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Meeting Notes

12 – 13 July 2005
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Proposed Analysis Plan  

•   Pre - Implementation   –   Modeling & HITLs   •   METRON   –   Baselining of ConOps   •   Demand & Capacity   •   MITRE proposal   •   Post - Implementation   –   Statistics & Metrics   •   METRON   •   Same Platform as tool   •   Real and Post (next day)   –   FSA corollary   –   Include entry/exit times   –   Include compliance  metric   –   Performance Assessment   •   MITRE proposal   –   Operational Scenarios  and Capability  Assessment    –   Operational Needs  Analysis   –   Operational Performance  Analysis   –   Investment Analysis   •   TBD by CSG and/or FAA Mgt.    
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Executive Summary

CDM’s Flow Evaluation Sub-Team conducted a Meeting on 12 - 13 July 2005 to continue work on its first task of defining an Airspace Flow Program.  The meeting was held at Mitre CAASD facilities in Falls Church, VA on the first day and Metron Aviation facilities in Herndon, VA on the second day.
The key focus for the meeting was to continue review of initial requirements questions, procedural concepts and issues for Airspace Flow Programs.  The Team also discussed Human-In-The-Loop (HITL) plans and support tools.
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 (carryover actions are summarized in Appendix 2-B).

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

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

DAY 1
Introduction

The meeting began at 0700 at Mitre CAASD facilities in Falls Church, VA.   A preliminary Agenda was established as follows:  
	Administrative /agenda review

	Subgroup Reports

	HITL plans

	PACER Probabilistic Congestion Mgmt. briefing

	Lunch

	Kaler Plan/rate setting, etc.

	Dave Knorr Report – enroute throughput models

	Procedures Discussion


The team moved immediately into sub-group reports.
Analysis Sub-Group
The Analysis Sub-Group briefed its analysis plan, which includes pre- and post- implementation analysis by Metron and Mitre.  Metron is focusing on modeling and Human-In-The-Loop (HITL) exercises prior to implementation and FSA-like metrics, stats, and reports in the post-implementation phase.  Mitre is preparing a proposal (at FAA request) for pre-implementation baselining of demand once the Concept of Operations is determined.  Post-implementation analysis will focus on success of the program in terms of other alternatives, reduction delays, etc. with one goal being to provide feedback that will improve future implementations.
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The following slide summarizes the Analysis Plan. 

Industry/Customer Sub-Group

 

The Industry Sub-group conducted a Telcon and agreed to adopt the GDP slot allocation model for AFP allocation; that is, the "current" ETMS data base will assign slots to whatever flights it knows about at the time of allocation.  This allocation scheme may be reviewed as necessary as we proceed.
In addition, Customers are thinking about an off site meeting to continue work on HITL needs and procedures.
Procedures Sub-team
In a preliminary briefing, the Procedures Sub-team discussed some of their requirements for display/ user interface capabilities.  Display requirements for ETMS include:

· A way to visually distinguish “FSM eligible” FEAs/FCAs

· Auto display of newly created “FSM eligible” FEAs/FCAs

· A way to filter for “FSM-eligible” FEAs/FCAs

· A method to distinguish an actual AFM “Program” from a “proposed” AFP

Requirements regarding “what/how” to display AFP information on the Reroute Monitor was deferred for later discussion (see Day 2 notes).
Also TBD is what and when to display AFP information on FSM; for example, a graphic alert on FSM to indicate a new AFP is active.

SCHEDULE NOTE:  It was later noted that formal, written Procedures need to be firmed up as much as possible by about SEP2005, to allow for normal review/I&I/finalization cycles prior to implementation.  
We can then proceed with HITLs, etc. to refine procedures, training plans, first implementation scenarios, etc.
Metron and Volpe Development Review
CTA vs. CTE:  

Upon further evaluation, changing “CTA” to “CTE” seems to be significantly more complex than anticipated.  There are many places the CTA terminology is embedded, including some CSC software elements.  
Because of the complexity and potential for risk, 
· AGREED:  CTA will be acceptable terminology to indicate “arrival or entry” to the AFP airspace (FCA) if necessary. 
· ACTION:  Define what/how to display AFP information on the Reroute Monitor ~ Volpe
· NOTE:  This therefore will be a high priority TRAINING issue to ensure there is no confusion about what CTA means for an AFP FEA/FCA. 
No major issues seem to be cropping up for Volpe.

ECR/EDCT Discussion:

The question of when/how to handle changing EDCTs when program revisions are likely continues to surface.  Are Air Traffic Control Towers (ATCTs) ready and knowledgeable about when/how to change and use EDCTs for AFPs, especially if multiple programs are being run? 

· GI messages are sent re. changes.  There is the same requirement today to notify ATCTs about EDCTs/ECRs.

· ‘EDCT Check’ can be used to determine control times.  
-  Enter the origin and destination and you are told what the appropriate control time is (without having to know/name the specific “program” that applies).

· ATCTs will often use the ‘ECR Tool,’ which may not have the same change information (?).  Therefore a new workflow/procedure may be necessary.  

· NOTE:  It was noted that AFP will need to support ECR in the first-out release.

· TRAINING ISSUE:  Again, this EDCT/ECR question/process is an important Training issue – especially since more small and contract towers may be involved in Delay Programs than currently.  Even if process is similar to today (call ARTCC to get times), understanding the underlying reasons will be important for them to contribute to the overall success of these new AFP programs.  

· A communications process for notifying all affected ATCTs that a program is in place and why may be an important procedures requirement.
-  OIS, TSD messages, fly.faa.gov, etc. may help, but what else might be needed?

· NOTES:
· It was NOTED THAT ON-SITE TRAINING/COACHING WILL BE NECESSARY TO MAKE AFP WORK, not just another CBI.

· In general, the question of what automation can do to assist with EDCT/ECR processes must remain an open/ongoing action to consider.

Precedence Issue Discussion:

The working theory for precedence has been that GDPs will have precedence over AFPs, and that the first AFP created would be the controlling AFP if there are multiple AFPs.

However, there are potential issues if one AFP is much longer or has different time parameters, or when there are revisions.  Chris Ermatinger led us in a discussion of precedence issues with the following scenario:
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Example setup:
· A flight (123) is projected to fly through two FCAs that are ‘FSM-eligible’, call them 1 and 2.  The IENRTY(1) = 2345 and the IENTRY(2) = 0045.  

· An AFP(1) is issued at 1400, for 1800-2259 (so the flight is not controlled in the first AFP), then an AFP(2) is issued at 1600, for 2000-0259 (the flight is controlled in the second AFP).  

· An AFP(1) revision/extension is issued at 1700, for 1800-0059 (the flight is in the revision, but controlled by the AFP(2) in the model); this flight (123) will be considered exempt.

· Now suppose that a flight popped into both AFPs at 1800 with IENTRY(1) = 2345 and IENTRY(2) = 0045.  This flight will be controlled by AFP(1) since that was the first program issued.

· So the end result is that the first flight is controlled by AFP(2) and the popup flight is controlled by AFP(1), but they both initially enter and exit the programs at identical times. 
Discussion:
· The question is what do we want to control the flight:

· The first program/FCA issued?

· The first program/FCA the flight traverses?

· This could cause some confusion for Customers trying to swap/sub flights, etc.  

· The scenario is admittedly a rare possibility, but could occur.  
It is also assumed that in this case, one or the other FCA would likely be cancelled if this revision situation arose.  

· The motivation for a precedence rule was to create the least disruption possible to the integrity of a program. 

Decision:

· We returned to this scenario for additional review on Day 2.  It was agreed:

·  AGREED:  The rule of controlling the flights with the earliest created FCA/AFP was accepted as satisfactory.
Override:

This led to a discussion of the whether there might be a possible need for an override, or a “panic AFP” that becomes an immediate priority by the ATCSCC.  
· Should this flexibility be allowed if a need should arise within the NAS?  
· This could be valuable in some situations but certainly raises the possibility of more confusion and more training needs.  

· This will be explored further – no decision reached.  

Over time, with more experience with AFP/FCA location, filtering, etc., these questions of precedence, priority, override, etc. should become less relevant. 
Further discussion and decision were put off to the next day (see DAY 2 Notes).

Briefing/Demo of PACER’s Probabilistic Congestion Management Tool
Mitre personnel (Laurel Rhodes, Claude Jackson, Steve Zobell, Craig Wanke) presented to the group a summary/demo of some of the probabilistic flow management research they have been doing.  
Some of their lessons learned are very relevant to the AFP questions the Flow Evaluation Team has been working.
· Capacity setting has been very difficult to determine/define.  

· They have therefore settled on sectors and MAP values rather than FCAs as the determining rate sources.
· Slot swapping is more difficult when different destinations are involved
· User preferences are taken into consideration when possible
· Resource rationing/allocation issues were encountered similar to those we are discussing

· Should best-estimate or first-come be granted access ?

· Multiple options can complicate the solution

· How can the number of operationally acceptable routes be controlled or reduced to simplify the solutions?

· Interesting alerting displays were presented

· Red = 75% likely to exceed the MAP; Yellow = 50 – 75% likely

A demo of the system was then presented:
· Instances of MAP exceeds were shown
· Sector flight lists were shown

· Parameters were set to monitor as desired; e.g., monitoring of surrounding sectors

· Solution calculation considered Customer preferences

· A solution is proposed and modeled
· The new demand and MAP values are depicted

· Customer impact is depicted (reroutes, numbers, delays, etc.)

Questions/Discussion:

· Sectors were used instead of FCAs to simplify rate setting/capacity determination

· Can the probabilistic model be applied to FCAs with predefined rates and Ground Delays only (no reroutes)? – Possible.

· Can more than one constraint be solved in a run; that is, look for a solution to the combined problem?

· Yes.  This was demonstrated to the Team with a run presented the next day that considered a sector in ZID and one in ZOB.

· Can the probabilistic element of PACER be of any value to show the Flow Eval Team the impacts of certain scenarios, rates, etc.?

· This is to be determined, but may be tried during HITLs as a parallel or background exercise.

· Claude Jackson may join the HITL subgroup to consider ways PACER might support HITLs or other process evaluations
· MIT restrictions were briefly discussed.  They are not factored into this tool and most present do not see them as a significantly helpful methodology.

· It was finally noted that this is just a possible support tool and example for AFP and should not be a distraction to AFP progress.

CDR/Playbook Subgroup Briefing

Phil Smith summarized activities from the CDR/Playbook Sub-group.  They have two principal goals:

· Identify review items for consideration/improvement at the end of the SWAP season

· Identify longer range improvement and enhancement ideas

Ideas for further investigation:

· Mix and match Playbook options and other solutions (i.e., “hybrid” solutions)
· Can this be improved or used more efficiently?

· A GA option to go to another short-haul/regional airport to relieve congestion at larger hubs, then proceed on after the Wx/constraints move out. (aka: “Jump-off Joe” concept)
· Regional strategy discussions

· This involves customizing regional solutions that are canned and ready to go when certain trigger events occur.

· An example is the “metro routes” solution currently being trialed

· Better information for Customers regarding possible dynamic CDR use 

· How can we provide better information to expedite possible changes/escapes?

· To get dispatchers in the loop; to identify the most-likely CDRs; etc

· As discussed in previous meetings, certain situations have shown to be predictable enough to pre-plan a couple of CDRs as possible “escape” routes

· How do we continue to make this more useable?  

· How can we disseminate the information more efficiently -- ADVZYs? 

· The concept is much more difficult to apply if the situation is very dynamic.

· Issue:  Can we do this procedurally for now if automation resources are constrained?  Is the process too difficult/manual without automation?

· Define the evolution to get to the “desired state”?  Then we might define steps to get to that state?

· “CDR Capable” Remarks to alert Tower Controllers that certain GA flights are familiar with and capable of flying CDRs: 

· This proposal has been summarized and handed off to the FAA Procedures group for implementation.
NEXT:  The next CDR/Playbook Subgroup meeting will likely be a Telcon some time before the SEP CDM Meetings.
Reroute Monitor Status Review (not directly AFP-related)
The Work Group then discussed the status of the new/current implementation of Reroute Monitor.  The following points were made:
· Some facilities are not using the Reroute Monitor due to network problems

· There are some training issues still curtailing use at some facilities.  
· Some operational peculiarities such as Conforming (C) flights occasionally show as Non-Conforming (NC) is confusing people

· ZSE reported to be very positive about the new tool

· Customer are also generally positive about the new capabilities

· Customers would like to see more filtering capabilities (e.g., by area of responsibility) and would like to have a better understanding of C – NC.  

· NC for RMD routes is confusing to many users.

· Having a RMD column in the Monitor display right next to the C – NC column might be helpful

· Most customers are only using Reroute Monitor at the ATC desk right now to avoid overwhelming/confusing dispatchers

· Question:  Can paper lists associated with reroutes be eliminated?
· This will be run by the CDM group for final decision.

· ACTION:  Prepare a proposal for handling RQD vs. RMD conformance handling.
~  K Howard 

· Some known problems do exist; e.g.:

· long direct flights are difficult to correctly determine as C – NC

· counts do not reflect just the time interval selected, but rather show only the total numbers for the reroute

· There is some confusion re. the use of the “OK” override to show a flight not on the proper conforming route is still deemed acceptable.  

· This again points to the importance of training and the fact that CBIs don’t work, especially when issued months in advance just to satisfy a paper requirement.

· NOTE:  The new National Enroute Spacing Position (NESP) at the ATCSCC has been approved and will be manned on an as-needed basis starting 18JUL2005.
AFP/Rate Proposals from Curt Kaler

The Work Group then reviewed suggestions from Curt Kaler re. how to position FCAs/AFPs and define rates.  Appendix 3 includes excerpts from Curt’s presentation.
Scenario:

· Consider the late June 2005 scenario with air-mass thunderstorms over the eastern third of the U.S.  Popcorn thunderstorms were experienced throughout the eastern portion of the country (see Figure at right). 

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

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

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

Curt proposes using historical demand as a baseline from which to determine an “arrival rate” for the AFP (e.g., dial down the common/historical rate by 30% to try to allow elbow room to handle the deviations and departures in situation such as this.

The process might include:

· Have ATCSCC or TMUs draw FEAs

· TMUs help determine the rate needed

· Historical data provides better baseline than local, current counts

· Can historical data also give info on the number of pop-ups to be expected?

· Historical data may be the simplest baseline to pull for determining a rate

· NOTE:  The premise is pre-determined/canned FCAs for which we can pull data
Flow Pipe Study from Mitre

At this point, while discussing historical data and baselines, the Team jumped to the Mitre research on major flows.  Twenty “count lines” capture most of the major flows in the country for which we have significant traffic count data already.  (See below.)   
The idea is that a subset of these 20 lines could be used as high-level AFPs to slow traffic into an area of constraint (e.g., lines 11, 12, 13 could be used to control arrivals to the NE corridor).  The existing count information for these flow lines could be used to establish baselines on which to base capacity evaluations or needed flow rate reductions (AARs).  
Some other comments/discussion point re. this Flow Pipe concept were as follows:
· Data is still be captured for these flow lines to ensure currency/relevance.
· Filtering or multiple FCAs might allow for rolling control of West Coast departures, then mid-country and finally control into the NE corridor closest to the weather.

· The Mitre Flow Pipe data should not/does not preclude the Team from looking at other canned FEAs/FCAs as well.  It just provides one potential set of base-lined FCAs that could be used for many scenarios.  
· Jeff Tichenor added that we should consider these Flow Pipes along with other known flows such as Snowbird Routes, Canada offloads, etc., and not be tied down/limited yet.

· The value of MAP data to help determine where/how many FEAs/FCAs to set up and how to determine AARs was also discussed. 
HITL Test Bed Briefing

Metron briefed the Team on plans for the HITL Test Bed, including the following:
· HITL Technical Architecture Review

· Use of an ETMS Simulator to provide FEA/FCA capabilities for the HITL

· System wide monitoring and visual display will be achieved with FACET, CRRAT, ICE-FM, CRCT tools

· ROG (the Route Option Generator) will be available to help with route selection

· Current Purging, Modeling, Pop-up handling will be available as per the rough draft Requirements Document.

· There will be the ability to Stop, Replay, Change the scenario during the tests at key decision points.

· HITL Schedule:

· AUG 16-17 FET Meeting:  System walk-through and “staged demo/HITL” (one scenario with limited interaction available)

· SEP 12-13 FET Meeting:  Full HITL

· OCT 4-6 FET Meeting:  Full HITL
Action Item Review

The Team briefly reviewed past action items before adjourning for the day.
0614-2 and 0615-1 were closed.  

0614-3 and 0615-2 will be easily closed with the transfer of documents to DeAnna Hines for posting on the team web site.

The current status of carry over actions is included as Appendix 2-B.  
DAY 2

Agenda for Day 2

The Team briefly reviewed plans for Day 2 before beginning:

· TSD/Reroute Monitor changes

· Procedures Group further update (John Rupp)

· Identifying AFPs for ECR changes, etc. and Tower impact 

· Prioritization of AFPs/FCAs (multiple)

· Panic Button/Override AFP concept

· HITL Scenarios development

· Pop-Up handling issues

· Draft Procedure Discussion

· Resource Ready Update concept

TSD/Reroute Monitor Changes
The Team reviewed again some of the basic requirements for TSD/CCSD/etc. displays pertaining to AFPs:
· TSD/CCSD/WSD:
· Want to distinguish “FSM-Eligible” FEAs from other FEAs
This will allow anyone to be aware of possible programs and begin modeling responses/actions if they feel it is appropriate.

· A “select box” to display which FEAs/FCAs are “FSM eligible” is another good idea

· Probably want to distinguish an FCA that has an actual AFP program from other FCAs

· How could this be done?  Ideas include:

· New numbering scheme?  New series of numbers for AFP-FCAs?

· Underlining, color, .. ?

· This requirement may be more for Field and Customer users than for DCC

· A “Warning” msg. prior to deleting an AFP FCA

· Other ideas may surface as we go along
· ACTION:  Provide some mock-ups of AFP display ideas at next team meetings.  ~Volpe
· Volpe will also be working with Tanya Yuditsky/FAA Tech Center Human Factors SMEs re. display ideas
· The Team also invited Tanya to attend one or more HITL sessions to observe the operations and provide feedback/ideas 

· FCA Dynamic List:
· Some elements of the FCA dynamic list should also be available to allow monitoring from the TSD/FCA list
· Control times, flights in an AFP, … ?
· A new column may be an idea to show ‘Control element’:  Airport GDP or AFP?


· FSM:

· If flights route themselves out of an FCA/AFP, how should that be indicated?

· The proposal is to perhaps place these flights in the FSM Cancelled flights area, but in a new color?

· How do we distinguish a flight that took action to avoid an AFP vs. one that was just historically scheduled to transit or avoid that AFP?

· Does an S(cheduled) flight “own” a slot?  It might go wasted?

· GDP gives everyone a slot.  If they drop out or cancel, they may then sub (assumes subs could be handled in R 1, which is TBD).
Similar handling is proposed for AFP.

· Reroute Monitor:

· Conforming vs. Non-conforming issue:

· Default:  Customers would like to see only RQD routes ever displayed as NC, not RMD or PLN or FYI actions.  

· This has caused problems in some instances such as Amber routes

· Customers are not able to preplan actions awaiting a possible trigger

· Workaround suggestions from Volpe:

· Set up a filtering scheme that only selects RQD reroutes

· Add ACTION as an data column and place it next to C – NC column to more easily identify NC for RQD action vs. others.

· ACTION:  Write up user tips for filtering, viewing C – NC flights.

· A configurable Default is another long-range development solution that may be more desirable

· ACTION:  Write up a proposal for RQD C-NC solution.   ~ Volpe
· AFP Display needs for Reroute Monitor:

· Control Time and Control Element may be needed additions

· Increase CCSD Default Time from 45” in the future to 6 or 8 hours; or, make Default Time configurable or available through recallable preferred settings.
Procedures Discussion Revisited
The Team returned to the discussion of AFP Procedures since John Rupp was now available.  The following discussion points were made:
Dissemination methods to get AFP info out to the public:

· OIS page information on AFPs will be similar to current GDP info

· Should AFP info be on the same page with GDP info?

· Probably “Yes” with a new Title Header – perhaps just “Programs”

· Considering a graphical display on faa.gov web page

· This ideas has already been forwarded to Program Ops Support

· There is an issue for FSS and small Tower briefings to pilots

· How is this done?  How is geographical location of FCAs provided?
Lat/Long?  Range/bearing from Navaids?

· The drawn FCA line/box must be converted to something useful to pilots

· How might we train these personnel to use new types of ADVZYs, etc.?

· New ADVZY for AFPs

· This is mostly complete except the design questions re. ‘exemptions’ (i.e., how to define and present exemptions in a useful fashion).

0900 EDCT release indicator 

· This is purely a workaround and is known to be less than desirable 
· The proper fix to cancel EDCTs is currently scheduled for the first ERAM release (2009 – 2010?)

· The need for an explicit indictor that a CT has been cancelled was discussed in the recent requirements review.  It would have to be re-planned with ERAM to provide the capability prior to ERAM Rel 1.

· For now, at a minimum, this ‘0900 CT cancelled workaround’ is another SPECIAL INTEREST TRAINING ITEM.

· ACTION:  Compile an initial list of critical training items for AFP implementation. 
 ~ M. Krause
AFP rate/reduction factor on the Coversheet.  

· The Procedures Sub-group feels that hard numbers as well as just the percent reduction would be useful

· QA Subgroup requested Total Number Count of flights and Actual Numbers on the Coversheet
· Discussed the total number of flights in a Program for the Coversheet

· Do we need it on the coversheet?  What value does it provide to Customers/tool users? 
  -  It is presently a manual entry used for next day analysis

· Some think this is too much information, too dynamic, and not useful in an operational environment.  It doesn’t tell you much.  The number could be changed for too many reasons, by either the FAA or the Customers.

· ACTION:  Clarify what/why/where/when numbers are needed for AFP.
  
~ Procedures and QA Subgroups
· What should be on the coversheet and what is for other analysis purposes

· Need to be aware of what the coversheet is used for, who is the audience, etc.

· Why each set of numbers is needed, and 

· Which numbers are needed for the first release.

· NOTE:  There is now a requirement for all ATO-R programs to provide benefits/analysis capabilities for all new releases

· NEXT MEETING of the Procedures Subgroup is planned for MON, 18JUL05.

· ACTION:  Explode out Draft Procedures document for review/comments from the Team members by the next meeting.   ~ J. Rupp
Resource Ready Update (RRU) concept
The Team then returned to the RRU concept suggested by Joe Bertapelle at the last meeting to see if/how it might help with AFP operations and pop-ups.  The RRU concept grew out of GDPE team meetings last year and are summarized in a write up provided by Joe prior to the meeting (see Attachment 4).  
Basically, the RRU concept is that if a flight announces they are truly ready to go (passengers, crew, etc. all in place), that flight might be handled differently; that is, no more moves/extensions of delay, and possibly it could be moved up if a slot was available.
Comments/discussion:

· Possible benefits:  compression, fewer unused slots, solves the “ownership” questions, helps fill/maintain a “rate” more efficiently, might minimize revisions.

· GA community participation might be possible if the “what and why” of an RRU are clearly communicated

· Earliest Runway Time of Arrival or Departure (ERTA and ERTD) communications serve a very similar purpose in GDPs.
Example, the ERTA communicates that  “I won’t be there until time X, so don’t schedule me with an EDCT that can’t be met.”

· Most airlines now provide this info

· How would we/can we provide similar communications capabilities for the GA community?

· EDCT look-up capability in 2006 would help a bit.

· A more robust, interactive communications capability could help even more (perhaps 2007?)

· ACTION:  Write up this proposed EDCT Interactive Communication capability for GA.   ~ J. Damato
· RRU may be good information, but Airlines are reluctant to limit swapping capabilities with this idea

· Would the RRU concept suffer if relying on a human input action?  Maybe it could be tied to an existing reporting time like board time, or …?

· RRU Summary:

· Will not be planned for Release 1

· Some airlines feel the benefit may be limited

· May help catch pop-ups 

· The real question raised here is the access/communications for more of the NAS community, especially GA.  
AFP and other programs would be much more effective if GA flights have the same interactive communications access as other NAS Customers.

ACTION:  Research compliance data for pop-up traffic in GDPs.   ~  Metron

FCA Prioritization/Panic Button Concept
The Team then returned to the discussion of whether there may be times when the Command Center may need an override capability for a quickly arising critical situation.  A related question is whether in the future there might be some sort of lower priority AFP in place for  general, high-level airspace management purposes.  
Discussion:
· If this situation is possible, then we may need a prioritization of one AFP over another instead of just relying on the “first-built” rule to be the controlling AFP.
NOTE:  GDPs will still be assumed to be the highest level in the priority hierarchy.  
· The only alternative to having an override function would be to cancel the earlier AFP to allow new entries/priorities (possibly appropriate in some cases, but involves a workload).
· This scenario may be an HITL candidate

· Example:  Transcon flights eastbound are metered; then a new program is initiated for critical NY Metro area constraint.  
· How would this play out?
Decision:
· AGREED:  
· An override capability should be implemented (not including GDPs, which will remain higher priority).
In this case, pop-ups will get the latest AFP time.
HITL Plans
Questions/discussions/comments related to upcoming HITLs:
· Main Purpose:  Study the interaction among all players – Customers, Field facilities, ATCSCC
· Some separate runs/reviews by a local FAA sub-team may be conducted to review questions such as rate-setting, best AFP/FEA/FCA locations, training issues, etc.
· Web-Ex monitoring of HITLs or Walk-throughs should be possible
· Overnight analysis and metrics to support discussions/decisions/changes will generally be available

· Ample discussion time between sessions needs to be allotted

· Scenarios should be set and prioritized as early as possible
· Emphasis will be placed on scenarios that cause multiple GDPs in today’s operation; e.g., the popcorn scenario that might be addressed with flow pipe “count lines” 11, 12, 13 mentioned earlier, or a line of thunderstorms across ZOB.

· Would like to consider some real-time data to help set rates and review expectations and results.  
Example:  A day that ZID (or whomever) considered volume to be OK even during a Wx event.  
A ZOB data point is that recently a 25% reduction led to successful handling of an event.

· The HITL Subgroup will have some plans ready for review by the next Team Meeting (16-17AUG)

· ACTION:  Determine when/if/how ETMS might be able to support HITLs with live data.
~  K. Howard/Volpe
ECRs Revisited
The Work Group again reviewed the issues surrounding EDCT changes.
· Non-compliance figures may be skewed because aircraft may be taxiing or in line ready to meet the EDCT even if they can’t get off the ground and “technically” be compliant.
· Is there a way, and should there be a way, to change procedures to show such flights as compliant?

· On the other hand, the departure time will update the ETA automatically anyway

· EDCT/ECR Workload burdens for ATCTs is a major consideration during any program

· The problem of smaller airport towers not realizing the reason/need for EDCTs/ECRs will be exacerbated with AFPs

· ECRs will be more difficult to determine since it will be difficult to find the right AFP 

· ECR alternatives/ideas were discussed: filtering, an indicator in the FCA Dynamic Flight List, or a “Global ECR” function rather than the current need to find and open the correct dataset first.
NOTE:  See Appendix 5,  Memo from Volpe to Program Ops Support, explaining this Global ECR possible future development feature.  
In summary:

· “A Global ECR function would allow the user to invoke a tool from a single common place (FSM or TSD) and submit an ECR request for any flight in any GDP or AFP.”
· The current solution/process involves:

· Run EDCT Check

· Open Data Sets

· Make the ECR change(s)

· Many of the discussion items here and elsewhere have ramifications for system level testing.  It was suggested that perhaps some “shadow mode” testing might be useful.

· In summary:

· Volpe will forward the desired, longer term solution for a Global ECR function to Judy Morrill/ATO-R Program Operations Support (Done:  see Appendix 5).
· ACTION:  Amend current Procedures as needed for AFP ECRs.   ~ J. Rupp
· The TRAINING ISSUE re. AFP EDCTs/ECRs needs to be noted

Pop-up Discussions Revisited
The issue of pop-ups and revisions is a serious consideration for AFP implementation.  The Team returned to this subject to further review issues and ideas.  Some of the discussion included:
· Inclusion of more small airports adds to the population and complexity of managing pop-ups and EDCTs

· Fortunately, more GA community members are sending CDM messages now (through ExecJet, NetJets, Honeywell, etc.)

· Where the FCA is drawn will impact the number of pop-ups

· Can the CAPER system we reviewed 12JUL help model some questions/scenarios re. pop-ups?  Example:  define the number of pop-ups on some snowbird traffic days?

· ACTION:  Review the Flow Pipe statistics to determine number of pop-ups if possible.   ~  J. Strouth/Mitre
· It was noted that STMP flights are generally exempted from GDPs since they are already controlled.  The same STMP exemption will be assumed for AFPs.  

· This raises the question again of whether there might be use for GAAP-like AFPs; that is, 

· Some overage is allotted for the “unknown” factor?

· May help avoid restrictions?

· The fear is having unused slots

· The concept of some sort of automated “cheat sheet” tool to help show factors affecting rate setting, pop-ups, etc. ; e.g., Day of Week and Time of Day are known factors affecting pop-ups

· The need for good flight information to avoid revisions, pop-ups, etc. was discussed.

· Today, priority is given to EI over Historical data, and to Flight Plans over EI.  This sort of leads to some natural benefit to filing better data as it becomes available.  And this may thus help with the natural prioritization for AFP EDCTs.
Rate setting and Curt’s Slides Revisited
The Team returned to Curt’s slides to walk through the issue of rate setting complexities one more time.  
· Bob Kissling raised the question of more granularity for AFPs for easier/more precise programs and rate setting (e.g., dividing Curt’s Center AFPs into two or more AFPs).

· His concern is that a larger AFP may still lead to “clumping” of flights in one specific area or one time bucket.

· The flip side of this is that more granularity/smaller AFPs might mean more drop-outs/pop-ups.
· Where to locate AFPs and how many AFPs to build are still open issues
· Do AFPs get combined with other TMIs?

· May be inevitable, but one goal should be to limit this

· Fewer restrictions should be the goal

· The concept of gross-/high-level reductions to allow more flexibility at the local level was repeated as a desirable goal for the first release

· An analysis idea is to compare one AFP, like the Flow Pipe count line #11, with an alternative of multiple AFPs or multiple GDPs.  Do a power run of each and compare results.

· The year one goal is to keep it simple.  Find something that should work and try it.  We can return later with expansion ideas/new operational uses after we get feedback and learn more.  
We may need something as complex as the previous “SWAP Workshops” to determine what might be the best application opportunities

· AGREED:

· For HITL:  Start with one line and flow pipe data to help define baseline for rate setting

· Then split the line to do compares and or separate east and west bound flows.

· Then move to more complex scenarios

· Running a DAS AFP with a “pop-up/unknown” factor is also a possible scenario run for HITLs

Meeting Close

The meeting closed with a review of this meeting’s action items and plans for the next couple of meetings.
Action Items 
See Appendix 2-A for a summary of actions from this meeting. 
Next Meeting Plans/Schedules
The following Flow Evaluation Team meetings are planned for AUG-SEP-OCT.  All meeting dates through the end of the year are now posted on the CDM Calendar.
	Meeting Dates
	Location
	Purpose 

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

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

	14 – 15 SEP 2005
	Fair Lakes, VA
	CDM Meeting.:  Present initial concepts and gather feedback from CDM participants.

Subset of the team may continue with HITLs

	4 – 6 OCT 2005
	Metron/Herndon, VA
	HITL and Procedures Review (3 days)


There is also the possibility of additional/mini-HITLs with local FAA personnel to address specific scenario ideas, rate setting techniques, procedures clarification, and user interface ideas.  
Appendix 1: Flow Evaluation Team – Attendee List: 14–15 JUN 2005
	NAME
	ORG
	EMAIL
	PHONE
	12JUL
	13JUL

	Balok, Doug


	FAA-DCC,

NATCA
	douglas.balok@faa.gov
	703-904-4524
	X
	X

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

	Brennan, Michael
	Metron Aviation
	brennan@metronaviation.com
	703-338-7507
	X
	½

	Buckner, James
	Honeywell,

Industry POC
	james.buckner@honeywell.com 
	410-964-7367 
	½
	

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

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

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

	Hendricks, Greg
	FAA-ZTL,

NATCA
	ghendricks@natca.net 
	770-210-7698

770-313-6225 (m)
	X
	X

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

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

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

	Kaler, Curt
	FAA-ZMP,

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

	Kissling, Bob
	FAA-ZOB,

NATCA
	bkissling@comcast.net
	440-774-0428

440-320-3078 (m)
	X
	X

	Krause, Mike
	NG/CTA,

 TAC2 Support
	mike.krause@auatac.com
	703-453-8876

703-725-6450 (m)
	X
	X

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

	Libby, Mark
	FAA-DCC,

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

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

	Miller, Jeff
	ATA, Airline Ops
	jmiller@airlines.org
	703-904-4534
	
	½

	Morrill, Judy
	FAA/ATO-R
	judy.morrill@faa.gov
	703-326-3909
	X
	X

	Olsen, Ed
	NWA,

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

651-338-4120 (m)
	X
	X`

	Richards, Jeff
	FAA-DCC,

NATCA
	jeffrey.richards@natca.net  
	703-904-4520
	X
	X

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

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

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

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

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

	Tichenor, Jeff
	FAA-D01,

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

	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 2: A:  Flow Evaluation Team – Action Items: 14 -15JUN2005
	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

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

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

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

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

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

	0713-3
	Clarify what/why/where/when Metrics are needed for AFP
	Procedures and QA SubTeams
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

	0713-4
	Explode out Draft Procedures document for review/comments from the Team 
	J. Rupp
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

	0713-5
	Write up the proposed EDCT Interactive Communication capability for GA
	J. Damato
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

	0713-6
	Research compliance data for pop-up traffic in GDPs
	Metron
	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
	

	0713-9
	Review the Flow Pipe statistics to determine number of pop-ups if possible
	J. Strouth
	AUG05
	OPEN
	

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


2-B:  Flow Evaluation Team Carryover Action Items

(NOTE:  Completed Items (grayed) will be dropped from next set of meeting notes)
	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

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

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

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


2) Intent to change already with Programs Office and published

3) see 0614-2



	0614-2
	Look into graphically displaying FEA/FCAs on ATCSCC Web Site
	M. Libby
	JUL05
	Done
	Request passed to CDM and ATO-R

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

	0615-1
	Recommend an allocation scheme for R1 (Spring 06) and future
	FET Industry Sub-Team
	JUL05
	Done
	Agreed to preliminarily accept current GDP Scheme.  

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

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

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

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


Appendix 3: AFP Proposal from C. Kaler  (Excerpt) 

[image: image2]
A proposal is to approach this AFP scenario like a Playbook. We develop pre-approved FEAs that each facility agrees to.  We then use pre-approved “historically validated data” to model the AFP in the Flight Schedule Monitor (FSM). Since we have already determined that “pop-ups” and a “wait-and-see attitude” when filing flight plans will not deliver reliable flight counts through the airspace before the event occurs, the only real data we can model with is historical data. Once the program is rolling, adjustments and revisions to the program may be needed to capture more realistic/actual flight counts.  
For starters, we work with each facility to determine where their “AFP Playbook FEAs” need to be drawn, as shown below:



Appendix 4:  Resource Ready Update Concept for AFP

DRAFT V0.2

1) Introduction:

The CDM, Flow Evaluation Team (FET) meet on June 14-15, 2005 to continue working issues related to Airspace Flow Program (AFP). During this meeting there were lively discussions about the differences of GDPs and AFPs, thereafter followed by slot allocation models and EDCT ownership.


This white paper is a follow-up to that discussion specifically dealing with a new concept called Resource Ready Update (RRU) dealing with the “ownership” of an EDCT by the user. The idea needs a little background and is intended for the internal FET work group who is familiar with the discussions, and not the general public. 

2) Background, Differences between GDP and AFP:


GDP has as a baseline for demand; viz., the OAG schedule for an airport and the ability to set capacity with an Airport Arrival Rate (AAR). There are variations of this demand created by pop-ups and cancellations, but the data elements are known in advance so that GDPs can be planned with confidence. FSM knows the scheduled demand for an airport eight hours in the future. 

     Traits of a GDP program:

· OAG schedule defines the demand of an airport, therefore long programs are encouraged

· Capacity is known through an AAR. 

· Variations are accounted for by  revisions

· Demand varies through cancellations

· Users are able to express desire for different EDCTs by setting “L” times in FSM, but not all users do this.


AFP has no reliable baseline equivalent. There is ETMS historical data that has value but is not equivalent to the GDP OAG data since nobody “owns” a piece of airspace eight hours in the future. During an AFP, the users are expected to make business decisions between en-route delay vs. ground delay. This in essence creates an ever changing baseline on which to plan allocations.


The idea of Early Intent (EI) does not address this variable since user decisions can not be forced earlier. There are different opinions on this EI topic that are not covered in this discussion. 

     Traits of an AFP program:

· No OAG equivalent

· Capacity values are uncertain 

· Variations of demand prediction are expected to be greater than for GDP data variations 

· Program revisions will need to be more frequent than GDP revisions

3) RRU Purpose:


The purpose of an RRU message is to tell the “system”, through automation, that a flight will be ready to depart some defined time in the future; that is, to increase a confidence factor.  The users will still have the capability to see and evaluate “planned” EDCTs, which is consistent with today’s GDP method. The difference with the RRU method is that with rapidly changing data, the system needs to know when to stop revising certain flight EDCTs. The RRU concept is similar to the “L” times in a GDP program, however not all users file “L” times; therefore, to provide a RRU would be a requirement not an option.

4) RRU Definition:


The definition of a RRU message is when the crew and equipment are at the departure airport, plus some agreed to timing buffer. One idea of the timing buffer is Minimum Objective Ground Time (MOGT), which is initially thought to be a variable based on size of aircraft;  for example, :30 for domestic narrow body, :45 for wide body domestic. This definition is open for lots of discussion and could be customized by individual user. 


To a GA user it could be when the VIP passenger is enroute to the airport. A definition would need to be agreed to so automation could send it.  

5) Departure Benefit of RRU:


The AFP, like GDP, uses the EDCT process as the way to implement the plan. The difficulty in distributing EDCTs should not be taken lightly, because all flights in the AFP will need to be informed; that is, CDM members, FSS, GA flights and public distribution.  It seems therefore, that the RRU issue is how to stabilize EDCTs in a timely manor for the user to plan a departure time for passenger and schedule purposes.  Some additional benefit could be realized by the FAA by more accurately anticipating the   departures, so as to “line up” aircraft based on EDCTs. 

Joe Bertapelle  6/28/05

DRAFT V0.2

Appendix 5:  Global ECR Memo
ATMS MEMORANDUM

From:
Ken Howard

To:
Judy Morrill

Subject:
Global ECR Work Item

Date:
13 July 2005

Copies:
Mark Novak, Kapri Kupper, Jim Ries, Rick Oiesen, Miro Lehky, 
  
Kevin Rosengren

Here are some words for adding this work item to the ETMS list.

Title: 

Global ECR

Description:

The current ECR tool requires that an FSM user open the data set for the particular GDP or AFP that a flight is part of before an ECR request can be made. Once the data set is open, the user can invoke the ECR tool and get a new EDCT for the flight. This approach has two problems. First, the user must always be monitoring the data for every controlled element. Second, the user must know which data set a flight is part of, which is not obvious when the flight is part of an AFP. A Global ECR function would allow the user to invoke a tool from a single common place (FSM or TSD) and submit an ECR request for any flight in any GDP or AFP. 

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














We then recall the historical values for each center’s FEAs (for the same day and time periods) broken down into 15 minute time buckets, like these: 

















































































































Flight123 IENTRY = 0045





Flight123 IENTRY = 2345
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AFP/FCA2


Time: 2000 - 0259








AFP/FCA1


Initial Time: 1800 – 2259


Revision: 1800 - 0059
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	Assume that the CCFP predicts an extensive large airmass thunderstorm is going to cover the eastern 1/3 of the U.S, and that the decision is made on the Planning Telcon that an AFP is needed to “slow the problem down” by 30%. Certain routes, like Choke Points, may need to be coordinated, but other major Playbook reroutes will not be of any help. We simply need a reduction in volume to allow the traffic to deviate and pick their way through whatever routes are available when they get there. The two big questions are:


When we develop the AFP, where do we draw the FEAs? 


How do we determine the “airspace arrival rate” (AAR) through those FEAs?
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