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Executive Summary

CDM’s Flow Evaluation Sub-Team conducted a Meeting on 14 - 15 June 2005 to initiate continue work on its first task of defining an Airspace Flow Program.  The meeting was held at Metron Aviation facilities in Herndon, VA.
The key focus for the meeting was to review initial requirements questions and to continue discussion of procedural concepts and issues for Airspace Flow Programs.  The Team reviewed potential workflow procedures and issues, slot allocation questions, scenarios, and requirements questions.
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 A.

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

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

DAY 1
Introduction

Attendees introduced themselves and the group was fortunate enough to be augmented by new members Bill Cranor from Continental Airlines, Mark Hopkins from Delta Airlines, and Mark Holben as a liaison from TUT.  
Meeting notes from the May meeting were reviewed. The only comment was that Jo Damato will be a core team member for the Flow Evaluation Team.  
It was noted that the Airspace Delay Program name will be changed to Airspace Flow Program (AFP) to avoid negative connotations.

The team briefly reviewed Action Items from the last meeting:
	Action 
	Status/Comments

	Investigate status of NCP to remove EDCT times in the Host.
	Bob Fedowitz advises that NCP was not prepared as this item has been included in a Work Package for ERAM.

A workaround will likely be required for AFP (e.g., the “0900” code to indicate no EDCT applies)

	Post meeting schedule on CDM Website
	Mike Krause will follow up with Metron to have all dates posted

	Investigate effort/impact using historical routes for CDM flights
	Will include in memo to Kupper, Ries, Morrill defining this as a need for AFP. 


ACTION:  Prepare Memo to Kapri Kupper, Jim Ries, others (?) to remind of the following three AFP requirements: 1) 8.2 requirement to apply historical routes to CDM flights; 
2) forward asap the “Intent to change” memo to CDM participants advising of some message format change requirements (e.g., ARINC network msgs); 
3) Add a graphical depiction of FCAs/Public FEAs to the ATCSCC Web Site for access by GA pilots.
~ M. Libby/M. Krause 
General Discussions

FET Industry Sub-Team Briefing
Ed Olsen led a discussion of questions/issues raised by the Industry Sub-Team during a Telcon 6JUN05.  Many of these items have been raised previously and are too large to fully flesh out in one Telcon.  The sub-team will continue to meet and discuss these questions and others as they arise.  Most of the discussion was centered around the theme of what will work and what won’t work.  As with many of the questions being raised by the full group, much of this may not be known until HITL exercises begin.  (NOTE:  A general list of questions to be sorted out by the WG and HITLs is summarized as Appendix 3.)
Some of the discussion points from the FET Industry Sub-Team included:

· How will GA flights (and some airlines) be impacted when their flight plans are not known until one hour or less before departure?
· Will the system be ‘cheated’ in any way?  This would destroy the integrity/plan for any Airspace Flow Program.  It must be monitored and policed in some way.
· Similarly, how can we assure fairness/equity for more proactive Customers who might help by filing around AFPs, etc.?
· What about Early Intent (EI) filings on a busy day?  Things may move too quickly to make this useful information?
[Aside:  It was noted that UAL is now filing EI automatically, which is a big help to the system even though the EIs are currently best wind/economic calculations without operational review.)

· How will sector volume/capacity be determined?  Is there now more capacity possible with the new environment that includes URET and RVSM?
· Some Technical Issues/Questions were also surfaced:

· Some msg formats must be changed
· Example:  the slot list line length for ARINC network msgs
- a couple of fields are likely to be removed to accommodate

· These will be summarized in an Interface Change Proposal (ICP) to all Customers/stakeholders

· NOTE: Developers need to have this settled as soon as possible

· Should the term CTA (Controlled Time of Arrival) be carried over for use in AFPs as well as GDPs, or should a new designator be used?

· This was added to the Agenda for consideration and closure at this meeting.

· Should two Slot Lists be used for AFPs and GDPs?  Or should changes be made to allow for a common Slot List?

· AGREED:  One common slot list for AFP/GDP is OK, but changes need to be communicated to CDM participants asap to allow time for changes to Customer software as necessary.  
(See the ACTION above re. “Intent to Change”).
· Volpe is to write a memo announcing the intent to change with a schedule for the change.  Industry reps emphasized the need to get this notification and details out as soon as possible.  

· Schedule for the Intent memo and specs is:
1AUG:   Draft Interface Spec
1OCT:    Final Interface Spec
15FEB:  Test system available for checking msg traffic, etc. 

FET Quality/Analysis Sub-Team Briefing
Cindy Gerber-Chavez then updated the team on what the Analysis Sub-Team is considering at this time.  She advised that there are still a lot of unanswered questions regarding analysis and metrics, but these are some of the things the group is discussing or considering:
· Next day analysis capability is a minimum requirement  for things such as:
· Review of reduction percentages
NOTE:  Rate determination is still a judgment question; so how to set and then evaluate this is problematic

· How well did the program work – too much, not enough, etc.

· Entry and Exit times and peak minute data
· Tools being considered for analysis:  
· RT-FSA should work with AFP, PDARS, POET
· Some notes re: these tools:
1.  PDARS data is archive-able for comparisons later
2.  FSA works off of ADLs; therefore Airspace ADLs must have the same data as Airport ADLs to allow comparisons.
3.  POET should be usable because of its link to FSM.  Some differentiation between Airport and AFP CTD may be necessary to allow distinction during analysis.
· Cost benefit analysis capability is desirable, but “how” to determine this is still an open question

· Comparison/baseline data:  

· PDARS is being used to do analysis on the top 25 busiest sectors.  This may be useful later.  
· Also need to archive today’s SWAP data for comparison

· NOTE: However, it is difficult to know what to compare it to since each event (even a “similar” event) presents a different set of variables to sift through to get to real cause/comparison variables.  

· Looked at four different scenarios to determine what data might be useful for compares.  

· Questions:

· Can we measure ‘taxi times’?  This could be a significant factor/savings during AFPs.  
Answer:  M. Brennan:  Yes; for some flights

· Can we run AFP data through CAPER/CRCT for “what if” analysis?  
Answer:  Yes; that should be possible.

· Can we compare the options of delay programs vs. reroute solutions to a given constraint?  Maybe do a “what if” compare of AFP vs. a “reroutes only” program?
· Some other open questions:
· What if there are multiple programs, how will distinctions/compares be possible?

· If revisions are done or if both airport and airspace programs are in progress or changing, how will analysis be done?

· What if the volume/capacity rate used in the AFP is changed?

· The Analysis Sub-Team will continue to meet with the goal of addressing two principle objectives:

1. Did a given program work?  (But how do we define “work” or “goodness”?)
2. We need a way to get quick feedback from a program to improve future operations/next runs.  And rapid feedback is the best information for such improvements.
AFP Advisory Proposal Review 
Miro Lehky of Metron walked the Team through an initial proposal for an AFP Advisory format.  The following discussion points/questions were raised:
· Wording:  “Airport” changes to “Control Element” with a Control Type to allow coverage of AFPs as well as GDPs
· Shows FCA name for flights included
·  “Distance” option does not show for AFP

· Should the definition of the FCA be shown?

· Exemptions:  Since the dimensions could be large for an AFP, multiple arrival or departure points are possible, which would be a large list to review.

· People should rely on the Dynamic Flight List, but some (especially GA) only look at the ADVZY
· Jo Damato suggested that the FCA for the AFP should be depicted graphically on the ATCSCC web site with a link back to the ADVZY.  It was assumed that this is technically feasible.  
Other suggestions were made re. this idea:
- Perhaps the FCA Flight List should also be available on the web 
- Perhaps a crippled vers of CCSD for GA users/pilots
- Maybe a page with all current programs that could cause a delay
- Maybe a line on the ADVZY re. where you go for graphic depiction of the AFP FCA.
- Web info should have a quick access capability where a pilot/flight dispatcher could type in an ID then get feedback/info needed.  
Question raised then is:  How secure could process that be?
· The concept of automatic feedback to flight plan filing regarding any programs/restrictions that affect that flight was discussed.  Apparently, Kenrob has been tasked to add something like this to the web site, but the attendees were not certain.
· ACTION:  Look into graphically displaying FCAs on the ATCSCC Web site.  ~ M. Libby

· ACTION:  Provide soft copy of the AFP Advisory Proposal.
~ M. Lehky 

· Two levels of filters for AFPs were discussed. 
· FEA filtering/exclusion
· GDP exemption filtering process 

· Two sets of filtering creates complexity – At a minimum this will be a Training Issue.
· Volpe then updated the group on TFM Data to Industry status and plans, which might help with some of the information availability questions: 
· FCA data goes out in digital format as well as read-only form
· Volpe is currently ready to turn this on; just awaiting FAA approval

· The data goes to CDM participants and Class 1 vendors (~20)

· This did raise a question regarding who would tell the Vendors/providers what information you are getting and why/how it might be applied?
- An education effort is still necessary and Customers are still likely unaware of what’s available and what to ask for.
- Volpe has some documentation to help with education and NBAA conventions serve as another avenue for education

· Question:  Should GDP/AFP data be part of the TFMDI like FCA data?
FET ATCSCC Procedures Sub-Team Briefing 
The Flow Evaluation Sub-team for ATSCC Procedures is led by John Rupp and will be charged with defining ATCSCC procedures for such things as who runs an ADP, what communications methods are necessary, what the accompanying Advisory should look like, etc.  Some of their initial discussions included:
· Notification/communication:  For GDPs, there is a requirement to coordinate with the two major carriers at the GDP airport.  What communication/notification procedure should be used for AFP since multiple airports are involved?
· One proposal is to use the Planning Telcons for this

· Or, announce a pre-set conference and those that want to remain can do so, or those who are not interested can drop off.

· The Planning Telcon pre-call web page is also just starting to be used and this may serve as a notification/announcement/info sharing method for possible AFPs.



· An in-depth review of scenarios ensued.
· Where should we start to gain experience and to get feedback before expanding the use of AFPs?  Three basic scenarios were offered as likely candidates:
· Snowbird traffic handling

· Pop-corn type of thunderstorm activity, which is still penetrable at a reduced rate
· Broken line thunderstorm activity, where again some penetration is possible but adjacent sectors may be volume impacted.

· The general questions are: 
1) what defines when the AFP tool might be applied, and 
2) what is the procedure/workflow for implementing an AFP

· We might assume that we should start small, but a generalized large-scale/gross-level flow reduction might also be a manageable, simple scenario.  For example, slowing all longer-range traffic destined to the northeast during thunderstorm activity to allow for local/regional traffic (e.g., ORD – NY Metro, or DC Metro -  Northeast) to continue to flow.

· It was suggested that the previous week’s event where 10 GDPs were used was probably too dynamic to allow for something like an AFP to be applied.  The scenario/situation was constantly changing due to weather changes.  How could rates and FCA/ADPs be changed constantly to keep up with that situation?
   -   This may have been a situation where one large FCA might have been useful to generally slow traffic into the impacted region to allow more local flexibility to keep traffic flows moving.

Workflow/Functional Flow Review

The Team then used a scenario prepared by Curt Kaler to walk through possible workflow and processes for AFP.  
Basic assumptions/scenario discussion:

· Assume the scenario involves a large area of mainly impenetrable weather from approximately ZID airspace all the way to the Gulf – a major impact to the NAS (see the Figure below).
· FEAs would like be drawn around those sectors just north of the constraint.

· Sector values could likely be used to help set a capacity rate for AFPs for one or more of those adjacent FEAs.

· Multiple GDPs would not likely be helpful in this situation.

· Realistically, there might be some holes and set up AFPs to find holes and slowly move traffic through the constraint. 

· Altitude FEAs are used pretty efficiently today and could be used to some extent for capping shorter haul flights.  In this case, altitude-based AFPs might be set up with different rates for different altitude strata. 
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Workflow/Functional Flow Diagram Walkthrough:

· Step 1: Identify possible Constraint
· Pretty obvious/easy in this case; the weather constraint plus likely volume constraints north of the weather
· Step 2: Create FEA(s) for evaluation/possible AFP
· Would likely use multiple FEAs in this case -- maybe three for sectors north of the Wx area (at or above 240 or maybe even more stratified)
· ISSUE:  What if a flight files for FL 330 but stops at FL 290?  It may well then be a pop-up and its CDT was based on a FL330 sector and rate.

· Might create FEAs based on actual sectors and use MAP values to help set the rates
· Might need FEAs at adjacent Center boundaries whose traffic could also be impacted.

· Here the idea again resurfaces to use one large FCA/AFP to meter all traffic into ZOB to allow the local TMU to handle internal and regional flows.

· The FEAs could be placed away from the Wx area to slow traffic prior to nearing the constrained airspace

· Maybe multiple FCAs to set a rate appropriate for constraint/weather at that segment or Center boundary; 
for example:


· ISSUE:  Is this too broad and non-specific to be of help?
· Again there is the recurring issue that many GA flights and some Airlines file at or less than 45 minutes prior to departure, and all will be pop-ups.

· It was agreed this scenario was a ‘candidate’ for HITL but may be too complex

· A simplified version might just take one sector that is blocked and use the MAP value for the sector as the basis for defining the Rate.

· Step 3:  Call the ATCSCC to evaluate and set the rate(s).

· The Command Center would convert the FEA to a “Public” FEA and tag it as “FSM eligible” (or some similar agreed-upon designation TBD) to allow modeling and evaluation by the ATCSCC and/or TMU.

· NOTE:  About the third time but worth continuing to flag:  Use the FSM to set up exemptions, not the FCA filters, if you want to see all the traffic potentially impacted.  

· Setting rates:  perhaps only practice and experience will help.
· Setting rates:  often would and should be done by the local TMU(s) who are the most knowledgeable about local issues, practices, etc.
NOTE:  Capacity is the goal, not Demand.  

· Value proposition is to get the biggest bang for the buck with an AFP.

· It might be a help if the FCA/AFP around the weather itself is set with a very low rate if possible.  Then additional FCA/AFPs for volume at the edge of the weather could have different rates.
- Customers like this option as it at least provides another choice; they can choose to reroute and leave sooner, or take a delay and still stay on original route (or close with deviations/picking through the weather)

· The combination of a broad brush approach to control the general volume then adding more FEAs to refine for specific sectors is seen as a promising TFM technique.
· Step 4:  Collaboration with stakeholders

· The first question raised here is again the question of how and with whom does collaboration take place?  Some options/ideas:
· A Planning Telcon may be appropriate if time allows

· Perhaps an ADVZY announcing the possibility and inviting interested parties to join a Telcon

· Perhaps use of the ATCSCC pre-Telcon web site 

· A mass call button to announce an ad hoc AFP Planning dicussion
· TECH REQUIREMENT NOTE:  The order in which AFPs are implemented could be important if there are multiple AFP programs and one AFP is to dictate the CDTs.  It may therefore be necessary to provide an override/prioritization capability for the ATCSCC.

· Step 5:  Determined to be fairly redundant with Step 4.

· Step 6.0, 7.0, 8.0:  no real comments.  It was noted that entry and exit strategies need to be refined and emphasized as we get further along with procedures.  
· ACTION:  Attempt to redo the Workflow diagram for further review at the JUL FET meeting.   ~ M. Krause
· This action completed and distributed separately on 20JUN05.  
At the suggestion of some participants, this was done as an outline/text format rather than a flow diagram, which seemed to confuse some.  The text version may be easier to read and mark up, and easier to eventually incorporate in our Ops Concept document.  
General AFP Discussion

Day one closed with a general round-table discussion of AFP uses and questions. Some of the open discussion included:

· The AFP process may best be applied to general flow reduction situations at first.  It may not be a very good tool for dynamic scenarios.  Fairly static situations may be best suited for early application. More dynamic issues like rapidly changing weather are much more complex and may be too difficult to manage in an initial release.

· AFP seems like a promising process for reducing the number of MIT restrictions and GDPs
· GA and unknown Flights are still a big issue to be considered.
· If limited historical data is available, then would GAAP-like programs be more relevant?
· This may be an issue for any current program for severe constraints, not just an AFP issue.

· In these situations historical routes are of limited value anyway

· This can therefore be an issue for all flights during unstable/dynamic situations.

Agenda for Day 2
The Team briefly reviewed plans for Day 2 before adjourning.  Day 2 Agenda will include:

· CDR Sub-Team Briefing

· Baseline/GAAP/Slot allocations

· Requirements review

· CTA naming resolution
DAY 2

FET CDR Sub-Team Briefing 
Phil Smith opened Day 2 with a review of Coded Departure Route (CDR) Sub-Team activities and plans.  
· The former Integrated Routes team (IRT) had made the following recommendations to the CSG: 
· Authorize CDRs for advanced navigation flights
· This was approved by the CDM Steering Group (CSG) and passed on to the FAA’s Procedures Group for implementation

· The Procedures Group is working on a phase-in plan with Facilities.  It will probably be next summer before full implementation is accomplished.
· Use “CDR-Capable” in flight plan ‘Remarks’ to allow more GA flights to use CDRs when able.

· This is continuing to be evaluated in the Procedures Office.

· Requirement to override PDRs or PDARs when applying CDRs

· This is a capability often needed during SWAP when CDRs are more heavily used.

· This override capability is dependent on Host/ERAM schedules

· An override capability could be a concern/requirement for AFP as well.
· Greater use of CDRs dynamically to prepare for expected/possible constraints

· Some usage of this concept on Planning Telcons and in Operations Plans has proven successful
· Exploring the use of the Operations Web Site to announce intent to use certain CDRs if a constraint develops, perhaps in concert with an FEA Flight List.

· The IRT also suggested use of the Create Reroute Tool to generate a “PLN” ADVZY.
- Wording would have to be carefully considered to avoid confusion
- Education would therefore likely be important

· Next meeting is tentatively planned for 11JUL05.  Per Phil Smith’s e-mail, the topics to be discussed include:
· Update on previous Integrated Route Team recommendations.
· Progress on providing greater detail on CDRs in Operations Plan and advisories
· Experience with CDRs
Baseline/Pop-Up/GAAP Discussion
The Team first reviewed briefly some basic GDP background information regarding DAS (Delay Assignment) and GAAP concepts.
DAS is the traditional/more typical GDP mode for handling excess volume to airports where the projected traffic demand is expected to exceed an airport´s acceptance rate for a lengthy period of time.  Pop-ups are assigned the Fuel Advisory (FA) delay (the average delay) for that time period.    
This method of handling pop-ups did not work very well for airports with lots of unscheduled demand; a good example would be an airport like FLL in the winter season.  In the FLL case you know more flights will appear (especially on certain days) but not exactly how many.  

GAAP was therefore introduced last year as an alternative for the ‘expected but unknown’ situation.  Known flights are assigned slots.  Other ‘slots’ are then saved for flights unknown but expected.  
A “program rate” is set to determine the number of these “extra” slots (above the “known” demand).   Example:  if an airport has an Arrival Rate (AAR) of 40 with 30 known slots, another 10 slots may be assigned for the ‘unknown expected’ flights.
GAAP Pop-up handling:  If there is a saved GAAP slot (i.e., slot not assigned to a scheduled/known  flight) available at or near the desired arrival time, the pop-up is assigned to that slot.  If there is no slot available, then the algorithm goes down the list of slots available each hour and assigns the flight to the first available GAAP slot up to a maximum of six hours out.  

Problems experienced this past year:  Some airports, like FLL, filled up the GAAP slots very quickly.  If this happens, the program is pretty inflexible; flights not getting a GAAP slot tend to get a long delay.  So flights seemed to get either a 30 minute delay or the max delay (six hours).  Some operations complicating the issue included a lot of VFR pop-ups from the islands and a few flights changing destinations.

This distinction between Known vs. Unknown flights is an important concept for AFP procedures.  Flights moving out of an FCA area become “unknown” traffic for adjacent sectors of airspace.   

Curt Kaler brought up a good point indicating that this discussion emphasizes the importance of modeling before running an AFP.  It will help determine numbers, rates, impacts to adjacent sectors, and so forth.  

An AFP idea for handling this type of deviation/pop-up scenario with AFPs might be to run a DAS-type program with assigned slots for the main constraint area, and a GAAP-like program for adjacent areas with some “extra” slots for expected pop-ups.


Comments/Questions/etc. regarding slot assignments:

· Do we take reroutes to the closest route avoiding the constraint then take other flights who were in those adjacent areas originally and move them to equalize the impact?  
-  This might avoid double-penalty for those voluntarily rerouting but penalizes those who were not part of the problem.
· This returned the group to the “resource ready update” (RRU) concept.  
· When a flight is actually ready to go with all resources in place (crew, fuel, baggage, passengers ready to board, etc.) then the EDCT should be less likely to change.  GDP operates like this to some extent.
· The problem with GAAP is that pop-up handling is very rigid once the ‘extra’ slots are filled; after that, delays can be very long (up to six hours).
Another idea discussed for pop-up handling might be to start with a DAS-type program to handle the initial delay assignments and then migrate to a GAAP-like program to handle changing routes.
A third idea was to just use DAS program but revise frequently, or develop an auto-revise capability.
· The problem is that multiple changes could lead to considerable confusion for towers and those issuing clearances 

· Multiple CT msgs, strips, etc.
· Today ETMS throttles many CTs until one hour prior to departure.  ETMS will use certain parameters not to send all CTs but only the latest.
· Can we/do we assume no changes to EDCTs inside 45 minutes?

Question:  How does a flight get “ownership” of a slot. 

· Is it on a historical route basis?  Or only when a flight plan is filed?

· This took us back to Joe Bertapelle’s RRU idea.  
-  Maybe this is the ‘signal’ to assign/guarantee a slot before passenger are loaded, etc.

· NOTE:  Volpe reps advised that ETMS will only use the ‘latest’ Flight Plan received.  Therefore, only one slot at a time will be possible for each flight.
Question:  What happens if/when a CT is missed?
· This often happens with GDPs today, but in a broader/system perspective, the approximation of the planned flow is satisfactory for TFM purposes.

· This is what EDCTs are for.  Get close enough to the EDCTs for ‘grossly’ managing strategic flows and then allow tactical programs or operations to be handled by local TMUs and/or Air Traffic Control operational personnel.

Question:  What about moving Wx/changing conditions?

· Users would have to recreate the FCA or have the FCA broad enough to ‘grossly’ manage the situation. (No “moving” FCA for AFP Release 1.)
· Again, the concept is to be effective enough to grossly manage strategic flows, then allow local operations to fine tune as needed.

GAAP vs. DAS for AFP:

· Some felt that GAAP would not be appropriate if it is based on historical route information

· Perhaps HITLs will give us more data to determine which type of delay program is most effective.

· AGREED:  

· The AFP concept will move forward assuming a DAS program is suitable.

· Some HITL scenarios will be tried with GAAP

Enroute Metering principles as a model for AFP

To further the Team’s understanding of concepts and questions related to time metering in the enroute environment, Curt Kaler led a discussion of enroute metering concepts based on TMA-CTA.  Using a similar scenario to that discussed earlier (see Figure below), Curt drew two outer arcs that would be similar to a CTAS Freeze Horizon and Outer Arc used for metering.






Using the same concept/CTAS scenario, the AFP process might be handled as follows:

· Assume the FEAs to the north of the weather area are like runways with an arrival rate (or in this case, entry rate) set.  

· The entry time into each sector/FEA could be handled/controlled like the crossing time for arrival gates.
Tactical vs. Strategic use of AFP could be something that carries over:

· When a flight is ready, then slot adjustments could be made to accommodate that flight.
· Issues:  

· Would this be acceptable/fair for those without the communication/FMS advantage as air carriers?

· How can we handle this RRU concept equitably?

· Would we have a verification process one hour prior to departure?

· Moving one flight up because it announces RRU may mean others are getting added delay unfairly?

· Would continual updates/changes to EDCTs be operationally feasible?

· When/where/how would a flight slow for an AFP crossing restriction such as that shown in the figure above?  And could non-standard methods for achieving the restrictions cause control error potential in an enroute environment (i.e., flights unexpectedly speeding up or slowing down)?

Many P-Time/EDCT questions and complexities remain:

· Receiving a Pre-Departure Clearance (PDC) 60 min prior vs. 30 min?

· Automation issues?

· Maybe it’s an education issue?  Maybe RRU would work?

· Can we provide new communication methods for GA to access more data re. EDCTs or reroutes?
Slot Allocation Discussion

Phil Smith then led a discussion on how slot allocations might be made.  To set up the discussion he reviewed four possible scenarios that might have different implications for setting allocations.  
1. A primary constraint around a weather area in ZKC

a. An FCA is built around the Wx area to reduce flow through that area as much as possible (e.g., mostly just departures)

b. Allow enroute flights to fly a UPT around the Weather.  Suggested routes are provided for going north or south around the Wx.

c. Capacity is not an issue.
Discussion:
· This often works pretty well with just and FEA and requests to Customers and/or adjacent facilities for help

· Issues/Questions:  

· May penalize CDM users vs. others?

· Location is a question/factor in this scenario.  

· Is there more congestion in the area?  

· Is there enough room to allow free UPT solutions around the Wx FCA?

· How much capacity might be allotted through the primary congestion area/FCA?  

· If trickling through, then one might set a low rate to allow some flights through the primary constraint, and then add AFPs for volume at the edges of the constraint.

· Is AFP more equitable in this scenario?

· Forces compliance for all flights?

· Still allows some choice for Customers?

· AGREED:  This is a possible candidate for an AFP.

· ALLOCATION possibilities

· Allocate slots based on Historical Routes?

· ETMS provides a List to allow slot swapping, etc.

· May avoid ‘gaming’ attempts

· Maybe reserve some GA slots based on just the number of  GA flights that usually transit the area?

· What constitutes “historical” in this case?  2 weeks?  2 months?

·   Allocate slots based on Flight Plans?

· If already filed and within 60 minutes of departure, assign a slot
   -  Can’t penalize when little or no time to react

· Could allow more attempts at ‘gaming’; e.g., multiple flight plans filed just to acquire slots?

· Variation:  Treat like an APREQ/RRU process; that is, when a flight announces RRU, then assign a slot based on what is available.
   -  Could lead to heavier FAA workload?
   -  Advantage:  More accurate
   -  Disadvantage:  Less opportunity for swapping slots?
          Long-haul flights might get all or most available slots?
· Allocate slots to flights filing early intent?

· Announce that AFP is going into effect and allow a time limit for Customer flights to file intent.
· Advantage:  More accurate information re. Customers’ preferences

· Disadvantages:  Allows more gaming opportunities?
   -  How do GAs get involved?
   -  Customers must be prepared to announce intent if they have a preference.

· Today’s GDP Allocation method?

· Predict/allocate slots based on best available data; that is:
   -  Historical, if that’s all that is available;
   -  EI, if/when that is available;
   -  Filed Flight Plan, when it becomes available.

· Then adjust as today for pop-ups, excess demand, etc.

· Question:  Is this what will be possible/likely for Rel. 1?  
   -  If so, we should plan accordingly (HITLs, Procedures, etc.).

· The over-arching issue is still POP-Ups

· There are likely to be more pop-ups with AFPs

· Maybe allocation doesn’t mean you ‘own’ the slot until RRU is declared?

· In general, improved pop-up handling seems crucial to AFP success.


2. Snowbird Traffic Management Scenario
a. Two FEA/FCAs might be drawn for east and west half of FL

b. One might be primary and the other might be secondary.  
Or, the East FCA might be used to pull a list for metering and the other might be to control offload volume from the East side to the West.
c. In this scenario, the FCA on the West side of FL might for ORD/MSP/DTW tfc and for traffic moved off the East side due to congestion or to allow departure flows northbound from southeast FL (MIA/FLL/PBI/etc.).

d. We often see this scenario during the winter months and we often assume significant unknown demand.

Discussion:
· Could we use sector volume to set flow rates in this scenario?

· Can we use AFP instead of MIT, which is often used today?

· May still have GDPs at the destination airports (DAS or GAAP)
· It might be that traffic deviating into FXE vs. FLL would then still get a delay due to a AFP
· DAS with multiple revisions to maintain equity is likely for AFPs
· Set up either one or two FCAs for Snowbird traffic.  
· Then establish an AFP on one or both.

· Then set up exemptions as desired

· ALLOCATION:

· Good Historical Data on Snowbird demand is available

· Historical data may be a good allocation basis for this situation

· It would be a more GAAP-like solution where the “Known” flights get their slots, and “Unknowns” are at least expected and planned for 
(e.g., allot 10 GA slots without specifying ACID)

· CDM vs. non-CDM participants?

· It was agreed that historical allocation would not be possible by next Spring/R 1 

3. Protection from a complex Wx pattern with multiple cells and/or changing thunderstorm activity.

a. In this case an AFP might be set to just provide a gross level traffic reduction to allow local refinement or to allow flights to slowly pick their way through the weather area.

b. Where and how to draw the associated FCA was a question

i. Could one large arc-shaped FCA as above, could be several separate FCAs to capture specific flows from specific Centers, could be an FCA inside the Wx area to manage traffic into a metro area like NY or DC, or other options.

ii. The question of rate setting might addressed differently depending on how this is done and why

Discussion:

· In the above figure for this scenario, an approach might be to just use the FCA shown to provide a more global percentage reduction to allow further refinements by the local TMUs closer to the situation.

· Maybe arrivals get metered and departures can continue to flow with some other TMI?

· This may be a fairly simple and common scenario for our HITls and early implementation planning.

· ALLOCATION:

· Could we use historical data for baseline/rate setting?

· NOTE:  It was explained that the rate setting process would take the total count over the entire program period and average the total to set a level rate line like and Airport Arrival Rate (AAR) over the entire time period.



4. This scenario is to be determined; perhaps it will be a larger area such as the one described earlier in these notes.

Discussion:

· This is Curt Kaler’s scenario as depicted with the very large constrained area in the first figure of this document.

· It is expected that in this scenario, several initiatives and several tools would be involved.

· Procedural implications would include:

· How would multiple AFPs or AFPs with other TMIs be handled?

· Would gross-level control for local management initiatives be appropriate?

ALLOCATION DISCUSSION CONCLUSION:

For Release 1:  Plan the current allocation schema used for GDPs.  This may then be adjusted by traffic management personnel, or a GA/unknown flights “factor” may be added as discussed above to plan for some instability as necessary.
Revisions are always possible to the AFP.  

Rate setting, allocations, and revisions will be important processes for us to review and understand during HITLs.

ACTION:  Recommend an allocation scheme for R1 (Spring 06) and future (e.g., Historical routes, RRU, other?).  ~ Customer/Industry Sub-Team

Other General Discussion Points/Notes

This section lists a variety of points/questions raised at various times during the meeting that did not directly relate to some of the other topic categories.

· Today, an FCA does not provide a Timeline divided into FCA “entry times.”  This may be necessary for AFP.
· Interaction with other TMIs?  We need to review/understand this better.

· What about reroutes?

· What about no other restrictions?

· What if GDPs are already in place for a constrained airport?

· Route accuracy:

· Flights less than 2 hours away:  90% correct

· Flights more than 5 hrs away:   50% correct

· The open question of “ownership” is important because of its implications for slot swapping/substitution.

· 16NOV2005 is the scheduled “Code Freeze” date for 8.2/AFP
· How can we provide Field Review/Practice time prior to release?

· Need to avoid operational bandwidth interference if providing test string access
· Maybe run in background mode for some winter traffic scenarios (e.g., Cancun)?

· Maybe access via WSD where available?

· Don’t make plans based on current bandwidth constraints.  They are hopefully being addressed in various plans for the future.

Review of Related Development Candidates for Release 8.2
The Work Group reviewed 8.2 development candidates that may be related to AFP and ranked them for consideration.  These items were immediately passed to the Program Operations Office and are being summarized in a formal memo from the Flow Evaluation team to the Program Operations Support office.

	
	Title
	Description
	FET Comments/Rationale

	
	Critical
	
	

	1
	Historical Routes for CDM flights
	Apply historical routes to flights created from CDM messages
	Needed to ensure certain flight groups are included in FCA Lists (e.g., FedEx, GA) and AFPs

	
	Very High
	
	

	2
	Time Buckets by FEA/FCA Entry Time
	Allow time buckets to be selected based on entry time to an FEA or FCA
	Necessary sort capability to effectively run an AFP

	3
	Baseline sector FEA/FCA
	The capability to show a baseline sector as an FEA baseline (not just the current combined sector if combined)
	Necessary to potentially use sector data for managing AFP rates 

	4
	Multi-line segment FEA/FCA
	The capability to draw an arc-shaped or connecting-line segment FEA/FCA
	Expect this to be an increasingly used function with AFPs

	
	High
	
	

	5
	Adaptive Compression
	Currently on the development list.  Provides last minute adjustments/compressions for GDPs.
	This is considered especially important by Customer representatives on the Flow Evaluation Team. 

	6
	Improved Pop-up Handling
	Currently on the development list.  Title is descriptive but needs to be more specifically defined.
	Improved handling for pop-up or unknown flights will be critical for AFPs as well as GDPs 

	7
	Weather routes for CDM flights
	Apply known weather routes to CDM flights when appropriate during SWAP events.
	Improves planning basis for running AFPs during weather events.

	8
	Auto-revision


	Automatically revise GDP or AFP
	Efficiency and productivity enhancement.  
Frequent revisions may be needed for AFP efficiency and fairness; auto-revision capability would be a big help.


Controlled Time of Arrival (CTA) Terminology

The Team discussed a question of terminology for designating control times.  Currently, CTA is used to refer to the controlled time of arrival at an airport.

Question:  Is the term CTA an issue?  Is it appropriate when not referring to an “arrival” at an airport but at a piece of airspace?  Some felt the term might be confusing to some.

AGREED:  It was therefore agreed to use CTE (Controlled Time of Entry) when referring to AFPs.
Review of AFP Draft System Requirements Document Questions
Ken Howard and Mike Brennan led the Team through a quick review of questions still outstanding on the AFP System Requirements Document.  Some of the points reviewed/discussed included:
· Airspace Flow Program (AFP) will be name used

· CT Parameters:  A separate set of parameters is planned even if they are much the same at first.

· Performance:  Any thoughts/recommendations should be shared with the development organizations.

· Re-baselining of Flight Lists when an FEA is converted to an FCA or an FCA is recreated or moved is an open issue to be studied and resolved.

· ACTION:  Post a copy of the “PRELIM” System Requirements Document on line.
~  Ken Howard/Mike Brennan

Meeting Close

The meeting closed with a review of Flow Evaluation Team sub-team requirements and plans for the next couple of meetings.
Flow Evaluation Team Sub-Team Plans
See Appendix 4 for FET Sub-Team descriptions and members.  The following Sub-team activities were discussed: 
· CR Sub-team:  meeting tentatively scheduled for 11JUL05.  
Agenda per Phil Smith’s email is:
· Update on previous Integrated Route Team recommendations.
· Progress on providing greater detail on CDRs in Operations Plan and advisories
· Experience with CDRs
· Procedures Sub-Team needs to meet to review the following
· Cover Sheet (with Kenrob?)

· NTML/logging requirements (with CSC or NTML WG)

· Who issues the AFP?

· Format for ADVZYs and so forth (same as GDPs?)

· Gather field input/impact feedback if at all possible

· QA Sub-Team

· Telcon planned for 17JUN05

· Initial plan due by 28JUN05

· Customer Sub-Team

· Produce recommendations for an Allocation scheme

· Communications issues to review who/how/how many Customers to involve in reviewing AFP plans

· How much notice/time to allot to Customer planning before implementing an AFP

· Other Customer-related issues


· HITL Sub-Team

· This is a new sub-team that Jeff Richards will lead to work with Metron and Volpe to define HITL plans, scenarios, etc.

· Sub-teams are expected to meet before the next full group meeting on July 12 - 13 and provide notes/summaries for the larger team to review at that next meeting.

Next Meeting Plans/Schedules
The following Flow Evaluation Team meetings are planned for JUL-AUG-SEP.  All meeting dates through the end of the year are now posted on the CDM Calendar.
	Meeting Dates
	Location
	Purpose 

	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 the initial draft Outline for Ops Concept workflow and procedure.
Review Sub-team reports/actions.

Discuss preliminary scenarios for first HITLs

	16 – 17 AUG 2005
	Metron/Herndon, VA
	Preliminary HITL
   (NOTE:  Extent of this HITL is TBD depending on development readiness; it may just involve controlled demos/walk-throughs and discussions.)
Workflow / Use Case Walk-through
Review the initial draft 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.


Appendix 1: Flow Evaluation Team – Attendee List: 14–15 JUN 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

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

	Cranor, Bill
	COA
	william.cranorjr@coair.com 
	973-681-1833

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

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

	Holben, Mark
	FAA – TUT
	mark.holben@faa.gov 
	440-774-0428 

	Hopkins, Mark
	DAL
	mark.a.hopkins@delta.com 
	404-715-0215 

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

	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

	Matuszewski, Tim
	UAL
	timothy.matuszewski@united.com 
	847-700-3016

	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)

	Richards, Jeff
	FAA-DCC,

NATCA
	jeffrey.richards@faa.gov
jeffrey.richards@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


Note:  Mark Hopkins attended Day 1 sessions only, and Bill Cranor attended Day 2 only.
Appendix 2: A:  Flow Evaluation Team – Action Items: 14 -15JUN2005
	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	0614-1
	Prepare Memo to Kapri Kupper, Jim Ries, others (?) to remind of the following three AFP requirements: 1) 8.2 requirement to apply historical routes to CDM flights; 2) forward the “Intent to change” memo to CDM participants asap; 3) Add a graphical depiction of FCAs/Public FEAs to the ATCSCC Web Site for access by GA pilots
	M. Libby /
M. Krause
	JUN05
	WIP
	1) 8.2 requirements Memo in progress/review

2) Intent to change already with Programs Office and published

3) see 0614-2



	0614-2
	Look into graphically displaying FEA/FCAs on ATCSCC Web Site
	M. Libby
	JUL05
	OPEN
	

	0614-3
	Provide soft copy of the AFP Advisory Proposal.
	M. Lehky
	JUN05
	OPEN
	

	0614-4
	Attempt to redo the Workflow diagram for further review at the JUL FET meeting
	M. Krause
	JUN05
	Done
	Sent 20JUN.  Pls review for discussion at JUL meeting.

	0615-1
	Recommend an allocation scheme for R1 (Spring 06) and future
	FET Industry Sub-Team
	JUL05
	OPEN
	

	0615-2
	Post a copy of the “PRELIM” System Requirements Document on line.
	Mike Brennan/ Ken Hoard
	JUL05
	OPEN
	


B:  Flow Evaluation Team – Action Items: Carry over
	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	0517-1
	Investigate status of NCP to remove EDCT times in the Host.
	M. Krause
	JUN05
	Done
	Bob Fedowitz advises that NCP was not prepared as this item has been included in a Work Package for ERAM.

A workaround will likely be required for AFP (e.g., the “0900” code to indicate no EDCT applies)

	0518-1
	Upon approval, post meeting schedule on CDM Website
	M. Krause
	JUN05
	Done
	Mike Krause will follow up with Metron to have all dates posted

	0518-2
	Investigate effort/impact of using historical routes for CDM msg flights
	Volpe
	JUN05
	Done
	Included in memo to Kupper, Ries, Morrill defining this as a critical need for AFP.


Appendix 3: Summary List of Open Questions for HITL Exercises
· How and with whom does AFP collaboration/coordination take place?

With GDPs this was two main carriers affected.  For AFPs, the impact will be much broader.

· What scenarios are most productive for HITL?

Three or four scenarios have been discussed; e.g.:

Pop-corn thunderstorms

A broken line of thunderstorms

Snowbird/volume scenario

Multiple AFPs scenario

· How do we establish a baseline for allocating slots and pop-ups?

This includes resolving the DAS vs. GAAP question

Developers advise that either is possible technically

· How is Filtering set?

Assume FAA sets proposed filters for discussion with Customers

· How is rate setting determined and accomplished?  Questions include:

MAP?

Other ways to meter traffic?

Power runs to determine delays likely with different rates?
Role of TMU and ATCSCC in setting rates?

What if EDCTs and MITs are both used?
Should the goal be to eliminate most/all MITs, or use them more judiciously, or to allow both to exist if necessary?

· What will prioritization scheme look like for multiple AFP programs?

First established AFP?

Override/re-prioritization capability for the ATCSCC?

· What is the impact of revisions and how would they be handled?

· What about Military Towers?

HITL SubTeam:

· Jeff Richards, ATCSCC, TL

· Doug Balock, ATCSCC

· Phil Smith, OSU

· Curt Kaler, ZMP

· Joe Bertapelle, Mitre 

· Bob Kissling, ZOB

· Mike Brennan, Metron

· One East or West area TMS if possible
Appendix 4:  Flow Evaluation Sub-teams and Responsibilities

	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 AFP

Cost/benefit analysis of AFP



	Internal ATCSCC Procedures  Sub-Team
	John Rupp

Ric Humphreys
Jim Strouth

Doug Balok

ATCSCC Area Rep

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

who, what , where, ATCSCC procedures, planning/strategic use of AFPs, 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 AFP from an Stakeholder perspective, including:

ARINC needs, communications needs, automation requirements, training, slot allocation recommendations, 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 AFP; for both FAA and NAS Customers.

Review and comment on plans when developed.

	HITL Sub-team
	Jeff Richards

Mike Brennan
Curt Kaler

Phil Smith

Doug Balok

Bob Kissling

Joe Bertapelle

An East or West TMS

	Lead the effort to define AFP HITL scenarios and questions to be addressed by HITL exercises.

(See Appendix 3.)


NOTE:  Any need for support, travel, backfill, etc. for these sub-team meetings should be addressed to Mark Libby.  
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