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A more open interpretation of RTCA Addendum to FFPI

Ground Delay Enhancements





· FSM enhancements 
Maybe
FAA/AOZ
Further evolution and integration is vital to AOCs ability to interact in CDM.
Many FSM enhancements are focused on strategy generation and evaluation, which is mentioned explicitly in Table 2-1 under Automated Decision Support Tools.  FSM 2.0, which is a web-based version of FSM, is required per the web based technology requirement on p. 3-6.

· CDM Hub String enhancements 
Maybe
FAA/AOZ
Further evolution and integration is vital to AOCs ability to interact in CDM.
Hub string enhancements (e.g., daily download, compression simplification, ground stop processing, dual strings) are strongly implied on pages 3-6 (“development of the infrastructure is the first step….”), 4-25 (AOCs submit a daily operating schedule…”) and 4-26 (schedule compression every 30 minutes)

· Departure ADLs and OOOI data
No
FAA/AOZ
Required for airport throughput management and analysis.
Departure ADLs are implied on p. 2-3 (“AOCs use improved decision support tools to revise the status of active and proposed flights to reflect more realistic …(i.e., departure times)).”  This cannot be accomplished without departure ADLs.  Out and OFF times from OOOI data are specified on 3-7, departure delays and actual pushback times.

· Airport Arrival and Demand Chart
Yes
FAA/AOZ
NASSI element – Capacity and demand


· Flight Schedule Analyzer
No
FAA/AOZ
GDE Data and Process Quality
The analysis capability of FSA is required per end user validation specified on p. 1-6, para. 2.  It is further referenced on p. 4-26 (…AOCs can measure the expected effects…).  Many of the measurement features of FSM have been transported to FSA.

· CDMnet
No
Industry
Provides access to participate in CDM.
The CDMnet is referenced on p. 3-6 (“Users outside the FAA will receive data over private or proprietary networks.”)

· Filtering and Encryption
Maybe
FAA/AOZ
Security of proprietary data.
Data encryption is implied on p. 1-6 in the paragraph on Information Security.  Data filtering is specifically mentioned on p. 4-25 (“the list is filtered so that each airline will receive the identifiers for its own flights….”)

· CTA via ADJ message
?
FAA/AOZ
CTA not properly defined by RTCA


· Ground Stop Tools and Procedures
No
Unknown
Next logical steps for GDE
Ground stops are implied on p. 2-3 when a more generic term, “capacity management program” references Ground Delay Programs.  In this sense ground stops are simply one aspect of ground delays.  This implication is reinforced on p. 4-26 (“to perform schedule compression, revise the program, and make adjustments, such as adding or subtracting delay, modifying the solution…”).  Ground stops are clearly one aspect of the modification process.  Further, FSM is listed as a core capability on p. 3-2 and contains a ground stop modeling function that has already been provided to AOCs.  The inclusion of ground stop information into the ETMS data base is required per p. 4-29 (“…a shared view of the current and projected situation….”)

· Improved MIT information and delay assessment
No
Unknown
RTCA addresses MITs but not the impact assessment aspect.
Improved MIT information is specified on p.3-7, NAS Status (“MIT restrictions in effect”) and impact assessment is implied on 2-7 (“…a decision aid that performs “what-if” analyses to support decision making on initiatives such as MIT restrictions.”)

· CTA experiment with EDCTs at AOC only
No
Unknown
CTA not properly defined by RTCA
Control by CTAs is referenced, but not defined, on pp.2-4, 3-2, and 4-26.  The CTA experiment can be viewed as part of the user validation process referenced on p.1-6.

· FSM to TMUs
No
Unknown
Common situational awareness important at TMUs.
FSM to TMUs is implied under NAS Status, p.3-7 (NAS status information will initially be provided to traffic management specialists at the ATCSCC and to TMCs at ARTCCs…”).  It is also strongly implied on p. 3-6 (“A common view of the data by all NAS participants promotes a shared understanding of the decisions that must be made to manage the NAS traffic”)

Collaborative Routing





· Chalkboard via PicTel
Yes
FAA/AOZ
Content dependent.  Airline evaluation results TBD.


· Consensus Convective Forecast Product
No
FAA/AOZ
Evaluation only.
The Consensus Convective Weather Forecast Product (CCFP) is implied on p. 2-3 (“As the user generates a flight plan, information regarding current and predicted weather conditions, traffic density,….”)

· Coded SWAP Route DB
No
FAA/AOZ
Evaluation only.
The coded SWAP route DB is mentioned on p. 3-7 (“SWAP Route Status) and p. 4-27 (“…preparing SWAPs to deal with severe weather-related disruptions to traffic flow, and for coordinating restrictions, alternate traffic flows,….”)

· Low Altitude Arrival and Departure Routes
No
FAA/AOZ
Evaluation only.
LAADR is implied on p. 2-3 (“prepared routes can be checked against these conditions and any potential problems can be reconciled by the user before….”).  LAADR simply presents users with one means of reconciling congested departure and arrival routes.  It is further alluded to on p. 4-29 (“...Dispatcher is able to select the most appropriate flights for departure delays…”).  And further on p. 4-27 (“…and other options required for the execution of those plans.”).

· Collaborative Routing Coordination Tool
No
FAA/AOZ
Evaluation only.
CRCT functionality is strongly implied on p. 3-7 (“...Displays will include sector geometry features, SUAs, real-time hazardous weather, and flight track information.”).

· Other data exchange
No
FAA/AOZ
Diversion, Off the Gate and SWAP data exchange evaluation only.
Data exchange to support c-routing in addition to NAS Status on p. 3-7 is strongly implied on p. 4-27 (“arrival and departure runways…anticipated sector demand and capacity…and route and schedule data”).  It is further implied on p. 4-29 (“Access to near-real-time situation data and a shared view of the current and projected situation…”).

· National SWAP Plan
No
Unknown
Collection of state of procedural and automation enhancements for CR.
Specifically implied on p. 4-27 (“At the ATCSCC…preparing SWAPs to deal with severe weather-related disruptions to traffic flow, and for coordinating restrictions, alternate traffic flows, and other options….”).

· Congestion Management Tools for Enroute
No
Unknown
True common situational awareness based on functionality previously evaluated.
Implied on p.4-29 (“…and a shared view of the current and projected situation…”).  Also implied on p. 3-2 (“…Collaboratively planned solutions when solving excess demand problems”) and on p.2-3 (“…improved decision support tools to revise the status of active and proposed flights…resulting in more accurate predictions of traffic load, and increased flexibility due to the imposition of fewer flow restrictions.”)


-
Flow Constrained Area Identification
No
Unknown
Establishes common situational awareness.
Strongly implied on p. 4-6 (“ABC dispatchers are informed…that R3704B is no longer active…and…re-analyze the routes for aircraft that are scheduled to go through the area….).  This is a clear requirement for the distribution of Flow Constrained Area information.  Also, p. 2-3 (“…prepared routes can be checked against these conditions and any potential problems can be reconciled by the user before the flight plan is filed.”)


-
Predicted Traffic Congestion and Wx
No
Unknown
Basis for joint decision making.
Implied on p. 4-27 (“…anticipated sector demand and capacity… and route and schedule data…during the potential severe weather period.”), and also p. 2-3 (“…Resulting in more accurate predictions of traffic load.”)


-
Post operational assessment
No
FAA/AOZ
Only FAA data through POET.
POET is necessary to satisfy the user validation requirements on p. 1‑6 (“It is essential that users be involved in both the design and the validation process.”)


-
What if Tools for real time strategic planning
No
Unknown
Required for resource allocation.
The requirement for what-if tools is clearly stated on p. 2-7 (“…TFM has the capability to evaluate the impact of proposed flow strategies on other facilities prior to their implementation…and is the first step toward developing other strategy evaluation capabilities”), and also on p. 2-7 (“…is a decision support aid that performs “what-if” analyses to support decision making on initiatives….”)


-
Expanded data exchange
No
Unknown
Supporting all elements.
Specified on p. 4-27 (“some of this information is available from NAS Status Information, some is gathered from the appropriate TMCs, and some is gathered from other sources such as the ATCSCC.”)

NAS Status Information





· 10 RTCA Data Elements
Yes
FAA/AOZ
No definition given by RTCA. Only actual values being pursued.


· ATCSCC and Volpe Servers
No
FAA/AOZ
Infrastructure in place for expanded data exchange.
Clearly required via p. 3-6 (“NAS Status Information will use web-based technology and be collected and distributed….”).


-
Data quality
No
FAA/AOZ
Required for process improvement.
Data quality improvement efforts may be viewed as part of the continuous user validation process required on p.1-6.


-
AADC, Advisories, CCFP
Some
FAA/AOZ
Pursued as part of GDE and CR evaluation.
Required per p. 3-7, NAS Status, and again on p. 4-27, last paragraph.

· Predicted values for data elements
?
Unknown
Valuable to Industry
Implied on p. 4-27 (“access to near real-time situation data and a shared view of the current and projected situation….”).

· Other data elements: ITWS, TDWR, LLWAS, icing and baking conditions
No
Unknown
Valuable to Industry
The introduction paragraph on p. 3-7 makes it clear that the NAS Status list is a minimum list, not a maximum.  Additional data elements (e.g., sector demand and capacity) are mentioned on p. 4‑27, and data sources outside of NAS Status are specifically referenced on p. 4-27, last two sentences.
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