that route around a primary constraint and become candidates for delay program in adjacent airspace FCAs.)

· Volpe is still looking into this requirement possibility

· How to set capacity (like Airport Arrival Rates) is a large open question.  
· Ground Stops or a “zero rate GDP” were also discussed as possible procedural questions.

· Would modeling delays be done with percentage reductions or number reductions or both?

7. FSM issues an Airspace GDP with FADT, slot list, etc. for the ADL generated from the FEA/FCA.  
· There are still questions about how Coversheets, ADVZYs, etc. associated with the GDP should be modified.

8. ETMS processes the Airspace GDP

· Substitutions is still a big operational and technical requirement to be determined

9. Pop-Ups and Drop-Outs are tracked in the ADL

· Discussed and agreed with delay program hierarchy proposals; that is, 
Airport GDPs have precedence over Airspace GDPs, and Airspace GDPs are prioritized by time of creation if there is more than one.  

· Delay assignments are still an open issue for pop-ups; assume maybe they receive average delays.  Some Customers want to study this further; they see a possibility that there may be double penalties if they reroute to avoid one constraint and that puts them into a new FCA-based delay program.

10. Purge the Airspace GDP
11. Other Applications monitor the Delay Program – OIS, NTML, Web Coversheet, Real Time FSA.
·  Other Process questions/comments raised:
· It is important to understand the difference between being excluded from an airspace delay program by FCA filtering (FSM doesn’t even know flights filtered out by the FCA), and regular GDP exemptions that will work the same as the do today for Airport GDPs.

· Performance was raised as a question since there may be even more building of FEAs/FCAs.  As of 8.0, bandwidth will be more likely be a question than hardware or software constraints. 

· Moving FCAs will NOT be candidates for delay programs in 8.0

· In general, Ken Howard advised that there are lots of questions ideas and possible functions being considered for the Airspace GDP program.  We need to define a minimum set for Release 1.  We don’t want to limit ideas or thinking, but we have to assume a “phased” delivery plan for 8.2 and 8.3 to ensure we have something out for 8.2.

· Flight Plan handling issues affect the Pop-Up question.  If flight plans are not forwarded to ETMS until 90-minutes prior to departure, many flights may not have a chance to avoid delay programs.  

· Early Intent (EI) will be critical to the success of this program and many Customers either cannot or do not file EI.

· The Team will need to work the questions surrounding multiple GDPs – hierarchy, pop-ups, etc.

· There was significant discussion about GAAP-like delay programs to handle pop-ups and traffic moving from one program to another, especially when there are FEAs created adjacent to a primary constraint, and many flights would be seen as pop-ups in those FEAs when they deviated or routed around the primary constraint.  

· You know the flows will go there (Area adjacent to weather, for example), you just don’t know exactly how many or when.  
· Technically, developers are not yet sure this is possible or how much work it would take.

· Compression will be performed with the standard entry the Traffic Management Specialist makes today for Airport programs.  

· Some form of Substitution may need to be considered for 8.0

· Flights leaving the FCA/ADL of one GDP to enter another

Introductory DEMO of Airspace GDP

Chris Ermatinger of Metron walked the Team through an initial demo of how the Airspace GDP might work.  Some of the discussion points and questions raised included the following:
· The issue of AAR/rate setting for an airspace element vs. and airport 

· Again mentioned the difference between being excluded by FCA filtering vs. being exempted from within FSM
· Displays for the airspace version of a delay program would be very similar to that for an airport program
· The main difference is that many different destinations are shown

· How will revisions be handled?  

· Unlike today where changes in one airport program do not affect others, revisions in an environment with airspace delay programs could impact other programs.   
· This brought up the question of a “hierarchy” again; that is, airport GDPs have precedence over Airspace, and the first airspace GDP created has priority over others created subsequently.

· Any connection with STMPs (e.g., modeling/flowing traffic for STMPs) will not be included at this time.  E-STMP not yet integrated with other systems.

· ETMS descent profiles are considered in FCA/FEA lists, so they do capture most boundary crossing requirements between Centers, etc.

· Filtering by individual Airline will be done as it is for today’s FSM ADLs
· What about changing demands/multiple pop-ups to FEA/FCA built adjacent to weather if it moves?

· FEAs built next to weather areas allow traffic flow personnel to monitor changes in volume when traffic moves to avoid weather (see diagram below).  There will usually be no traffic issues in those sectors until flights start deviating or rerouting and then congestion builds.  This can ripple even further out when traffic is subsequently moved from the most adjacent areas to sectors further from the primary congestion point.

· Especially if the weather begins to move, most/all flights will be pop-ups

· Capacity issues will continue to change as the weather moves, and programs will need to be revised or added as necessary.

· This could be a vicious and continuous cycle (as it is today).

A short discussion on possible Use Cases ensued:
· Exempt flights that have rerouted themselves
· FCA for all DC-Metro or NY Metro traffic to flow arrivals
· Enroute Metering/Spacing:  Use instead of MIT and passbacks
· A GAAP-like program to manage unknown but expected demand increases

· Development is waiting for this Sub-team to define this as a requirement (most likely for 8.3)
8.2 Requirements Issues

The Flow Evaluation Team then reviewed the list of Requirements Issues from the development team representatives.  The Team generally agreed with the recommendations from the development community.  A few questions/comments were raised from this review session as follows:
· Different prioritization schemes could be looked at during workflow reviews and HITLs.
· NAME:  Agreed that “Airspace Delay Program” (ADP) would be a more descriptive name.
· Procedures need to be worked out for tagging FEA/FCA as “eligible,” then allowing/coordinating with modeling process, sharing with Customers, etc.  How drawn, how filtered, who at ATCSCC, etc.?
· Lots of discussion and questions around Changing and Baselining programs.
· Use of historical data vs. filed routes

· The pop-up question

· Moving FCAs

· A desired Enhancement:  If the FCA is changed, then the ADP is re-run.  

· We should assume that Wx changes/movements will occur and may require re-runs; e.g., airways open or close as the Wx moves.

· This again surfaced the idea that GAAP may be the right idea.

· Communications questions:  How do we get information to facilities or Customers that have not needed GDP info previously.  

· There will now be more impact to smaller airports and GA than before. 

· On the other hand, they mainly just need to know EDCTs, not all about FEAs/FCAs, etc.
· Use of a Web Page to post EDCTs was encouraged by Jo Damato.  This is now being done for GAAPs and should be carried forward for any EDCT.

· Send a “purged list” for cancelled or expired programs?

· The 0800 or 0900 ‘signal time’ to designate a flight free to depart because it is out of the ADP will be studied further and considered in coming months.

· ACTION:  Investigate status of NCP to remove EDCT times in the Host.
 
~ M. Krause
· New ADVZY types and training will be necessary to handle some of the coordination/change management issues for CTs, ADP cancellations, flights free to be released, flights out of one ADP or GDP and into another, purges, etc.

· At the conclusion of the Requirements Issues Review, development leads were asked if they had the information they needed to proceed with  initial requirements documents.
· Both Metron and Volpe indicated they were comfortable there were no known show stoppers to moving forward at this time

· They may adjust requirements slightly as operational needs are further defined in coming months. 

CDR Issues/Activities/Plans

Dr. Phil Smith then reviewed Coded Departure Route (CDR) activities and plans.  Two main activities remain in this area:

1. Monitor CDR use for issues and ideas during the coming severe weather season.

2. Explore the possibility of more dynamic use of  CDRs.
· SVRWX will be working with ZNY on this over the summer (new ADVZY, etc.)

· This will be discussed in Ops Plans as necessary

These CDR items will be monitored and worked asynchronously as background task for the Sub-team.  
Initial Procedures Questions/Issues:  Round Table Review/Discussion – 5/17/05

Following the review of 8.2 Requirements Issues, the Flow Evaluation Team engaged in a general round-table discussion of potential procedural questions and issues regarding Airspace Delay Programs (ADPs).  Some of the major points included the following:  

Scenario:

· Curt Kaler presented a scenario to stimulate questions and discussion.  

· Assume much or all of ZID is blocked by weather or traffic or an outage.

· An FCA is drawn across the Center to capture a list of flights that are affected.

· Likely, a number of secondary FEAs are drawn to monitor traffic that will be deviating/rerouting into adjacent sectors.  (See diagram below.)


Comments/Questions/etc.:

· Monitoring FEAs adjacent to primary constraint.

· In such a severe case, probably multiple FEAs would be drawn by local TMUs.  Any of these could be candidate for TMIs --  reroutes or ADP or other.

· Monitoring FEAs are used to evaluate the possible ‘domino effect’ on adjacent sectors and then possibly even sectors further from the primary constraint area.

· Would all (or at least many) flights be “pop-ups” if they were initially unknown in these adjacent areas; that is, they only rerouted here to avoid a primary constraint?

· TMUs would likely want to control the Routes affected.  
Traffic off of standard/expected routes increase complexity quickly.
Standard routes/playbooks/etc. help Traffic Flow Management (TFM) personnel understand and plan for likely impacts, and make possible “rate” definition (like AAR) easier.

· FEAs used on Playbook routes has been suggested as an enroute spacing device in the past.  Might help meter traffic on those routes during SWAP to allow local traffic flows to be integrated or to allow busiest metro flows to continue to move.
· Compliance:  major issue

· Compliance rate for GDPs is probably less than 70%

· How can this be factored into an attempt to run an airspace delay program?

· And if using EDCTs and MIT also, compliance and flow planning would be even more difficult

· Altitudes:  

· Filtering for altitudes is a possible technique for handling long-range flights topping an FCA

· But traffic changing altitudes could impact rates, compliance, pop-up handling, etc.
· What is the likely “Trigger” for an ADP?

· Probably subjective judgment/experience

· Maybe numbers/thresholds/criteria … 

· Rate setting/AARs
· This is a major issue for ADPs.  We have not done this for airspace before.

· How does it get done?  Who sets the rate and based on what? 

· What is the “baseline” against which to measure or set a rate?

· Can MAP values be used?  How?  Easier for sector-based FEAs.

· If not something tangible like MAP values, how much flexibility or subjective rate setting should be allowed.  
What other trigger values might be appropriate?

· “Complexity” as well as numbers; e.g., crossing traffic or deviation into departure paths.

· Experience and judgment again are factors that we may not want to eliminate?

· FEA Flight List or Timeline reviews?

· Ideas for taking first small steps

· Discussed limiting deployment/operational risks.  Need to explore safe, initial deployment ideas further for HITL scenarios and to define most likely to succeed candidates for Rel 1 (8.2)

· Maybe run on some normal arrival route where you know there are common restrictions/MIT.  Then compare results.

· Pre-validate some FCAs and AARs with known flows

· Maybe start with a mid-country airspace scenario

· Retry with the enroute spacing/playbook scenario tried manually last summer.

· Slow down some flows to accommodate other known serious problems

· Excellent example was given that a Center might be more willing to use a Playbook route like the VUZ if they knew other crossing traffic was going to be metered (e.g., crossing north-south traffic from FL to or from ORD or DTW).  Air Traffic Control would then know the crossing complexities can be mitigated.

· Fix-based metering:  Try use as fix balancing/fix loading mechanism for airport arrival fixes. 

· Try a test procedure with a known scenario where FEAs are already used frequently (Snowbird? Chokepoint? Other?)  Use an AAR and ADP to compare to MIT initiatives

· Is it even possible to use an ADP with a Reroute?

· Maybe not enough capability to handle the reroute planning and logistics in a short time period.  (The team previously discussed the issue of some flight plans not being available until 90 minutes before departure.)

· If less than 45 minutes from departure?  Already taxiing or on the runway?  Airborne?

· TFM Benefits? 

· ADPs may allow more management options for TFM personnel.

· Just another tool for TFM; may avoid MIT or over-use of other/multiple GDP techniques?

· Guiding question would then be: where does this new technique help TFM do a better job for the NAS and its Customers.

· Gateway to the future?  (Expect “Futures” Sub-team brief on 18MAY05)

· Other critical items to investigate/consider:
· Early Intent:  Becomes even more critical with ADPs
· Double Penalties:  Get a reroute even if already affected by another program or already have an EDCT from an ADP?
· GAAP possible?  Better?  That is, eliminates the question of all flights being “pop-ups” in an adjacent sector FEA?
· Pop-ups, drop-outs, …
· Notification of Customers:  ADVZY formats, Web, … 
· ETE calculations?
· Extensions/revisions
· Exclusions vs. Exemptions
· 0900 “code” for purging an ADP or exempting a flight that will reroute out of the FCA
· Is CCFP an Issue?
· ADPs more likely for Weather constraints or for other uses?
Agenda for Day 2
Agenda for Day 2 of the Meeting was set as follows:

· 0800:  Vision setting/Review of Future Concepts Sub-Team activity and how it connects with this Sub-team’s ADP Task
· 0900:  Schedules/Plans for the Flow Evaluation team

· 0930 – 1600:  Explore and review possible ADP operational concepts/questions
· Concept of Operations/Workflow/ Procedures

· Pop-ups, GAAP, Early Intent, Drop Outs, etc
Review of Future Concepts Sub-team Integrated Collaborative Rerouting Concept

Mark Klopfenstein of Metron presented a review of the Future Concepts Sub-Team operations and focused on the Integrated Collaborative Rerouting Concept  (ICR) to explore with the Flow Evaluation Team how the ADP concept fits with a longer range vision.   Some of the discussion and questions generated from the presentation included the following:

· Modeling capabilities for evaluating Customer reroute preferences along with other traffic is essential for future concepts involving more Customer choice.
· The need to add some structure to Customer preferences is likely.  Some doubt is expressed about leaving too much randomness in the system if some structure is not applied.
· Noted that a reduction in volume in a constrained area due to customer choices could lead to an ADP to meter the rest of flights that do not submit a preference.  

· Analysis suggests that hybrid programs of reroutes, choices, delays, etc. could reduce delay even further if Customer-selected reroutes are allowed first and then an ADP is implemented.
· Strong support for pre-planning was voiced by the attendees.

· Smarter ADVZYs at the introduction of a proposed plan could improve Customer choices (e.g., model GDP or ADP prior to the ADVZY)

· Again discussed the “ripple”/domino effect of moving traffic out of a constrained area into adjacent sectors/areas.  Modeling of these other areas could be very valuable for predictability and planning.

· Again, Modeling Tool capabilities could be very important for traffic flow management personnel.

Mike Womsganns of Metron also spoke briefly to the team and emphasized the importance of ADP as a significant stepping stone to the future of the NAS.  He had just returned from briefing a NAS Customer conference on this very subject.  He added that there is a lot of visibility and pressure on this project, but cautioned that we probably need to proceed carefully and slowly to do it right, learning as we go.

Mitre CAASD Research Potential Synergies

Jim Strouth and Joe Bertapelle of Mitre CAASD briefly discussed some of the Mitre tools and research that might be relevant to what we are looking at with ADP.  For example, the PACER simulation tool considers multiple programs such as ground delays plus reroutes.  It tries to address capacity questions and auto-generates potential solutions for the tool user.  
They emphasized that this work group may learn from the past Mitre efforts and Mitre would be interested to also learn from this team as it moves forward to address the operational questions involved.  

Joe also mentioned probabilistic models that predict what might happen could be a natural link to this team’s discussion of pre-planning customer preferred rerouting and possible ADPs.

We may look at demos of these concepts from Mitre during a July meeting.

Some in the Flow Evaluation group saw the possibility of some confusion by adding some of these tools to the picture too quickly, but there is recognition of the value of knowledge sharing between Mitre and this team.

Topic Brainstorm

The Team then brainstormed possible topics to explore for the rest of this day and in future meetings.  These potential topics and comments are captured here because the brainstorming produced a good list of questions that need to be answered by the Team in coming months.

· GAAP vs. DAS – with the questions of pop-ups, drop-outs, etc.
· Use cases/scenarios of possible applications
· Reroutes, Weather/CCFP, other
· Questions of triggers, procedures, data input/quality, …
· Explore with walkthroughs, storyboards, workflow diagrams, etc.
· Early Intent and Flight Plan issues

· Rate setting
· Compliance issues
· ETE
· Who, what, how, etc.
· Revisions/changes to programs
· Prioritization rules review
· Balance reroutes with ADPs
· Expectation setting/education
· Needs to be set and explained with workforce – what and why, not just how
· Needs also to be set with senior management; that is, temper high expectations with reality, caution re. operational complexities, slow/phased implementation to gain feedback, etc.
Flow Evaluation Team Schedules/Plans
The Flow Evaluation Team first reviewed the principal 8.2 target dates:

· Assume 8.2 implementation date of 1 April 2006

· Therefore, assume all Procedures and Plans must be defined by mid-January, 2006.

The Team then proposed the following meeting dates and work plans:

	Meeting Dates
	Location
	Purpose 

	14-15 JUN 2005
	Metron/Herndon, VA
	Initial draft of Low level Procedures from sub-groups (see Sub-Group definitions and responsibilities --        )
Review Draft Requirements Document from Volpe/Metron

	12 – 13 JUL 2005
	Mitre/Falls Church, VA
	Review and sign off on Draft Requirements Document for 8.2 that all can agree with.
Review workflow/procedure concepts.
Finalize scenarios for first HITL

	16 – 17 AUG 2005
	Metron/Herndon, VA
	Preliminary HITL.
Workflow / Use Case Walk-through
Outline for Ops Concept

	12 – 13 SEP 2005
	Metron/Herndon, VA
	HITL and Procedures Review

	14 – 15 SEP 2005
	Fair Lakes, VA
	CDM Meeting.
Present initial concepts and gather feedback from CDM participants.

	4 – 6 OCT 2005
	Metron/Herndon, VA
	HITL/Procedures Review using any new input from CDM meeting
Review Ops Concept Draft

	15 – 17 NOV 2005
	NBAA/ New Orleans, LA
	Review HITL results, Ops Concept, Procedures
Establish 8.3 requirements/enhancements

Brief to GA customers in conjunction with NBAA Convention 

	13 – 14 DEC 2005
	Volpe/Boston, MA
	Preview any available preliminary systems
Finalize any Training/Procedures needs

	10 – 12 JAN 2005
	Metron/Herndon, VA
	Final Review of all documents/training plans

	25 – 26 JAN 2005
	NBAA/San Antonio, TX
	Sub-team to brief NBAA dispatchers on ADP and other TFM procedures


NOTES:
· This schedule is presented for planning purposes only; it must be reviewed/approved by CDM Leads.

· Metron and Volpe both feel they can draft a pretty good Requirements Document (RD) at this time.  They will target a draft prior to 14JUN05 meeting.

· Fine tuning of 8.2 RDs after JUL05 may be possible
· Mike Brennan will prepare an initial Ops Concept document prior to 14JUN05 meeting.  This document will be expressed mostly in technical terms and will need to be finalized with “user processes” by the Flow Evaluation team.
· ACTION:  Upon approval, post the meeting schedule on CDM Team’s Web Site.
 
~  M. Krause

Flow Evaluation Sub-teams and Responsibilities

The Flow Evaluation Team agreed on the need for the following Sub-teams and briefly defined their roles/responsibilities.  These sub-team will be expected to meet outside the normal full team meetings to produce recommendations for the full team’s review/approval.   

· Leads (underlined below) will be responsible to set meetings, advise Mark if OT is needed (FAA), produce recommendations/requirements/etc. for the full team’s consideration.

	Sub-team
	Lead and Sub-Team Members
	Responsibilities

	CDR Sub-Team
	Phil Smith
Curt Kaler

James Buckner

Ric Humphreys

Gretchen Wilmouth

Rick Dalton (TBD)

	Address the two open CDR questions:
1. Track results/use ideas during Summer05

2. Explore more dynamic applications of  CDRs



	QA/Analysis Sub-Team
	Cindy Gerber-Chavez
Jim Strouth

Ed Olsen or Mark Hopkins

Metron

Volpe as needed

	QA Statistics to be used for ADP
Cost/benefit analysis of ADP



	Internal ATCSCC Procedures  Sub-Team
	John Rupp

Ric Humphreys
Jim Strouth

Doug Balok

ATCSCC Area Rep

Metron

	Review all procedures/requirements for ADP from an ATCSCC perspective, including:

who, what , where, ATCSCC procedures, planning/strategic use of ADPs, OIS, NTML, Web Cover Sheets, ADVZY formatting, Web EDCTs, etc.



	Customers/Stakeholders Procedures Sub-Team
	Ed Olsen
Mark Hopkins
Tim Matuszewski

Charlie Mead

George Ingram

Gary Dockan (TBD)

Ken Howard

Metron

Jo Damato

	Review all procedures/requirements for ADP from an Stakeholder perspective, including:

ARINC needs, communications needs, automation requirements, training, etc.



	Training Sub-Team
	Carol Catron
Metron

Tim Matuszewski

Jeff Richards

Gary Dockan (TBD)

	Provide recommendations, requirements and concepts for the optimum training program to roll out ADP; for both FAA and NAS Customers.
Review and comment on plans when developed.


Use Case/Scenario Walk Through
The Team decided to conduct walk-throughs of several possible scenarios to raise potential operational questions for review/discussion.

Scenario #1:

· A thunderstorm area exists in mid country – through much of ZKC
· Some throughput is still possible – reduced throughput, not totally closed

Actions:
· An FEA is created to monitor the affected area

· A List is pulled and an ADVZY with an action status of PLN or RMD is sent out to warn customers that action be necessary if voluntary throughput is not reduced.
REMARKS probably something like:
 
REFER TO THE DYNAMIC LIST FOR IMPACTED FLIGHTS.
 
POSSIBILITY EXISTS THAT A REQUIRED REROUTE OR DELAY PROGRAM 
 
WILL BE ISSUED IF VOLUME IS NOT REDUCED THRU CONSTRAINED AREA.
· Monitoring of the situation indicates some problems still exist after the ADVZY is issued.  Perhaps the FEA Timeline shows some congestion problems remain likely.
· An ADP might be then considered in this case to purely reduce/meter traffic through the Thunderstorm area.  It would ensure safety and deviation room without closing the area completely.

Discussion/questions:

· When does the FCA and List for the ADP go out; that is, when do you baseline?

· If the program is planned several hours in advance, P times will not be available.  The program would only be planned with less quality data like S or N times.  Again, this points to the need/importance of EI data.

· Early Intent is critical.  Could an EI incentive be the higher likelihood of getting your choice?

· What info could be made available to Customers to improve their ability to plan and make good choices (e.g., do I delay, or reroute around, or wait on the ground, or …?)?
· Would a cover sheet with average delays expected be helpful?

· This requires modeling the ADP prior to the actual issuance.

· A GAAP-like program would be modeled on actual FPs vs. Historical or other data.

· Is there a way to credit for filing around the weather rather than waiting for the program?  (This issue exists today as well.)

· Altitude-based programs might be possible; e.g., managed with stacked ADPs (one for High altitude, one for Ultra High where AAR/rate could be higher).

· How valid/necessary are slot substitutions in ADP?

· Maybe only earn slots for flights removed/filed to miss the area?

· Swap slots within FCAs also?

· Would some Customers be likely to avoid the intent of the ADP by filing several flight plans directly through the area to grab multiple slots?
· ETE:  How ensure times to the FCA entry point are good?

Three general classes of issues seemed to come out of the Scenario #1 exercise:

1. The quality of data used for the program; i.e., historical data vs. flight plans

2. The need for Early Intent

3. The impact of multiple FEAs or multiple programs

Scenario #2:

· Re-consider the 7JUL04 SWAP situation that so negatively impacted the system
· Various thunderstorms in the east/northeast 

· Led to multiple GDPs being implemented (14?) to work the flow issues

· No other options like reroutes were viable, not even CAN routes

· The Team looked at a Wx picture from that day

Actions:

· The Team considered where they would place monitoring FEAs for possible initiatives

· Multiple monitoring FEAs would be likely and useful

· For the small area north that was clear of the Wx in ZOB

· Some NY Metro traffic likely to deviate through this area and then proceed southbound through ZBW to EWR, etc.

· Others along the ZID – ZDC boundary, the ZTL – ZDC boundary, the ZDC – ZJX boundary and maybe others

· Filtering for arrivals or departures at key airports, satellites, etc. would be quite important


Discussion/questions/issues:

· What about auto-compression when able?

· Possible, but probably want traffic management personnel involved for judgments, etc.  

· Multiple revisions are likely necessary as conditions change

· Benefit might be just to know up front what the expected delays would be (modeling results).

· A Power Run to indicate what rate generated what statistic (Delay minutes)?
· Allows TFM review prior to programs to avoid more excessive solutions?

· Sharing expectations with Customers to assist everyone’s planning?

· The positive potential of the ADP as another toolkit component was acknowledged by FAA team members.

· One new tactic might be to use an ADP to reduce an enroute flow rate for a defined time to allow departures from a specific problem area (e.g., allow DTW area departures to clear out to avoid excessive delays that might stretch into hours).

· Use of Ground Stops in conjunction with ADPs?  Or ADP as a transition tool out of GS?

· Reroutes would be likely during these conditions, and that again surfaced the question of handling reroutes/deviations as pop-ups

· Would historical data be useful here since you know where some of the likely reroutes would be?  Example:  Most ZAU eastbound traffic is going to file through the small hole north of the weather but south of Canada.

· Might have accounted for some of the other likely deviating flights with an ADP with the rate kept artificially low expecting additional traffic (A GAAP-like solution?)?

· The moving weather areas would again be a big factor in this scenario.  How would you keep up?  

· Recreating FCAs again and again to issue new ADPs could be a problem?

· If using some standard reroutes (e.g., VUZ for traffic from SW in this case), how many flights would be pop-ups?

· Many/ all?

· Pop-ups assigned average delay?  Is this OK?

· May be complex to handle?


· Conceptual Process for this event might look like this:

Draw        (   Set AAR
(  Monitor tfc  
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(  Restrict 
Main 

Low (< 10?) 
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    necessary 
  








    
Scenario #3:  

· DFW to EWR Traffic situation

· Flights originally file J29 through ZOB to EWR

· Playbook put in place (VUZ)

· Extensive delay if not on the Playbook Route

Discussion:

· If don’t file the reroute, all will be tagged as ‘pop-ups’

· Can modeling be done with historical data?

· Assign the “average” delay?

· Late discovery of the delay amount could be a big negative impact to the departure airports

Scenario #4:  

· Snowbird 6 Program

· An FEA is generally built in the winter season on the West Coast of FL to ensure southbound traffic is routed over TAY and down J75 (west coast).  This allows departure traffic from the busy southeast airports of FL to flow more easily.
(NOTE:  This is a case where the FEA is built to ensure traffic is contained within an airspace rather than to make sure traffic avoids an airspace.)

· With an ADP scenario, FCAs might be built on the west side for traffic arriving FL and on the east side of FL to filter arrival traffic out of that area (see figure below).



Discussion/Issues/etc.

· Start by just monitoring traffic on FCA-East to get a list/timeline for volume of moved traffic.
· Tag FCA-West as “ADP eligible” 

· Traffic management personnel can still wait and monitor the situation

· Then apply the program when/if it looks like traffic will back up and become congested.  

· Traffic on the West side then gets metered as necessary to avoid congestion or MITs.

· This use may also help us decide if/when a GAAP GDP is necessary for the south FL airports.

Conclusion:

In general, these scenario discussions pointed to the importance and need for HITLs to help the team answer the many operational unknowns surrounding this program.
Flow Diagrams

With the help of James Buckner, the Team then depicted the ADP-user workflow (as opposed to the technology steps) with a Flow Diagram on the board.  
Assumption:  The group started with the assumption that they were working toward a definite ADP.  This took the many monitoring/decision/alternative questions off the table even though all knew those steps would be part of the normal work process for traffic flow personnel and dispatchers.  

The Flow Diagram was drawn at a high level first, and then each major step was broken down further into second level functions.  Each of these second level steps could be broken down further or could be used to define issues/training/requirements/ within each step.  A numbering system is used for the diagrams to help delineate high-level vs. second level steps.  
These Flow Diagrams will need to be reviewed and refined as the group goes deeper into the ADP concept and learns from additional walk-throughs and HITLs.
High Level Functional Flow Diagram of ADP Procedure:


[image: image2]
Each of these high level functions can then be broken down further.  The Team took a first pass at this with the results in the expanded Flow Diagram below.
Second-Level Functional Flow Diagram of ADP Procedure:

[image: image3]


[image: image4]
Flow Diagram NOTES:  

· Steps 1 – 3 may be repeated as necessary and decisions regarding other initiatives may be taken (e.g., MIT, GDP, reroutes, etc.).

· Steps 1 – 3 may also be skipped if time does not allow or other actions already taken have not resolved a potential constraint.  

· For Steps 1 – 3, see Attachment 3 – High Level FEA/FCA Flow Diagram – as an example of FEA/FCA use in similar situations.  

· The Flow Diagram can subsequently be used for reviewing inputs and outputs for each step, for identifying potential issues/problems at each step, for identifying branches/alternatives at each step, for identifying training needs, and so forth.


Flight Plan/FCA Issue:

Before closing, the Ken Howard and the Team discussed a potential issue regarding creating flight plans in ETMS.  Currently, there are three ways to create a flight plan in ETMS:

1. OAG/Historical routes

2. Early Intent

3. A formal flight plan filing through the Host

However, some flights (e.g., FDX) use only a CDM message.  In this case, there is no OAG record and no Host flight plan (until filed, which could be just prior to departure) for these flights.  

ISSUE:  These flights will not be identified in FCAs.

ACTION:  Review the Issue regarding flights with CDM messages only.  This may have to be included as an element of this program.   ~  Volpe

(NOTE:  The Program Office has been advised.)


[image: image5]

Appendix 1: Flow Evaluation Team – Attendee List: 17-18MAY 2005
	NAME
	ORG
	EMAIL
	PHONE

	Balok, Doug


	FAA-DCC,

NATCA
	douglas.balok@faa.gov
	703-904-4524

	Bertapelle, Joe
	CAASD
	bertapelle@mitre.org
	703-983-2690

	Brennan, Michael
	Metron Aviation
	brennan@metronaviation.com
	703-338-7507

	Buckner, James
	Honeywell,

Industry POC
	james.buckner@honeywell.com 
	410-964-7367 

	Clover, Sandy
	Metron Aviation
	clover@metronaviation.com
	703-395-4028

	Damato, Jo
	NBAA
	jdamato@nbaa.org
	703-925-3178

	Ermatinger, Chris
	Metron Aviation
	ermatinger@metronaviation.com 
	703-234-0734

	Gerber-Chavez, Cindy
	FAA-DCC, QA
	cindy.gerber-chavez@faa.gov
	703-326-3845

	Harten, Pat
	Metron Aviation
	harten@metronaviation.com
	703-234-0753

	Hendricks, Greg
	FAA-ZTL,

NATCA
	ghendricks@natca.net 
	770-210-7698

770-313-6225 (m)

	Howard, Ken
	Volpe/Arcon
	ken.howard@volpe.dot.gov
	617-494-2697

	Humphreys, Ric
	FAA-DCC, Procedures
	richard.a.humphreys@faa.gov 
	703-904-4417

	Ingram, George
	USAirways
	gingram@usairways.com
	703-872-6584

	Kaler, Curt
	FAA-ZMP,

STMC
	curt.kaler@faa.gov 
	651-463-5517

	Kissling, Bob
	FAA-ZOB,

NATCA
	bkissling@comcast.net
	440-774-0428

440-320-3078 (m)

	Krause, Mike
	NG/CTA,

 TAC2 Support
	mike.krause@auatac.com
	703-345-6943 (o)

703-725-6450 (m)

	Lehky, Miro
	Metron Aviation
	lehky@metronaviation.com
	703-234-0737

	Libby, Mark
	FAA-DCC,

FAA Team Lead
	mark.libby@faa.gov 
	703-925-3149

	Mead, Charles
	AAL
	charliees.mead@aa.com 
	817-967-7669
817-296-7386 (m)

	Miller, Jeff
	ATA, Airline Ops
	jmiller@airlines.org
	703-904-4534

	Olsen, Ed
	NWA,

AL POC
	edward.olsen@nwa.com 
	612-727-0294

651-338-4120 (m)

	Pederson, Paul
	TAC-2/NGIT
	paul.pederson@ngc.com
	703-345-7276

	Richards, Jeff
	FAA-DCC,

NATCA
	jeffrey.richards@faa.gov
jeffrey.richars@natca.net 
	703-904-4520

	Rosengren, Kevin
	Metron Aviation
	rosengren@metronaviation.com 
	703-234-0790

	Rupp, John
	FAA-DCC, Procedures
	john.rupp@faa.gov 
	703-925-3121

	Smith, Phil
	Ohio State Univ.
	smith.131@osu.edu  
	604-292-4120

	Strouth, James
	Mitre
	jstrouth@mitre.org
	703-983-6845

	Sud, Ved
	FAA/ATO-R Research
	ved.sud@faa.gov 
	202-385-8474

	Tichenor, Jeff
	FAA-D01,

STMC
	jeff.tichenor@faa.gov 
	303-342-1586


Appendix 2: Flow Evaluation Team – Action Items
	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	0517-1
	Investigate status of NCP to remove EDCT times in the Host.
	M. Krause
	JUN05
	OPEN
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	0518-1
	Upon approval, post meeting schedule on CDM Website
	M. Krause
	JUN05
	OPEN
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	0518-2
	Investigate effort/impact of handling CDM Msg flts in FCAs
	Volpe
	JUN05
	OPEN
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 3: High Level Flow Diagram for FEAs/FCAs
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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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Simplified Functional Flow Diagram of FCA/FEA Process from TMU perspective
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