Reston C-TFM Meeting – April 27-29, 2004


Meeting Minutes for the

Collaborative Traffic Flow Management Meeting
April 27-29, 2004
This document contains the meeting minutes from the April 27-29, 2004 Collaborative-Traffic Flow Management (C-TFM) meeting held in Reston, Virginia at the Hyatt Towers. Meeting presentations are available at the CDM web site: http://www.metronaviation.com/cdm/cr/crdocs/CRWG_Apr_2004/CRWG_Apr2004.htm
Section I: Agenda

Collaborative Traffic Flow Management Meeting

CRWG/CDM Activities
April 27-29, 2004

Reston Hyatt Towers

· Opening and Welcome:  





1300 – 1315

Debbie Johannes, Bill Cranor, Bill Leber

· Review of agenda: 

 Bill Leber

· Action Item Review:  

Debbie Johannes

· System Operations Update:  Where are we going?  

1315 – 1330

Focus on System, Collaboration, Performance

Jack Kies / Linda Schuessler

· Growth without Grid Lock: Update on CDM Activities

1330 – 1445

Riley Schamberger, Atlantic South East, Jack Kies, FAA

Bob Lamond, NBAA, Lorne Cass, NWA

· System Operations Plan – How is it working

· Data Integrity

· Taxi Delay Trigger

· RAT – Advisories Flight Specific Route specific information

· Java FSM

· Break







1445 – 1500

· CDM Priority Review





1515 - 1530

· Metron Aviation: CDM update




1530 – 1600

· FSM Enhancements

· Distance Based GDP – Demo

· IAT update

· Volpe / ETMS 7.9/8.0/8.1





1600 - 1630

· Recap: 

Day 2:
· System Operation Plan – 





0830 – 10:30
· Areas for improvement (communication / Laadring/capping) Facilitated dialogue – Goal develop short term recommendations to improve implementation and effectiveness of System Operations Plan  - Scenario of an S-0-P and run through the process of collaborating with panel of “experts” Gary, Tim, SPT people, Mike Klinker, others
· How will the two-way communication work when our customers choose which action to accept?   
· For example, how can we improve communication to ID flights that have no problem taking a lower altitude (capping) to get out of town?   How can we improve utilizing public/shared FEA/FCAs? 
· How do we improve connectivity of SPT/Advisory process the SPT/Advisory process to let folks know what will be happening, but I think that we need to give some more thought about how best to smooth the info flow.  
· Can we request flights to file FL 220 as a way to ID the flight that will accept a cap?  What can we do in remarks?  Can ETMS be used in the future as a filtering tool?

· Break







10:30 – 10:45
· System Operations Planning - Mini-future search – 

10:45 - 1215
Goal is to improve communication, implementation and effectiveness of the planning process as well as improve understanding of process and commitment.  Results:  Develop recommended TFM guidelines/checklist to planning process for use by TFM stakeholders. 

· Examine the past 1999, what we did, current reality of SPO, problems good things, bad etc, given all this information what do we want SPO to do for remainder of the summer and future, what are expectations, common themes, action plan on 1 or two things.  

· The 90-minute trigger provides CDM an excellent opportunity to do some analysis concerning cost vs. benefit.  As a system, how are we doing using this 90-minute trigger.  This focused system wide concept can work but I expect some growing pains.  ZDC during past SWAP events has done this type of favoring flows but with mixed results.  Generally the coordination is complex and requires leadership and focus.  The ATCSCC can do this but will they have the time and resources?  Do we have the process and resources identified to ensure success?
· Lunch







12:15 – 1:15

· CDM Data to Industry





1:15 – 1:45

· Team Lead Updates: 





1:45 – 3:45

· FEA/FCA
(Table top exercise)

· GDPE

· E-STMP enhancements 

* GAAP

· Distance based activities

* Data Integrity – Data Analysis

· Multi-purpose GDP concept

* SCS Benefits Analysis

· Weather Aps



· IRT




· ICE-FM

· DRVSM

· Joint Training Team

· Nav Canada NOC – Traffic Density Analyzer

· Canadian GDP – (update on Construction and increased involvement of Canadian Carriers)

Day 3:

· CDM - Regional Carrier update: 




0830 – 0915

· HAR Expansion briefing:





0915 – 0945
· Break:







0945 – 1000

· CDM – NBAA Update: 





1000 – 1045

· CDM High Level Input for ETMS 8.0 



1045 - 1200

Possible IRT team break out to focus on CDRs – day two or day 3 

Section II: Meeting Notes

C-TFM Day 1

April 27, 2004

Opening and Welcome:  







Debbie Johannes, FAA opened the first Collaborative Traffic Flow Management (C-TFM) meeting as a combination of the CDM and CRWG meetings in response to recommendations by the participants. The focus of this meeting will be improvements as we go into the severe weather season. Debbie mentioned the uncertainty around the ATO reorganization but that CDM remains alive and well.
Review of agenda: 

Minor changes were made to the sequence on the planned agenda to accommodate executive schedules. Linda Schuessler, ATO, Vice President of System Operations and Jack Kies, Director of System Operations will address the group and hold Q&A on Wednesday. 
Action Item Review:  

Debbie Johannes and Ken Mullen, TAC2 reviewed open actions from the master CDM Action Item database. Action status was provided by the participants. The updated actions will be distributed via the exploder and posted on the CDM web site. It was noted that the Action Item database will be linked to the CDM wed site for review and status by members before future meetings. Status should be provided to CDM Leadership and Ken Mullen via email.
Action:

	189
	4/27/2004
	1
	Review, update, and consolidate the exploder lists.
	CDM Leadership
	 


It was pointed out that there would be a CCSD training session on Tuesday, May 4th.

Q: Are any Action Items affected by the code freeze planned in the 8.0 timeframe?

A:  We will address any when we discuss future functions.
Training:
The purpose of this session was to review the Growth Without Gridlock meetings held recently.
Paul Branch, FAA presented some background regarding the skunk-works teams established by the Administrator to look for new ways of doing business.  To get to the root causes of problems, they found a possible answer in a consulting group that facilitates “Future Search Conferences,” which strive for “Finding Common Ground” amongst disputing factions.  This group has been used by organizations as diverse as the United Nations and Ikea Furniture.    

The hope was that if they could facilitate common ground for warring factions in Africa and elsewhere, perhaps they could do the same for the NAS.  This came to be the “Growth Without Gridlock” conference held recently out in Loudoun County.

The Future Search conferences seek to acknowledge the past and then move forward.  The focus is intended to be on ‘what we would like to see in the future.’  The format is to get the community to work to resolve their own problems, not have it done for them or have one party dictate the answer (e.g., not just the FAA, but the entire aviation community).

Growth Without Gridlock Conference

Riley Shamberger, Atlantic Southeast Airlines, then led a review and discussion of the proceedings at the Growth Without Gridlock conference.   

Some of the main points made by Riley or others during the discussion:

· Confirmation of common ground was very difficult because of the number and diversity of participants  

· Results of the conference were summarized in a Draft Proposal called the System Operations Plan (SOP).  

· The SOP called for a focus on an optimum “systemic plan” vs. the “first-come-first-served” principal we have assumed for so long.

· The SOP calls for the use of flow management for the good of the overall “system.”

· The 90-minute taxi delay trigger was discussed, and it was pointed out that it was an example or idea of ‘another’ type of trigger, not the only thing to be considered when considering traffic flow actions.  It is often a trigger for a ‘weather-related’ plan vs. a pure volume plan.
It may trigger an action such as stopping other traffic in order to ‘flush’ a severely constrained airport or constrained piece of airspace for the good of the entire system.

· In group discussions, it was noted that this is not really as much a ‘new technique’ as it is a re-learning and re-considering the good of the “system” vs. a first-come principle or any single/smaller good.  

· As a matter of process, it was noted that TMI ADVZYs should indicate “SOP” when it is relevant so that actions can be reviewed and analyzed later.

Summary

Paul Branch returned for a quick summary to this session.  He pointed out that we need to learn and get feedback to grow the ideas and plans for future operations to solve the problems of “the system.”  We will therefore need to carefully review the SOP results at the end of the summer.  At that time we will also need to determine what new commitments are needed to go forward.

CDM Focus Areas for 2004:
Debbie Johannes provided a handout and reviewed the list of focus areas for each of the CDM Work Groups (see file “CDM 2004 priorities.doc” with the CDM presentations). All groups were to brief progress/status on these focus areas later in the meeting.
Focus Area List from handout:

Ground Delay Program Enhancements (GDPE)

· Java FSM Deployment

· Distance based GDP (Continued collaboration and evolution)

· Jupiter 

· Collaboration within a test and simulation environment

· Training

· Facilitate developmental progression

· Multi-purpose GDP (Airspace/FCA Based) 

· Continue development and testing 

· Draft concept documentation

· Data Analysis, maintenance, utilization and optimization

· EDCT Compliance and usage

· Pop up Algorithm

· E-STMP

· GAAP

· Data Quality 

· ECR/SCS Notification

· User Notification – Data anomalies and system issues

· Develop sound system processes

Integrated Route Team

Objective

Reduce route coordination time and enhance system efficiency through the creation common situational awareness of potential route alternatives. 

Problem Statement

Current procedures require excessive coordination and time.  Developing route options and entering amendments to flight plans impact system efficiency and create delays.  

· Improve updating process for ARTCC facilities

· Incorporate Graphic presentation and play book information 
· Implement and improve coordination procedures and route development options
· Recommend procedures or tools to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of existing or new approaches to concepts of Playbook routes and CDRs
Priorities

· CDR Management  (original intent)

· Notification

· Utilization 

· Training 

· Concept of evolution back to original filed route

· Playbook Management 
· Follow up and continuing dialogue of use and evolution

· Improved Use of Altitude Spectrum

· Investigate CDR integration with HAR

· Analyze and resolve impact of Host automation (PDAR/PDR) on TMI

NAS Status Information

Goals

1. Reprioritize data candidates given recent data distribution capabilities

2. Provide NASSI data to industry 

a. ASDI feed

b. Digital data

Priorities

· Communication Processes

· Pathfinder – work to implement process and procedures 

· Diversion Recovery Page

· National Log 

· TFM data to Industry  

· MIT

· GDP

· GS

· FCA information – 

· TCA Web Page enhancements to improve customer focus and service

FCA/FEA 

Priorities

· Increased usage as a collaborative tool in system planning 

· Follow up on phase 1.5

· Shared FEAs
· Responder / exception procedure

· Dynamic List

· RAT Enhancements (assigned to the FCA team to implement)

· Define the outstanding RAT issues

· Work to implement use of the create reroute dialogue box with the associated RAT list for all routing advisories.

Joint Training Team (system stakeholders/Collaborative Air Traffic Flow Management)

Priorities

· Recurrent training on CR/CDM and TFM processes

· Initial training requirement to include system

· Weather Applications Team

· Integrated Traffic Flow Flight plan negotiation and en route simulation and modeling group 

· Develop a TFM training assessment (stakeholders/TFM participants) and move from a linear training process to a system training process.  

Domestic Reduced Vertical Separation Minimums (DRVSM)

Goals

· Develop and Implement traffic flow management strategies in support of DRVSM implementation in 2005. 

· Mitigating the compression of aircraft that may plan into a particular sector or airspace due to availability of 6 additional flight levels. 

· Monitoring and managing the impact of multiple non-RVSM approved aircraft operating in the system at one time

Priorities

· Detailed TFM plan to include use of 6 new altitudes 

· Quantified training

· Procedure validation

· How to handle non-participating aircraft

· De-conflicting primary and secondary flows

· Team work based on the foundation statement

Questions/Comments from the priority review:
Q:  What is the “Modest Responder”
A:  This referred to “Dynamic Lists” project, which is currently planned to start in the 7.9/8.0 development cycles.

Q:  Can Tracings use ‘Dynamic Sectorization’ to vary sectorization by runway configurations?
A:  Tim Grovac pointed out that we now have the technical capability to do this, and it will be considered in the future.


The training group would like to make CDM training more cyclical/regular like the airline recurrent training for ATC liaisons.

It was suggested that the code freeze be tied to the priority list to understand the impact of the ETMS 8.0 ‘freeze’ for LINUX changes on these major focus areas.

FSM Status Update: 

Presented by Bill Sears and Kevin Rosengren of Metron Aviation (the briefing is contained in file “CDWG_Presentation_04272004.ppt” with the CDM presentations).
· FSM for 7.8

· Key site test is scheduled to take place at ZOB on 4MAY for the C++ version of FSM

· Projected deployment date is May 10th  with ETMS 7.8

· JAVA-based FSM:  

· Being developed in parallel with C++ version

· Released to the ATCSCC May 25th
· Available early June to users

· Over 2180 bug fixes are included

· Enhanced windows management features are included (multiple data sets, flow rate bar graph and others)

· Includes the distance-based GDP capability

· Integrated GA CDM participation

· FSM 7.9

· GAAP is the main new feature

· Also includes other algorithm enhancements

· Distance-Based GDP

· Graphical depictions of this feature were shown to the group

· It provides another way to change the scope of what you want to see (not just tied to ‘tiered’ Centers.

· It is easier to depict and thus manage things like unrecoverable delay

· Provides more flexibility for the users

· Q:  Has there been any comparison or simulation of what past GDPs would have looked like if we had used Distance vs. Tiers?
A:  No; not specifically.

Integrated Analysis Tool (IAT):
Presented by Michelle Somerday of Metron Aviation (the briefing is contained in file “CRWG_April27.ppt” with the CDM presentations).

· This is a web-based tool version of the Post Analysis FSA.

· Pat Somersall, FAA QA has been using for his analyses at the ATCSCC for morning briefs and in-depth analyses of GDPs.

· Release Date:  June 2004
· Any browser will allow access to the tool resident at a web server at the ATCSCC.

· Why are we doing this?

· Assess performance and attempt to identify factors that impact performance.

· Benefits:

· Example:  Two airlines use it to identify factors in their control and make their own adjustments.

· All will be able to look at the same data.

· The IAT will be deployed initially with 6 months of historical data, and then gradually expanded to include up to three years of data.

· Michelle demonstrated the IAT tool to the group.

· The GUI is pretty simple; looks easy to use

· Both chart and table depictions of data are possible

· Drill down capability is included to get to specific flights to isolate what delays were incurred and where.

· Includes ground vs. reroute vs. holding delay distinctions.

Volpe Update:
This briefing was presented by Rick Oiesen from Volpe (the briefing is contained in file “CDM Meeting 4_28_04.ppt ” with the CDM presentations).

ETMS 7.8

· ZOB key site testing will begin week of May 4th
· May 10th 2004 is the planned release/deployment date

· Content remains the same; two key features:

· Dynamic Sectorization

· Create Reroute Dialog Box

· Big performance improvements because of software re-design
· Discussed some training considerations for Dynamic Secorization:

· Can see the ‘Baseline Demand’ if sectors are combined. Data placement is sequential.

· Peak Demand may not add up if sectors are combined because peak minimums may be different for a combined sector vs. the two sectors when de-combined.

· CCSD/WSD:  New features were added:
· Flight Search is used to see if a flight is impacted by a reroute. 

· Can now view multiple re-routes for any given flight in Reroute Viewer.

· Volpe Observations:

· Move and Zoom was also added. Rick requested feedback on the move/zoom function. 
· “Undo” capability would be very useful.
ETMS 7.9

The main new features for 7.9 are:

· DVRSM Support

· Square graphic around non-compliant flights operating in DRVSM airspace

· Alert for any non-compliant flights

· Information on non-compliant flights

· General Aviation Airport Program (GAAP)

· The ability to issue a GDP even below the Arrival Rate

· Enhancements for FEAs as recommended by a sub-group of the FCA/Reroutes Team (Ed Corcoran, Brian Campos and others).

· Approx. 15 improvement items to be added

· CCSD enhancements

· Access to the RMT database from Early Intent function

· Others TBD

· TFM Data to Industry:  

· Allow CDM participants and ASDI vendors access to electronic data on CCSD (e.g., FCAs, Reroutes).

· Will be discussed further later in the meeting

Development Plan for Reroute Monitor/Dynamic Flight List

Develop over two ETMS release cycles -- 7.9 and 8.0:

· Do back-end/Hub in Summer04 (7.9 time frame)

· Do an early, simplified Front End (FE) prototype on CCSD (for simplicity and quicker availability for evaluation).

· This will allow evaluation of the complex UI involved and the algorithm for compliance/non-compliance

· TSD support of Reroute Monitor will not be possible in time for the 7.9 June functional freeze due to the extra LINUX work required for the FE/TSD.

· Proto FE on CCSD should be ready by August 2004 for testing/familiarization/evaluation.

· Deploy Reroute Monitor/Reroute Dynamic Flight List in 8.0 with new, full TSD FE.

Volpe Data Quality Web Site

The Volpe Web Site can help CDM members check their data quality.  It includes data back to January 2002.  

You can see the following information down to specific flights:

· Time out cancels (did not fly)

· Airline cancels that flew.

· Undeclared flights (i.e., no OAG or CDM message)

To use the site, call Volpe to get a password.
Action:

	190
	4/27/2004
	2
	Set up training dates for Volpe Data Quality web site training.
	Carol Catron/Rick Oiesen
	Closed 4/28/04 Scheduled for Wed, May 12, 1300 EDT. Another will be scheduled as necessary.


ASDI Feed

· Will add TZs (position reports) from SMA feeds

· 20 second updates

· Will be deployed soon after 7.8 is deployed. Then the capability will be rolled out gradually

· Will increase the accuracy by adding ‘seconds’ data to the feed.

· The process will involve deployment on a test feed first

· Then evaluate and decide when/how to move forward

· Warning:  If plan to use this information, check the quality/accuracy of the data very carefully.  An initial test feed has uncovered some problems.

Surface Traffic Management System Data to ETMS

· Some valuation of use of surface data for ETMS purposes has been ongoing with the Surface Management System (SMS) project in MEM.

· It provides accurate surface data with interfaces to ASDE-X surface data.

· An Investment Analysis for acquisition is in process for presentation to the Joint Resource Council (JRC) in June 2005 for a decision.

· Requirements for early benefits (05/06) as well as full scale in 08 (for the OEP 35 airports) are in process.

· SDF, STL, MEM, CLT have ASDE-X

· MEM has done a pilot of STMS

· STMS just provides a data feed for events or status re:  pre-push, pushback, taxi, take-off, etc.

· Some initial research has been done by Volpe on how to use this data to benefit ETMS.

· The eventual goal is “prediction” as well as just data/status; e.g., predict “wheels up” time from push time.

End of Day 1

C-TFM Day 2

April 28, 2004

ETMS Plans  -- HW Upgrades and Release 8.0 and beyond:
Tim Grovac, FAA, System Operations presented this briefing (the briefing is contained in file “s2k_etms_plans_09-Apr-04.ppt” with the CDM presentations).
Field Hardware (HW) Upgrades: 
· Site Surveys: complete

· Purpose of Upgrade:  Trade out old HP360 HW to improve performance and maintenance/support. 
(Note however, that big improvements for FEA/FCAs are expected in 7.8.)

· Aggressive schedule is planned:  

· Gateway TRACON, STL and ZOB are scheduled as first test sites.  

· All remote sites will follow with a goal to complete by December 2004.

· All equipment is being changed out including network equipment.

· OS will be changed from HPUX to RedHat LINUX.

Hub Site Upgrades at Volpe:

· Badly needed

· Again, performance and support are the drivers.  Hub system is 10 years old.

· Need to prepare for increasingly complex computing needs today and in the future.

· Approximately 80 pieces of HW involved

· Server-based, multi-processor LINUX HW. 

· OS SW also changing to LINUX.

· Schedule:  Winter 04/05
ETMS 8.0, Spring 2005 Plans:

· Need a window to complete HW/SW change out with current release schedule

· Plan:  

· Freeze Hub Code to allow changes of HW/SW

· Specifically, freeze the 8.0 Spring Release

· Reviewed key requirements, mainly the Reroute Monitor/Dynamic List

· Reroute Monitor will be done mainly in 7.9

· Then accomplish TSD/CCSD only in 8.0
(Drawing enhancements, CHI issues, GUI, etc.)
Q:  Can we avoid affecting the Spring release; perhaps delay to 8.1?
A:  Have considered and will continue to look at the issue, but current performance and support issues seem to force our hand. Also, only Dynamic Lists seem to arise as a “must have” major feature.
Bill Leber would like to see this done but with “Interactive” capability.
Q:  Are there other strategies; perhaps CCSD/Web-based alternatives? Or maybe, small TSD-only items?
A:  We are still reviewing alternatives, main priorities to consider for 8.0.  We continue to waste a lot of development resources on performance today.  That is another key reason for biting the bullet and moving to the new platforms.  Some initial tests show we should see up to a 10X improvement in performance with the new system.  
Q:  What about more DRVSM support if we need it?
A:  Should be OK, because most has been GUI/TSD side development.
Q:  What about 7.8 performance improvements?  Is it enough?
A:  Checked the difference between 7.7 and 7.8 and 7.8 looks much better.
Workgroups should check for any priority functions (must haves) and forward high-level requirements to Barry Davis by May 15, 2004.

ATO System Operations Services: 

Lind Schuessler, VP of Systems Operations, presented an overview of her organization and answered questions pertaining to the FAA, ATO, and System Ops (her presentation is contained in file “CDM TFM 4-28.ppt” with the CDM presentations).  Some key points included:

· Status/future of CDM:

· CDM is a vibrant organization.

· Legal and management meetings still underway to consider the future of the program.
· CDM expected to continue, although changes are likely.

· The Activity Value Analysis (AVA) interviews have surfaced many positive reactions/comments regarding CDM. CDM receives high accolades from highest levels of FAA and DOT.
· There is a process for Customer recommendations and prioritization.  Evaluation for best return on investment will be conducted on all programs.

· Russ Chew is working with RTCA on how to best evaluate Customer needs and prioritize them

· Linda has expressed her concern that an umbrella organization (like RTCA or other) may actually slow CDM efforts.

· LAHSO:
· Report/Study has been completed and is being evaluated.  

· Expect to go to ORD to draft new process for evaluation.
· System Operations:
· Reviewed the Customer, Owners, Employee triangle
· She mentioned that the recent Wall Street Journal article indicating Weather was not a delay factor will probably be responded to.

· ATO Organization:  New Safety VP and new Communications VP (Sandra Sanchez) have been named.

· Vision:  Provide the greatest value to Customers, Owners, Employees.
· Mission:  “Services” emphasis.  The Customers, Owners, Employees again mentioned (alignment).

· Sees System Ops as a support/glue/”umbrella” organization piece for other Line organizations.  
Example:  En-Route and Terminal procedures must be run through System Ops to ensure the “system” impact is properly considered.

· System Ops Org.:

· The organization structure was reviewed.

· The next level of the organization will be defined by May 6, 2004

· A “Planner” is still needed
· Business Cases:

· Currently being reviewed

· CDM: Business Case to be presented next Tuesday to the Executive Council

· Mentioned the OMB-300 submission.
· Results:

· Pushing Metrics – valid, real-time measurement of results

· “On time” is a key metric from DOT (and Publics) perspective

· However, Russ Chew is pushing for some change to this because its not the best metric for what we do
· Value:

· Must understand each Employee’s contribution to value to the Customer

· All senior management team members now receive daily briefs on operational results from the day before to try to tie everyone more closely to results as the customer feels them.

· Value Activity Analysis:  Some data shows a ratio of one FAA employee to one contractor

· However, what this means is unclear
· What System Operations does:

· Overall guidance to the NAS

· TFM

· Interface to DOD

· Interface to TSA

· Real time evaluation of ATC services

· How do we plan and react

· Performance Analysis

· System Operations Organizational Changes:
· Align services with System Ops

· TMOs moved into System Ops organization

· Met with NATCA to review and discuss

· TMOs will report to MTOs

· Continue to push “system level” perspective within the organization

· Want the field to understand exactly how they fit, how their decisions impact, etc.

· Metrics:
· On-time arrivals

· Airport “efficiency” rates

· Average daily arrival capacity

· Average delay for flights

· Future:  “system” metrics vs. facility-level only

· Reward structure will align with this

· See Daily Performance Reports on ato.faa.org

· Linda mentioned that developing people by cross-organizational changes is something that Russ has hinted at strongly.

· Questions:

Q:  How will metrics for “cost effectiveness” be developed?
A:  It is difficult, but items should surface as business cases are developed.
Q:  There may be some disconnect in how/what we analyze and commit to the SOP.
A:  Need to be clear in advance about what is/is not an SOP so we can measure and evaluate it later. Jack Kies helped here by indicating that advance/clear notification will be given when it (SOP effort) really gets going this summer.
Q:  Similarly, Vision 100 efforts are causing some concern regarding ‘cooperation’.
A:  Linda told others we are just starting these discussions. Scenarios are being developed for the next step. We must have all the facts for decisions, etc. Feedback is needed (bad and bad).
Q:  Concern was expressed that the CDM efforts have been of great value for the future.  Therefore, any changes to the operations and organization could be ‘shackling’ rather than conforming.
A:  Agreed. Leaders will be consulted; we don’t want to negatively impact CDM benefits.
Q:  Is there any consideration of when TMCs might be moved into System Operations?
A:  No time frame for this.  Currency, assignments, classification, pay rules, etc. are all issues being worked.  It was noted that “uncertainty” is causing some employee concern and any information flow will help. Linda again reinforced “system” thinking.  We must work together, and understand how one component affects the whole.

· Budget Questions:

· Linda discussed ‘budget difficulties within Operations.
The retirement bubble is likely to start in 2007.  
Whenever we lobby for more consistent staff/hiring flows (the retirement bubble is likely to start in 2007), things like time on the position, sick leave, etc. are thrown back at us.  Lots of folks have been educated, but we have not been able to hire.
· In response to questions, she also pointed out that some budget/metric decisions will be pushed down to local levels and metrics are being looked at.
· The 5 year Operational Plan is due May 1, 2004 with major programs/benefits for the next 5 years.
     -  CDM and our benefits need to be included in the Plan
     -  A CDM Benefits Analysis was done last year 

Q:  What about a baseline score card/the development of new metrics?
A:  Lots of options are being looked into to pull/develop appropriate metrics.
Q:  What about equity?  Systems?  Etc …?
A:  Russ Chew is not really focused on “equity” as much as he is interested in things like those discussed at Growth Without Gridlock; that is, “Maximum System Throughput” rather than “First-Come-First Served,” which is not a ‘system” level philosophy. First-Come-First-Serve cannot be supported by the “system” all the time, so it is not appropriate all the time. 
Again, it was emphasized that everyone must understand “connections” to the overall “system.”  How does it all connect up? Field folks need to continue to educate on the “system” perspective.
In closing, Linda commented that we are the future, let’s do it correctly, share ideas, educate, and steadily move this along.
SOP Discussions:
Mike Klinker, ZDC TMO, led this discussion on SOPs, the mechanics of communication, and how to communicate to ensure success. We need to improve the communication process as we move into the severe weather season.  Mike kicked off the discussion by asking a question something like this:  How can I ensure that legal, communications, process questions, etc. are in place when I need to implement a quick tactical traffic flow response like CAPping, reroutes, CDRs, or other initiatives?  As a matter of fact, this may be valuable all the way in to the controller level of the system.  

· One response was to use a dynamic flight list to pull flights affected and use to communicate these types of coordination issues/exchanges.  

· To communicate that this initiative will work for all flights on the List and we can ‘go’ with it.

· Eventually this sort of shared list could be used to explore alternatives/multiple-options. 

· A goal should be to avoid single re-route responses to constraints when possible.

· More surgical use of CDRs was also discussed at some length.

· Find one, two, or three that are closes to the user preferred route

· Perhaps use an FEA to define constraint and pick CDRs to avoid the impacted airspace most efficiently.

· Other Ideas:

· Tag flights in some fashion to identify those involved in an initiative, or to tag those who could accept an initiative?

· ‘Group’ CDRs in some fashion to simplify efficient choices without looking through all.

· Only those most likely/efficient should be researched and chosen.

· Look for CDR subsets that address a particular operational alternative.

Bill Leber indicated the strong need for good communication and the ability to communicate actions taken in real-time.  There is only one way out of this mess: communicate constantly and share information/knowledge constantly.

Steve Bell pointed out that an increase in collaboration requires more and improved communications skills.

· Requires facilitation/ team building skills (which are often not developed) to handle/create good telcon exchanges.

· People and dialogue skills are just as important as the technology and tools used to collaborate.

· “Soft” skills are hard, and must accompany the technology changes in TFM.

· Or … “It’s the process, not the technology.”

· The SOP experience:  Collectively, people who were engaged are much more willing to explore new ideas than if left out of decision making.  There is more comfort in exploring/dialoguing about new ideas if you are involved/engaged.

· There should continue to be a push for soft/dialogue/facilitation skills, new perspectives, etc.  (as done in S2K for example).

In this regard, the group asked whether we really understand ‘collaboration’ and what collaborative decision making means.  It should involve:

· Define the problem

· Decide how to manage/resolve the problem

· Decide how to execute the solution

· Plus:  Common awareness of what the “system goal” is.

· Plus:  Consensus, or at least rules to take action/resolve if consensus cannot be reached.
Mike Klinker brought us back to reality by repeating his original need:  He needs a simple acknowledgement/approval method to show a flight’s willingness/ability to accept an altitude cap or reroute or whatever right into the controller level to help with tactical operational response.

· There is a need for a quick way to facilitate quick decision-making for the benefit of the system; in short – flexibility.

· Phil Smith suggested this might require some pre-approved plans/altitudes negotiated in advance.

· There are some existing examples of this, like plans negotiated between ZOB and NWA.

· But greater diversity/complexity of some areas makes this unreliable on a larger level (e.g., Wash area has multiple airports and multiple carriers, not a single major hub and/or carrier)

· This is usually a helpful methodology, but not there are limitations – FARs, fuel, etc. for reroutes for example.

Steve Bell pointed out that collaboration does not mean consensus.  

· There are times for each, and times not to use them if not appropriate.

· Common understanding is needed for system thinking, collaboration, consensus

· This takes education, time, some pain
· Results are not always obvious or even possible
Definitions:  When sharing times/info regarding initiatives, definitions for planning must be the same.

· Agreed:  “Pushback” should mean “off the gate”

· Careful definition of the timeframe and event are necessary
Action:
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	Add to the Agenda for the next CDM Meeting a discussion on terms, definitions, etc. that might cause confusion or miscommunication.  
	Bill Leber
	 


More on information exchange:

· FCA/RAT Tools are very defined- extensive definition is being expanded uniformly.

· FSS’s do not brief these advisories but NBAA keep trying to have them included.

· Capability exists for the Host to send information messages to Dispatch as soon as a Flight Plan is changed.  

· All Flight Plan messages generated go out via the ASDI feed.
· Airlines need information for pre-departure flight planning efforts.

· It was noted that 600 RJs are expected to enter the market in the next 3 years. 
Back to the original question from Mike Klinker:  How could Dispatch help the flexibility of tactical response actions?

· Some way to notify a controller what a flight cannot accept (flag/green light) is needed.
· RMKs is not the place to do this. However, even partial implementation of an appropriate solution would be instrumental in solving problems. Even if dispatch/flights were only notified 30-45 minutes before departure.
· Use FEAs for Departures, “share” the FEA with CCSD, to pull a list for coordination of possible actions.

· “If unable, then respond.”

· Use Filters as needed to limit flights involved (e.g., ZID only)

· CDR ADVZYs in advance also looking at this question

· “Prepare for this option …” or “this subset of options”

An idea was to simulate or dissect some past event to explore ideas/options regarding flexibility; that is, the communication/logistics/manipulation required to enable flexibility. 
TFM Data to Industry:
Rick Oiesen, from Volpe presented this briefing (his presentation is contained in file “TFMDI Briefing at CDM Meeting 4_28_04.ppt.” with the CDM presentations).     
Problem:
· Current TFM data is available in display format – CCSD, etc.

· Data is not available in digital format for use in other applications that airlines or vendors could develop for more customized use.

Proposal:
· Provide machine-readable data in electronic format for other applications to use.

· For CDM participants and Class 1 ASDI users only; i.e., users who dispatch commercial flights.

· Note: Class 2 users may get ‘product’ of this data from Class 1 vendors with a 5-minute delay.

· April 2, 2004 Memo to Industry describes the proposal to provide this data and asks for comments within 30 days
· Potential issue:  Support by Volpe to respond to user questions.

Guiding Principles:
· All CCSD data should be made available electronically

· MIL and other sensitive data is filtered out

· Exactly the same data is provided to all CDM and Class 1 users (no filtering)

· Recipients may use the data internally without restriction

· External distribution of the data is per the ASDI MOA – requires FAA approval first, and can go only to Class 1 Users.
Data Provided:
· Always available:

· FEA/FCAs, Reroute defaults and Dynamic Flight Lists

· Reroute Flight Lists (static for now) and defaults

· Alert data

· Wx:  CCFP and NCWF 

· NOTE: CIWS is not available at this time because it’s not in ETMS.  If it’s included in ETMS in the future it could be added.  Lobby Jim Evans if interested!
· Available upon request:

· List requests

· EDCT requests

· Create FEA

· Share FEA
How the data is provided:

· For the “Always Available” data:

· Set up Web server

· Write data to the web server as it becomes available

· Provide an Index File

· FTP the File

How to access the data:

· Fetch the Index File once per minute (with changes)

· Inspect the Index for changes

· Access controls

· Use HTTP to fetch the latest data

· Use that data as needed/desired

Q:  Any performance issues/questions?  E.g., with many FEAs, etc…
A:  Not sure. Potentially, we will have to monitor.

Dealing with Format Changes:

· There will be inevitable conflicts of data

· How will this be dealt with?
A:  Use XML, tags, version numbers, document and update live-feeds asap, etc.

· An Interface Control Document (ICD) will be provided to describe what is being provided, how, and when.

· Industry will be responsible to maintain their own SW data after receiving it from the FAA

· Volpe/FAA data is checked/time-stamped

· After that, it is the vendor’s responsibility to maintain currency, change control, etc.

Plan:

· May 3, 2004,  Comments are due

· June 2, 2004, Public reroute definitions will be made available on a test basis

· July 16, 2004, Decision Date for rollout 

· October 1, 2004,  Main data items are provided operationally

Other/Discussion:

Q:  How will we ensure vendor contact info is current/correct?
A:  Idea:  Possibly a Web site with all addresses and Web site for ongoing support.
· Class 1 Users can expect an addendum to the current MOA to ensure legal protection of the distributed data.

· Volpe will look for input for future expansion/improvement of data distribution.

· FSM, TMI / MIT info, etc.

· CDM members should feel free to provide ideas/suggestions as they learn what is or could be valuable

· Note:  The data will not include any streaming data; only periodic updates.
· Provide any comments or suggestions to Tim Grovac.

Q:  Will this capability be caught up in any of the ‘freeze’ programs for LINUX upgrades?
A:  No.  This will be in LINUX from the beginning, and is not affected in the 8.0 freeze.
Integrated Route Team (IRT) Work Group Brief:
Phil Smith, OSU led this discussion.  His presentation is contained in file “4-20-04 report 2.ppt” on the CDM web site with the other CDM presentations. 
A handout with IRT Issues and Recommendations was distributed.

Any comments on these points should be forwarded to: smith.131@osu.edu or james.buckner@honeywell.com .
Data Quality Checks:

· ARTCCs:  A few inconsistencies found; need more input.

· Airlines:  Should review your data vs. the RMT ‘standard/baseline.’

· All:  report any deviations for analysis

· Web Site has the official and current database also (for GA access).

Software development recommendations:

· Short term:

· Create Reroute Tool 

· For flexible routing advisories

· With a Flight List

· Enable Customers to prepare for two or three altitudes and allow for dynamic adjustment as the situation changes.

· POET

· Modify to allow analysis of the use of CDRs

· Route Management Tool (RMT)

· Integrate with Pref. routes

· Find/Search capability to look for certain specific CDRs or subsets of CDRs

· Mid-Term

· Include in Reroute Monitor the ability for an airline to respond (interactive)

· PDR integration (Host)

· Currently CDRs can get changed back to Pref. routes on some occasions

· Need to coordinate with Host to avoid overrides

· Possible solutions being investigated:
-  Turn off PDRs
-  Allow AOCs to override
-  At ZTL:  Short-trigger PDRs
-  Someone in FAA working also to manually adjust
Other discussion/issues:

· CDRs don’t include RNAV routes. The group likes the idea of one database for all routes. A single DB is desirable.  This should be considered/studied.
· Expansion of CDRs to Satellite Airports, perhaps the top 20 GA airports.
· Work is underway to look at this now (TEB Users Group is studying)

· A process is being written

· Test at MMU, HPN is desirable, and will give us some feedback

· Will need a longer-term plan for more testing after receiving feedback from the initial pilot

· Questions/impacts:  DB size, easy access by GA, …

Issues: 
· How to communicate CDR Capable aircraft?

· Possibly inclusion of “CDR-Capable” in the RMKs, especially for GA
· Could be OK in TMU, ATCSCC, or Departure airports

· RMKs OK except on ATC en-route sectors (URET does not see)

· Would RMKs be better than looking at a registered DB?

· This brought up the general need for a separate field for TFM use in the Flight Plan RMKs field. Requirements were given to ICAO to include TFM in the ICAO Flight Plan. Status of this is unknown.
· Proposed LOAs with the ATCSCC for users of abbreviated clearances versus the current Center LOA process.

· Today an LOA is required for each user who can use CDRs

· This is to ensure knowledge/training/familiarization with procedures.  

· Every single GA user would need this under today’s procedures.

· Maybe an on-line agreement for look up and acknowledgement.
· Procedure and AIM changes are needed.

Recommendation: Nationalizing this process was welcomed by the group as an area for further exploration.
· A central database for all CDRs/Routes

· All facilities with CDRs MOAs/LOAs should provide them for review for commonality, ideas for the future, etc.

· Investigate auto-entry/update of CDR changes rather than manual entry at every airport (similar to auto-update of instrument procedures)
· The IRT is also investigating the use of LAADRs, CAPs, etc.

Action:
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Integrated Concepts for the Expansion of Flow Management (ICE FM) Work Group Brief:
Ved Sud, FAA System Operations and Mark Klopfenstein Metron Aviation led this discussion. The presentation is contained in file “ICE-FM update CRWG 4-27-04.ppt” on the CDM web site with the other CDM presentations.
· Working with the NTML group.  
· Pulled some data to use with other displays and actually attached MIT information to individual flights. 

· Using Jupiter simulation capabilities to validate Operational Concepts (OpsCon) with simulation exercises

· OpsCon document being developed

· Near-term “building blocks” are being defined for prototype and OpsCon efforts

· Example: Display of MIT, Options Generation, and others.

· Another focus is collaborative flight planning and route negotiation.

· Goal is to improve awareness and understanding of constraints.

· Building Blocks:

· Graphic NAS MIT Display:

· Some inconsistencies in data entry were discovered (different fields/entry areas were used by some TMCs to enter the MIT info)

· Will provide feedback to the NTML WG

· Pull a list of flights from any restriction on a map, 
or vice versa, query any flight to see restrictions that might impact 

· Options Generation:

· Using pre-coordinated routes possible between a city pair but that avoid a certain constraint – perhaps an FEA (e.g., CDRs, and eventually Plays, RNAVs, etc.)

· Eventually hope to pull in information on added distance, least restrictive options, etc. to facilitate decision making/planning

· ConOps for how you might use this capability are being explored

· Options Evaluation:
· Distance, time, sector loads, …
· Tie to something like the Sector Monitor for TMC evaluation

· AOC view for Airlines to see value of options

· Next:

· Continue prototype/simulation efforts

· Integrated OpsCon

· Simulate en-route scenarios

· Work with subgroups to identify/prioritize areas to explore
Reminder:  Ved and Mark requesting feedback on the ICE-FM list of potential work items distributed at the last meeting.

· Implementation:

· ICE-FM will likely avoid implementation efforts

· Probably just conduct research for other groups

· Most likely to just ‘hand off’ discoveries/low hanging fruit to other WGs for fleshing out and implementation

· Objective is to develop fairly sound ‘requirements’ for implementation in ETMS, TFM-M, etc.

Questions/Discussion:

Q: Status of MIT-GDP interaction?

A: This is being researched, but it is currently difficult to decipher good MIT details from specific log entries. The algorithm that matches flights to restrictions needs additional work (flights in MITs). Flights in a GDP we can track via the ADLs.
Q:  Is Jupiter connected top POET? How about use of POET with Early Intent messages?
A:  The Jupiter to POET capability is in process and almost completed. Completion date-TBD.  As far as Early intent, see action below.  Interactive flight planning is also being investigated.
Action:

	193
	4/28/2004
	5
	Check with POET development team as to whether POET has the ability to use Early Intent information. Also, same question regarding Jupiter.
	Mark Klopfenstein
	 


FCA/Reroutes Work Group Brief:
Mark Libby, ATCSCC and Ed Olsen, NWA presented this briefing.  The presentation is contained in file “CDM FEA Pres 042804.ppt” on the CDM web site with the other CDM presentations.
· Status of FEA/FCA version 1.5/2.0:

· POCs identified.  The list will be posted on the web page.

· “Shared” and “Public” FEAs and ADVZYs now available and in use.

· We really want to encourage more use of “Shared” capability.

· Training is complete as per the WG’s proposal; i.e., more “what and why” dialogue and more “coaching” vs. just classroom and ‘buttonology” training.

· As a reminder, if anyone has not received training yet, they should review CBI material

· These points will be covered again as part of S2K+ training beginning in May.

· The new Planning Telcon (PT) procedure starts in June 2004.

· The goal is to use this more for dialogue and exchange of ideas

· Good results have been noted when publishing an FEA or FCA before the PT

· Example:  One FCA was modified twice while on the PT as a result of input received during the session

· Communication is enhanced via use of FCA/FEA as a visual aid

· If this becomes common, we may have to deal with longer PTs, which may require more rules, etc.

· Phase 2 will be closely monitored and analyzed this summer; e.g., the use of two names (FEA and FCA) or just one (an FEA with Action Category of “Required”)

· Comments/ideas on how FEAs, etc. are used are welcome.  WG will try to share these with other tool users.

· Military is now starting to use FEAs, etc. as well

· Note:  Larger FEAs/FCAs take more compute power and can cause a performance issue in ETMS 7.7.  

· This performance issue should go away in ETMS 7.8 release due out in May.
· WG would like to use 6 or 7 exceptionally bad nights this summer for evaluation after the season 

· The TCA Web Page has been modified for easier exception filing and to better monitor the process and frequency of exceptions.  A mock-up of the new Web page was shown.  It will be operational in May 2004.
· The new Create Reroute tool is easy to use and will be deployed May 2004.
· Dynamic Flight Lists (and Reroute Monitor)

· This concept is a current emphasis for the WG

· The capability will included in 8.0 for all reroutes

· The eventual goal is to make the list interactive to facilitate coordination, negotiation, exception handling, etc.

· It is also a goal to eventually have all ETMS lists (i.e., with any “list request” action) be dynamic.

Questions/discussion:

Q:  Will FEAs/FCAs be required to validate any request for a restriction?

A:  This is something being considered by the “Restrictions Work Group”. There is some concern that this could inhibit flexibility/speed when immediate relief is necessary

NOTE:  A CCSD Training Telcon for 7.8 is to be held for AOCs on May 4, 2004 at 1100 EDT. Ed will explode the required telcon information.
Training Team (IRT) Work Group Brief:
Tim Matuszewski, UAL and Carol Catron, ATCSCC presented this update.
· Training needs to be recognized as a key to CDM success 
· Appropriate training budget is needed
· S2K Training is just getting underway

· Participation from Airline representatives (going to all Centers) and NBAA representatives (going to 13 Centers)
· All Centers will be covered

· Starts week of May 3rd, to be completed by July 4th
· S2K Training includes common topics

· ATO SOP

· ETMS

· HAR/NAR

· Local facility scenarios

· Tailored for each facility’s needs
· Materials are available on the S2K and ATCSCC web sites
· TMOs, SMEs, Industry reps, military reps all participate
· Local Flight Teams should contact Centers to schedule/send representatives to participate in S2K Training.
· Future-The Training WG will focus on:

· Establishing POCs with other WGs

· Milestones to other WGs to ensure Training needs are considered up front
· Fall Training dates to be established for Procedures development, training materials, and I & I must also be planned
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Slot Credit Substitution (SCS) Benefit Analysis:
Pat Somersall, ATCSCC presented SCS benefits analysis to the group.  The presentation is contained in file “Full SCS Analysis.ppt ” on the CDM web site with the other CDM presentations.
An analysis of the potential benefits of SCS was conducted over the past couple months.

· Analysis logistics:

· Covered a 6-week window: February 21, 2004 to April 7, 2004

· Included 125 GDPs, involving 69,489 flights
· 1 SCS for every 133 controlled flights [ .75% ] 

· 1 ECR for every 64 controlled flights   [ 1.5% ]
· Included success rate and bridging effects
· Lots of failed requests because ETMS could not assemble a bridging chain for this request  

· Lots of rejected attempts because the request violates an ETMS validation rule

· More lead time seems to provides the best success rate
· Benefits: 

· Potential dollar savings for the 6-week period:

· $6,134,000 total savings from 122,680 min total delay reduction ( $50 / min )

· $ 1.7M  from EDCT Change Requests (ECRs)

· $ 4.4M from SCS

· Calculated from reduced delay minutes

· Assumes new times are met

· Projected annual potential dollar savings:

· $85M

· Additional discussion:

· Most bridging benefit goes to the major carrier at an airport; especially for short-haul flights.

· Bridge is defined as other flights are moved up to take the place of a cancellation or airline delay.

· Integrated Analysis Tool will include SCS/NRG analysis capabilities.
· Lots of areas being looked into to improve data quality, but nothing to report at this time.
Domestic Reduced Vertical Separation Minima (DRVSM) Work Group Brief:
Dave Frame, FAA TMO provided an update on DRVSM WG activities.  The presentation is contained in file “RVSM updateCRWG.ppt” on the CDM web site with the other CDM presentations.

Work Group consists of 4-5 Industry Representatives, 4-5 TMO/TM Representatives, and the Military.

Main tasks for the DRVSM WG:

· Flow management strategies for DRVSM airspace

· Mitigate the impact of compression of altitudes (6 new FLs)
· Strategies to monitor/manage non-RVSM aircraft in RVSM airspace

· This has turned out to be a major task
· OpsConcept and strategies to increase efficiencies and maximize flexibility
· Research/monitor the value-added benefits of DRVSM

Work Products:

· Compression/flow management strategies
· Draft Notice
· Project checklist 

· TMO Checklist

· Procedures for handling non-RVSM equipped aircraft in RVSM airspace

· OpsCon document (in process)

· Benefits methodology (Currently evaluating metrics and measurement tools)

Strategies:

· No additional restrictions 

· Only essential exceptions will be accommodated in the first 72 hours

· TMUs will monitor/address compression and other issues 

· TMUs will continue to report on benefits and issues after initial program start 
(at least three months)

Approval of non-conforming aircraft in DRVSM:

· Single Center involved: Handle in-house

· Two or more centers involved:  ATCSCC will lead coordination

· Coordination of exceptions will be done by phone
· Initial procedural changes will be in the form of a “Notice” to amend 7210.3, chapter 17
Automation changes:

· ETMS 7.9 will include the changes recommended by the DRVSM WG and approved by TUT.

· Automation of exception handling is still being discussed by the WG.
Options include:

· Web page for simple filing and tracking of exception requests (similar to reroute exception filing designed by the FCA WG)

· NTML-based exception coordination has been discussed with the NTML WG and the FCA/Reroutes WG.  

· Issue: NTML development resources not available

Q: How many non-conforming aircraft exception requests are expected?

A: Still not sure.  The data is very difficult to parse.  Estimates run anywhere from 150/day to 650/day.  WG expects something on the lower end of that range. Military is requesting a “File and Go” procedure rather than a formal ‘exception request’ procedure.  The WG is trying to accommodate this, but the number of ‘approvals’ cannot be guaranteed (may be quite low if no pre-coordination).
Industry seeking additional benefits:
· What vehicle is in place to study ‘post-implementation’ results?

· Need to define what Metrics are appropriate to measure value and benefits

· Need to define appropriate baseline(s)

· Considering PDARS analysis tool – seems very powerful

· Average sector time, distance flown at altitude, etc.

· What tweaks might increase possible benefits?

· Too early to tell.  Changes may still occur that change what to look for.

· What other ETMS requirements may be needed?  TBD

· Funding may need to be extended to do further studies or further development efforts.

· Workload/process evaluations ongoing at ACY with ZDC controllers

· Workload seems to decrease if no exceptions

· Controllers learn to use alt. Adjustments instead of turns, and thus keep conflict solutions within one sector more easily.

· Exceptions caused an immediate and dramatic increase in workload.
-  Very difficult to handle the added complexity
-  Tremendous additional attention required

· What about a monitoring process/flights for qualifications – Flight Standards?

· Is this an issue if they have to fly over certain fixes, etc.

· Normal routing usually handles this process without too much deviation
Action:

	195
	4/28/2004
	7
	Issue, can aircraft use RVSM airspace while being monitored? Address/review flight standards for RVSM qualification with Flight Standards Group.  
	Lorraine Vomacka
	 


· Training issues are being reviewed with Carol Catron, who will attend the next DRVSM WG meeting in Colorado.

· Schedule for upcoming meetings:

· May 18-20 in Longmont, CO

· June 22-24 in Reston, VA

· July 20-22 TBD

· Also, Telcons held Wednesday for TMOs.  Chance to provide input to the WG.

· A separate Telcon for Customers

· The WG is funded through August by ATO-E

· An Industry Benefit Survey was sent and is due back by May 4, 2004.  Results will be reviewed and shared.

· Integration with HAR is still an open issue

End of Day 2

C-TFM Day 3

April 29, 2004
NAV Canada Update: 
Gary McDonnel, NavCanada presented this briefing. The presentation is contained in file “Summer04_CRWG -GMD.ppt ” on the CDM web site with the other CDM presentations.

· Traffic Density Analyzer (TDA)
· Web based forecasting tool on NavCanada web site

· Plan tracks on North Atlantic routes

· Review, track collaboration, and input are discussed in chat

· Shows track loading, Flight Plans, Routes, history
· Our main tool for collaboration for North Atlantic track planning
· RNAV and RVSM:  simulation/training ongoing

· Construction ongoing at 3 major airports and will impact summer flow

· 1 runway is out at each of 4 major airports for extended periods this summer

· Expect reduced capacity and GDPs during these outages

· May 10 – October 22:  Montreal (YUL)

· May 21 – September 26:  Toronto (YYZ)

· 2 Weeks in August: Calgary

· June 11 – September 3: Vancouver

· NOC

· Still coming on line

· Toronto will still run GDPs this summer for runway closure
Weather Applications Work Group (WAWG) Brief:
Dave Rodenhuis, ATCSCC presented the status on this work group.
· The WAWG meets quarterly; last meeting was in February 2004

· Telcons follow quarterly meeting approximately one month later

· Q1 primary objective is to prepare for the upcoming severe weather season

· Three metrics used to generally measure their work:

· 1.  Accuracy:  Overlap of predicted weather polygon (Probability of Detection – POD) with actual weather.

· 2.  Precision:  a Bias measure

· 3.  Consistency:  A new metric to determine if 2, 4 and 6-hour forecasts line up

· Feedback using these three metrics will be given to weather ‘producers’ along with daily feedback from ‘users’ of the products.

· Forecasts must also include evaluation after the events.

· This years training package has been completed that includes:

· Slides/briefing material

· User Needs Document has been updated and published
· Laminated Quick Reference Guide (“cheat sheet”) provided
· WAWG is working with Canada, the next meeting will be held in Ottawa
· Group has lots of support from NWS, NavCanada, MSC, MITLL, others
· Plans for the out years:

· Probabilistic terms and forecast are in the future 
· Wx people use ‘probabilistic.  It is likely the future (in general – weather predictions and elsewhere?)
· Other WG will be working how to respond to probabilistic forecasts
· Users want ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answers – categorical depiction.
· “Decision Point” 

· When must decisions be made?  What data needed at that point, and what data can be provided as close to that point as possible?
- Only what the user want to see, at the time s/he wants to see it.

· CCFP Intuitive Graphics (Color, fill for CCFP depictions)
· Use fill in the CCFP coverage area to represent the forecast

· Goal is to have areas of congestion depicted with more meaning
· Working with Human Factors for input on display options
· Hope to be ready by next meeting in Canada, and have input to Volpe finalized for inclusion in ETMS 7.9
· Realistic sample representation are being added to TSD with other alerts for feedback
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	Explode out weather display options with comparisons to CDM/CRWG.  Response/input will be due by 14MAY04.
	Dave Rodenhuis
	 


· Numerical forecast models (TAFs)
· Focus is on the 6 hour forecast

· We use radar/reflectivity to influence the model
· 24 hour forecasts- models work better

· 30 minute forecasts- observations work better
· 6 hour models may be better when skill surpassed forecasters, but forecasters would be QA over the models.
· Turbulence:

· Two types: Convective and Clear Air Turbulence

· Questions include: How to standardize reporting, and how to depict it graphically.

· Graphical Turbulence Guidance (GTG) AWC/ADDS Web Site 
· Displays turbulence in 4D 
· Advisory product only
· WAWG will be studying the accuracy and value

· Q:  Will there be a consolidation of forecasters?

· WAWG has handed this decision to the FAA

· There are 20 today, and how much consolidation remains and open question.

· “Interactive” forecast

· Trying to develop this concept over the summer to evaluate potential usefulness

· Pilot efforts underway in ZAU/ZID area

Regional Airline Challenge:
Riley Shamberger, ASA presented this update. The presentation is contained in file “REGIONAL AIRLINE CHALLENGES CRWG.ppt” on the CDM web site with the other CDM presentations.

Regional Airlines:

· Carried 98.4M passengers in 2002 (only 11M in 1978)

· 1/3 of the commercial fleet

· 1/2 the weekly departures

· Serve 707 North American Airports

There is huge growth in this segment of NAS flights:  

· Regional Jet traffic is increasing at larger airports also.  

· Some are starting to do longer routes.  

· They are most prolific are on the East Coast.
· RNAV departures needs to get back on track- Lots of efficiency gains are expected.
Fuel load is a big consideration with these smaller aircraft, and concomitantly, therefore altitude is very important.

· Fuel burn is 117 pounds per 1000 feet of alt below optimum; e.g.,

· FL 370 = 8886 lbs. Standard burn

· FL 330 =  +486 lbs

· So with RVSM, if unable to take/get FL370, then take FL350 and save 234 lbs vs. having to go all the way down to FL330.

What about the questions yesterday of pre-planning for approval of alternatives?

· A list of projected/possible CDRs to help with pre-planning would help

· Idea:  Sort CDRs by specific fix or geography rather than having to sort through all CDRs.

· TMs needs a finer cut of CDRs to improve pre-planning or sharing of information (vs. the huge list of all CDRs that exists at some airports).

FAA Controllers and TMs could use the fuel burn and other aircraft characteristics info for general education and planning. Riley will prepare additional operational information (altitudes, speed ranges, climb/decent profiles, range) to brief at the next meeting.
An issue was brought up that some RJs are claiming “fuel critical” status to avoid fix swapping and taking on more fuel for their next leg.  Riley said to track these for repeat/consistent offenders and bring it to him if it is seen consistently.

June 30, Regional Airlines CDM day at the ATCSCC to introduce regional airlines to TFM. To date, 10 Regionals have signed up to participate.

NavCanads is working with the Regionals to help deal with the runway closures they are planning. Canada does a lot to take advantage of Regional Airline and specifically CRJ capabilities (fly off-sets) to eliminate congestion.
Action:
	197
	4/29/2004
	9
	Post all slides on the CDM Web site.
	Ken Mullen
	Closed 5/3/04


NBAA Update:
Bob Lamond, NBAA provided this update. The presentation is contained in file “Business Aviation and CDM April 29 2004.ppt” on the CDM web site with the other CDM presentations.

· Adding a fifth person at the GA desk of the ATCSCC by June.

· Security: NORDOs, etc. have become a bigger task for the NBAA desk.  They can help find and contact some NORDOs.

· Air Diverts:  NBAA continues its education programs to discourage ‘gaming.’ However, most are not malicious.
· Anticipate CDM connectivity to grow – almost 10 new members over the next three or four months.

· Expect to have more subscribers participating in WGs.
· Pop-up Algorithm

· GAAP

· STMP
· Assisting with S2K+4 meetings as SMEs for dialogues, questions, etc.
HAR Update:
John Timmerman presented an update of status and plans for the High Altitude Redesign (HAR) efforts. The presentation is contained in file “HAR Status CRWG 4-29-04.ppt” on the CDM web site with the other CDM presentations.

 Some highpoints included:

· NRS waypoints are on charts as of June 10, 2004

· SUA/ATCAA Web Site with filtering and zoom capabilities is now available @ http://sua.faa.gov
· Graphic depiction of avoidance waypoints, area readout, …

· Q Routes

· August 5, 2004 chart:  All GNSS restrictions will be lifted
· RNAV standard 4 mi either side of centerline
· Separate standard for RNAV will be put in place in 2005.
· Widespread customer use of Q routes is key to realizing system benefits, especially in “high density” airspace, such as in expansion areas

· May not implement all designed routes if space needed to accommodate non-conforming traffic flows 

· RNP separation standards work to start in FY-05
· Non-Restrictive routes (NRR)
· Good workshop in Phoenix
· Negotiating with some Centers (e.g., ZME, ZMP) to accommodate current flows

· Nav Reference System (NRS)

· Charts ready as of June 10, 2004 (470 waypoints)

· Controller training underway (with videos, etc.) available April 30 for first 7 centers
· Looking to adapt the video for pilot/dispatcher training.  Feedback from CDM is wanted, also the Joint Training team will work this.
· Use of waypoints below HAR altitudes is at the controller’s option

· Naming convention is included in the training package

· Expansion plans for moving to the next 7 Centers will be delayed until after RVSM deployment is well underway

· First expansion plan is currently set for May 12, 2005

· Goal is to eventually extend NRS down to FL290
-  There is exploration of propagation of some waypoints at lower altitudes to avoid SUAs, etc.

· Q:  Any plans for ZTL?
A:  Not yet planned.

· Comment:  Lack of expansion to ZTL and SID will limit benefits for some airline participants.
A:  Use of combination of NRP, NRR might help
· For Joint Training Team, input is needed approximately 3 months in advance of deployment date.

· Cooperation with TFM

· Trying to work with TFM entities to increase communication, coordination, involvement in various forums
· GA wants tools to avoid SUAs/TFRs

· July 2, 2004 the next piece of airspace design will be available for review
· Expect “offset” route capabilities to help with mixing traffic with different speeds and same altitude requests/needs (e.g., RJs)

· Q:  Will NRS Waypoints be in the RMT DB?

A:  Yes. The IRT is working on this. Also, some HAR fixes were used in the original development of Playbook routes.
Recommendation: When using NRS waypoints it is recommended to file as many waypoints as you can so controllers (and pilots) will know the exact route.

GDP-E:
The report on GDP-E status and plans was not briefed.  A summary presentation was included with the other presentations posted on the CDM Web Site (file “GDPEupdate0404.ppt”). 
Time at the last GDP meeting was spent on:

· Data quality

· Web site status on ETMS

· FSM processing

· Resource Ready Update
· Hold EDCTs until a flight is ready
· Acknowledge flights that may be more likely to hit a new time

· Is it worth adding a new message type for “resource ready” ?
- Different than the “Out” message?

· How much benefit?  How much cost involved?

· Issue:  Taxi time can vary significantly depending on location, airport, etc.
- Eventual ground time integration with ETMS is needed.

Next GDP-E meeting is planned for May 24-26, 2004
Next CTFM Activities:
Bill Leber, NWA led this discussion.

· Next regular meeting is scheduled for September 21-23, 2004

· We need to continue dialogues, etc. during the summer
· Possibly regular telcons
· Possibly even a summer meeting (provide feedback to CDM leadership if this is desired)

· Workgroups must continue working/meeting thru summer

· Considering meeting/telcon prior to the July 15 ETMS requirements deadline

· CDM Leadership meeting is planned for June 9-10, 2004

· Group Suggestions:

· WG telcons every 2 week or maybe once per month (but must have substance)

· Send agendas out in advance

· Assign “homework”

· Meeting must be carefully planned (agendas) to ensure they are productive; e.g.,
· Update

· Update briefings could be distributed in advance of meeting to limit time    required and allow more time for discussion

· Training mechanisms
· Lessons learned/sharing best practices
· Continuation of  key discussions (defined in advance)
· Homework: Debbie would like feedback/help working flexible route and cross boundary issues.

· Canadian CDM meeting is upcoming next week. We need to continue to work with Canada.
Action:
	201
	4/29/2004
	13
	Determine and notify Volpe regarding a possible agenda time to discuss technical questions with Canadian CDM.
	Debbie Johannes
	 


· CDM participants should look at requirements from WG perspectives:
· DVRSM, GDPE,  and FCA WGs are our implementers
· WAWG, IRT, and Training WGs are our support WGs and often implement the work other groups develop

· ICE-FM is our research and development WG

Discussion:  CDM High-Level input for ETMS 8.0:

As a final agenda topic, we returned to the discussion/review of ideas for ETMS release 8.0.  The freeze of 8.0 for LINUX updates requires understanding of what might have to be delayed, what alternatives we have, what priorities might change, and so forth.  The discussion was hampered somewhat by the fact we did not have full representation for decisions and complete input.

· TSD/CCSD or TFM Data to Industry still have some resources for new features.

· Overlay/Static drawing functions for TSD will be worked on over the winter for inclusion in 8.0 while other elements are quiet.

· Exception handling:  There was significant discussion of possible need for exception handling development for RVSM. Are there alternatives?

· Like the TCA Web page or e-STMP web page

· Then use NTML as an internal FAA coordination tool

· Maybe we could join requirements for Reroute exceptions as well as RVSM.

· Lessons Learned expected this summer.  This may drive further FEA/FCA development requests.

· Idea:  Auto-FEAs based on where the traffic is developing.  It is similar to the Monitor Alert function, but the value proposition is the dynamic lists that could be pulled to evaluate and coordinate traffic flows.

· Suggestion that the FCA WG meet with RMT WG representatives to discuss “Flexible Route Advisories” involving FEAs and CDRs.  

· A requirements doc by the July 15th ETMS freeze date should be a goal.

Action:

	198
	4/29/2004
	10
	FCA group take what Phil has (RMT WG) on "Flexible Route Advisories" and determine if a modest first step could be taken. (Requirements are needed by July 15th for ETMS 8.0)
	FCA WG
	 


· Interactive Dynamic Flight Lists (IDFL):  How well defined is this?

· A prelim OpsCon was prepared as well as conceptual workflows.

· Tim Grovac pointed out that IDFL is actually in progress – being done in steps, as would probably be necessary anyway; specifically,

· DFL for Reroutes (in addition to FCAs) now planned for 8.0

· Would make these lists “interactive” in another release

· Then add NTML or other mechanisms for negotiating exceptions
· Data Quality fixes:

· Where are the problems?

· 80% are processing issues somewhere – very resource intensive to correct.

· Does CDM need/have a WG to tackle this question?  

· Rick Oiesen noted:

· We can treat symptoms, or

· Implement “Check and correct” cure
-  This was previously dropped due to development costs
· It was noted that we should continue efforts for “standardization” of data submissions.

· Must attack and correct “controllable uncertainties”

· Example:  May have MIT restrictions that cause new event times and thus corrupt predictability

· New CCSD requirements—not received yet.

· Possible GDP-E requirements for 8.0:

· Improve pop-up handling
· Need a Requirements Document

· Multiple airport GDPs

· Rolling Compression capability

· May not require any ETMS Hub development

· Maybe other small items

· Need a list of all possible items

Actions:

	199
	4/29/2004
	11
	Set up a second Data Quality telcon (reference Action 190/2 above).
	Rick Oiesen
	 

	200
	4/29/2004
	12
	Schedule Telcon to discuss GDP-E High Level Requirements and work a rounds for ETMS 8.0 . 
	Debbie Johannes, Bill Leber
	 


The meeting was adjourned at about 1300 on April 29, 2004.

End day three and end of Workshop
Consolidated Action Items:

April 27-29, C-TFM Meeting in Reston, VA

	Master Ref. #
	Origination Date
	Orig. 

Ref #
	Action Item
	Actionee
	Suspense

	189
	4/27/2004
	1
	Review, update, and consolidate the exploder lists.
	CDM Leadership
	 

	190
	4/27/2004
	2
	Set up training dates for Volpe Data Quality web site training.
	Carol Catron/Rick Oiesen
	Closed 4/28/04

	191
	4/27/2004
	3
	Add to the Agenda for the next CDM Meeting a discussion on terms, definitions, etc. that might cause confusion or miscommunication.  
	Bill Leber
	 

	192
	4/28/2004
	4
	All facilities with CDR LOA/MOAs provide so a commonality check can be performed.
	All Facilities, provide to Lorraine V. /Gretchen W.
	 

	193
	4/28/2004
	5
	Check with POET development team as to whether POET has the ability to use Early Intent information. Also, same question regarding Jupiter.
	Mark Klopfenstein
	 

	194
	4/28/2004
	6
	Post facility training dates and times on the web.
	Carol Catron
	 

	195
	4/28/2004
	7
	Issue, can aircraft use RVSM airspace while being monitored? Address/review flight standards for RVSM qualification with Flight Standards Group.  
	Lorraine Vomacka
	 

	196
	4/29/2004
	8
	Explode out weather display options with comparisons to CDM/CRWG.  Response/input will be due by 14MAY04.
	Dave Rodenhuis
	 

	197
	4/29/2004
	9
	Post all slides on the CDM Web site.
	Ken Mullen
	Closed 5/3/04

	198
	4/29/2004
	10
	FCA group take what Phil has (RMT WG) on "Flexible Route Advisories" and determine if a modest first step could be taken. (Requirements are needed by July 15th for ETMS 8.0)
	FCA WG
	 

	199
	4/29/2004
	11
	Set up a second Data Quality telcon (reference Action 190/2 above).
	Rick Oiesen
	 

	200
	4/29/2004
	12
	Schedule Telcon to discuss GDP-E High Level Requirements and work a rounds for ETMS 8.0 . 
	Debbie Johannes, Bill Leber
	 

	201
	4/29/2004
	13
	Determine and notify Volpe regarding a possible agenda time to discuss technical questions with Canadian CDM.
	Debbie Johannes
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