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Executive Summary

CDM’s Flow Evaluation Sub-Team conducted Meetings on 12  - 15 September 2005 to continue work on its first task of defining an Airspace Flow Program.  Meetings and Human-In-The-Loop (HITL) Exercises were held at Metron Aviation facilities in Herndon, VA on 12-13SEP, and then an additional meeting was conducted on 15SEP05 at Northrop Grumman in Fair Lakes, VA.
The major objective of the meeting was to conduct initial (HITL) exercises to familiarize the Team with the HITL process and to begin gathering information for procedures, automation and training plans.  
The team also defined criteria and comparison data on which to evaluate future HITL exercises.
A major decision from the HITL exercises and meetings was that filtering for AFPs should largely be done at the FCA level rather than with FSM exemptions in order to avoid inundation with EDCTs.  The major concern expressed by Team members was the large, complex and critical training requirement for the new program.   
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  

12SEP2005

Introduction

The meeting began at 1000 on 12SEP2005 at Metron Aviation facilities in Herndon, VA.   
Mark Libby opened the meeting by indicating the major goal of the first two days of the meeting was to come away with a better understanding of the HITL process and what was needed to make further HITLs a success.  The Team planned to reconvene on THU afternoon following CDM meetings to review findings and set future HITL plans.
New attendees were introduced:

· Tanya Yuditsky, FAA/WJHTC, who will help us evaluate Human Factors and Computer – Human Interface (CHI) questions.  She will be working with Volpe and the TFM Users Team (TUT) on CHI design and evaluation for the new product.
· Jill Sparrow, ATCSCC QA, who will work with us on QA/Metrics questions
· Dennis O’Hara, FAA/ZDC, who will join the Flow Evaluation Team as a TMU SME to help conduct/evaluate HITLs, procedures, training requirements, etc.
· Tom St. Clair, ATCSCC, who will join the Team as a liaison with TUT.

A preliminary Agenda was approved as follows (to be revised as we went through the meeting):  
	Administrative /agenda review / meeting objective

	Flow Evaluation Team Subgroup Reports

	HITL preparation

	HITL Test Runs and Reviews/Discussions

	CDM Presentation

	Review of HITL Results

	Plans for Next HITL

	Develop criteria/metrics for HITL evaluation


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

Procedures Sub-team

The Procedures Sub-Team conducted a meeting to review the FAA Procedures Notice, and Cover Sheet and Advisory formats.  Some open questions remain to be resolved during HITLs; for example, 

· ECR handling with the 0900 indicator
· Depicting AFPs graphically on the ADVZY
· Handling changes in FCA/AFP size 
· How should we proceduralize this?  Will the modified FCA require a new number?  Should it be a new program with a new list and new EDCTs?  Then Purge the old program?  Should we avoid this in 2006/R1?
· This is another HITL item we should test.
The Procedures sub-group has produced a second draft of the FAA Procedures Notice on Airspace Flow Programs.  
ACTION:  Flow Evaluation Team Members should review the Draft Procedures document and forward any comments to John Rupp.

It was agreed that we are probably in pretty good shape for Procedures pending trial and review of actual procedures used in HITLs, especially since we are planning a limited number of use cases in 2006.  

The goal is to produce a formal final draft of Procedures document as early as possible to allow plenty of time for formal review periods, I and I, etc. 

Industry/Customer Sub-Team
The Industry Sub-group conducted a Telcon meeting; some major points included: 

· A major industry concern for HITLs is reviewing Communications requirements.  Exactly how will we get the word out regarding a program to all parties involved?

· It is assumed that HITLs should tell us what not to do as well what to do; e.g., to avoid too many procedural adjustments

· Realism/practicality will be a important in HITLs to tell us where the pitfalls will be

· The lack of an EDCT Look-up capability for GA pilots may be a show-stopper in the eyes of GA/NBAA representatives.  

Training Sub-Team

The Training Sub-team did not meet and the sub-team lead did not attend the meetings/HITL exercises.  No report out.  

Team members 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 
· 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

CDR Sub-Team Report

The CDR Sub-team met on 1SEP2005.  Notes from the meeting will be posted on the Flow Evaluation Team CDM Web Site.  Phil Smith provided a brief review and summary of the CDR Sub-Team activities and plans.  Some of the points covered included:

· Advanced Nav CDRs

· New Procedures have been written to support the use of these CDRs

· The Procedure will be reviewed at the CDM Meeting on 9/15/05.

· The application of Advanced Nav CDRs will be phased and will be flexible enough to consider local needs, conditions, etc.

· Centers want to avoid having duplicate CDRs for Advanced Nav capable aircraft.  
ISSUE:  Is there a risk of an RNAV CDR being assigned to a non-capable
( /A) aircraft?  Should there be an automation flag to catch this possible error?
The Group felt there should be an error warning, but there was no conclusion / resolution / action for this.

· CDR Usage and Performance

· Studying usage and performance with CDRs is an Action from the 2004 End-Season review.  

· Some Questions include:  How often are CDRs filed, used, amended, etc.? Which CDRs are not used?  Are there other common/frequently amended routes that might be more useful if abbreviated/CDRs?
· Performance when CDRs are used:

· How often are abbreviations used for computer entry?

· How often are CDRs used for abbreviated clearances?

· Some analysis with POET is being conducted, e.g.,

· Over 100 flights from EWR to ORD were amended in JUN05

· The analysis depicts which CDRs were most used and which were not used.

· Maybe the data could help Customers cut down on the number of CDRs filed, or help the FAA cut down on the number of CDRs used.

· PROPOSAL:  Phil proposed that a complete sample analysis of CDR Use and Performance be conducted for two to four airports in the ZNY – ZOB corridor.  The extended study would take about a year to properly consider seasonal variations, trends, etc.
· DECISION:  The Flow Evaluation Team agrees the further CDR analysis should be recommended.

· ACTION:   Prepare a draft Memo from Mark Libby and James Buckner to the System Operations Program Operations Support office recommending the more extended CDR Analysis.   ~ P. Smith 
The CDR Sub-team plans a next meeting on MON 3OCT05, 1 – 3 PM.  The major focus of this meeting will be to review Playbook use this past SWAP season.  Input from both Customers and FAA facilities is solicited.  This subject may also be covered at the TFM End-of-Season Review in NOV05.

HITL Sub-Team

The HITL Sub-Team includes the following members, and conducted a couple of meetings to set up the exercises we used for 12-13SEP.  
· Glenn Godfrey, ATCSCC, Sub-Team Lead

· Curt Kaler, ZMP

· Mike Brennan, Metron Aviation

· Joe Bertapelle, Mitre CAASD

· Jeff Miller, ATA

· Lara Cook, Metron Aviation
Analysis Sub-Team
The Analysis sub-group did not meet, but expects to do so again now that Jill Sparrow is on board.  
PDC Timing Issue Memo

The Flow Evaluation team then reviewed the Memo drafted by James Buckner regarding PDC/EDCT timing issues for GA aircraft.

ISSUE:  The issue is that the last 20 minutes or so prior to departure for many GA aircraft involves greeting, seating, luggage handling, etc., and is not set aside for final flight planning activities.  They therefore file flight plans with a P-Time of about 30 minutes prior to the actual expected departure time.

Therefore, many last minute flight plan changes could be missed, which could skew many TFM programs or initiatives.  
Proposed Solution:  Two actions are probably necessary: 

· The first involves education of the GA community to file more accurate times.  

· The second, probably more complex but perhaps more effective, would involve automation changes to allow the PDC times to be backed up another ten minutes or so – perhaps 40 minutes prior to P-time vs. 30 minutes.
We are not sure of all the ramifications/technical issues involved with this automation solution.

· DECISON:  The Flow Evaluation team agreed with the Memo with slight amendments, and it will be forwarded to the CDM Leads as a recommendation from the Team.

· This question should be pursued further as an HITL exercise if possible; viz., review the impact of many GAs actually departing approximately 30 minutes after their P-Time.
Meeting Plans and Schedule

The group reviewed meeting plans and made small adjustments to the NOV05 schedule to accommodate necessary changes in NBAA convention plans.  The current Flow Evaluation Team calendar is as follows:  

	Meeting Dates
	Location
	Purpose 

	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 – 3 PM:  CDR Sub-team meeting

1 – 4PM:  HITL Preparation and FET Meeting as needed

	4 – 6 OCT
	Metron
	HITL Exercises

	7OCT05
	Metron
	HITL Wrap-up discussions

Doc Reviews, Procedures Review, Ops Concept review

	1NOV05
	n/a
	Procedures Final Draft ready for formal external reviews

	8 – 10 NOV05
	
	Info Only.  NBAA Convention.

Education opportunity.  TLs may assist.

	15-17NOV05
	Metron
	HITL Exercises.  

	29NOV –  1 DEC05
	Metron
	HITL Exercises

The meeting will be held at Metron although some remote runs may be trialed on the last day

	1DEC05
	n/a
	Go/No-Go Decision re. AFPs in support of SWAP.

If No, then define fallback scenarios for simpler use in 2006

	13 – 15DEC05
	Volpe (tentative)
	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
	SAT
	Info only.  Dispatchers Convention

Education opportunity.  TLs may assist.

	6FEB06
	Fair Lakes
	CDM Breakout meeting opportunity

	7-8FEB06
	Fair Lakes
	CDM General Session 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


HITL Exercises
In the afternoon of 12SEP05, initial HITL exercises were conducted using scenarios 1 and 2 outlined in Appendix 3.  
The Team was reminded to consider potential requirements and open issues that might arise during the exercises for Procedures, Training Requirements, further HITLs, and Automation. These items would be captured on white boards around the room for further review and consideration.  The resulting white board information is summarized in Appendix 4.  The team was also told to consider this first set of exercises as a learning opportunity on which to build future/better exercises we conduct over the course of the next three or four months.  The ultimate goal is to define and understand the best use cases for AFPs in the summer of 2006.
During the first AFP HITL runs, the group also walked through expected procedures to see if they synched up to what we were actually doing.  The workflow process appeared to be something like the following high-level flow diagram:  


[image: image2]
The group also discussed what success criteria should be in place to judge HITL exercises and to judge implementation success next summer.  HITL success metrics were discussed further at the 15SEP post-HITL meeting and are summarized later in these meeting notes.  As for successful 8.2/2006 implementation, the Work Group generally returned to discussion of the principal objective of AFPs, which is for use in place of multiple-GDPs in support of SWAP.  If AFPs are successful in reducing the number of GDPs and efficiently handling traffic during some severe weather events, then they can be considered a success.   

13SEP2005
Introductory/Pre-HITL Discussions
· Remote HITL Preparation

· Lara Cook briefly discussed set-up of Jupiter at Customer sites for eventual remote connections for future HITLs.  This will require further conversation and possible ad hoc meeting.  

· Add this to HITL Requirements List (done, see Appendix 4)
· Discussed changing the size of an FCA/AFP.  

· An FCA change would change the ADL 
· How would this be handled?
· If reduce the FCA, some flights would look like “drop outs”
  -  EDCTs would be cancelled
  -  Slots are not maintained
  -  Program could also be revise if a new rate is desirable 

· If increase the FCA size, then new flights would look like “pop-ups”  
· Either of these situations could be undesirable or would require new procedures for handling.

· Ideas:
-  Leave the original FCA in place as the “base plan”, then create a new FCA for the second/expanded plan with new flights?  Then Customers could sub, etc. into the expanded plan?
-  Just develop a new FCA/AFP

· ACTION:  Conduct an Off-Line simulation to review how software handles the changing FCA size situation.  ~ Metron/HITL Sub-group 
· ACTION:  Investigate the exception case to treat flights that “drop out” due to FCA/AFP size changes differently than those that reroute out per normal procedures.  (Do they maintain slots? Etc.)   ~  Volpe
· Add this to HITL Requirements List (done, see Appendix 4)

HITL Exercises
The Work Group then continued to walk through HITL scenarios 1 and 2 with a little less interruption.  Automation, Procedures, HITL and Training issues were captured and are included in Appendix 4.  Some particular notes were as follows:
· What incentive will there be for a Customer to move a flight before the AFP is actually issued; i.e., during the “proposed” stage?  They may have higher likelihood of receiving a preferred reroute rather than waiting for a ground delay, but it might be a good assumption that reroutes will not be made until all factors are known (i.e., amount of ground delay/EDCT is known).

· FCA Filtering vs. FSM Exemptions were reviewed and discussed.  Statistics did not show too much difference in the first exercise.  

· Some flights may be planned by Customers early (more than two hours out), but may not be known to ETMS until 45 minutes or so prior to departure because Customers often batch and send them late.  This is an automation process that Customers could correct to help the NAS system planning process.

· Location of FCAs will help drive some numbers/historical data for use with rate setting later; e.g., flow pipe numbers from Mitre, or new PDARS data for canned FCA/AFPs we might choose before next summer.


The team then ran through exercise Scenario 3.  Goals for the exercise included the following:

· Look for Rate Setting/Capacity questions.

· Hypothesis:  Weekends/holidays are usually handled OK even during weather events, so that type of metric might be a usable data point for setting rates during the busier weather days.  
A thought is that maybe a rate similar to a typical weekend/holiday rate (approx. 15% reduced) could be tried since that usually seems to manageable.  
Use an average delay of about 35 minutes to keep delays generally less than one hour.
· Try to check for the use/impact of the “pop-up” factor.

· Further explore Filtering vs. Exemptions

· Review the impact of the AFP on airport rates (by looking at FSM separately for specific airports)


Rate Setting Discussion:

· The new AFP rate setting User Interface (UI) in FSM allows an unknown/pop-up factor to be included when setting the AFP flow rates.  

· There continues to be considerable discussion of what a pop-up rate should be.  
We learned later that 70 – 75% is a normal compliance rate for GDPs.  We probably cannot expect that high a rate for AFPs. 

· Should pop-ups be entered as a percentage or a raw number?

· Should we reduce pop-ups from the 100% rate, or from the already reduced rate?  

· We later considered that we should probably add the pop-up rate on top of the expected 100% rate, and then apply the overall planned reduction to that total; that is,  
Expected rate + pop-ups = Total to be reduced by X%.
· We may need to be more conservative in setting rates/assigning delays with AFPs because there is not a graceful “out” if problems arise (i.e., no temporary GS for one airport in a program).
Proposed vs. Actual Program:
· With a “Proposed” program:  If a flight routes out of the AFP, the slot will be lost.  But if the Customer plans to “cancel” a flight, the slot will be retained – same as GDP.

· With AFPs, the Customers may want to see a more complete impact of EDCTs , etc. before deciding on best course of action.

· Realistically, the “proposed” program is mainly for notification and discussion; don’t expect many reroutes/changes at this time

· Draft Procedures are probably OK because we do not detail Customer actions.

· The fact that AFPs in the scenarios we are running and considering are larger in scope than GDPs will help discourage some tendencies to manipulate the system since there may not be many other choices/routes to take anyway.

Major Issue for GA: 

GA Reps at the meeting advised that a major issue for them remains the ability to get good information and predictability from a delay program.  They need to know in advance that a program is going to be run, and then they need easy access to EDCT information/details.  
Filtering vs. Exemptions Discussion

At this time the team again discussed the question of filtering flights with the underlying FCA vs. exempting flights with FSM.  The HITL scenario that was run compared an AFP with FCA that was filtered for arrivals only vs. the same FCA with all flights shown. 

 It was noted that using FSM Exemptions carried some significant negatives; mainly that ALL flights, even those you don’t need to manage (e.g., departures in the instance of this HITL exercise), would have EDCTs.  There would therefore like be many calls to make, potential missed EDCTs, and so forth that are not necessary.  In addition, tool users would not see a clear picture of the departures displayed as green bars in the FSM bar chart.
DECISION:  It was agreed by the Team:  USE FCA FILTERING to help avoid EDCTs. 
Rationale:
· Filtering still met the goal of reducing overall demand in the AFP.  We did not observe spikes in demand due to departures.  

· EDCTs only have to be issued to half as many aircraft.  EDCTs (even the “no delay EDCTs”) would create a great deal of workload, in this case, for the N90 controllers.

· The less EDCTs are issued, the fewer that would need to be changed during a revision, fewer ECRs as well.

· Historically, on a severe weather night the N90 departures would not even be close to either a "no delay EDCT" or a "real EDCT" intended to smooth departure flow.  N90 controllers would not be able to hit +/- 5 minutes.

· If N90 controllers do not hit the EDCT, our data is actually less accurate than had the EDCT never been issued.

· Some Customers could be tempted to manipulate the system by swapping an arrival EDCT for a departure EDCT when in fact they know the towers will not be applying them or that the newly assigned delay was already going to be taken due to MIT restrictions.


· In summary:

· For now, FCA Filtering is deemed operationally preferable to FSM exemptions
· This will help avoid misuse of EDCTs for subbing 

· This will help avoid excessive calls to Towers, ATCSCC, TMUs, etc. when new times are needed
· This will be less confusing to Customers

Training/Procedures NOTE:  It is also suggested that a good practice might be to create a second FEA, exactly the same as the AFP FCA, to get a clear picture of ALL traffic involved in the airspace, including Departures, over flights, etc.  

Other results/summaries of Scenario 3 HITL Exercise:
· There may have been a slight reduction in the number of alerted sectors.

· There is a need for analysis/metrics to help judge results (see detailed discussion on 15SEP)

· Can we compare results to multi-GDP results (i.e., a “modeled AFP” to a “modeled GDP”)?
· Airport delay was about as would be expected; 

· i.e., there was a “stack” at the end that may well have required an AFP expansion or an individual GDP at some airports.

· Handling the post-program “stack” should probably be a training issue.

· The over-arching goal of reducing use of GDPs in support of SWAP was re-emphasized.  

· Can the Team settle on three or four “canned” plays or responses to scenarios that might normally lead to multiple GDPs?

· Is this too complex to handle during a first-out implementation?

· Too much training?

· Too much unknown/pop-up traffic likely?

· The impact of more revisions to the workload?

· Is there a risk of under-delivery if the goal is to simplify operations and avoid too much impact?

· DECISION:  The Team agreed that centering on three or four AFP “use cases” for scenarios that would otherwise call for multiple GDPs in support of SWAP will be the goal/approach for 2006.

· Define approximately three “use cases” or “plays” to address the main goal of avoiding/limiting multiple GDP programs

· DEC 1:  Decision date for moving forward with a primary set of about three general “plays”.  
This date should allow enough time for Training and other activities to move forward before implementation.

· Other possible fallback scenarios will be trialed if the decision is not to go with the “avoid multiple GDP scenario”; e.g., Cancun traffic flow, ZKC large thunderstorm activity, a Fix-loading scenario, ZDC50 traffic flow etc.
· Project Schedule Summary:

· 1Nov05:  AFP Procedures Draft completed for formal reviews, etc.

· 1Dec05:  Go/No-Go point for the “avoid multiple GDP” scenario

· 1Feb06:  Training package ready for review by the Flow Evaluation Team, TUT, and others as necessary.

· 1Mar06:   Training package complete

· May06:  Trial dry run on normal day

· Discussion Issue:  Is slot-hoarding/program manipulation a concern?  

· If so, equity, program integrity and wasted capacity could be possible impacts.

· The Team should run an HITL to look at this if they deem it a real problem.

Following a lunch break, the team then ran through exercise Scenario 4.  This scenario involved the larger FCA with filtering for inbound flights to both the NY and DC Metro areas.  The weather scenario of popcorn thunderstorms was the same.  The overall goal was again to look at a program that might provide a gross level delay to allow better management of traffic into the Northeast airports and allow departure traffic from the Northeast to continue to flow.

Again, questions regarding Automation, Procedures, Training and HITLs were captured and put on the white boards, and are summarized in Appendix 4.   Some initial observations included:

· Metrics/evaluation criteria (see 15SEP notes below for more complete summary)

· Sector impact was decreased slightly.

· Demand did seem to be smoothed pretty evenly during the program

· Pop-up/unknown factor not observed.

· HITL NOTE:  There is a big need to play these scenarios longer or fast forward them so the team can more fully capture the full effect of the program.  
Otherwise, pop-up impact, full traffic impact (departures, etc.), and other possible effects are missed.

· EDCTs that would be required:

· 23 at MSP over 4 hours

· 26 at ORD in 1 hour
ACTION:  Check with Bob Flynn to determine realistic number of EDCTs for ORD.

· This number should be checked in future runs to determine workload impact of programs.

· Would the closer line run in Scenario 1 be better to help avoid impact to airports like DTW (mid- to short-distance airports)?

· Where to place the FCA line/AFP still is an important question to be sorted out during HITLs.  

· There are arguments for both placement options the team has observed in these initial HITLs.  There may even be a scenario where starting with the closer-in FCA line and then backing it up to the Scenario 4 FCA020 line might be an effective technique.  Or maybe using two AFP lines could be effective?

· Practice and observations may be useful.  Perhaps separate HITL runs for FAA operators would be effective for this.

Human Factors Observations
As the day neared the end, the Team asked Tanya Yuditsky, FAA/WJHughes Tech Center/Human Factors, for any observations/ideas she might have regarding the HITLs from a human factors perspective.   Tanya will be working with Volpe and the TFM Users Team (TUT) during the next few months on User Interface/CHI design for AFPs.  Her observations/advice included the following three major points:

· Each stakeholder needs to understand and consider what tools and information they will need to make this program work and be successful from their standpoint.  

· She reminded the team members that they are only working with a mock-up environment at this point, and not the precise tools that will be available upon implementation.  

· It’s the process that is important at this point, not just the “tool.”

· She asked the team members to consider their “user” requirements during the HITLs, and to provide feedback on what they would like to see and what is easiest to use in the new toolset. 
· This feedback will be used to help design the Computer-Human Interface (CHI), etc.

· She sees the need for some key metrics for a sub-team to define and all to use as criteria to judge various HITL scenarios.

· See notes from 15SEP05 where the team worked further on this.
Dispatcher Rollout Question

The Customers on the team were asked about rollout needs for their Operations Centers.  They provided the following thoughts/requirements:

· Coordination between the ATC desks and dispatchers will be important

· Dispatchers will have to be closely involved in many AFP scenarios to help determine the choice between delay and reroutes.  They understand the intricacies of making a decision between fuel burn with a reroute vs. a ground delay.

· “What and why” and concept understanding will be as important as “how” to work the new tool.

· Spring refresher training sessions will be a good chance for Airlines to begin education activities regarding the new AFP program.  

· Most Customers would like to see face-to-face/interactive learning sessions, not just CBI-style training.

· The team briefly discussed Centra options, budget constraints, etc. 

13SEP05 Wrap-up Discussions

· The team will conduct a follow-up meeting on THU afternoon, 1PM, at Fair Lakes.  Agenda will include:

· Meet and exchange ideas with the GDP-E Work Group

· Review HITL Results

· Discussion on metrics/evaluation criteria

· Final issues/concerns from the Team Members:

· Team members feel there are concerns but that we are moving in the right direction
· Training cited again as a major issue

· We need to stay on track with the “VW version,” and avoid moving to “Cadillac” discussions/requirements.
· ACTION:  Capture all ideas/requirements/questions from 12-13SEP HITL whiteboards and summarize for review/future actions.  ~  M. Krause
15SEP2005

Introduction

The meeting began at 1PM following the CDM General Session.  

John Berggren of ZOA, Pat Somersall of the ATCSCC and the GDP-E Work Group, and Mark Klopfenstein, Metron joined the Flow Evaluation Team for this session.

GDP-E COORDINATION/COMMUNICATION:  Some concerns had been expressed earlier by the GDP-E WG since they had not been meeting and therefore did not have a good idea of how the AFP project was proceeding.  Ken Howard, Mike Brennan and Jo Damato have been members of both sub-teams, and that should help with inter-group coordination as necessary.  Ken Howard and Mike Brennan also briefed the GDP-E WG on 13SEP, which helped close some communication gaps.

BANDWIDTH QUESTION:  A question regarding bandwidth issues was raised.  Potentially, a lot of bandwidth will be required for AFPs.  This will particularly be a question if duplicate FEAs with no filtering are created to monitor total traffic flow impacts, thus creating larger lists that have to be sent with each update/revision/etc.  HITL scenarios will be shared with Volpe prior to future HITL exercises for bandwidth analysis.  TFM-Modernization personnel have also been informed about this question for their planning purposes.
FILTERING:  As mentioned previously, the Team is has decided to go with filtering traffic with FCAs, mainly to avoid so many more EDCTs.  Bob Flynn has been asked to provide feedback re. how many EDCTs might be reasonable for a large, busy Tower facility like ORD.  The Team will also attempt to get metrics on how many EDCTs are issued in a multiple GDP scenario today.

WORKLOAD IMPACT:  Following up on the EDCT question, all team members are requested to network and get feedback on possible workload issues the AFP program might inflict on controllers/traffic managers, especially at Towers.  

POP-UP FACTOR:  The team again discussed techniques for properly applying a “pop-up”/unknown factor to an AFP when setting rates.  It was generally agreed that the following methodology should be used:

· First, add the “expected”/known traffic and the “unknown”/”pop-up” factor.

· Then apply the reduction factor to reduce this Total Demand to reach an AFP Rate for the program.

ACTION:  Perform a POET analysis of historical data to research pop-ups for known scenarios.  ~ Phil Smith 

AGENDA:  The following Agenda was announced for the remainder of the meeting:

· Metrics/data to be collected for evaluating HITLs

· Scenario Sequence for next HITL

· Worksheet idea to simplify data collection/comparison

Metrics/Evaluation Criteria
The Team discussed and agreed on the following metrics/evaluation criteria to use for future AFP HITLs:
COMPARISON DATA for HITL SCENARIOS

· EDCT Information 

· EDCTs by Airport

· EDCTs Totals

· Compare HITLs to simulated Multi-GDPs events

· Number of airports that have to issue EDCTs

· Number of EDCTs issued by large airports (e.g., ORD) vs. “others”

· Number of EDCTs issued by “towered” airports vs. “non-tower” airports

· Delay Data

· Average Delay and Max Delay

· Relative Delay for split-line AFP segments

· Pop-Up Data

· Percent of Pop-up traffic in the AFP

· Reroute Pop-ups vs. Unscheduled Pop-ups

· Demand Data

· Sector Demand 

· FCA demand 

· Airport Demand

· Compliance Data

· Compliant vs. non-compliant

· Rate setting data

· Compare rate and percentage variations during HITL Runs

· Compare original flight data to controlled flight data

· Evaluate flows – partly subjective evaluation re: clumping, streams, conflict points, etc.

· Evaluate control of Ground Stops (GSs)

Scenario Sequence

The Team discussed and agreed on the following sequence for scenario runs for the next HITL exercises in OCT:
· Re-run Scenario #4  (using the larger FCA020; i.e., the RDU line)

· Run Scenario #5  (FCA020 with FSM exemptions only, no FCA Filtering)

· Run Scenario #6   (FCA020, filter for only ZNY, ZBW arrivals)
· Run new scenario that splits FCA 010 into two lines – ZOB line first

· Run new scenario that splits FCA 010 into two lines – ZDC line

Data Comparison Worksheet

ACTION:  In order to simplify HITL comparisons, Metron was asked to prepare a Worksheet using the data discussed above to help simplify comparisons between HITL runs.  

It is understood, however, that some of the criteria are, and should remain, somewhat subjective in nature.
Other Discussions

HITL Analysis for SEP05
ACTION:  Metron was requested to provide some analysis and metrics from the scenarios run on 12-13SEP05; specifically:
· Compare Scenario 1 and 2 runs

· Compare Scenario 1 and 4

· Compare AFP scenarios run vs. a modeled multiple-GDP scenario using the same data

0900 EDCT Cancellation Flag
The Team discussed potential issues with the “0900” flag solution for canceling EDCTs.  If this ‘purge’ flag is set, then Pre-Departure Clearances (PDCs) are invalid.  
The question then is:  Would/should a full route clearance be necessary?
Issues/questions:

· Lack of PDCs and full route clearances would mean extra workload for Towers

· Can or should this procedure be amended if the only change is to Cancel the EDCT?

· The flights affected would only be those inside 35 minutes that have already received an EDCT.

· ACTION:  Research the impact of the 0900 flag canceling PDCs and requiring full route clearance.  ~  Jeff Tichenor
Next Meeting:
· 3OCT:   start at 1PM :  CDR Sub-group and HITL preparation at Metron
· 4-5-6OCT:  HITL Exercises at Metron Aviation in Herndon, VA
· 7OCT:  AM: Wrap-up, Discussions, Document reviews, etc. at Metron


Appendix 1: Flow Evaluation Team – Attendee List: 12 – 15 SEP 2005
	NAME
	ORG
	EMAIL
	PHONE
	12

SEP
	13

SEP
	15

SEP

	Berggren, John
	FAA/ZOA
	john.berggren@faa.gov  
	510-745-3332
	
	
	X

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

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

	Bowe, Tammy
	NWA
	tammy.bowe@nwa.com 
	612-726-2129
	
	X
	

	Buckner, James
	Honeywell,

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

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

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

	Deering, Robert
	AAL
	robert.deering@aa.com 
	817-967-7195
	X
	1/2 
	

	Dockan, Gary
	US Airways
	dockan@usairways.com 
	412-747-1680
	X
	X
	

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

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

	Fulmer, Dean
	FAA/ZMP
	dean.fulmer@faa.gov  
	651-463-5505
	
	
	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
	
	

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

	Jackson, Claude
	Mitre CAASD
	cjackson@mitre.org
	703-983-6271
	1/2
	
	

	Kaler, Curt
	FAA/ZMP,

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

	Klopfenstein, Mark
	Metron Aviation
	klopfens@metronaviation.com
	703-453-9192
	X
	
	X

	Krause, Mike
	NG/CTA,

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

703-725-6450 (m)
	X
	X
	X

	Lewis, Taryn
	Metron Aviation
	
	
	
	X
	

	Libby, Mark
	FAA/ATCSCC,

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

	Mead, Charlie
	AAL
	charlie.mead@aa.com
	
	
	½
	X

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

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

	O’Hara, Dennis
	FAA/ZDC
	dennis.o’hara@faa.gov 
	703-771-3504
	X
	X
	X

	Olsen, Ed
	NWA,

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

651-338-4120 (m)
	X
	X
	X

	Rose, Dave
	NavCanada
	rosed@navcanada.ca 
	613-248-4087
	X
	X
	X

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

	Scheurer, Steve
	UAL
	steve.scheurer@united.com 
	847-700-3710
	X
	X
	

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

	Somersall, Patrick
	FAA/ATCSCC
	patrick.somersall@faa.gov 
	703-904-4510
	
	
	X

	Sparrow, Jill
	FAA/ATCSCC/ QA
	jill.sparrow@faa.gov 
	
	X
	X
	

	St.Clair, Thomas
	FAA/ATCSCC/ TUT
	thomas.stclair@faa.gov 
	
	
	X
	

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

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

	Tichenor, Jeff
	FAA/D01,

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

	Yuditsky, Tanya
	FAA/WJHTC, Human Factors
	tanya.yuditsky@faa.gov 
	609-485-5375
	X
	X
	


Appendix 2: A:  Flow Evaluation Team – Action Items: 12-15SEP05
	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	0912-1
	Prepare recommendation to conduct further CDR usage analysis with POET 

(How often filed, used, amended, etc.)
	P. Smith
	OCT05
	OPEN
	

	0912-2
	Propose “max” default setting for AFP Rate Line
	Metron
	OCT05
	OPEN
	

	0913-1
	Conduct off-line test run to determine how software handles changes to an FCA’s size (if reduced, if enlarged).
	Metron
	OCT05
	OPEN
	

	0913-2
	Investigate the exception case of how flights that “drop out Cancel” are treated vs. those that that are rerouted.   
  -  Are slots maintained or not?

  -  Other differences?
	Volpe
	OCT05
	Done
	See Requirements Doc section 2.8.7 and 2.8.8

	0913-3
	Prepare Proj. Sched to include dates agreed by team for Procedures, Go-No Go for canned NY Metro AFPs, Training Pkg, etc.
	M. Krause
	SEP05
	OPEN
	

	0913-4
	Propose recommended stats for tracking HITL results
	Metron / 

HITL Sub-Team
	OCT05
	Done
	See Team Meeting notes for 15SEP05

	0913-5
	Check with Chicago (Bob Flynn?) to determine what is a reasonable # of EDCTS to issue in a given time period.
	M. Libby
	OCT05
	WIP
	Bob Flynn contacted and will provide feedback

	0913-6
	Compile issues/questions info taken down during SEP HITLs on white boards for review by the Team; i.e., RE: Procedures, Training, Automation, HITL
	M. Krause
	SEP05
	Done
	Feedback requested

	0915-1
	Prepare POET analysis of pop-ups in pre-defined FCAs using historical data
	P. Smith
	OCT05
	OPEN
	

	0915-2
	Prepare Analysis Report for SEP HITLs, including:

- Scenario 1 vs. 2

- Scenario 1 vs. 4

- Scenario 1 vs. multi-GDP sim
	Metron
	SEP05
	OPEN
	

	0915-3
	Research impact/process of ‘0900 purge flag’ on PDC
	J. Tichenor
	SEP05
	OPEN
	

	0915-4
	Investigate use of PDARS for data analysis
	J. Tichenor
	OCT05
	WIP 
	Prelim discussions held with J. Ries

	0915-5
	Prepare Analysis Worksheets for use in future HITLs
	Metron
	OCT05
	OPEN
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


2-B:  Flow Evaluation Team Carryover Action Items

(NOTE:  Old completed items have been removed to conserve space/time.)
	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
	WIP
	Awaiting response; Volpe is reviewing

	0816-2
	Set up Telcon to review Reroute Monitor enhancement list candidates
	Volpe
	NOV05
	OPEN
	Needed before 8.3 requirements reviews?
Recommended Agenda Item for NOV Meeting

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

Await feedback from CDM lead.

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

	0817-1
	Set up Telcon to review and answer GDP/AFP SW interface questions with Customer SW personnel.
	Volpe/NBAA/ATA
	SEP05
	OPEN
	This need confirmed at 9/14 CDM general meeting

	0817-2
	Review and forward any comments on the Operations Concept paper prepared by Metron
	All FET members
	OCT05
	WIP
	Concept doc will be important for Training, future releases, Procedures, etc.

Current Doc to be posted as a “Functional Description.”

New Concept of Ops still pending HITL trials.

	0712-1
	Define what/how to display AFP information on the Reroute Monitor
	Volpe  and Procedures Sub-Team
	AUG05
	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
	WIP
	Recommended Agenda Item for NOV FET Meeting

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

J. Sparrow / 
J. Rupp
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

	0713-7
	Determine when ETMS might be available to support HITLs with live data
	Volpe
	SEP05
	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
	


Appendix 3: HITL Scenario Plan for 12-13SEP2005
This HitL will be the first exercise conducted to explore the AFP concept.  The plans outlined in this document are aggressive and may not be able to be completely covered in the day and a half that is allocated for this HitL.  The primary goal for this first HitL is to work out the logistics, procedures, tools, etc. in order to successfully conduct HitLs in the future.  With that said, this document outlines the scenarios that are planned for the first AFP HitL exercise.
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The first HitL exercises to explore the AFP concept will be dealing with a “popcorn” weather event in the eastern part of the United States.  Typically this kind of weather event severely impacts the high traffic area of the northeast and inhibits the ability to manage the demand of flights both inbound and outbound from this region.  Currently this type of weather event is managed by issuing multiple GDPs in support of SWAP, with the hope that the decreased arrival rates into key airports will decrease the overall demand in the affected airspace.  This first HitL will explore the use of an AFP instead of GDPs in support of SWAP to manage the traffic flow.  The weather scenario being used is captured in the first figure.

The scenarios that will be used for this HitL will center around two FCAs.  They are both very thin lines that stretch from the northern border to the eastern border of the country.  The first FCA is captured in the picture on the left, the second on the picture to the right.  The first is named FCA010, the second FCA 020.

The scenarios will all focus on controlling the flights that are entering the northeast and flying over the FCA.  We plan to compare the different approaches of filtering out outbound flights from the FCAs, exempting the outbound flights from the AFP in FSM, and including all flights, both inbound and outbound, in the AFP.

The details of each planned scenario are outlined in the remainder of this document.

Scenario #1

Scenario:
Filter to include inbound flights to the Northeast only in the FCA; Do not exempt any flights in the AFP in FSM

Dataset Name:
5/17/2005 FET HitL Arpts – CVG ORD DTW LGA EWR JFK BOS ATL DCA BWI IAD Arr (using the 1400Z start)

AFP:
FCA010

Scenario Steps:

Initialization:

1. Connect all client applications to JSE.

2. Kick off the simulation via the Scenario Manager.

3. Wait for all clients to get their data.

4. Pause the simulation until all participants are ready to start (the simulation time should be close to 1400).

Scenario Discussion:
5. Mitre – Display the weather overlay on CRCT.

6. ATCSCC – Facilitate a discussion to determine how this scenario would have been managed using existing tools, such as GDPs in support of SWAP and MITs.

7. Facilitator – Document the decisions for later playback for comparison purposes.

FCA Creation:

8. ATCSCC – Using RMT-R, find FCA010 in the database and select “update”.

9. ATCSCC – Modify FCA010 by adding a filter to only include flights arriving in ZNY and ZBW and set the time to be 1500 – 2259.

10. ATCSCC – Send FCA010 into JSE.

11. All  - All FSM clients should register to monitor FCA010.

12. Facilitator – Using RMT-R, find FEA010 in the database and select “update”.

13. Facilitator – Modify FEA010 by setting the time to be 1500 – 2259.  DO NOT apply the arrival centers filter.  This FEA should show the entire demand for the area and will be used for comparison purposes.

14. Facilitator – Send FEA010 into JSE.

15. Facilitator – FACET will display sector and FCA and FEA demand.

AFP Proposal:

16. ATCSCC – Model an AFP with the following parameters:  Time frame 1700 – 2059, no exemptions, AAR set at x% capacity.

17. ATCSCC – Send the AFP as a proposed program into JSE.

18. All – Watch for the AFP proposed parameters to be reflected in the FSM clients.

User Re Routes:
19. Facilitator – Using RMT-R, find FCAx in the database and select “update”.  This is one of the three FCAs on the edges of FCA010 that will include the flights eligible for routing out of the FCA.

20. Facilitator – Modify FCAx by adding a filter to only include flights arriving in ZNY and ZBW and set the time to be 1700 – 2259.

21. Facilitator – Send FCAx into JSE.

22. Facilitator – Repeat three steps for FCAy.

23. Users – In RMT-R, load FCAx and/or FCAy in the ROG screen and look for re route options to route flights out of the FCA.  Send in any re routes.  The focus should be on utilizing CAN1 and AMBER routes.

24. Facilitator – Use FACET to capture the differences in demand and the re route delay after the user re routes that were submitted.

AFP Actual:

25. ATCSCC – Model an AFP by loading in the proposed parameters.  Make any adjustments to parameters.

26. ATCSCC – Send the AFP as an actual program into JSE.

27. All – Watch for the AFP actual parameters and the controlled flights to be reflected in the FSM clients.

28. Facilitator – Use FACET to capture the differences in demand and the re route and ground delay after the AFP.

User Re Routes:
29. Users – In RMT-R, load FCAx and/or FCAy in the ROG screen and look for re route options to route flights out of the FCA.  Send in any re routes.  The focus should be on utilizing CAN1 and AMBER routes.

30. Facilitator – Use FACET to capture the differences in demand and the re route and ground delay at this point.

Program Revisions:
31. ATCSCC – Revise or compress the AFP as necessary as time progresses.

32. Facilitator – Use FACET to continue to capture the differences in demand and delay.

Scenario #2

Scenario:
Do not filter any flights in the FCA; Exempt outbound flights in FSM in the AFP (departing from ZNY and ZBW)

Dataset Name:
5/17/2005 FET HitL Arpts – CVG ORD DTW LGA EWR JFK BOS ATL DCA BWI IAD Arr (using the 1400Z start)

AFP:
FCA010

Same steps as Scenario #1 except do not filter any flights out of the FCA.  Also, the AFP should exempt flights departing from ZNY and ZBW.

Scenario #3

Scenario:
Do not filter any flights in the FCA; Do not exempt any flights in the AFP in FSM

Dataset Name:
5/17/2005 FET HitL Arpts – CVG ORD DTW LGA EWR JFK BOS ATL DCA BWI IAD Arr (using the 1400Z start)

AFP:
FCA010

Same steps as Scenario #1 except do not filter any flights out of the FCA.

Scenario #4
Scenario:
Filter to include inbound flights to the Northeast only in the FCA; Do not exempt any flights in the AFP in FSM

Dataset Name:
5/17/2005 FET HitL Arpts – CVG ORD DTW LGA EWR JFK BOS ATL DCA BWI IAD Arr (using the 1400Z start)

AFP:
FCA020

Same steps as Scenario #1 except use FCA020 instead of FCA010 and filter to include flights only arriving in ZBW, ZNY, ZDC, ZOB, and ZID.

Scenario #5
Scenario:
Do not filter any flights in the FCA; Exempt outbound flights in FSM in the AFP (departing from ZBW, ZNY, ZDC, ZOB, and ZID)

Dataset Name:
5/17/2005 FET HitL Arpts – CVG ORD DTW LGA EWR JFK BOS ATL DCA BWI IAD Arr (using the 1400Z start)

AFP:
FCA020

Same steps as Scenario #2 except use FCA020 instead of FCA010 and exempt flights in FSM from the AFP departing from ZBW, ZNY, ZDC, ZOB, and ZID.

Scenario #6
Scenario:
Do not filter any flights in the FCA; Do not exempt any flights in the AFP in FSM

Dataset Name:
5/17/2005 FET HitL Arpts – CVG ORD DTW LGA EWR JFK BOS ATL DCA BWI IAD Arr (using the 1400Z start)

AFP:
FCA020

Same steps as Scenario #3 except use FCA020 instead of FCA010.

Appendix 4: HITL Procedure, Training, HITL, Automation Questions from 12 -1 3 Sep HITL Exercises at Metron Aviation
DRAFT 3_092005
From 12-15SEP05 AFP HITL

HITL QUESTIONS/SUGGESTIONS for Follow-Up:
· Operational Technique Questions: 

· Do we try to capture Transcon flights or delay decision until later?

· Do we start with an early AFP with high rate/little delay and then expand as needed?  

· Use of combined programs/tools (e.g., AFP + GDP for a specific airport)

· HITL Process Questions:

· After learning curve may need to sterilize the environment a bit to make exercises more realistic

· Fewer side conversations?

· More control/time restrictions to move the HITLs along more crisply and realistically?

· Possible use of some remote connections?

· Remote connection set-up will need to be discussed/arranged

· Will only ATCSCC make an FEA/FCA “FSM Eligible”?
· Consider the ability for others (not just ATCSCC) to provide feedback or apply exemptions to FSM?  

· Consider effective use of altitudes for FEA-FCA/AFP; e.g.,

· Consider the base of the AFP to ensure all traffic desired is captured or filtered out

· Use capping strategies when possible (e.g., filed vs. flown altitude for Wash Metro to NY Metro)

· Provide ability to top the AFP if appropriate (e.g., over flights)

· AAR max Default value

· Practice rate setting techniques: How to define percent reduction value.

· HITL FCA lines for first two scenarios from 12-13SEP05 need to be extended east slightly to capture J121/J174 traffic

· HITL FCA for Scenario 4 of 12-13SEP05 needs to be extended to include CVG

· HITL FCAs/Scenarios to include CYYZ or CAN1 route?

· HITL scenarios need to run longer or “fast forward” to allow more complete analysis – pop-ups, departure delays, flow issues/conflicts, etc. 

· Consider metrics/criteria for evaluating HITL results/success 
(Note: One goal should be to avoid under-delivery)

· Run FSM on Airports to review the impact for comparison to multiple GDPs

· Break larger L-shaped FCAs into two smaller, single-line FCAs to capture more scenario possibilities/variations.

· Run an exercise that “extends” the end time for a program in place.

· Run exercises that add/include other programs (e.g., add a GDP or exiting from a GDP to an AFP or exiting an AFP to GS, etc.)

· Practice exit strategies for AFPs

· Simulate Miles-In-Trail for departure traffic (perhaps by using EDCTs for departures)

· Simulate the impact of “gaming” – slot hoarding, EDCT manipulation, etc.
· Consider alternative strategies to the NE corridor/avoid multiple GDP programs in case they are too complex for use next summer; e.g.,

· ZDC50 (Yorktown High), Cancun traffic, ZKC large thunderstorm activity, a Fix-loading scenario, etc.)
· Check the size of Lists on ETMS (any questions/issues re. bandwidth, etc.?)

· Metron will try to share with Volpe to evaluate before HITLs

· This is especially important if there are parallel, shared FEAs that are also FSM eligible, to monitor “all” traffic, not just the filtered traffic

· This is also important data for TFM-M to consider for future builds

· Investigate use of PDARS for metrics

· Modeling/simulation of downstream impacts/departure delays/etc.

· HITL exercises with multiple AFPs?  What is the load, procedure impact, etc.

· Investigate size changes to FCAs/AFPs

· How are “drop outs” and “pop ups” handled in this instance

AUTOMATION QUESTIONS/POSSIBLE REQUIREMENTS:
· We should show route and altitude on FSM Flight List.

· AAR Default Numbers

· Place AFP FCAs above Airports in the FSM’s list of programs.

· Power-run Tool display default values should be 50% – 150% in 5% increments

· Provide a display indication for unknowns/pop-ups

· Distinguish true cancellations from “drop outs” on the FSM display

· Should pop-up factor be shown as a percentage or raw number or either?

· Allow Customers that voluntarily route a flight out of an AFP to keep the slot vacated.

· There is an issue when a flight gets a new EDCT, it is considered a “revision” to the strip and the PDC benefit is lost even though the route has not changed.

· Auto filing issue:  Flights may be planned early, but if automation systems hold the flight plans for forwarding until 45 minutes or an hour before departure, then benefits of early filing are lost (e.g., may be too late for compression, flights will be considered “pop-ups”, etc.)

· Provide method for GA flights to view/access EDCT times on a web display

TRAINING REQUIREMENTS:
(NOTE:  Some of these may be duplicates from the existing Critical Training Items List, but the List will be consolidated and re-forwarded to the TFM Training Department since they did not attend the meeting/HITL.)
· Ensure traffic managers are aware of effective use of altitudes in the FCA/AFP; e.g.,

· Plan the base of the AFP to ensure all traffic desired is captured or filtered out

· Use capping strategies when possible (e.g., filed vs. flown altitude for Wash Metro to NY Metro)

· Provide ability to top the AFP if appropriate (e.g., over flights)

· Provide education to Controllers and Pilots regarding the potential negative impact of “direct” flights on AFPs

· Ensure traffic managers understand that FEA Naming must be limited to six characters for use with AFPs.

· Ensure Traffic Managers understand all considerations that may influence AFP Rate setting; e.g.:

· Potential bunching of flows

· Pop-ups/unknowns (i.e., factoring in an estimate)

·  Average delay reduction

· Others

· Ensure Traffic Managers practice rate setting techniques; how to define percent reduction values, including how to use pop-up factor effectively (e.g., add pop-up value to expected flow, and then reduce the total).

· Ensure Traffic Managers understand what determines Auto-Exceptions?

· Ensure Traffic Managers understand and use precise Exit Strategies/techniques; e.g.: 

· FAA should expect a stack at the end of a program, and methods to deal with that should be considered and trained prior to implementation)

· Ensure Traffic Managers understand and correctly handle revisions/changes/mods to the size of FCA/etc.

· Technique Training Requirements:  

· Traffic Managers know the recommended set of “canned” AFP scenarios – when to use, how to use, how to set up, how to communicate/coordinate with Customers and affected facilities, etc.

· Traffic managers understand Traffic Managers should build a duplicate FEA (“FSM Eligible”) to display ALL traffic next to the filtered FCA/AFP, which shows only the “affected” flights.

· Traffic managers and dispatchers must understand what happens to slots when:

· Flights in the AFP cancel

· Flights in the AFP reroute


GA Customer Training issues:

· Train GA Customers to use accurate P-times (vs. common practice today of filing for time 30-minutes prior to actual expected departure time).

· Make aware of possible penalties such as unexpected EDCTs at the last minute

· Train on EDCTs – what, why, when to expect, how to access, etc.

PROCEDURE QUESTIONS:
· Will only ATCSCC make an FEA/FCA “FSM Eligible”?

· What will be the common “communication”/discussion channels for proposing and agreeing on use of a “canned AFP plan” next summer?  

· Planning Telcons?  Ad hoc Telcons? Both?

· Need decisions/agreements re:  Where AFP/FCA will be placed, what will be the times, what will be the rates through the AFP (need TMU input/help with this), what filtering/exemptions should be applied, etc.

· Similarly, need a feedback loop for changes, revisions, purging/exit, etc.

· Alternate use case:  How will increase/decrease in FCA/AFP be handled?

· If  increase size:  New flights look to be “unknowns”/pop-ups

· If decrease size:  Flights look like “drop outs” and slots are not maintained.

· Alternate use case:  AFP Exit Process

· Handling the stack at the end?

· Transition to GDPs or other programs if appropriate?

· Where/how to set or change program end times?

GA Customer Procedure Issues:

· PDC/True departure time for GA flights (accurate P-times vs. common practice today of filing for time 30-minutes prior to actual expected departure time).

· EDCT education and information access

A I R   T R A F F I C   O R G A N I Z A T I O N 














































































































































































































PAGE  
21
Flow Evaluation Sub-Team Meeting Notes – 

 09/20/05


