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Meeting Notes

December 12 – 14, 2006
Metron Aviation

 Herndon, VA





Executive Summary

CDM’s Flow Evaluation sub-team (FET) conducted meetings at Metron Aviation in Herndon, VA on December 12 – 14, 2006.  The key objectives of the meetings were to continue development of proposed new “Playbook” AFPs in the central area of the U.S., to continue development of “ad hoc” AFP plans and the ICR process.   

Key activities during the meeting included:

· Reviewed a range of options for new Playbook AFPs in the central region of the U.S.
· Discussed options for development, planning and implementation of ad hoc AFPs.

· Received several briefing:

· AFP Impact Analysis

· Popups

· Weather Risks

· Received updates from FET sub-groups:

· QA/Metrics

· Automation

· Procedures

· Discussed and continued implementation plans for ICR process.

· Discussed results from Thanksgiving traffic situations and discussed options for Christmas holidays.

· Reviewed action items.

· Discussed and scheduled future meetings.

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

http://cdm.fly.faa.gov/Workgroups/route_eval.html
December 12, 2006
Introduction

The meeting began at 10:00 am at the ATCSCC in Herndon, VA. 

Attendees/Participants were:

Mark Libby, ATCSCC

Joe Bertapelle, MITRE
Sandy Clover, Metron


Pat Somersall, FAA

Mike Brennan, Metron
Jim Strouth, MITRE


Glenn Godfrey, ATCSCC
Phil Smith, OSU

Jo Damato, NBAA


Gretchen Wilmouth, Metron
Doug Balok, FAA

Paul Eure, TAC2

Ed Olsen, NWA

Mike Meyers, FAA

Loraine Sandusky,COA

Charlie Mead, AAL

Mark Hopkins, Delta

Danny Sims, FAA



Jeff Miller, ATA

Ken Howard, Volpe

Al Mahillo, ZOB
Forrest Terral, FAA

Ved Sud, FAA


Michelle Duquette, Mitre

Don Wolford, UAL

Curt Kaler, ZMP

Tom MacPhail, NOAA



Jill Sparrow, ATCSCC
Mike Murphy, ATCSCC
Bryon Li, ATAC
Nathan Doble, Metron

Mark Huberdeau, Mitre

December 12

Welcome
Sandy Clover welcomed participants to Metron Aviation and went over the logistics for the week.  Mark Libby and Mark Hopkins welcomed all of the participants to the meeting and went over the agenda for the week.  Agenda items include:

· Sub-group briefings

· Procedures

· QA/Metrics

· Training for Industry

· Action items

· GAAP AFPs

· Proposed new Playbook AFPs

· Rate discussions

· Meeting dates

· CDR sub-group report on Wednesday morning

· CCFP briefing on Wednesday morning

· Thanksgiving AFP review

· Recommended 8.5 items

Mark L. discussed high-level plans for the next couple of months.  Test string HITLs are planned for January and the complete planning must be complete by mid February so training can be conducted in March.

AFP Options for 2007
Pat Somersall gave a presentation that detailed a range of AFP options for the coming season in the middle of the U.S.   He also provided some recommended procedures to plan and implement these AFPs when needed.  Attendees discussed the options and the following discussions were documented:

· When able to do so, the FEAs would be discussed and implemented the evening prior to the event.

· The next day, the forecast would be discussed and, if needed, customers would be advised of the possible FCA.
· Several questions were asked about the availability of a 12 to 24 hour weather forecast product.  Some of the airlines have products that do this, but none of the products used by the FAA do this.

· Some feel that it would likely be better to only do this night before planning when major events are forecast.

· The airlines advised that, in most cases, they would not cancel flights the night before.

· Some feel that the early implementation of FEAs might increase the use of ICR.

· A suggestion was made to develop a table of different situations with potential actions for planning.

· Most feel that if there is any chance that weather is forecast to develop in the areas of the AFPs, FEAs should be put out the night before for situational awareness.

· A01 through A08 will still be available to protect the northeast.  They will only be monitored if needed.

· The first suggested new AFPs would be line segments running north and south through the middle of the country and were selected based on specific historical traffic flows associated with current Playbook routes:

· ZMP North.  This would be a line from the Canadian border southward through the middle on ZMP and would catch the Can Routes.
· ZMP South.  This would be a line connected to the south end of ZMP North and extend southward to the ZKC north boundary and would catch the Chokepoint Routes.

· ZKC.  This would be a line connected to the south end of ZMP South and extend southward across the entire ZKC to the ZFW boundary and would catch the MCI or PXV Playbooks.

· ZFW.  This would be a line connected to the south end of ZKC line and extend southward across the entire ZFW to the ZHU boundary and would catch the VUZ Playbook.

· ZHU.  This would be a line connected to the south end of ZFW line and extend southward across the entire ZHU to Mexico and would catch the MGM Playbooks.

· The default altitude filters were suggested as FL 240 – 410.  Departures from underlying ARTCCs would be exempted from AFP and would be handled via ESP procedures.

· This would be a very simple approach for all to understand.

· The weather event could be either east or west of the line segments and the AFP could still catch the appropriate flights needed.

· This approach would likely start early in the day as an ICR, then progress to an AFP only if needed.
· Under this proposal, ORD and DFW would not be controlled.

· Some feel that under this proposal, Transcons would get too much delay.  The ATCSCC feels that they are getting delay now during the 1100 telcon.

· Do we anticipate MIT in addition to any AFP?  No one really knows.  The trust factor has to build to greatly reduce MITs.

· Canada has had discussions with U.S. and they are considering reducing the MIT on the Can Routes from 30 to 20 miles.

· Attendees discussed using these proposed AFPs from east to west as well as from west to east.  All agree that they could be used in either direction or in both directions.
· Another set of AFP options were displayed and discussed.  This was also a line segment concept, but the line was moved further east, but still extended from Canada to Mexico.  This line was segmented into 9 segments versus 5 segments in the previous option.  
· Some are concerned that by taking this overall approach, the Transcons will get a disproportionate share of delay.  Historically, Transcons are only about 10% on the NAS volume.
· This does provide a lot of options, but some feel that reroutes or other options may work better in the middle of the country.

· The airlines emphasize that they can’t continue to replan individual flights, and that is what they often have to do with flights that might reroute out of an AFP.

· Discussed how best to plan and implement all of this.  Are there logical, identified steps to follow for this yet?  Most agree that there are not.

· Participants discussed workload and the ability to train this approach.

· Some are concerned that going with the option with 9 line segments, we may be biting off more than we can chew.

Doug Balok briefed the attendees on proposals for 3 AFPs in ZID airspace.  These were polygon AFPs that were carefully drawn to catch particular airways and flows; en route, departures, arrivals, and Playbooks.  
Pat Somersall briefed the attendees on proposals for 3 AFPs in ZME airspace.  These were line segment AFPs that followed the entire outer boundary of ZME.  Again, these 3 AFPs were planned to catch particular airways, flows, en route, departures, arrivals, and Playbooks.

Also discussed and presented as an option was the “Night Before – Not Predefined” options.  The following guidelines were suggested for using these:

· Prior to last planning telcon, the Planner/NESP will issue public FEA’s that may be considered for next day use.
· During the 0115Z planning telcon, discuss forecast for weather or en route constraint.  Advise the possibility of FCAs.

· After the planning telcon, Planner/NESP converts the public FEAs to FCAs for possible AFP.

· Next day the planning telcon evaluates best choice of available FCA for AFP if needed.  Evaluate and optimize filtering.

The FEAs/FCAs will be:

· Drawn based on expectation for convective activity.

· Consist of lines or polygons to cover area.

· Drawn in segments and some FEAs could overlap the same area.

· FEAs could be drawn by ARTCCs where their needs are expected to be.

Some feel that last year’s approach was broad-based and the presented options provide more pinpoint control.  Most feel that the northeast area and AFPs are completely different from the options being presented today.  In the middle of the country there are many more options for reroutes.

Meeting Dates
HITLs will be conducted at the ATCSCC on January 16 – 18 in Room 2004.  Pat S. needs to know which airlines will send reps so the room can be configured.  Mark H. and Jeff Miller took an action to get the list of participants.
AFP Option Discussion Continues
The group continued with an overall discussion on options.  The following issues were documented:
· We need to determine what options to proceed forward with so testing for the HITLs in January can be planned.

· The plan will be to run through the complete process starting with FEA/ICR.

· Can adaptive compression be run on the test string during the HITLs?  Yes.

· A suggestion was made to try and get some SMEs from some of the ARTCCs in the middle of the country to see and evaluate the effects on their facilities as the HITLs are run.

· Most feel that the FAA strength is managing flows.

· Some feel that the overall implementation approach should be incremental over several years and keeping it as simple as possible.  

· One of the key issues the airlines have is being able to determine the amount of delay for each option.

· Jo Damato wants to know exactly what we are trying to mitigate.  If we are trying to reroutes, this has not been a problem in the past for GA.  She feels that the 5 line approach will be much easier for her to sell to her community.

· The point was made that you should be able to compare what we propose to some action that would have previously done to mitigate a problem and show benefits.  If there are no benefits, we shouldn’t implement the new process.

Mark L. led a discussion on “old world” versus “new world” processes.  He stated certain weather scenarios and how the system would currently handle them with reroutes and MIT, and then contrasted that to how it might be handled with ICR working toward AFP and hopefully greatly reduced MIT.  Most feel the benefits are obvious but they need to be tested in HITLs.  
Can we get a 12/24 CCFP forecast?  No, it is too late for that change for next year.  Most feel that there are other products available that can be used.  

Discussed options to use varied filters versus implementing multiple AFPs.  Capping at FL 410 is seen as beneficial to GA.  

Attendees discussed the need to keep the AFP and the ICR process separate in the procedures.

Mark L. reviewed the agenda for Wednesday and the meeting was adjourned.

December 13
Mark L. went over the agenda for the day.  Phil Smith started off the meeting by reviewing a presentation on AFP Impact Analysis based on July 27, 2006.  The following key points were documented:
· Phil showed a GDP day for EWR, PHL and LGA on POET.
· He made the point that the filed times are much different for many carriers and should not be used for metrics.

· He reviewed delay numbers for various airlines.

· Some of the most meaningful data on individual flights must be manually pulled from POET and it is very time consuming.  Do we need some more automated analysis methods?  Do we even know what we want or need?

· There were some questions on GA filings and it appears that when a CT is issued, some flights are re-filing using the CT time.  Jo D. doesn’t think this is happening.  Someone needs to study this further.

· Phil had analyzed a day in August for NetJets.  Delay times were from 43 to 65 minutes depending on which filed time was used.
· Participants asked about the number of times the EDCT Lookup page was being used.  No one had a quick answer.
· Jo D. would like for FET to work on more ways to provide automation for GA.

· Some attendees would like to see more analysis on different days other than July 27.

· Phil advised that there were two days with only AFPs and he may be able to do these days with his resources.  He does not have there resources to do the entire summer.

· Some of the airlines indicated that they invest substantial funds for automation to reduce delay and also take substantial hits with cancellations to best meet their individual business cases.

· As a minimum, we should be able to improve and provide better communications between GA and the FAA.

· Phil discussed dynamic routes and the need for the airlines to have a fuel needed window to speed up the process of attaining and processing new routes in a timelier manner. 

· Have any more benefits analysis been done?  No.
Analysis Sub Group
The Analysis sub group provided a brief update on activities and the following items were discussed:
· An FCT sub-group made up of Michelle Duquette, Loraine Sandusky and Sandy Clover will work on ICR metrics.

· The goal is to have both ICR and AFP data prior to the January HITLs.

· Some would like to see a coordinated effort to reduce GDPs.

· The goal last year was clearly to reduce multiple GDPs in support of SWAP.  Do we have a clear goal this year?  Is reducing required reroutes a good goal?  ICR should accomplish this.

· Will AFPs increase the stability in the system?  Most think yes.

· AFPs should also reduce the need for multiple TMIs.

· Some of the airlines are concerned that the new AFPs in the middle of the country may provide inequitable delays to Transcons.  Can we look for ways to target other segments of flights to more evenly spread the delays when needed?

Popup Presentation
Nathan Doble of Metron Aviation gave a presentation on Popups.  The following issues were discussed:
· Some of the data indicated negative popup numbers for the early hours of AFPs, but no one knew the reason for this.

· Popups for a Florida FCA were 80 to 100 for Wednesday/Thursday for some hours.

· Discussed how you might handle this large number of popups.

· Routeouts may equal popups in AFPs where weather is present within a constrained area.

· Since we have all the rates for last year’s AFPs, we need to do some analysis on them.

· What benefits did different facilities see; ZDC, ZOB, ZID, others?  

· ZOB reported that AFPs smoothed out spikes and made traffic more manageable.  They did not think that MITs were reduced.  MITs were generally used for airport constraints.
Procedures
Mike Murphy of the Procedures Office and Doug Balok briefed attendees on the procedures development for ICR and AFPs.  ICR is seen at this phase as being the basic FEA process.  The recommendation is to extend the current FEA/FCA notice for another year while the process is still developing.  Most participants are OK with calling referring to the ICR process as FEA process for now.  Customers requested some kind of a Concept of Operations type document rather than a FAA notice.  

There was a long discussion on what is exactly needed for FEA, ICR and AFPs.  ICR must be implemented with an FEA.  Some basic language on ICR and early intent needs to be added to the FEA/FCA Notice.  Mike M. explained the Safety Management System requirements for review.  That will likely be required for any changes to notices.  A small group; Mike M., Doug B., Michelle D., and Mark E. were appointed to work on language for ICR that will be considered by the FET for integration into the FEA Notice.  It was decided to keep AFP and ICR/FEA in separate documents for now.

If at all possible, we need to remove any references to 0900 EDCT form the AFP Notice. 

Weather Risk Presentation
Mark Huberdeau of MITRE gave a presentation that highlighted our need for a longer forecast product that would provide an 8 – 10 – 12 hour forecast.  Officially, we all use CCFP as our collaborative product.  Some customers such as United have their own long-range forecasting product.  NOAA advises that there is no 12-hour convective forecast that is any good.  Are there any products available that can verify CCFP?  Is the AWC using their resources wisely and providing what we need?
Future Meeting
The next meeting will be held on January 16 – 18, 2007.  The meeting will begin at 10:00am on January 16 and will be held at the ATCSCC.  The meetings on the 17th and 18th will start at 7:00am and be held at Metron Aviation.

The February meeting is tentatively planned for February 13 – 15, 2007 and will be held at Metron Aviation.  Start time will be at 10:00am on February 13.

ICR Update

Ken Howard from Volpe went over the automation changes for ICR Phase 0 and the upcoming Reroute Monitor changes.  The following issues were discussed:

· Must have an FCA for ICR.

· The 1st advisory will be Recommended routes and UPT.

· The 2nd advisory will be Required routes.

· Can also issue Required with UPT.  Most get out of the FCA and UPT.

· The goal of FCT was to put out the 1st advisory as early as possible.

· Most feel that ICR will work best for a small event; one or two airways for example.

· Need to always consider filtering the FCA to exclude flights, flows, etc. as needed.
Advisory Proposals and Rate Setting

Mike M. presented attendees with proposed changes to the AFP advisory including standardized language for the Remarks section.

Mike M. also explained his formula for determining rates through AFPs.  He basically uses a method to knock down the volume peaks by discarding the 4 peaks in each 30 minute bucket, then averaging the remainder of volume.  What is maximum throughput?  Don’t know, and it may not be any peak.  There will be some analysis done using past data to test the formula.  This could be a good, fast way to set the initial rates for ad hocs next year.
December 14
The meeting began with an update on the S2K meeting held yesterday.  There were some mild complaints on the Thanksgiving Day Review.  No big complaints on AFPs in general.  There were no be advantages discussed either.  UAL suggested that airport programs should be started prior to AFPs.  They report they are missing a lot of important international connections.  There appeared to be “extra flights” on Thanksgiving Day.  Where did they come from?  No one had an answer for that.  Some of the ATCSCC resources advocated starting GDPs early to smooth spikes in demand.  They feel like the ARTCCs can handle most volumes if the system was regulated to reduce spikes.
There was a big discussion on GDPs versus AFPs.  When to implement?  Which one first?  How do we control the volume?  Do we focus on reducing spikes?  Do we implement GDPs at majors, and then reduce the spikes?  Volume AFPs are not supposed to be used (except seasonal volume).  

Upcoming Holiday Expectations
Jo D. indicated that Monday and Tuesday, January 1 and 2 will have seasonal volume from the south to the northeast.  She suggests that the ATCSCC plan for this and consider the use of a high number GAAP for TEB and HPN and use A761 and other alternatives.  A suggestion was made to review the Thanksgiving analysis and then craft a plan for January.  December 22 is also expected to be a heavy day, but volumes are likely going to be southbound and this is not expected to be a problem.  Participants discussed the possibility of having a special telcon on December 21 and January 1 to make plans for the heavy volume days.  

Attendees discussed the use of AFP05 with AFP08 on Thanksgiving.  ZOB thinks AFP05 was implemented to monitor ZDC and was set to a high rate.  Appears ZOB’s actual rates were much higher than the high rate on the charts, maybe as high as 160.  There was some discussions on using AFP02 instead of AFP 08.  A suggestion was made to announce any special telcon on the QAR so participation will be good.  During the holidays, it is expected there will be departure delays out of the New York area to the south and west.  Another suggestion was made to inform ATO-E and ATO-T of plans and anticipated volumes during the holidays.  Do we need to re-visit the rates?  Most feel they are OK for a start, but must always be monitored.  Could changing the floor from 120 help?  What is better for the New York airports; GSs or GDPs?  There are many different ideas on this.

Participants discussed MAP numbers and how these numbers might affect the rate setting.  On Thanksgiving Sunday, certain ZDC sectors were Red a lot.  Pat S. feels that the initial rates for AFP08 could be higher, but when the northeast departures start southbound later in the day, rates will likely be reduced.  AFPs will not smooth flows to specific airports.  Most feel that the rates are good as they are now as a starter, and you must always adjust the rates based on many factors; time, traffic, weather, etc.  Pat S. suggests that we try to identify triggers that necessitate revising the rates.  Pat S. will incorporate into the ATCSCC training the discussed concept of using GDPs for airport constraints and AFPs to control en route volume.

Ad Hoc AFP Issues

Pat S. described a potential process for ad hoc AFPs.  You would need to get the FCA out early to create ADLs to provide some protection of flights for the airlines.  Most feel that the subbing and retaining slots and needed training are stopping the consideration of using ad hocs during the upcoming season.  It was suggested that FET develop a white paper detailing the needed automation for ad hocs and present it to CSG.  It is thought that we will need to improve the advisory language and the overall communications.  Why will ad hocs be better than the process we use today with FCAA01 through FCAA08.  Most feel that any proposed FCA that may become an AFP needs to be discussed on the 0715 telcon and be issued no later than the 0915 telcon.  Mark H. feels both sides want to continue down the path of developing both additional Playbooks and ad hocs.  Curt K. feels that the current seven plus the new proposed five would be easy to train and cover many of the needed situations.  Most like the idea of more Playbooks with the combination of using FEA/ICR process.  All agree that we must continue to search for ways to better set rates.  There are some concerns that additional use of AFPs may create problems for the terminal by increasing both the number of EDCTs and the overall complexity.  GA favors the ad hoc approach if it can be trained and they are concerned about both adding to Playbooks and starting ad hocs.  Some see the static AFP as a “wall”, as compared to the ad hoc approach which could better address the specific constraints.  Is there a way to match the new Playbooks to the weather patterns of last year?  Danny Sims had charts that showed these patterns and we need to analyze these charts.

Most feel that one of the biggest potential problems is training.  The ICR process is seen as a building block toward ad hoc AFPs.  The ATCSCC prefers moving toward the ad hoc approach.  They advise that they feel they can only handle about two AFPs at a time; maybe three tops.  

Core members of FET voted on three options and there was no consensus yet.  The additional Playbooks options received a majority.

Participants discussed options for the next meeting in January.  Can Jupiter still be used for HITLs?  Ved advised that it is funded and can be used.  Attendees discussed the test string options versus Jupiter.  Jupiter now has the capability to activate adaptive compression.

A suggestion was made to have field SMEs from newly affected facilities participate in the January HITLs.  A list of facilities was developed and Paul Eure will send a request to Jim Ries and Lorne Cass to authorize the resources.     

Meeting Summary

For now the group agrees to use the term pre-coordinated to replace ad hoc.  All agree that FET will continue on a parallel course of more Playbooks and Pre-coordinated development.  At some point in time, Mark and Mark will present a FET recommendation to CSG when appropriate.
Participants listed their main concerns that should be considered:

· Rates and rate setting.

· FCA development time.

· Delivery; how many.

· Number of EDCTs, number of changes, etc.

· West to East traffic from the Northeast.

· Training

· Maximum number of AFPs in use.

· Workload, both FAA and Dispatchers.

The meeting was adjourned.
Action Items

The action item list from the last meeting was reviewed with the following disposition:

1. Develop list of airlines that will either be at January HITL meeting at the ATCSCC or will participate remotely  Mark Hopkins and Jeff Miller  

2. Accomplish analysis on two pure AFP days and present to FET during the January meeting  Phil Smith  
3. FCT sub-team will work on developing ICR metrics.  Michelle D, Loraine S., Sandy C. 
4. Small group to work on standardized advisory language and procedures for ICR.  Mike M, Mark E., Michelle D., Doug B., Mike Murphy  
5. Inform ATO-E and ATO-T of any issues and plans for anticipated high volume days during the holidays such as December 22 and January 1 or 2.  Mark L.  
6. Incorporate the concept of GDPs for airport constraints and AFPs for volume issues into the ATCSCC training.  Pat S.  

7. Make request to Jim Ries for approval of SMEs from ZID, ZAU, ZKC, ZME, ZNY, ZBW and Terminal for January HITLs.  Paul E. (Request has been sent)  
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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