[image: image1.jpg]FAA
Air Traffic Organization

System Operations Services




CDM 

Flow Evaluation Team
[image: image27.png]



Meeting Notes

16 - 17 August 2005
[image: image13.jpg]





[image: image14.png]Introduction
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Want to walk through each change and review its impacts on the
system and the users.
Changes are mainly to the hub processing.
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= Curent Requirements:
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controlledby a diferent AFP.
FSM wil notissue new controltimes in skt lsts for these types of
exerptions.
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Executive Summary

CDM’s Flow Evaluation Sub-Team conducted a Meeting on 16 – 17 August 2005 to continue work on its first task of defining an Airspace Flow Program.  The meeting was held at Metron Aviation facilities in Herndon, VA on the second day.
During the meeting, Metron and Mitre personnel presented a “canned HITL”/Demo of an Airspace Flow Program (AFP).  This allowed the Flow Evaluation Team to carefully walk through an AFP scenario and discuss all open questions, suggestions, etc.
The Team also reviewed a first draft of the FAA Procedures Notice for AFP.  Good progress was made and a final draft is expected by end-OCT05.  
The team also reviewed and approved changes/simplifications of automation requirements proposed by the FAA TFM Programs Office.  Many of the items changed or eliminated for 8.2 will likely remain as requirements for future releases.

Finally, new or revised sub-teams were formed to address Procedures, HITL needs, and Training.  Supervisory Traffic Management Coordinators (STMCs) were added to the team to replace NATCA members.  
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 (Appendix 2-B has carryover actions).

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

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

Introduction

The meeting began at 0700 on 16AUG2005 at Metron Aviation facilities in Herndon, VA.   
Mark Libby opened the meeting with introductions of new attendees/team members:

· Glenn Godfrey, STMC at the Command Center

· Forrest Terral, STMC from the Command Center

· Carol Catron, Training from the Command Center
We also expect a new QA/Metrics member because Cindy Gerber-Chavez is leaving.  A participant from NAV Canada will be joining the team for the SEP meeting, and Tanya Yuditsky from the Tech Center will be helping the team as a Human Factors expert to observe and help during HITL exercises this Fall.  
Mark also spoke of the confusion regarding the recent memo from Jo Damato to the CSG regarding General Aviation issues for AFP.   He may try to attend future CSG meetings or at least make himself available for Telcon for part of those meetings so that he might head off confusion or overreaction due to misunderstandings.
NOTE:  In the future, all team correspondence should be worked through the team’s lead and industry point of contact (Mark Libby and James Buckner) and through our CDM leads (Jim Ries and Lorne Cass) to avoid surprises or confusion.
A preliminary Agenda was approved as follows (to be revised as we went through the meeting):  
	Administrative /agenda review

	Reroute Monitor Update

	Subgroup Reports

	HITL plans

	Data Analysis re. Pop-ups

	HITL Demo and discussions

	Procedures Review

	Review of basic AFP concept questions – rate setting, pop-ups, training, etc.

	Meeting Dates/next Steps


Reroute Monitor Update
The Team first discussed current status and feedback regarding the new 8.0 Reroute Monitor function.
Action Item 0712-2 to provide operational tips for displaying RQD vs. RMD action was completed and disseminated.

Reroute Monitor Usage Comments:
Customers:

Most Airline Ops Centers use the Reroute Monitor at ATC Desks only at this time; some dispatchers are beginning to use the tool.  Some desired enhancements or usage ideas include:

· CCSD ability to store canned FEAs for reuse

· Cut and paste function for multiple entries

· The count indicator can be confusing; some simplification might help
· The ability to sort by City Pairs

· FAA has asked Volpe to hold off before implementing this while the FAA reviews the implications

NBAA:  The Reroute Monitor has made life much easier for them – the display is constantly left open for their use to pass information to their members.  A couple of comments:

· Save and Recall of ‘profiles’ does not seem to work

· Is the definition of Air Taxi too broad?  

· Lists can be a bit confusing (Regionals, others?)
FAA:
Comments:

· The inability to differentiate by Destination is hindering use at some Centers

· Example:  Current scripts may show some airports (e.g., EWR and JFK flights transiting the “Chokepoint” routes) in different colors, which is helpful to TMUs.   This is not available in the new Monitor.  
-  This is a continuing requirement request from ZMP and other facilities
· Reroute Monitor misses some flights already airborne if a new reroute is issued.  
-  This could be a procedural/training issue.

ACTION:  Volpe to meet with Curt Kaler to discuss color coding and airborne flights on the Reroute Monitor.
· RE:  Action Item 0712-3:  Prepare proposal for handling RQD vs. RMD conformance handling in the Reroute Monitor. Would like the RRSTAT value of “NC” only when a reroute is required. We may need a new code to indicate a flight is not on the route but reroute is RMD, etc.

· Mike Golibersuch’s memo includes proposals for future change
 
[NOTE:  This Memo was forwarded to CDM Exploder List on 8/22/05]
· Volpe advised that today you can select RQD only if that’s all you want to see.

· Current capabilities are deemed OK

Volpe advises that there are no current plans for any Reroute Monitor work in release 8.2; no critical defects are seen.

Flow Evaluation Team Subgroup Reports
The team then moved into discussions and reports from the various subgroups.

Two new or revised teams are being formed:  

· A Training Sub Team will begin looking at training requirements and input to a training plan.
· An HITL team will be re-formed to help formulate scenarios, scripts, and requirements for upcoming HITL exercises.
· These two sub-teams (HITL and Procedures) required some reorganization with the loss of NATCA participation.  STMCs are being added to support the sub-teams and the Flow Evaluation Team at large.  


Training Sub-Team

This team will be starting up now that we have draft Procedures and will be starting HITL tests.  The members of the Training Sub-team will include:

· Carol Catron, TFM Training, Sub-team Lead

· Jo Damato, NBAA

· Tim Matuszewski, UAL (also an interface to the CDM Training Facilitation Sub-team)
· Gary Dockan, US Air  (possible)

· DeAnna Hines, Metron Aviation

· Probably a rep from the ATCSCC

· Volpe as SME when needed

· Curt Roller (sp?), who is tasked with developing FAA’s AFP Training Plan

HITL Sub-Team

The new/revised HITL Sub-Team will include the following members:

· Glenn Godfrey, ATCSCC, Sub-Team Lead

· Curt Kaler, ZMP

· Mike Brennan, Metron Aviation

· Joe Bertapelle, Mitre CAASD

· Jeff Miller, ATA
CDR Sub-Team Report

Phil Smith provided a brief review and summary of the CDR Sub-Team activities and plans.  Some of the points covered included:
· Input and feedback continues to be received regarding the need for Advanced NAV CDRs.  Is it possible to nudge/remind the FAA Procedures Office regarding this request?
· Contining to receive input and ideas regarding the “Jump-off Jo” concept discussed in the JUL meeting.  

· This involves flights that might take off of a major metro area to fly to a secondary airport just ahead of a Wx front, and then leave from that secondary airport when the weather passes.  This would relieve the major metro area and expedite the flight’s overall arrival time.

· NBAA and Honeywell are continuing to review this concept

· The concept is still in concept and procedural discussions with the New York facilities

· A procedure will be developed with NY facilities pending approval from Jim Ries
· If the procedure works in the NY area, it will be evaluated for expansion/ consideration elsewhere.

· The flexible use of CDRs is also continuing to be evaluated

· This involves pre-definition of a small number of CDRs that might be used if weather/volume constraints continue to develop and impact a departure area.  

· A “PLN” (Planning) ADVZY is a possibility to structure this process idea

· A Playbook Review Meeting is recommended in conjunction with the Team’s 4OCT scheduled meeting

· Usage and design of Plays during the past SWAP season would be reviewed

· ACTION:  Research and provide 2005 Playbook usage data by 3OCT2005 for review at this meeting.  ~  Jim Strouth  
· GA CDR Usage Proposal:

· More use of CDRs by GA flights who are capable of filing them is still being trialed/evaluated as a potential system relief during constraints

· “CDR CAPABLE” will be put in Remarks to indicate capability

· An alternative to multiple local MOUs might be a National MOU for this purpose, but this would involve a significant database requirement

· This proposal will be forwarded to Mike Cirillo (through Jim Ries)
· A question was asked as to whether distance/mileage for CDRs could be displayed with the routing graphic on a web site.
· The answer was “no” because all routes are calculated as great circle routes.  Hence the airlines often use their own route DBs to help compute mileage.

Industry/Customer Sub-Team
The Industry Sub-group conducted a meeting at ORD on 3AUG05.  The following subjects were reviewed:
· Slot allocation:  The standard Delay Assignment (DAS) GDP allocation method will be assumed at this time.

· Pop-ups:  Pop-up numbers and allocation will be a major factor in AFP implementations.

· A “Pop-up / Unknown Factor” may be able to be determined via historical data; e.g., from the “flow pipes” already defined by Mitre.

· These will then be assigned the average FA delay for the program

· A DB may be possible if the data is from known sources

· Procedures and impacts will be evaluated during HITLs

· Substitution Process:  

· Will be available in the Software

· Customers see a real need for this capability

· Will try sub processes first during HITLs to determine if it is procedurally feasible/practical for implementation in Release 1.

· Diverted flights:

· Should DVRSN be exempted/prioritized for AFPs to avoid double penalties?

· The issue is that if a flight is diverted, and then a program is put in place, that flight currently is considered a Queue 3 priority.  Therefore it would receive a lower priority than other flights for a slot.

· It was proposed and agreed by all that:
All DVRSN flights should get exemptions from all programs (i.e., be prioritized as Queue 1)

· This is estimated to be a minor development task involving only Metron resources

· ACTION:  A Draft Memo from the TL to the FAA CDM Lead stating the group’s recommendation to prioritize DVRSN flights for any TMI program was prepared and will be forwarded soon.

In addition, the Sub-Team then reviewed the AFP Issues Paper previously prepared at the team’s request by Jo Damato of NBAA.  
· Issue 1:  Flight Plan Processing Issues

· This issue involves flight plans filed early but often not forwarded from FSSs to the Host until an hour or so prior to departure.

· This is a known issue.  An NCP has been prepared and has already been escalated to FAA management.  
· All efforts on the NCP have been delayed since the FSS privatization contract has been delayed

· At a minimum, this needs to be added to the Training/Education issues list.

Issues 2 through 4 below are really “Non-CDM” Customer issues

· Issue 2:  Non-CDM Customers cannot view FEA/FCA graphic depiction

· Kapri Kupper advised she is aware of this issue and is planning to work it through Kenrob for release 8.2

· Issue 3:  Advance EDCT info for non-CDM Customers

· Most agreed this might be useful to help avoid more pop-ups

· It is agreed that EDCT compliance/understanding is a potentially huge training issue for implementation

· There is an issue of privacy/security that has to be resolved before such information could be publicly posted

· ACTION:  Propose a way for EDCT actions to be publicly listed that avoids privacy/security issues.
~  Jo Damato

· Issue 4:  TCA-like assistance for non-CDM Customers

· Not a show-stopper, but it is understood that this also shows the risk of unrecoverable missed slots.
How do we get feedback/provide assistance if a GA flight is unable to make its time?

· TCA assistance for all possible GA questions is not feasible at this time because of the cost/workload issue involved

· Can it be overcome by making more information available for customer “self-service”?

· Again, there is a major training need to make GA pilots aware of the importance of EDCTs, changes, etc., and what to do if they cannot make times.

· Issue 5:  PDC P-Times do not match intended P-Times

· Lengthening PDC times to 60 minute is not feasible at this time due to impact on other operations

· May be addressable as a Training Issue; that is, make towers, etc. aware of importance of GA clearances, EDCTs, ECRs as soon as they come out.

· It was also noted later that when issuing revisions, then the PDC will not be valid – the total clearance has to be re-read.  So whenever there is a revision, like an EDCT change for example, then the PDC is not valid.

· ACTION:  James Buckner to write up this concern to forward to the CDM Leads for consideration.

· Issue 6:  Training

· All agree that Training is a very complex issue for AFPs and will be a critical success factor for the implementation of the new program.  

· Multiple publicity and training/education avenues should be pursued

· Education avenues such as those the NBAA has proposed undertaking in the memo should be encouraged and supported.

· Kurt Roller (sp?) has been tasked with putting together plans/timelines for the FAA

· Education of FAA towers, contract towers, FSSs, etc. that have not been as involved in EDCTs before is also a key training requirement.

· It was suggested that we might want to consider how DRVSM education was spread.

· The Centra on-line classroom system might be helpful

· The team feels that face-to-face, on-site training and coaching will be required for AFP success, not just class-room or CBIs or Centra sessions.  

· Volpe reports they have already received multiple calls regarding AFPs, which should serve as an indicator of how important this education effort will be 
· A preliminary advisory/brochure should be prepared for dissemination at the upcoming CDM meeting and other forums.

· Use of something like the two-page handout Metron prepared for the HITL could be useful

· ACTION:  prepare a mini-brochure on AFPs to hand out at upcoming meetings.  ~ Mike Brennan and Rick Oiesen
· ACTION:  Update the Memo with comments from the full Team to forward as a Memo from the Flow Evaluation Team to CSG through CDM Leads.   ~ Jo Damato
The Customer Sub-Team members also advised they may have other issues they wish to defer and review during HITL sessions; e.g.:
· Review of complex Customer procedures involved with AFPs
· Practice with remote runs to ensure compatibility and process workability 

ACTION:  Develop and initial HITL issues checklist for AFP HITLs.  ~ M. Krause
Automation/Development Sub-Team Update

Ken Howard from Volpe led a review/discussion of Development questions/status using the presentation attached as Appendix 3 (Alternative Handling of Flights in Multiple AFPs).  The FAA TFM Programs Office was concerned that some of the requirements were too robust and could hinder ability to meet release schedules for the Spring of 2006.

In this presentation several simplifications/changes for release 8.2 were proposed to the Flow Evaluation Team as follows:
· No precedence checking.  A new AFP EDCT will simply overwrite the current EDCT.
· For pop-up handling in multiple programs:

· GDP will always be applied if relevant

· If more than one AFP, just assign a slot randomly based on a FA Delay

· It is assumed this will be very rare anyway

· A revision could be used to change the times

· The override option could be used to modify precedence if really needed

· Pop-ups for a Reroute or Purge:

· Assign a delay the same as for any other pop-up

· Preserve sub rights from any previous program

· REMINDER:  Substitution will be available for 8.2, but may be turned ON/OFF by the FAA.  We may start without this process until more familiarity with the real-life impacts/processes is gained.

· Drop-out Handling (Flights routed out of an FCA/AFP)

· Rerouted flight controls and slot are both eliminated

· The slot released is not maintained for substitution 
· Workaround:  The Customer could first move the flight down in the slot list and sub for it, then reroute the flight

· This could be an important training item for Customers
· NOTE:  Does not apply to a situation where a flight cancels; they could still be subbed as today.

· Customers agreed this might be OK if it is just for R1 and improves the overall possibility of having some subbing capabilities in R1.

· SUMMARY:

· The Team Agreed:  The proposed changes for Multiple AFP Handling as presented by Volpe were acceptable for Release 1 (8.2).
· Possible reinstatement of some of the reduced functionality may be necessary in future releases
The presentation also reviewed other miscellaneous changes and some proposed screen shots of dialog boxes and ETMS DSP displays of AFPs.  
(See last three slides of presentation attached as Appendix 3.)
· Some of the display suggestions include:

· An “FSM Eligible” checkbox under the “Characteristics” section of the Create FCA Parameters dialog box  (see picture on pg. 27)
· An “Extended” option (up to 7 days) under the Time Range section

· Saving parameters in FSM will be possible, but the user must be careful to ensure it is exactly as he/she wants.  This might be valuable for saving something as a ‘known strategy’ for further use.

· A “data block” concept is suggested to display an active FEA/FCA being looked at for an AFP.  “FCA001/AFP” tag would be used to designate an active AFP is associated with the FCA.  And “/FSM” would be used to designate the FEA as “FSM eligible” but without an active AFP yet.  (See pg. 28.)
· Metron announced they are also looking at FSM Map displays for AFPs and will have something to show at the next meeting.

· The “Select FEA/FCA” Dialog Box will also show which FEAs/FCAs are AFPs or “FSM eligible” as well (pg. 28).  
· Again there were no significant comments and the team agreed the display samples looked reasonable for now.

The Development Sub-Team advised that they had no further issues or questions regarding 8.2 development, and the Flow Eval Team advised they had no further questions for the development teams. 
Reminders:

· 27AUG = Requirements Freeze – only minor UI changes are possible after that date.
· 22SEP = Final Design Review – virtually no changes considered after this date.
Analysis Sub-Team
Jim Strouth briefly summarized the status of this sub-team’s activities.  The sub-team’s work has been slightly stalled due to the departure of Cindy Gerber-Chavez, who was the team lead.  Jill Charlton (sp?) will be stepping in for Cindy.

Pre-implementation Metrics will include modeling and HITL metrics and some additional baselining work from Mitre.  

Post-implementation metrics include FSA-like metrics from Metron, assessment of program/operations from Mitre, and cost benefit data to be developed by FlatIrons.  

Real-time FSA requirements will be the same as those provided for GDPs.

The Cover Sheet metrics action is still open; that is: define who, what, why metrics from the cover sheet are needed.

Procedures Sub-team
Forrest Terral was informed that he would be helping with the Procedures Sub-team; he graciously accepted (well, at least he didn’t leave the room and was very helpful in the succeeding document review).  
The Sub-Team then walked carefully through the Draft Procedures prepared and distributed by John Rupp.

· Specific ideas/comments were provided by the Team for the document

· ACTION:  John Rupp and Forrest Terral will take the team’s input and prepare a second draft of the Procedures Notice.

· ACTION:  Curt and Jeff will review ARTCC and Terminal Procedure steps with the Procedures sub-team 

· A Notice will be drafted for 2006; 7210 changes will be made when the new program is more stable.

· The 0900 indicator and plus/minus 5 minute compliance requirements should be added to the Procedure

· AIM changes may also be necessary.  John Rupp will check on how this is to be handled.

· A couple training issues again surfaced during this review:
· EDCT handling

· How will Center CPCs know they are to miss an AFP/FCA if it is not on their displays?  What if they give direct routings or reroutes that put flights into an AFP?

· How will controllers know which AFP applies if there is more than one?

· Practice with “ECR Tool” and/or “EDCT Check” will be necessary during HITLs
AGENDA Review for Day 2 Activities

At the beginning of Day 2, the Team reviewed items it still wanted to address as they day proceeded:
· Meeting plans/schedules
· HITL Update/Plans
· HITL Demo

· Pop-ups data analysis results
· AFP Location and Rate Setting strategies

· How will Direct flights/changes of Routings be handled during and AFP?  (How will CPCs know if/where to “miss” an FCA/AFP if it is not displayed?
· AFP Promotion/Information Sharing; e.g., report out at CDM Meeting

· Actions and IOUs

· Ops Concept Draft

Meeting Schedule
The group agreed to the following meeting schedule for the next six months.  The schedule was distributed separately and will be entered on CDM and KSN calendars.

	Meeting Dates
	Location
	Purpose 

	16 – 17 AUG 2005
	Metron/Herndon, VA
	Controlled HITL demos/walk-throughs and discussions.)

Review the initial draft for Procedures

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

Start at 1000am on 12 SEP

	14 SEP 2005
	Fair Lakes, VA
	CDM Meeting.



	15 SEP 2005
	Fair Lakes, VA
	AM:  Present initial concepts and gather feedback from CDM participants.

1 - 4PM:  Wrap up discussions/meeting

	3OCT05
	Metron
	1 - 4PM:  CDR Sub-team meeting

1 - 4PM:  HITL Preparation

	4 – 6 OCT
	Metron
	HITL

	7OCT05
	Metron
	HITL Wrap-up discussions

Doc Reviews, Procedures Review, Ops Concept review

	7NOV05
	Metron
	1PM - 4PM:  HITL Prep

	8 – 9 NOV05
	Metron
	HITL

	10NOV05
	Metron
	9AM – 2PM:  Possible remote HITL run.

Wrap up discussions.  Review of  all documents and the AFP training plan review

	15-17NOV05
	
	Info only.  NBAA Convention.

Education opportunity.  TLs may assist.

	29NOV –  1 DEC05
	Metron
	HITL

Remote runs for some Customers

	13 – 15DEC05
	Volpe
	Preview prelim 8.2 system

HITL as needed

Document closes as needed

Final issues/contingency planning

	10 – 12 JAN06
	Metron
	Agenda TBD as needed

	25-27JAN
	
	Info only.  Dispatchers Convention

Education opportunity.  TLs may assist.

	6FEB06
	Fair Lakes
	½ day meeting  (CDM Breakout meetings)

	7-8FEB06
	Fair Lakes
	CDM Meeting

Education opportunity

	9FEB06
	Fair Lakes
	½ day meeting (TBD – as needed)

	FEB06
	n/a
	Possible live trial with shadow system (e.g., behind the scenes issuance of EDCTs for Cancun traffic)

	JAN-FEB06
	n/a
	Probably trials with new S/W on Volpe test string only


Ideas for the CDM brief-out in September were also discussed at this time.  It is assumed the CDM brief will include:
· Concept presentation, Demonstration, Issues/Questions review, Handouts, Q & A.
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AFP Demo/HITL Preview and Discussion
Metron then presented a demo for the work group that walked through the process of setting up and running an AFP.  A scenario of an Ohio Valley constraint and Mitre Flow Pipe 11 was used as the scenario.  Approximately 5,000 flights were caught in this simulation run.  The simulation generated several good process questions/ discussions that are captured here.
The Create FEA/FCA Window was used to tag an FEA as “FSM Eligible.”

· NOTE:  FEAs can be made FSM Eligible for modeling, etc.

· This may be restricted to the Command Center at first and then gradually extended to Center TMUs for their own use.

· Filtering/exemptions/exclusions will be possible and will be a big factor in the AFP process.  (Major training item as mentioned previously.) 

· No moving FEAs/FCAs in R1.

The FEA/FCA is then “imported” into FSM to see the data for the FSM-eligible FEA/FCA.

· FSM shows the “entry time” into the FEA/FCA

· Bar Graph is available just like GDPs (configurable up to x hours after the end of the AFP)

· An ADL List is created with airspace times (E-entry and C-entry times)

· Assume the SUB rules are the same as for GDPs

· E.g., 20 minute window based on the CTA (entry time to FCA)

· Customers see no show-stopper here, but need to start SW plans/designs soon.

· DRAFT Interface (IF) Specs already sent (AUG05)
· A new Draft is currently being planned

· Final IF SPEC DUE:  10/1/05

· Only 4 development orgs are known to be affected:  3 Airlines plus ESM

· Once in FSM, sorting as desired is possible

· It was interesting to note that this one FCA/AFP (Flow Pipe 11) now covered well over 50 airports.

· Significant discussion was again held regarding “Filtering.”

· The FCA may have been used to exclude flights; or

· Flights may have been left in the FCA but then “exempted” from EDCTs with the FSM

· More discussion, HITL practice, and then Training is needed on this important filtering process

· An 8.3 development feature idea is to provide filtering to show all flights, but C-times on only a subset.

· Filtering by major airports only or certain ACIDs (e.g., a specific airline or EJA) is possible

· The FSM bar graph enabled viewing of high and low time buckets, and how the flow might be smoothed out with traffic metering.

· It was noted that the FSM Time controls were set separately from the FCA times.

· An AFP ADVZY might therefore need to carefully describe when/which flights in the List are affected; e.g., “you might be affected if …” or “between times x and y” may need to be specified. 
(  Training item: What goes out in the ADVZY and how to organize/.word it.

· It may be that FCA times and FSM times should match to avoid confusion.  
This may be a Procedure item we want to enforce.  

· The question of EDCTs for flights exempted was discussed at length.  The issue is that if there are no Control times for these flights, then the integrity if the program might be an issue; that is, you still want those flights off at known times even if they are exempt from the program as a whole. 
· A related scenario was discussed to consider how a program could be escalated over time and what tools/procedures might be used.

· A Public FEA is published and flights are requested to route around the constrained area (or “contrained” for some of us).   
But not enough flights move to resolve the situation.

· An AFP might then be created to ‘meter’ traffic that still wants to go through the area.

· Several tools might still be in order in this case:

· AFP for metered traffic through the constrained area

· Assigned reroutes north of the original FEA to control the volume of  reroutes

· Monitoring FEAs as needed locally to monitor volume in specific sectors/areas

· There was much discussion regarding the mix of tools and strategies that could be applied

· Converting from one to another

· Transitioning gradually from less restrictive to more restrictive TMIs

· It was again suggested that a limited set of ‘canned’ “AFP Plays” might be set up and used for initial rollout next Spring.  

· This would increase our chance of success and reduce our risks of unknown impacts.  

· Perhaps some simpler uses before we get into the worst SWAP days

· E.g., a weather line in a fairly open space like ZKC where we could reroute traffic north or south and meter some through.

· This might be an HITL scenario we could trial and then use next year
· Another HITL idea would be to build in x% of “unknown” or non-compliant traffic and observe the results.  Then up that % to again observe the change.

A Power Run is then possible with FSM

· The power run can include a percentage reduction from the predicted demand.  This is easily done with a slider bar interface.  (Raw numbers can also be used.)

· Note: the reduction is a ‘smoothing’ of the Total number of flights projected through the AFP over the time of the AFP.

· Delay stats can be seen as in GDPs.

· Different Bar graph colors can be used to show flights in another AFP or GDP 

· AFP “Override” is a simple check box UI

· The AAR Panel allows a “pop up” factor – as a numerical value per hour

Once the AFP is ‘run,’ normal GDP-like functions are available.
For the HITLs (only!), the following tools will also be available to help set up the scenarios and to evaluate results:

· Route Option Generator (ROG) to help Customers set up flight routing

· CRCT to simulate TSD in the HITLs (including Center Monitor, Future Traffic Display, etc. to help show impacts of programs)

· FACET:  To help evaluate results

ACTION:  Finalize scenarios for the SEP HITLs by 29AUG05.   ~ HITL Sub-Team
AAR-like Rate Setting methods were again discussed at this point also.

· The Demo used projected demand, then cut that by 20%

· Historical data from the Mitre “flow pipes” or from some other source (MAP values, past data analysis, etc.) might also be used to set hard numbers or percentage reductions.

A question was asked as to whether exemptions could be set through FSM for arrival airports for something like e-STMP programs.

· This may be possible, but it could involve a big User Interface change

· Kevin Rosengren is looking into this possibility
Pop-Up Data Analysis

Mitre Analysis of Snowbird Days
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Jim Strouth reviewed data from two heavy Snowbird days (12/26/04 and 1/2/05) to analyze pop-up numbers and potential impact.  He used the “flow pipe 16” across Florida to collect data.  His findings included:
· Over 25% of flights were “unknown” to ETMS two hours prior to departure

· Over 45% of flights were “unknown” to ETMS six hours prior to departure

· GA/“N” flight plans were typically available less than two hours prior to departure

· A very large number of airports were included when using the flow pipe to capture data.
- southbound on 12/26/04 included 362 different airports, 176 with only a single departure.
- this shows the magnitude of impact of an AFP and the potential training issues involved
· It appeared that many flights either filed flight plans way in advance (e.g., 20 hours or more) or inside six hours.  

· Pop up percentages ranged from 30 to 60 percent for these two days.  

· A proposed follow-up study was proposed for the NBAA convention in MSY this Fall.  GAAP and EDCTs are planned for many aircraft from a large number of small airports.  
Metron Analysis of Demand Predictability
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Metron did a similar analysis; they looked at drop-outs and pop-ups over a four-hour period on a clear weather day in the northeast corridor (using “flow pipes” 11, 12, and 13).  
They found that Type 1 and 2 errors for pop-ups/drop-outs would have amounted to about twice that seen in an airport program.

These findings from both Metron and Mitre should help us define implementation times and rates in the future.  For example, we might wait to implement until long haul transcon flights are running, and then catch the closer in flights in AFPs.  Or we might use this sort of data to help determine AFP Acceptance Rates by planning a “pop-up/unknown factor” for the AFP.
AFP Education/Promotion Activities 

The Team then discussed a little further some ideas for promoting awareness of AFPs among the various stakeholders who will be involved.  Some ideas included:

· Publishing and sharing the Operations Concept when complete

· Preparing and sharing a short AFP education brochure as discussed previously (Action Item for Mike Brennan and Rick Volpe)

· Use the SEP15 presentation to the CDM general session as an educational opportunity

· This will include a demo as well as discussion of background/concepts and open questions

· Mark Libby, James Buckner, Jo Damato and Jim Strouth will work on this presentation
FEAs/FCAs with AFPs

The Team then discussed questions about distinguishing FEAs and FCAs, and when/if/how both would be used in conjunction with AFP programs.  

Question:  

There was a question as to why we need to settle on building AFPs on FCAs only, vs. going directly from FEAs to AFPs.  
Discussion:

The distinction between FEAs and FCAs has become pretty clear after two years of use.  The philosophy of using an FCA to indicate an airspace constraint that requires an action is pretty well ingrained.  This will remain consistent whether that action is avoid the area, cross that area in a precise manner (e.g., chokepoints), or meter through that area.  

There is also operational agreement that a TMI ramp up strategy that moves from FEA to FCA to AFP and then possible back (ramp down) would be a workable and desired workflow.

AGREEMENT:

It was agreed by the group that an FCA will be required for an actual AFP.

Question:  

There was also some confusion and question about the use of longer times for the underlying FCAs than for the AFPs.
Discussion:  

The idea of having longer times for the underlying FCAs was originally proposed to ensure that processes for entrance and exit from the AFP would be controllable; for example, to make sure we didn’t miss any flights when purging an AFP.  It was agreed that this could, however, lead to some confusion (e.g., when the two flight lists were different).  
The Team discussed that an FEA could be used to plan and capture the flights desired; that is, an FEA or FCA may have been in place prior to the AFP while evaluations, modeling, and even less-restrictive alternatives were tried.  However, once an AFP is to be executed, it was thought that more structure and consistency should exist with the associated times.
AGREEMENT:

It was agreed by the group that the underlying FCA time and the AFP time should match.  

This will have to be handled and promoted as a procedure; hence it is another key training item.

Filters/Exclusions/Exemptions
The team again discussed the question of whether to filter/exclude flights at the FCA level or whether to wait ad do that with exemptions at the FSM level.
If filtering is done at the FCA level, the advantage is that no EDCTs will be issued for excluded flights.  The problem, however, is that the traffic manager and others will not see the excluded flights at all, and therefore they are not being directly/consciously controlled as is done with FSM exemptions.  Flights exempted with FSM still get EDCTs, but with no delay associated.

This remains an open procedural question that will be reviewed/trialed at HITLs and then will need to be carefully trained before implementation.
AFP/Rate Setting Discussion 
With Curt Kaler’s help, the Team then again discussed regarding how to position FCAs/AFPs and define rates.  
Scenario:  (same as presented by Curt in JUL05 meeting)
· Consider the late June 2005 scenario with air-mass thunderstorms over the eastern third of the U.S.  Popcorn thunderstorms were experienced throughout the eastern portion of the country. 

· Multiple GDPs in support of SWAP were implemented to try to handle a very dynamic situation with changing conditions, routes, etc.

· There was a need to have some general delay/slowing of traffic to allow for deviations and for departures.

This is the type of situation that spawned the need for something like the AFP.  It may still be one of the most promising scenarios for HITLs and next summer’s implementation.
Rate Setting ideas/aids:

· As seen in the Metron Demo earlier, rates might be set pretty easily by just setting a percentage of forecasted demand
· Baseline/historical data for known flows might help (e.g., the Mitre “flow pipes” or maybe certain Snowbird flows or Chokepoint flows)

· Curt also proposed drawing FEAs at Center boundaries and using a “total” of the known impacted sector MAP values to define a rate (see example shown below). 
· If a value such as 112 is obtained, it could be subsequently used to set a “rate” for a flow entering that Center destined to airports on either side of that AFP line.  
· PDARS, which is now deployed at all Centers,  might also be a tool for easily collecting this sort of baseline data
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· It is assumed that ARTCCs should usually be involved in helping to derive a rate

In general, the question of where to draw AFPs and how to set AFP “Rates” remain open issues to address in HITL testing.

Meeting Close 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 1430 on 17AUG05. 

The items listed below were noted to be still open or in need of further discussion.  They will be handled by sub-teams or carried over as agenda items or HITL work items in subsequent meetings.
· Review OpsCon drafted by Metron.  
· All members should read the document and pass comments to Mike Brennan for discussion at the next meeting

· Define HITL scenarios for the SEP HITL by 29AUG05
· One or more sub-team meetings will be called to work on this (first is 23AUG at Metron)

· Review and define AFP ADVZY Content
· Define/design a set number of AFP “Plays”/Scenarios that might be used during initial implementation efforts

· This will be a continuing action for definition during HITLs this Fall

· Action Item Review.

· We are getting a little behind.  All members are asked to review their own items and pass updates to michael.krause@ngc.com .  At a minimum, we will have to carefully review these at the OCT meeting when we have a little more time.  

· Identifying AFPs for CPCs

· How can we make sure CPCs are aware of AFPs and adhere to reroutes or EDCTs for those AFPs (e.g., avoid direct routes or reroutes that might unknowingly and negatively impact the integrity of an AFP)

· Further discussion/review is necessary during HITLs:

· AFP pop-ups/drop-outs

· AFP Placement

· AFP Rate setting

· AFP Filtering techniques (FCA and FSM)

Next Meeting:
· 12SEP (start at 1000) – 13SEP:  HITL exercise at Metron

· 14SEP:  General Session CDM Meeting at Fair Lakes

· 15SEP:  AM:  
Presentation/demo to CDM attendees at Fair Lakes
 
  PM:  
1 – 4PM:  Flow Evaluation Team Meeting at Fair Lakes 
  
  
(Conference Rm will be available)

Appendix 1: Flow Evaluation Team – Attendee List: 16 - 17 JUL 2005
	NAME
	ORG
	EMAIL
	PHONE
	16

AUG
	17

AUG

	Arora, Namita
	Metron Aviation
	arora@metronaviation.com 
	703-624-0375
	X
	

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

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

	Buckner, James
	Honeywell,

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

	Burke, Jason
	Metron Aviation
	burke@metronaviation.com 
	703-234-0795
	
	½ 

	Catron, Carol
	FAA-ATCSCC Training
	carol.catron@faa.gov 
	703-925-3135
	X
	X

	Cook, Lara
	Metron Aviation
	cook@metronaviation.com 
	703-928-0779
	X
	X

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

	Deering, Robert
	AAL
	robert.deering@aa.com 
	817-967-7195
	X
	X

	Ermatinger, Chris
	Metron Aviation
	ermatinger@metronaviation.com 
	703-234-0734
	
	½ 

	Godfrey, Glenn
	FAA-ATCSCC
	glenn.godfrey@faa.gov 
	703-904-4525
	X
	X

	Harten, Pat
	Metron Aviation
	harten@metronaviation.com 
	
	X
	

	Hines, DeAnna
	Metron Aviation 
	hines@metronaviation.com 
	703-234-0801 
	X
	X

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

	Houde, Jim
	NG/CTA,

 TAC Support
	jim.houde@ngc.com 
	703-453-8891
	X
	X

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

	Jackson, Claude
	Mitre CAASD
	cjackson@mitre.org
	703-983-6271
	
	½



	Kaler, Curt
	FAA-ZMP,

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

	Krause, Mike
	NG/CTA,

 TAC Support
	michael.krause@ngc.com 
	703-453-8876

703-725-6450 (m)
	X
	X

	Kupper, Kapri
	ATO-R, Program Ops Support
	kapri.kupper@faa.gov 
	
	½


	½



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

	Libby, Mark
	FAA-DCC,

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

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

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

	Morrill, Judy
	FAA-ATCSCC
	judy.morrill@faa.gov
	703-326-3909
	X


	X

	Oiesen, Rick
	Volpe
	oiesen@volpe.dot.gov
	617-494-2309
	X
	X

	Olsen, Ed
	NWA,

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

651-338-4120 (m)
	X
	X

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

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

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

	Stewart, Tim
	Mitre CAASD
	tstewart@mitre.org 
	703-983-6593
	
	½



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

	Sud, Ved
	FAA/ATO-R Research
	ved.sud@faa.gov 
	202-385-8474
	½


	X

	Terral, Forrest
	FAA-ATCSCC
	forrest.terral@faa.gov 
	703-904-4400
	X


	X



	Tichenor, Jeff
	FAA-D01,

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

	Weitzman, Edna
	TAC2-NGIT
	edna.weitzman@ngc.com 
	703-453-8865
	½


	


Appendix 2: A:  Flow Evaluation Team – Action Items: 16-17AUG05
	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	0816-1
	Determine if there is a Reroute Monitor issue of filtering by destination
	Volpe and Curt Kaler
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

	0816-2
	Set up Telcon to review Reroute Monitor enhancement list candidates
	Volpe
	NOV05
	OPEN
	Needed before 8.3 requirements reviews?

	0816-3
	Update AFP Critical Training Items List to forward to CDM Training Sub-team and Flow Evaluation Team
	Mike Krause 
	AUG05
	Done
	

	0816-4
	Talk to CDM Leads about regular attendance/briefing to CSG on AFP progress and issues
	Mark Libby
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

	0816-5
	Provide Playbook Usage data from Summer05 for OCT FET Mtg.
	J. Strouth
	OCT05
	OPEN
	

	0816-6
	Write up draft procedure for the “Jump-off-Johnny” concept for GA aircraft
	J. Buckner / 
J. Damato
	SEP05
	OPEN
	Concept and test in NY Metro area still underway

	0816-7
	Draft Memo from FET to  J.Ries (CDM Lead) recommending DVRSN flts be exempt from all programs
	M. Krause / 
M. Libby
	AUG05
	Done
	Draft to M. Libby for review on 8/21

	0816-8
	Prepare recommended procedure for how EDCT actions will be listed to avoid privacy issues
	J. Damato
	AUG05
	Done
	Memo update on 8/18/05

	0816-9
	Prepare draft 1-2 page handout describing AFP concept
	R. Oiesen / 
M. Brennan
	SEP05
	OPEN
	

	0816-10
	Update Memo to CDM/CSG re. GA issues with comments from the FET and forward to CSG as memo from the FET
	J. Damato / 
M. Libby
	AUG05
	Done
	Memo update forwarded on 8/18/05

	0816-11
	Develop and distribute for comment a Critical HITL Items List based on past meeting notes
	M. Krause
	23AUG05
	Done
	

	0816-12
	Prepare Draft Issue Memo to TFM Programs Operations Support office concerning PDC timing issues
	J. Buckner / 
M. Libby
	SEP05
	OPEN
	

	0816-13
	Review ARTCC and Terminal Steps in Draft Procedures Doc; forward comments to J.Rupp
	Curt Kaler / 
Jeff Tichenor
	SEP05
	OPEN
	

	0816-13
	Prepare Draft v. 2 of Procedures Doc based on comments/input from FET.
	John Rupp / 

F. Terral
	SEP05
	OPEN
	

	0817-1
	Set up Telcon to review and answer GDP/AFP SW interface questions with Customer SW personnel.
	Volpe
	SEP05
	OPEN
	

	0817-2
	Review and forward any comments on the Operations Concept paper prepared by Metron
	All FET members
	SEP05
	OPEN
	

	0817-3
	Prepare AFP Presentation to CDM Full Session in SEP
	M. Libby / 
J. Damato / 
J. Buckner  / 
J. Strouth
	15SEP05
	OPEN
	Metron will help provide screen shots, etc. if needed


2-B:  Flow Evaluation Team Carryover Action Items

(NOTE:  Completed Items (grayed) are moved to the bottom of the List)
	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	0712-1
	Define what/how to display AFP information on the Reroute Monitor
	Volpe  and Procedures Sub-Team
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

	0713-3
	Clarify what/why/where/when Cover Sheet Metrics are needed for AFP
	Procedures and QA Sub-Teams
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

	0713-7
	Determine when ETMS might be available to support HITLs with live data
	Volpe
	OCT05
	OPEN
	

	0713-8
	Amend current ECR Procedures as necessary to include AFP ECRs 
	J. Rupp
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

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

	0712-3
	Prepare a proposal for handling RQD vs. RMD conformance handling. 

Would like the RRSTAT value of “NC” only when a reroute is required. We may need a new code to indicate a flight is not on the route but reroute is RMD, etc.
	Ken Howard
	AUG05
	Done
	See proposals in Mike Golibersuch Memo

	0615-2
	Post a copy of the System Requirements Document on line.
	Mike Brennan/ Ken Howard
	JUL05
	Done
	Forwarded to D. Hines on 19AUG05

	0712-2
	Prepare write-up with tips for how to efficiently filter and display RQD vs. RMD for dis-semination to FAA and NAS users.
	Volpe
	AUG05
	Done
	

	0712-4
	Provide info on MSY hotel and schedules
	Jo Damato
	15JUL
	Done
	See e-mail 7/14/05

	0713-1
	Provide mock-ups/ideas for TSD/CCSD display of AFPs, ‘FSM-eligible’ FEAs, etc.
	Ken Howard / Volpe
	AUG05
	Done
	

	0713-2
	Compile a list of critical Training items for AFP
	M. Krause
	AUG05 and ongoing
	Done
	Initial list forwarded to FET on 7/18.

Update List – see 0816-3.

	0713-4
	Explode out Draft Procedures document for review/comments from the Team 
	J. Rupp
	AUG05
	Done
	Initial review 8/16.  

	0713-5
	Write up the proposed EDCT Interactive Communication capability for GA
	J. Damato
	AUG05
	Done
	See Damato white paper/ memo of 8/1/05

	0713-6
	Research for pop-up traffic data 

	Metron
	AUG05
	Done
	

	0713-9
	Review the Flow Pipe statistics to determine number of pop-ups if possible
	J. Strouth
	AUG05
	Done
	Presentation planned 8/16

	0713-10
	Provide input to mtg notes re. the 2-AFP precedence question
	C. Ermatinger
	14JUL
	Done
	

	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
	Done
	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
	Done
	Request passed to CDM and ATO-R

	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
	Done
	Agreed to preliminarily accept current GDP Scheme.  

	0517-1
	Investigate status of NCP to remove EDCT times in the Host.
	M. Krause
	JUN05
	Done
	Bob Fietkiewicz 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: Alternative Handling of Flights in Multiple AFPs



A presentation from Volpe on 16AUG2005
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[image: image19.png]Drop-out: Flight Rerouting out of FCA

= Curent Requirement
+ ETMS would remove the controls for the flight, but preserue the slot.
+ User would still be able fo sub tis slot.
= Proposed Chang
* Ha flight reroutes out of the FCA ETMS would remove the controls AND THE
SLOTTor that flight.
= Potential Impact:

Pro: Eliminates thenewcategory of a flight hatis not controlled but owns a
ot

Pro: Eliminates therelated changesin message formats.
Con: Slotis 10stto compression. F AA vould have to revise instead.
‘Con: User loses benefits from hisopen slot.
— User could work around this by first subbing the light they wan to
Feroute down, then rerouting it out of the FCA.

Con: Taking this approach males it impossible for ETMS and FSM 0 track a
fight that used o be in an AFP but has rerouted out of i. This eliminates the.
possibility of giving that fight priorityf a new AFP captures that fight.




[image: image20.png]Other Miscellaneous Changes

= Consider not issuing the first “CT" for a flight until 45.minutes prior to
B-time.
* Will miniimize changes on the stips.
« Wil limét nurrber of control cancels due toflight rerouting on of FCA,
* Wil this be eariy enough o get printed on the strip atall facilties?

= No “Autoshow” function specifically for FSM.eligible FEASFCAS or
FCAs with AFPs.

= When ADL update is triggered, next update may take up to as long as 2-
minutes.
* Resuts from design approach.
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