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Meeting Notes

November 15 - 16, 2006
Metron Aviation
 Herndon, VA




Executive Summary

CDM’s Flow Evaluation sub-team (FET) conducted meetings at Metron Aviation in Herndon, VA on November 15 - 16, 2006.  The key objectives of the meetings were to continue dialogue toward development of ad hoc or Playbook AFPs and to continue to develop plans for implementing the ICR process.  An initial portion of the meeting was jointly attended by FET and GDPE members.
Key activities during the meeting included:
· Met with and discussed joint issues with GDPE Sub-team
· Received an update on CT issues from Volpe

· Discussed a draft process for subbing and slot credit in future

· Developed a list of prioritized, candidate requirements for ETMS 8.5

· Discussed and planned future meetings

· Discussed and finalized plans for ICR process

· Discussed options and processes for Playbook AFPs for FY 2007

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

http://cdm.fly.faa.gov/Workgroups/route_eval.html
November 15 2006
Introduction

The meeting began at 10:00 am at Metron Aviation in Herndon, VA. 
Attendees/Participants were:
Mark Libby, ATCSCC

Joe Bertapelle, MITRE
Bill Leber, NWA
Dennis O’Hara, ZDC

Pat Somersall, FAA

Mike Brennan, Metron


Glenn Godfrey, ATCSCC
Phil Smith, OSU

Jo Damato, NBAA

Gretchen Wilmouth, Metron
Doug Balok, FAA

Paul Eure, TAC2
Ed Olsen, NWA

Michelle Duquette, Mitre
Mike Meyers, FAA
Charlie Mead, AAL

Mark Hopkins, Delta

Joe Mealie, USA


Mark Klopfenstein, Metron
Jeff Miller, ATA

Ken Howard, Volpe

Forrest Terral, FAA

Mark Evans, FAA

Ved Sud, FAA    

Curt Kaler, FAA

Jeff Tichenor, FAA    

GDPE Sub-team
The attendance list for the GDPE sub-team will be in their meeting notes.

Joint GDPE/FET Meeting

Members of both GDPE and FET met to discuss joint issues.  All attendees introduced themselves.

Ken Howard gave a presentation on the status of work and analysis being done on the CT issue.  His analysis package focused on CT issues encountered on July 27, 2006.  He focused on several key areas:

· CTs sent close together in time
· Consecutive CTs sent with small changes

· CTs sent that change the previous CT

· First CT sent close to the current time

On July 27, 2006, AFPs 05 and 08 were implemented and during that day a number of GDPs for major northeast airports were also implemented.  He reported that on average, 2 CTs were sent for each flight.  All analysis indicated that approximately 60% of new CTs were sent because of subs.

The following key issues were discussed and documented:

· Discussed compliance.  In general, AFPs have had a higher compliance as compared to GDPs.

· Mark Evans noted that with AFPs, a fair amount of “noise” (variability) is acceptable as compared to airport GDPs where finite levels of capacity are available.

· Discussed whether to consider not sending CTs when initial CT is in the past or near current time.

· A suggestion was made to consider treating different airports differently.  This good be a viable solution for groups of airports that are not majors.
· All agree that last year, ATL and ORD were two of the main problems, with several others like CLT having sporadic problems.

· When ad hocs are implemented, other airports are likely to be affected.

· Need to consider how towers might be able to better handle EDCTs in the future with automation, procedures or other means.
· Volpe’s minor automation changes will only provide approximately 7.5% decrease in CTs.  Other areas of potential opportunity might be FSM, Subs, Procedures, etc.

· Metron advised that many of the items discussed for change could be overridden by users.

· Attendees discussed using GDPs with AFPs.  How to use them, when to use them, exemptions, and timing were all discussed.
· Suggestion to search for ways to make the towers more dynamic.  As a result of discussions at the End of Season Review, a team will be formed to look at this issue.

FET Meeting
During a recent customer meeting, a chart was developed that outlines a potential process for Subbing/Credit Allocation that meets the needs of the customers.  The chart is depicted below:

	AFP
	CX
	Routeouts

	Before FSM-FCA is created
	Nothing
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	Nothing



	After FCA                Before AFP
	Slot Control
	Nothing




	After AFP
	Slot Control
	AC – Credit  

                                   Sub First – Slot Control




Mark Libby and Mark Hopkins listed and discussed the agenda items for the remainder of the meeting:

· GAAP AFPs

· Advisory Headers

· Playbook AFPs

· 8.5 Priorities

· Action Item Updates

· ROG Update

· Meeting Schedule Review

· ICR Procedures

Attendees had a general discussion on subs, slots and credits.  The following key issues discussed were documented:

· Discussed potential ramifications of filing through multiple AFPs. How do we want to handle slots, sub and credits?
· Many feel credits should only be assigned based on historical routes.

· Trying to find a fair method to only allow one credit; when deserved; and don’t want to allow credit for filing into AFP and then filing out to get credit.
· After long discussions, it was decided that three principles should be followed:

· Will only get one credit for last route of record filed

· System will do some historical route validation

· Only get credit for moving out of a constrained area (out of implemented AFP and not into another AFP)

· A question was asked about NetJets being able to get credits for this.  Ken H. feels they would since ETMS has historical data for them and they are CDM members.

· Ken feels the three principles are a good long-term approach.

· Discussed timing and hub site issues.  What can be done through 8.5?  Short-term, the use of historical routes may be the only thing that can be done.  Some AOCs file wind routes and they would not get credit in this case if the wind route is through FCA.

· GDPE will work the long-term ideas including the three principles.

· Mike B. took an action item to write up details of the approach so it can be provided to CSG for their consideration.
· The need for extended FCAs will also go to CSG as a suggestion and the text in the GDPE candidate requirements list can be used for this.

8.5 Candidate Requirements
Attendees discussed various items to consider for the 8.5 candidate requirements list.  A list of items was developed and prioritized.  The list will be provided to Jim Ries for consideration:

	Item #
	Rank
	Task
	Notes

	1
	1
	Cross program modeling between AFP/GDP/GS/GAAP 
	Impact assessment from one program on other elements/airports/programs.  Model the implementation/revisions/purge of a program and view the impact to other FSM Monitored Constrained areas of concern through the bar graph.  This could be an airport with/without a GDP/GS/GAAP or the impact of the airport programs to the AFP. A selectable list of available FSM monitored elements would be available through the GDP setup panel on a new tab or incorporated through the Power Run tab.

	2
	1
	Early route-out credit 
	Give Credit to flights that route out of the AFP prior to implementation.  This would be similar to how canceled flights are handled in a GDP.

	3
	2
	Extended FCA – FSM Eligible 
	Allow for the ability to create FCA’s that run up to 7 days that would be FSM eligible.  This would allow FCA’s to be implemented more than 24 hours in advance and capture the cancellations by the customers.  Currently FEA/FCA’s can be run in this mode, it is currently not accessible to FEA/FCA’s that are FSM eligible.  

	4
	3
	ROG Enhancements
	Real-time capability to edit routes; Capability to send selected routes to Create Reroute; Early Intent capabilities detailed in RMT # 64

	5
	4
	OIS Enhancements
	Display the following items on OIS:  All FCAs; Delay Assignment List; ESP average delay by Center

	6
	5
	Real-time Display of Departure Fix Usage
	Provide real-time display of departure fix usage on CCSD

	7
	6
	Real-time Display of Pre-departure Amendments
	Display on Reroute Monitor information indicating pre-departure amendments for specific flights in real-time.

	8
	7
	Abbreviated Names for Pre-departure Amendments
	Develop process to use abbreviated names for commonly used pre-departure amendments for Towers, FOCs, and TMUs. 


November 16, 2006

Introduction

Future Meetings/Schedule Review
Attendees reviewed the meetings scheduled for the next four months.  It was decided that due to the amount of work that needs to be done to reasonably meet training and procedures deadlines, additional meeting days would be needed.  After some discussion, it was decided to add a day to the December meeting.  The meeting will be held on December 12 – 14, 2004 at Metron.  The team will determine at that time whether additional days need to be added to subsequent meetings.
General Discussion/Sub-teams
Attendees discussed advisory issues.  The issue of changing the advisory headers was passed to GDPE.  Mike M. will work with Procedures Office on standardizing the Advisory Remarks.  He will work on a short-term solution for next summer and a long-term approach if it is not fully solved.  All agree that a Procedures Office resource is needed at all of the future meetings.  

Mark H. reported on the Customer meeting held last week in Chicago.  He reported good participation with 11 attendees.  He has comprehensive notes available.  The following key items were discussed:

· They all feel that benefits analysis is very important.

· Many at S2K felt that benefits for AFPs were less than anticipated.  Even though specific data has been difficult to quantify, most feel that benefits were much better than initial data indicates.

· Individual customers want to develop benefits data and put it forward.

· Some have some issues with proprietary data, but hope they can work through it.

· There was some data presented that indicated that there was an 8% to 9% increase for on-time arrivals for one airline. 

· Customers provided their input on proposed Playbook AFPs:

· Would like to have as much data on the proposed Playbook as possible.

· They feel that the AFP should not generate additional delay for that airspace.

· Customers hope to be able to provide some generic cost data for Playbook areas.

· Want to ensure that least restrictive TMI is used and want stability.
· Playbooks should be pre-coordinated.

· Agree that some small changes within AFPs by ARTCCs will be expected.

· The airlines are OK with using Mike’s rate formula as a start, but would like to see PDARS data to back it up.

· Most want increased activity by the Analysis Sub-team, especially for verifying the premise of Mike’s formula and to analyze potential Playbooks.

· Mark L. also wants Volpe to work on the analysis of potential Playbooks.

· Want PDARS analysis on last year’s capacity vs. throughput.

· Discussed overall technology issues.  All feel that Ken H. has assisted greatly with this.
· There is a lot of overall concern with adding more workarounds in place of needed automation.

· The customer group will try to meet more often, even if by telcon.
· Paul Eure to add Joe B. to the HITL Sub-team.

· Discussed training options and most agree that one package with separate modules for Playbook, ICR, etc. will be the best option.

· Pat S. will get a status of the OIS changes from Omar.  Pat S. will also be the focal point for all of the proposed OIS changes/enhancements; ESP delays, DA, FCA, GAAP, etc.
· There was a long discussion on the request for ESP delay information.  It is not completely clear what is desired.
· There was a suggestion to consider an AFP planning page that might include all of the things being discussed.  This would likely take a short and a long-term approach.

· Pat S., Joe B., Jo D., and Ed O. will work on a concept for the planning page.

· Would like for them to consider use of any available autofeed from ARMT, etc.

· Will there be a normal progression from ICR to Playbook?  All agree that ICR is a less restrictive TMI vs. AFP.

· Curt Kaler provided a presentation of a possible weather scenario in ZKC’s airspace that might trigger the use of Playbooks and/or the ICR process.

· The Playbook “boxes” for next year will not necessarily line up with center boundaries; however, it should be considered to keep “boxes” within one center’s boundary to assist with rate setting.
· Most feel that when using the ICR process; when required routes are needed, it is likely time to consider an AFP.

· Jo D. is concerned with GA issues.  She explained that early intent filing provides little incentives other than options.

· Jo D. also emphasized that all need to consider the use of different altitudes when planning or adjusting an AFP.

· Discussed CAN routes and options for the coming year.

ICR Process
Attendees discussed the naming of ICR.  Are we comfortable with keeping it ICR?  Should we change it to FEA or Phase 0?  This needs to be decided.  All want to keep ICR complimentary but separate from AFP.  It is expected that customers will get more options with ICR.

Gretchen Wilmouth of Metron went step-by-step through the ICR process as envisioned.  She used the developed checklist for this exercise.  The airlines “wait and see” approach is not compatible with ICR.  Early intent is not mandatory for ICR; but, early intent filers might get the best options and in some cases, GA might not get the best options.  Does early intent provide benefits?  It can, if you file early and get the option you desire.  Mark H. is polling airlines to learn their ability to send in flight data information directly to ETMS.  

Attendees looked over a list of potential scenarios that might be used for ICR.  It might be used for flight sets such as westbound departures out of NY during arrival AFPs.  It was noted that it is unlikely that the “Pit” at ZNY would give up complete control of departures to allow ICR for NY area departures.  Discussed the leadtime needed with the current automation.  All need to remember that this is Phase 0 and will be limited by automation.  The FAA feels that this phase of ICR is basically the FEA process.  Want to always encourage recommended routes.  History indicates that if routes are not recommended, only about 20% change routes. 

Doug B. will check that procedures for FEA match what is now being described as the ICR process.  Training will be a big deal as lots of airlines don’t know what it is.  It could get confusing with FEAs being issued for ICR possibilities vs. FSM eligible FCAs.  May have a need to display FEAs differently than FCAs.  Need to work the details to create a clear explanation of FEA/FCA.  Procedures, Advisories and Training are all vital for success.

There are major concerns with system performance with AFPs, FEAs, and Playbooks being planned to be implemented at one time.  Need to have Volpe test ETMS performance.  Mike M. will work with Gretchen W. and Michelle D. to develop recommendations on Advisory Headers and Remarks and brief FET in December.

Two big issues were identified:  FAA needs to activate FEAs in a timely manner, and customers must have timely, robust training.  Most feel the name of the process should be Initial Phase of ICR.

Gretchen W. advised that ROG is a part of RMT, not a new tool.  Playbook AFP maps can be added to ROG.  You will only be able to see one flight list at a time.  Under the current automation, you will only be able to suggest routes that avoid one FEA.  You will be able to see recommended routes in other places; TSD and Reroute Monitor.  Must have clear Remarks in the Advisory.

Playbook AFP Options
Glenn G. and Curt K. went over a number of options provided by the HITL Sub-team for locations and types of Playbook AFPs.  The following items were discussed and documented:

· Showed and discussed pros and cons of multiple lines vs. boxes.

· Discussed how exclusions might be determined. 

· Looked at a number of options: center boundaries, boxes, line segments.

· Looked at scenario in ZID from End of Season Review.

· Discussed a grid approach that would cover a large portion of the US and only allow for selection of a few grids daily to match weather forecast.

· Some felt that one of the problems with Playbooks is that you might not have them in the specific locations needed based on daily weather.  There were some discussions on using an ad hoc approach where you identify the forecasted weather areas 24 hours in advance to allow customers to plan for that area.

· This approach was finally discounted as not having Procedures and Training was seen as a big drawback.  
· Most still feel that a small group of Playbooks is the correct approach.  It was suggested that we should look at historical traffic and weather to assist with picking Playbook locations.

· A number of options were discussed and documented:

· Northeast of Houston

· ZAU/ZID boundary

· Northwestern ½ of ZID

· Northeast of DFW

· East of LAX

· It was noted that there are two days planned at the end of November to run HITLs on the test string.

· Discussed various options for filtering and directions of flight to catch in AFP.

· HITL Sub-team feels they can run these and determine rates in November.

· Most would like to see both the line and box approach explored.

· Attendees looked at FCA03 and 08 and discussed replacing it with 3 FCAs; one along each center boundary; ZDC. ZID, and ZOB.

· Michelle D. will do some analysis and determine how often Playbooks were used last year for DAS, BYP, and OXI/OKK.

· Group wants to focus on boxes for the December meeting, and then look at lines later.  HITL group will bring back specific recommendations for the December meeting.

· GAAP AFPs will be pushed to the agenda for the December meeting.
ICR Conclusion
The rollout of ICR was finalized.  Since FEA procedures are in place, we can start using it now, with the understanding that the airlines are not all ready.  Also, won’t have all of the ROG and OIS changes.  It can be used in some limited state now and have a full push in March 2007 when the training will be ready.
Action Items

Action Items – Review from October 

& New Items from November Meeting
Action Items – From the October 10 -11 Meeting

The following action items were discussed and documented:

1. Communicate with carriers to explain issues dealing with exactly what data is sent when a flight plan is released.  Determine if route is sent with all early intent messages, etc. Mark Hopkins   This was discussed at the Chicago customer meeting and will be continued to be worked.
2. Check feasibility of displaying FEA/FCAs with UPT, RMD, and RQD routes on fly.faa.gov.  Pat Somersall   This is feasible for FCAs only.  Pat to work this and all issues requested to be shown on OIS
3. Check feasibility of displaying DA (Delay Assignment) table on fly.faa.gov. Pat Somersall  This is on the list to be done and Pat will work as part of the overall OIS additions
4. Determine and report status of GAAP AFPs. Pat Somersall   Metron and Volpe are working automation issues.  GDP purging causes some problems
5. Rework procedures for group review.  Joe Hof, Doug B.  Doug B. to be key FET resource to work with Procedures
6. Send out reworked procedures when available.  Paul E.  Waiting for # 5
7. Schedule customer meeting.  Mark H.  Done 
8. Procedures group to develop uniform Remarks for headers.  Joe H.  Mike Meyers to draft Remarks and present at December meeting
9. Develop storyboards that show process through ICR.  Bill L., Michelle D., Mark L.  Done 
10. A new sub-group will develop an integrated approach that will save slots and allow early intent and the use of historical routes.  This will include any overall ramifications and operational impacts.  Mark H., Ed. O., Michelle D., Ken Howard, Mike B.  Done
11. Develop a AFP request criteria list; e.g.; don’t work close to airports, AFPs are en route tools not airport tools, etc. Mark L.  This is being done within FET and the HITL sub-team
12. ATCSCC sub-group to evaluate approximately ten candidate Playbook AFPs using HITL testing.  Glenn G.  Ongoing
13. Determine FAA support for future use of Jupiter for HITLs and/or determine if future direction will be to use the test string.  Mark L.  Mark will discuss with Ries
14. Brief status of popup analysis at November meeting.  Ken H., Mike B.  No current work being done on this.  They will conduct analysis when new candidate Playbooks are identified.
Action Items – From the November 15 – 16 Meeting

The following action items were discussed and documented:

1. The GDPE sub-team will work long-term plans based on the 3 identified principles:  Will only get one credit for last route of record filed; system will do some historical route validation; only get credit for moving out of a constrained area (out of implemented AFP and not into another AFP)  Pat Somersall
2. Investigate and document details of above process to send to CSG Mike B.
3. Increase analysis effort on new Playbook concept and options when they are available.  Playbooks vs. Multiple TMIs; How many Playbooks can ETMS handle? How many Playbooks can the NAS handle?; Validate Mike’s rate formula with PDARs analysis; capacity vs. throughput from last year.  Analysis Team and Volpe
4. Develop an overall approach for displaying new information on OIS: ESP average delays by center; DA; FCAs; GAAP, etc.  Pat Somersall
5. Research and determine the number of days that playbooks were used for DAS, BYP, and OXI/OKK.  Michelle D.
A I R   T R A F F I C   O R G A N I Z A T I O N 
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Future – Slot controls















































Potential FSM Credit





Future – Allocate slots for ad hocs
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