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This document contains the meeting minutes from the January 20-22, 2004 Collaborative Routing (CR) Workshop held in Phoenix, Arizona at the American West Training facility. At that meeting, breakout sessions were held for NAR/High Altitude Redesign, the FCA Team, the Joint Training Team and the CDR/Playbook Team. Meeting briefings, presentations, and supporting documentation are available on the CDM web site at: http://www.metronaviation.com/cdm/whatscdm/calendar/Calendar2004/CRWG_Jan_2004/CRWG_Jan2004.htm
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Section II: Agenda

Collaborative Routing Workshop

“Getting Ready for Spring 2004”

January 20-22, 2004

America West Flight Training Center
 1950 E. Buckeye Rd. Phoenix, AZ 85034

Day 1 Tuesday January 20 (Main Meeting Room)

Opening and Introduction: 




1300-1315

House keeping items: Debbie Johannes/Bill Cranor

(Ken Mullen, AUA-ATAC)

· Review Minutes/Action Items

· Review of  meting schedule 2004

· CRWG Meeting Structure

2003 ATCSCC Severe Weather Review action items:  1315-1415

Mike Sammartino, ATCSCC

· What actions are planned from the review

· SPT/Severe Weather/TCA Reorganization Plan

VOLPE Review ETMS 7.9/8.0/8.1:


        1415-1515
Rick Oiesen, VOLPE

Metron Update Summer CDM Review 


1515-1545

· RMT                      

· GDPE

Break 









1530-1545

2004 Workplan and Priorities:




1545-1645

CDM Leadership Team/Team Leads

RECAP and Closing remarks





1645-1700

Debbie Johannes

Day 2 Wednesday January 21 (Main Meeting Rooms)

Review day one action items/minutes                  

0830-0845
Debbie Johannes

Assign Breakout Rooms and Tasks                     

0845-0900
Debbie Johannes/Bill Cranor

Work Group Breakout Sessions:                                   
0900-1200

· NAR/High Altitude Redesign

John Timmermann ATA-200, Scott Godfrey, Crown Comm.

· FCA Team  








Mark Libby, ATCSCC/Ed Olsen, NWA

· Training Team 

Carol Catron, ATCSCC/Matuszewski, UAL

· CDR/Playbook Team

Dr. Phil Smith, OSU

(Members of WxApplications, DRVSM, will participate in the HAR/NAR or FCA working groups.  All others to be assigned based on need and room size)

Lunch:








1200-1300

Resume breakouts:






1300-1615

Break









1615-1630
Recap and Closing remarks

(Main Meeting Room) 





1630-1700
Debbie Johannes

Day 3 Thursday January 22 (report to breakout rooms)

Breakouts Sessions Continue:



0800-1130
Lunch:







1130-1230

Breakout Session Reports  (Main Meeting Room)
1230-1300
Team Leads

Diversion Recovery Procedures:


1300-1345


Joe Bertapelle


RECAP and Closing remarks




1345-1400 

Debbie Johannes/Bill Cranor

Section III: Meeting Notes

CR Workshop Day 1

Opening and Introduction:
 

Debbie Johannes, FAA, welcomed participants and thanked American West Airlines for hosting this meeting. During opening remarks it was noted that the focus of the meeting would be preparation for Spring 2004 and 2005.  Time would be allotted for interactive workshops for the various Collaborative Routing Workgroup (CRWG) subgroups to meet and define, dialogue, and share their plans with CRWG members.  It was also noted that at this time Article 48 invitees from NATCA have chosen not to participate in Collaborative Decision Making (CDM) processes because they are concerned the changes being made may be binding process changes and may be a conflict of interest.  

Open Action Item Review:
The CRWG Team Leads, Debbie Johannes and Bill Cranor, and Ken Mullen, AUA-TAC, led a review of past Action Items from Orlando and Seattle meetings of CRWG and CDM.  The updated action item list is included as an attachment that includes all updated open actions and new action generated at this CRWG. Additionally, the new actions generated from this meeting are included in a consolidated listing at the end of this document.
Meeting Process/Structure:
Notes from the Seattle CDM Meeting were posted approximately a week ago.  The process for reviewing and posting minutes will be reviewed with the goal of getting notes out a little more quickly.

The CDM Travel Budget has been cut significantly.  Travel for future meetings will have to be more tightly managed.  A Travel plan is being developed and closer care will be given to planning schedules, locations, times and attendees to meet budget constraints.

Action Item 1: All Subgroup Leads, Provide workshop meeting schedules to CDM leadership for posting on the CDM Web site.
Future Meeting Plans:
CDM Meeting March 2-4, 2004 possibly in Dallas (moved to DC area)
CDM Meeting September 21-23, 2004 DC area

CRWG April 27-29, 2004 DC area

CRWG October 26-28, 2004 TBD

GDPE February 25-26, 2004 (subject to move) 

DVRSM January 27-29, 2004 Houston


 February 24-26, 2004 Memphis


 March 16-18, 2004 DC area


 April 13-15, 2004 DC area

Weather Applications February 23-24, 2004 (moved from Bolder to Kansas City)
STMP February 6 (may be moved to another date)

FCA/Reroute February 10-12, 2004 DC area (Metron Aviation facility)

ICE-FM February 5, 2004 DC area

It was announced that the format for this meeting would include:

· General CRWG Sessions to review major status and information points.  

· Breakout sessions for working with Work Groups

· Brief-outs from the WG Breakout Sessions to the General CRWG audience.

· A principal goal is to allow Customer input/comments to the CRWG and all the Work Groups.

2003 System Review and Proposed Strategic Planning Team (SPT) Process Changes:
Mark Libby, a National Operations Manager (NOM) at the Air Traffic Control System Command Center (ATCSCC), presented a discussion of the October End of Season Review actions and recommendations.  The presentation is available on the CDM web site.
Major points included:  

What:  The End of Season Review is a review of the past Severe Weather Season results, issues, best practices, etc. conducted after the summer thunderstorm season each year.

When:  The review is conducted in OCT of each year.  The 2003 Review was held 21 – 23 OCT, 2003 in Virginia.

Who:  The meeting attendees include representatives from all stakeholders in the national Airspace System -- the FAA, Airline Customers, General Aviation Customers, and Military Customers.

Some of the Specific Points and Recommendations covered include:  

· Exit Strategies need to be enhanced

· May involve more education and procedures for Traffic Management personnel

· Be more specific coming out of Traffic Management Initiatives (TMIs)

· Timing

· Timing of TMIs is often a bit off – too soon, too late.  Maybe fewer would be better unless truly needed.

· More specificity in TMIs is needed

· Add information on “triggers”/causes, Flight Evaluation or Constraint Areas (FEA/FCA), Playbook Routes, Coded Departure Routes (CDRs), etc.

· Try “If/Then” Plans to plan for possible developments

· “Teamwork” and collaboration between all stakeholders is helpful

· ADVZY Format improvement

· Numbering process to ensure consistency, continuity

· Web Page

· Proposed changes are being made

· Changes are ready for testing and Impact and Implementation (I & I) review

· Feedback Process

· Review results – how did it work or is it working?
· More Military involvement

· Off-shore routes, Special Use Area coordination, etc.

· Naming for off-shore routes

· Push Traffic Management Procedures down to the Facility Level

· A “Best Practices” booklet would be helpful

· Departure Spacing Program (DSP)

· Found very useful in New York area

· Recommended DSP fielded at large facilities

· Funding is an issue

· FSS Reroute Briefings and General Aviation (GA) Procedures

· Procedures need to be better defined

· SW and Web Sites for more information dissemination

· Tie directly into ATCSCC

· Service Providers

· Alert before taxi regarding reroutes, constraints, TMIs, …

· Training

· Training booklet of “Best Practices”

· Traffic Management Course 113 to more stakeholders

· FEA/FCA Processes

· Technical Changes

· Expanded use of Flight Lists (Default = Send)

· Capability to simply draw a line to get a list (vs. polygon)

· May go to one name (FEA-REQD vs. FCA) after Summer04 feedback

· Tool Survey conducted by Traffic Flow Management User Team (TUT)

· 12 Centers, 6 TRACONs, 5 Towers or Tower/TRACONs responded

· Initial draft Report completed

· TUT has the Draft Report for review

· Propose name change:  Traffic Management Plan of Operations, not “Strategic”)

· Proposed Plan of Ops and Planning Telcon Format

· New daily schedule:  0715, 0915, 1215, 1515, 1915; vs. every 2 hours

· This is based on historical use data and will be adjusted if needed as new feedback is received

· Reduce number of meetings when not needed
· Supplement with tactical, ad hoc meetings whenever needed/requested. ATCSCC members reminded participants that telcons could be set up on an adhoc basis (it’s built into the current process).
· Terminal Constraints (only if Delays are occurring), 
then En Route Constraints with specific route information, trigger information, “If/Then” plans, etc.

· Plan up to 6 hours ahead

· Conduct a bi-weekly review of how the Ops Planning process is working

· Plan of Ops will still be issued every 2 hours

· There is a plan to split the Strategic Planning Telcon (SPT) (SPT would become Planning Telcon PT) and Severe Weather functions

· One idea being considered is to have more Supervisors and rotate those Supervisory personnel through the Tactical Customer Advocate (TCA) position

· A question was asked about VS  Routes

· The response indicated that these routes never seemed to work very well, and they are not anticipated to be used much in the future.

· Probably will work with the Military to coordinate use of VACAPES areas and Amber Routes instead.

· A suggestion was made to use a quick, easy to notice Route indicator on the Left side of an ADVZY, then follow that with time and details. Routes should be listed before facilities in the “Routes” section of the TFM Plan of Operations.
There was some concern expressed that the FAA was moving ahead with new SPT procedures without significant consultation with its customers.  For example, fearing reduced communication and collaboration opportunities, several alternatives to the proposed timing of SPT sessions were offered.  Mark assured the group that the new SPT Process was merely a “proposal” as the Presentation title indicated, and was made simply to get the ball rolling on actions requested by all parties to the End of Season Review.  Bellow are the action items generated from this discussion and Mark's proposal.
Action Item 2: Debbie Johannes, FAA, Mark Libby, Mark Marchese, Take recommendations from the ATCSCC in-house end of season review proposals and develop a strategy to merge the work of both groups (the FAA/Industry review) into a plan and strategy to implement recommendations for the spring of 2004.

Action Item 3: Debbie Johannes, FAA, Bill Leber, Bill Cranor, Steve Bell, Develop a timeline to implement the training of the proposed items to be implemented. May 1 is deadline for implementation. Feb 6 feedback is due on the proposals (item 5 & 6 below) from Airlines/FAA Field) Draft procedures are due from workgroup on Feb 28.

Action Item 4: Mark Libby, ATCSCC, Jo Damato and John Martin, Explode to CDM/CR participants the proposals from the ATCSCC end of season review for feedback.  Include, background information, minutes, etc.

Action Item 5: Airlines, ATC Coordinators provide feedback to CDM Airline Leads on the proposals exploded by Mark Libby. Due 2/6/04
Action Item 6: FAA OMs and STMCs, FAA OMs and STMCs provide feedback to Debbie on the proposals exploded by Mark Libby. Due 2/6/04
Action Item 7: ATCSCC Procedures Office, Draft procedures with proposed changes are due from workgroup. Due 2/28/04
Action Item 8: Mark Libby, ATCSCC, Mark Libby implement changes received from the workgroup. (See item 7 above) Due 5/01/04
Recommendation: Additionally, customers present at the meeting recommended not to have 2 End of Season reviews in the future.
Issues/feedback/comments:

· Airlines want more emphasis on exit strategies and they should be included in telcon discussions.
· Airlines felt 7:15 is too late because plans need to be in place by then.

· Some Airline participants considered 10:15 to be a critical time period for telcons.

· All agreed, they don’t have enough resources to continue with the current number of telcons. However, reducing telcons may increase phone calls.

· Look into a 3 hour rotation for telcons.

· Let’s not do anything that limits communications!

Volpe Review of ETMS 7.8 and 7.9:
Rick Oiesen and Ken Howard led a review of 2004 ETMS releases – 7.8 (Spring) and 7.9 (Fall).  The presentation is available on the CDM web site.
ETMS 7.8:
The two major features for ETMS 7.8 are:

1. Dynamic Sectorization

2. Create Reroute Dialog Box

Dynamic Sectorization:

· TUT is the contact point/requirements source for this feature

· It includes new MAP values for standard sectorization

· It provides MAP values for sectors when combined or split

· RVSM is not yet considered

· In answer to a question, it was noted that the ATCSCC may monitor sector activity and could ask for splitting sectors if it seems warranted due to traffic or known upcoming constraints.

Create Reroute Dialog Box:

· This feature is added for ATCSCC use.

· The Reroute Dialog Box has been redesigned for easier use in 7.8

· It includes Tabs for different uses

· The ADVZY Tab includes a simpler way to prepare and issue ADVZYs

· Flight Lists will be automatically attached to FCA ADVZYs

Common Constraint Situation Display (CCSD) :
· Support for ETMS changes (Reroutes display, Advisory numbers, Viewer for all flights, etc.)

· Allows filtering for only your flights (only option available)

· GA can now exchange data like Airline Operation Centers (AOCs) to more fully participate in CDM

· CDM Message has been enhanced – a new document is published to cover this

· Leading Zeros are now recognized

· For CCSD and Web-based Situation Display (WSD), the Reroute Viewer is deployed and accessible from the ATCSCC Web Site

· Early Intent bug fix has been implemented

ETMS 7.9:
A tentative list of proposed features for 7.9 has been reviewed.  The major items on the list include:

· Reroute Modeling.

· General Aviation Airport Program:  New type of GDP tailored to deal with GA Traffic.

· DVRSM Support; e.g., indication of which flights are non-compliant

· FEA/FCA Enhancements

· A List of over 40 has been provided by the FCA Group

· Improve the FEA/FCA filtering box: Separate Tabs for primary and secondary filters, ability to filter by route segment, and partial rearrangement of the secondary filter box.

· Dynamic Reroute Flight List
[NOTE:  This is the first step in an interactive flight list concept, which is the basis for Electronic Exception Handling and other future enhancements.]

· Timeline functionality for the Center Monitor.

· That is, from the Center Monitor allow the user to examine flights, turn green, show bar chart, request and alert report.

· Use reroutes attached to an Advisory for ETMS predictions

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

· CCSD enhancements

· Allow access to RMT database from Early Intent function.

· Others to be determined.

The FAA is still in the process of reviewing and deciding what will fit in the development cycle given realistic time and staffing constraints.  Probably a little/partial delivery of the first five major programs, plus some other items deemed feasible in the 7.9 timeframe. 

In response to questions from customers, it was noted that “Electronic Exception” handling was not in 7.9.  The Dynamic Reroute Flight List is a precursor/baseline development to allow electronic exceptions.  There may be process changes for the Summer of 2004 exception handling; e.g., enhancements to the TCA Web Page.  Also, RVSM is not considered dependent on an Electronic Exception feature at this time. 
End day one
CR Workshop Day 2

Route Management Tool (RMT) v 1.30:
Gretchen Wilmouth of Metron Aviation gave a presentation (available on the CDM web site) on the new features of RMT v 1.30.  The major features include:

· National Playbook Tool has been added

· New coordination tools provided

· Associated Play

· Play to CDR matching

· Play modification flags
· Enhanced error checking

· New Reports capability

Schedule:

· Patch SW will be available in April 2004

· 7.8 update available in April 2004 for auto-updating

· RMT 1.40 is scheduled for release in Fall 2004

FCA/Reroute WG Report:
Ed Olsen and Mark Libby, the co-leads for the FCA/Reroute WG provided an informal summary of current status and plans for their group.  Key points included:

· Spring 2004 will focus on more use of Flight Evaluation Areas as well as FCAs.
The use of FEAs will allow possible planning and interaction between the FAA and Customers prior to going to the step of “constraints”/TMIs.

· The group is working on defining an Interactive Dynamic Flight List concept for all Reroutes.  This will provide the basis for further electronic interaction between the FAA and Customers.  The Dynamic Flight List is more mature than and will become the basis for the Electronic Exception functionality. Electronic Exception is not a candidate for implementation until at least ETMS 8.0.
· The Group envisions every list being a Dynamic List available to all stakeholders.  It can then be shared for interaction with Customers or Field facilities.  General availability of Interactive Dynamic Lists will promote better, easier methodology. Dynamic list is a candidate for ETMS 7.9.
Questions:

Q: What about GA/NBAA involvement in FCA enhancements?
A: More and more of these GA/NBAA customers are coming on line. Today, many receive the ADVZY but then need to call to coordinate through the NBAA desk at the ATCSCC.

Q: How will FEAs be disseminated?
A: Could be by either an ADVZY or a TELCON or both. Use of FEAs may allow User Preferred Trajectory (UPT) or may suggest CDR or Playbook route for avoiding expected constraints prior to issuing a TMI.
FEA Use at Cleveland En Route Center (ZOB):
Jim Ries presented a view of how FEAs have been used at Cleveland Center over the past year. The presentation is available on the CDM web site.
· ZOB uses FEAs very heavily as a tool for monitoring and evaluating various traffic flows; for example: various airports, SUAs, arrival fixes, O’Hare departures, flows to other adjoining Centers/Metropolitan areas, CAPs, etc.

· There is elaborate use of FEAs for airport arrival monitoring and sequencing.
-- e.g., might use an FEA List to determine the need for stretching out the sequence or issuing a TMI if more than 4 aircraft are shown in a list for a 15 minute period.  Analysis tool for Miles in Trail (MIT) necessity. 

· Use FEAs to get a quick list of en route and proposed aircraft that are scheduled to flow through a given area to provide quick, accurate planning data.

· FEA use ensures a common look/baseline for all to look at when planning flows.

· ZOB is beginning to use some “Shared” FEAs with other facilities and customers.

· This can facilitate negotiation/communication

· The capability to “share by position” would be useful for them

· Beginning to use some FEAs to help with monitoring and organizing Snowbird traffic flows.  GA Traffic.

· Showed use of POET tool for flow/plan/results analysis

· NOTE:  FEAs do show up on POET, but will as of release 7.8.

· Use FEAs to pull a dynamic list for Snowbird Traffic rerouting

· Also, similarly use FEAs for SWAP rerouting to avoid restrictions (MIT)

· Question:  Are FEAs used to monitor departure traffic also?
Yes.  To study the need to balance certain departure flows.

· Question:  Are there performance issues with FEA use?
Not generally.  ZOB adheres to a very strict housecleaning policy for their TSDs to avoid issues.

An ‘executable’ is available from Jim Ries to install on a PC in order to show the routes and examples in the presentation replays.  Note: The FCA WG may be interested to use parts of this in their proposed training program.  Other WGs may be similarly interested.
Integrated Concepts for the Integration of Flow Management (ICE-FM):
Ved Sud and Michelle Duquette provided this update. The presentation is available on the CDM web site.
Ved Sud presented an overview of the ICE-FM WG plans and status. ICE-FM participants include the FAA, Airlines, TAC, Metron Aviation, Mitre, and Volpe.  Key points included:

· The ICE-FM WG has two major goals:

1. Develop integration ideas and operational concepts.

2. Near term opportunities for integration of technology or processes.

· The ICE-FM WG will not duplicate the activities of other groups.

· Rather, the ICE-FM WG intends to expand or complement the work of other groups and share findings and ideas between groups.

· The ICE-FM WG will use the Jupiter simulation tool and mock-ups to evaluate opportunities for integration or sharing between groups/technologies.

· Two current areas of interest:

1. National Traffic Management Log (NTML) and various Flight Lists.

2. Route Databases (CDRs, Playbooks, etc.) with NTML and Flight Lists.

· Detailed one opportunity in the generalized scenario that is being studied

· This opportunity illustrates how the ICE-FM WG will proceed and work with other groups.

· The point of intersection/coordination occurs when the Center Weather Specialist Unit (CWSU) interacts with the Traffic Management Units (TMUs) at local facilities.

· There is a lot of local expertise and tacit knowledge at this local point.

· CCFP may not include this local area knowledge and how it might impact the system.

· Is there a way to integrate this local area knowledge/expertise/specific information into the centralized picture for all to learn from or plan from?

· Recommendations re. this opportunity are being shared:

· Automation enhancements

· Allow for planning opportunities prior to TMIs

· Coordinate with experts, the Wx Applications WG, has been initiated for exchange and coordination of ideas

· Validate the data sources

· In general, the ICE-FM group offers to all WGs the opportunity to support idea exploration, simulation support, and cross-fertilization; for example, they have been meeting briefly with the FCA WG the past week or two.

The CRWG general session was then dismissed to allow individual WGs to breakout for meetings.  In the late afternoon, the CRWG General Session reconvened for reports from the WG breakout sessions. A summary of the activities reported by each breakout group is captured below. Complete minutes from each breakout session are contained in individual breakout meeting minutes included at the end of this document. 

Breakout Reports:
Training WG:
· A key issue for Training was reported to be the need for funding/commitment up front to allow appropriate level of education to proceed.
· The CDM Leadership will then carry this report forward to seek approval.
· The Training Team needs coordination and input from all WGs.
· The training needs of the airlines and the FAA need to be analyzed.

· Training on collaboration concepts in general would be very helpful.
· Much of the schedule/time/budget for 2004 training is already in place for the airlines making flexibility and change difficult.
· The training team met with the FCA/Reroute team to discuss Spring 2004 training plan proposals. FCA team presented a new training proposal with a focus on philosophy.  Airlines would be involved by region.  Lots to work out.

Action Item 9:  Training Team, Provide timelines of requirements for training development that can be published for use by the other WGs to coordinate with the Training Team.

Action Item 10:  Steve Bell, Prepare a short report/presentation summarizing critical issues and needs for Training that Bill Cranor can present to S2K.
High Altitude Redesign/National Airspace Redesign (HAR/NAR) WG:
· Also pointed to the need for education and training if we are going to utilize the airspace as intended.

· Reviewed the SUA web site as an example of web sites for information dissemination.

· Questions and perceptions in general need to be resolved.

· Need further sessions to foster interaction among stakeholders

· Organization, logistics and processes are being worked

· No ETMS changes are needed at this time.

CDR/Playbook WG: 

Phil Smith said the group has agreed to 14 topics that will be reviewed/worked. 

The list includes:  
· New fields in RMT

· Database consistency

· Number of CDRs per city pair

· CRDs/PARs

· CDR Advisories

· NBAA/GA participation

· Lack of participation (Airports)

· Naming conventions

· Post operations analysis

· Integrating information (MIT/TMI info)

· Coordination time

· CAPPING-CDRs

· “Big Dog”

Let the group know if your issue is not on the list they plan to work.

FCA/Reroute WG:
The Group summarized its discussions on:

· Integrated Interactive Dynamic Flight Lists (IDFL)

· A platform/methodology for increased electronic coordination/interaction among all NAS stakeholders

· The platform for Electronic Exceptions

· OPSCON for review by February 10-12
· Electronic Exception to follow DFL 

· Training needs

· The FCA WG wants all stakeholders involved

· The FCA WG wants on-site visits to promote collaboration and negotiation concepts associated with FEAs to be emphasized

· The FCA WG wants “what and why” workshops, not just “how”

· The FCA WG will prepare an alternative Training Plan for Summer 2004

Domestic Reduced Vertical Separation Minimum (DRVSM):
Amanda Stott presented a summary of where the DRVSM WG was with its plans for 2005.  Key points included:

· The DRVSM Airspace is “exclusionary” airspace.

· This means all exceptions need to be “approved”

· Expect less than 10% of NAS users to be non-compliant

· Pre-approved exceptions are:  Lifeguard flights, Department of Defense flights, and Ferry flights.
NOTE:  These still need advance coordination/approval

· User contact with Air Traffic Management will be the trigger for exception handling and must be at least one hour in advance.

· NTML is being considered as a possible coordination vehicle.

· Still need to work out ‘procedures.’

· September 15, 2004 will be the ‘GO/NO GO’ decision date for DRVSM start in January 2005. Decision will be based on 85% equipage.
· A moratorium on any exceptions is being considered for the first three days of initial implementation.

· Some ETMS changes are being requested in 7.9 to identify non-compliant aircraft.

· Monitor Alert Program (MAP) values/use are still being considered.

· An issue is the lack of military representation on the WG to this point.
There is therefore little information on the number of military exception requests to expect.
A military liaison is expected at WG meetings next week in Houston.

Question:  
Q: Is there a specific plan for moving to implementation?
A:: A plan is being developed; includes schedule info, GANT charts, etc.

Q: Does the User Request Evaluation Tool (URET) include conflict alert probe for DRVSM aircraft?
A: Yes, and additional changes are coming.
End day two

CR Workshop Day 3

October 9, 2003

Breakout sessions continued the first part of the day. The main group reconvened at approximately 11:00 AM for further briefings from the DVRSM and RMT Workgroups. A summary of the activities reported by each breakout group is captured below. Complete minutes from each breakout session are contained in individual breakout meeting minutes included at the end of this document. 

DRVSM: 

The DRVSM WG has completed some research and analysis work to prepare for implementation plans.  

The following assumptions have been made based on the research:

· Compliant aircraft will fly at slightly higher altitudes than previously.
· Use of altitudes between FLs 250 and 280 will increase.
· Compliance expectations:

· The largest element of NAS customers -- ATA, large cargo, etc., who make up 60% of the national fleet are expected to be 100% compliant.
· It is estimated that 50 to 75% of the Regional Jet fleet are compliant.
· Military:  only transports are compliant.
· In total, 90% or more of all NAS users are expected to be compliant.
· NOTE:  THIS LEAVES UP TO 10% NON-COMPLIANT, WHICH IS A LOT OF TRAFFIC (500 – 600 PER DAY IS ESTIMATED?)!

Schedule summary:

· Internal analysis is complete.

· Expectations and impacts have been studied.
· Includes study of procedures, letters of agreement, operational sector impact, other changes (URET, resectorization, etc.).
· External analysis is underway; expected to be completed by the end of February 2004.

· Includes Canada, Mexico, inter-Center impacts, etc.

· Issue resolution will take place between February and June 2004.
· Some modeling/simulation work will be used.
· Further meetings/brainstorming/research and paper mock-ups will also be used.
· July 1, 2004:  The analysis/planning team will hand off the project to an Implementation Team.

· There is some overlap between Analysis and Implementation Teams.
· September 2004 is the date for GO/NO GO Decision.
· Training will occur between October and December 2004.
Questions:  

Q: Will there be changes in sectorization?

A: Yes.  A large amount of change is expected.  

Q: Will sectorization match from center to center?

A: Not necessarily; as it does not today.

Q: Has there been any consideration of using TRACONs with new STARS radar coverage improvements as a source to offload low altitude traffic control duties?
A: No, but as we learn we could consider other options like this.
RMT Work Group CDR/Playbook Recommendations:
Phil Smith presented recommendations form the RMT WG regarding CDR and Playbook use.  Some of the suggestions and highlights are listed below:  
 
CDRs per city pair was originally limited to 10 (an FSM/automation constraint).  Airlines will recommend how to handle this (either a maximum or 10 or TBD).

Inhibit PDRs/PDARs

· Manually inhibiting is not recommended (per ZOB experience)

· Airline override via use of CDR (only)

· Needs a Memorandum of Understanding

· Requires SW development

· Need more input and ideas on this

· FCA needs to consider this as well
DataBase (DB) Consistency

· There is inconsistency between FAA DBs and FAA vs. Airline DBs

· The WG recommends regular DB check procedures – baseline checks/line-up

· Today:  Centers send current stereofile to Metron Aviation
· Future:  

· Recommend Centers enter the stereofile DB and transfer it to RMT

· A DB Admin retrieves and enters the data for additional files

· Periodic consistency checks are made

· Similarly, NAS Users will do a baseline check then auto-transfer the file to RMT if possible/technically feasible.  If not, the data is entered manually, but a consistency check is done at Metron Aviation.

The new RMT Tool has diagnostic tools for verification checks. The new RMT also has a new field to flag which CDRs need advance coordination:  “Y” or “N”.  This needs to be briefed to NAS users.

CDR ADVZYs

· Prior coordination/SPO details to allow Airline users more planning opportunity

· Long-term:  ICE WG should test special machine-readable ADVZY to help customers with developing planning/coordination applications

Non-participation of some Airports in CDR processes
· Airlines should identify specific airports that could be participating

· Centers will analyze reasons and possibilities

CDR Naming

· Different Centers have different needs/constraints

· Some standards are needed, but there should be a rich set of rules flexible enough to allow local customization

Post Operational Analysis of CDR usage

· Recommend integrating POET with CDR data

Integration of NTML and CDRs is recommended

· Allow view of MIT restrictions with CDRs

· Maybe ICE WG will help model this

GA Involvement

· NBAA is working with RMT group to study further GA involvement

Some in the WG are looking at expanding the use of CAPPING.

A Computer Based Instruction (CBI) module for RMT is being considered

Coordination delays are being studied:

· Still slow to implement/coordination on some occasions

· How can we expedite implementation?

· CDRs/Playbooks have improved !
End of Workshop

HAR Breakout Session

Collaborative Routing Workshop

America West Flight Training Center

Phoenix, AZ

January 20 – 22, 2004

Wednesday Session

Debbie Johannes opened the session by advising that facility flight teams (FLTs) were in attendance to assist in meaningful discussions to ensure success.  This meeting should be a good first step toward moving forward with the full implementation of the HAR program.  Bill Cranor explained John Timmerman’s willingness to work with users and this is our best opportunity to provide input.  The goal by day three is to have a draft of core requirements for expanding past Phase 1.  

John Timmerman advised that he and his group had been working with customers at a high level for a long time through the RTCA.  He also has been interfacing with other groups in the user community.  He feels these meeting will take that cooperation to another level with dispatchers, TFM, pilots, etc.  He said that six of the seven flight teams from the West ARTCCs (initial implementation area) are in attendance. ZOA is the only one not here.  He also emphasized that DRVSM is a good opportunity to work to improve the system.

Charlie Bailey, former TMO from ZNY, and currently working for Mitre will facilitate the HAR session.  Participants were introduced.  A list of the participants is attached.

An initial objective statement was shown; “ Develop a working relationship amongst NRR stakeholders to provide a vehicle for customer concerns to be heard”.  The hope is to be able to develop a draft of how we continue to get NRR.  Mitre has brought numerous resources with charts, graphs, and lots of information that will hopefully be useful during the session.  The FLTs also have a lot of information on specific routes and options that should be helpful.

Charlie led a general discussion and the following issues were documented:

· We need to determine how we accomplish the objective within this group

· ZMP asked whether the customers have concerns about the current plans

· Will NRR affect NRP?  Will NRP go away?  Most feel that NRP and NRR will co-exist, at least, for a while.  

· Will NRR be similar to NRP?

· How will the overall NAR/HAR program tie-in or fit together?  Do we have a vision of the end state?

· There are some concerns that the creation of pitch/catch points might create additional choke points

· Some feel that it is will be important to analyze plans via simulations or with POET

· Suggestion was made that the group might benefit from an overall review of the program before beginning specific discussions so all “can get up to speed”

· A suggestion was made that it might be helpful to work through a scenario here in the room so each step in the flight planning could be discussed

· Users feel that flight planning is not seamless

Charlie calls for a process check after the initial round of discussions.  We are all working toward a process of coordination.  Overall thoughts were that prior to discussions of specifics, a process needs to be defined.  Some of the users felt that the specific issues had been documented in previous user forums and these minutes should be available for review.  A suggestion was made to simply bring up the issues now, but some users felt that some of the issues may be missed by not reviewing minutes of past discussions.  

Discussions continued on the need and development of a process and the following issues were documented:

· A suggestion was made to use a process like the one used to work the initial development and implementation of CDRs

· What group would use the process and make determinations?  One suggestion was the Airspace Working Group (AWG).

· Some felt it might be important to step back and look at the original intent of the program.  One important impetus of the first meetings were the plans to eliminate ground based NAVAIDS
· All of these discussions started with RTCA.  Most program resources assumed that user groups were represented on RTCA

· Some users stated that RTCA is an advisory group and most of us pay the $7,000.00 a year to be members.  All meetings are not open and most discussions are at a high level.  Low level resources like the attendees at this meeting are the best source of details for any program

· It was suggested that a very defined link between CDM/Users and HAR be developed and future meetings would be needed

· Several process recommendations were discussed and documented:

· Explore future sessions that consist of expertise attending this meeting

· Explore process by which information from these sessions gets to HAR

· What are the user issues that need to be addressed to support expansion

· Define the process that will address how issues are discussed and captured from the session

· HAR representatives stated that “there is a blank page for the process”, but the program is in progress and changes may be possible.  DRVSM is the important thing now to ensure its early 2005 implementation

· Why are catch points in ZID now since it is well outside of the initial implementation area?  These are simply there as transition points

· A suggestion was made to run simulations to see the difference in NRP vs. NRR

· Attendees discussed the need of a brief overview of the NAR/HAR.  Don Parkinson from ZSE would provide an overview

· A user perspective will be provided in a presentation prepared by Bill Cranor and Lorraine Sandusky

Don Parkinson of ZSE conducted a presentation on the Phase 1 implementation (HAT7).  He displayed a map of the HAT7 area with the key waypoints.  A question was asked about the proposed grid points and whether they were yet published.  The grid system is not yet published.  Don detailed the main attributes of the HAT7 implementation:

· Waypoints around SUAs

· Q routes (mainly the North/South routes out West and routes south of Canada)  GNSS is required to use these routes; so to date, they have been seldom used

· NRR

· Grid system

NRR was and is designed to provide more options, not to restrict use.  The program office needs users to provide specific problems with NRR.  The program was designed to provide enhanced features:

· Safety

· Flexibility

· Predictability

· Reduce Delays

· ?????

In any of the 7 ARTCCs within the HAT7, you can file waypoints, NAVAIDS, or any other points to makeup a flight plan.

Many feel controllers are not considering NRP.  Do they always see it in the flight plan?  Do they give preference to NRP over a non-NRP?  The problems with the remarks not being readily visible in URET are not being addressed.  The point was made that controllers see a clear difference between reroutes and vectoring.  Most controllers see NRP having to do with routes and reroutes and not routine vectoring.  A key point that was discussed was that any problems that currently exist with NRP would likely still exist in NRR.  It was discussed and not clear if you have to be level at altitude at pitch points.

Debbie clarified a previously discussed issue of controllers providing “directs” to pilots.  Back in 2000, an agreement was reached to only clear aircraft direct the last fix in your ARTCC or the first fix in the next ARTCC.  NATCA national did not agree with this decision.  In Orlando, (CDM meeting) all agreed to re-implement this procedure.  The Direct-2 tool that has been tested by NASA is not an FAA tool.  NASA has reported on the testing but FAA has no current plans to act on any NASA recommendations.

A recommendation was made to jointly train FAA and users on how to use the HAR system.  Most of the users advised that they were not yet ready for any type of briefing or training on HAR.  The program office has some tentative plans to provide some training, briefings, and maybe user guides on some available web pages.  Debbie suggested the use of the CDM web site for this.

Users expressed concerns as to the expectations of HAR with the regular use of MITs.  

There is now a web site being developed for SUA information.  It is currently being enhanced and will need users to test it in the future.  The web site is www.sua.faa.gov.  The site gets its data from MILOPS and most feel the data is suspect.  There seem to be many CHI problems with the site and which points to the need for user involvement for further development.  Any NRR testing should be coupled with testing of the SUA site.

It was reported that all of the waypoints in the HAT7 are updated in normal 56-day releases.  America West advised that they order special data sets for waypoints, fixes, etc. due to equipment limitations.

Several specific suggestions were made and documented:

· Users need the specific data on waypoints, points, etc. prior to being able to fully participate

· This data should be passed to Volpe so they can plan to show this on the ASDI feed

· Need all restrictions on the charts

· Need a quality control check of the data

· Load all of this data into RMT and integrate it with CDRs, Playbooks, etc.

· Provide some guidance/suggestions to users on good routes around SUAs

· Explore AOS pulling SUA data from the HOST and loading it into other systems

· Consider using the same process that was previously used to advertise CDRs

One user presented his vision of being able to use RMT integrated with SUA for route planning.  Users discussed how they might use waypoints/pitch/catch points along with STARs/SIDs/PARs, etc. to construct a route.  Users do feel they will need all the information in their systems prior to being able to construct a good flight plan.  Most feel that in the early stages they will have to come up with many short-term solutions and they will only get the full benefit when they are able to construct or rebuild a route over the flight planning system.  

The high level goals of the program were stated as: Implement, Expand, and Use.

Users asked the ARTCC teams to think about the process that will be used to transition to full HAR, with lower altitudes and across the country.  Users would like to be able to have some idea of the end state of the system for future planning of equipment and resources.

Charlie called for another process check to summarize where the group is.  The group documented the following recommendations:

· Ensure this group gets back together in the future with flight teams, users, and a set agenda

· Develop a list of problems identified during previous meetings

· Need continuing education, training, especially on flight planning issues

· Need to ensure “frontline controllers and dispatchers” get the information and training needed

· Want HITL modeling for flight planner with ATC resources available

· Robust testing

· Simulations of both no HAR and HAR processes (POET/SDAT)

· Ensure we leave this meeting with a plan to justify the flight team members participation in future meetings of this group

· Have set meeting objectives:

· NRP/NRR

· Flight plan programming

· End-state vision of NAR/HAR

· Trajectory planning; PDAR/PAR/SID/Pitch/Catch, etc.

· Would like to learn more of dispatchers duties

· Concern that there are other stakeholders in the system that need to provide input

General discussion issues:

· Some feel that HAR is somewhat exclusionary since it requires entry/exit at pitch and catch points

· There is concern that this program has been briefed multiple ways

· ZAU participant emphasizes that HAR will be ineffective if MIT is used in conjunction with it.  Is there any tool being developed to reduce MITs?

· A suggestion was made to develop a list of TM issues to be addressed to meet TM and ATC needs

· There were discussions on CDRs and Playbooks and how they are or may be contrary to the HAR philosophies

· Are there currently pitch/catch points developed for GA airports?  Now there are none.  The West portion of the US where Phase 1 is does not have many major GA airports.  It is expected this will be very different in the East and South

Bill Cranor conducted a presentation on User issues with HAR.  The presentation is attached.

The point was made that the FAA could run any simulations, but the airlines should do any benefits analysis.  Some users thought COA had already done some analysis on NRR versus NRP.  A key point was made that NRR does not replace anything.  All options will be still be available.

Thursday Session

The Thursday session opened with a presentation on the CDM web site.  The URL is metronaviation.com/cdm.  The many different sections of the site were previewed and discussions centered on how it might be used for communicating HAR information.  The “What’s New This Month” section was thought to be a candidate section for some of the initial HAR information.

While on the Metron site, the group also previewed the POET section of the site.  POET is seen as a very good analysis tool.  There are a number of tutorials for POET on the site and new tutorials are regularly added.  POET is found in all TMUs.  Most regular users felt that POET should be used with SDAT for the best analysis results.

Participants thought that there was no need for a new group.  With CRWG and DRVSM both working to solve the specific problems; there should be no need for another group to address the same problems.  Future collaborative sessions are desired and anticipated.  The program leads should determine logistics such as location, funding, etc.  

Charlie led the group in summarizing the recommendations, tasks, and key issues to be addressed by the group.  Listed below are the documented results and discussions:

Recommendations:

· Future collaborative sessions like this one to interact to resolve issues that have arisen.  This group would work towards implementation of the HAR design.

· The collaborative session is tasked with addressing and resolving the concerns and issues.

Tasks of Collaborative Sessions:

· Describe the HAR design as it was intended to be used by the designers.
· Development of the education and training materials for a broad range of people who would interact with the HAR design
· Develop a process for information dissemination (i.e., using the customer alphabet groups) or using an automated system
Key Issues to be addressed:

· Need education, training and dissemination of HAR design, both intent and concepts
· Users need to know end state and required equipment.
· It has been identified that other stakeholders would need to be involved in these sessions for success (e.g., flight planning vendors, DoD, etc.)
· Need to determine the How and Who for overall and benefits analysis.
· Need timelines for HAR.  What are the existing timeline and what adjustments will be required to meet the timelines?
· Need specific benefits analysis to include both past and future:
· What data will be used?
· What were/are the assumptions?
· What were/will be the outcomes?
· What is the process to get information to program office?
· Need to clearly develop/understand expectations that come out of future sessions 
· The program office will determine tasking for flight teams to address any issues raised.
· Want to know the timeline for expansion.
· Want to understand the connection between NAR and HAR.
· Want to clearly understand the process of how customers can be involved in the HAR process in the future.
· Want feedback on issues and concerns that are raised.
· Want to clearly identify a means to continue dialog between groups 
· Need clear methods to update timelines for the process
· HAR program office asked for guidance from CDM on who they think should receive the training
· FAA/Users must conduct detailed communications to ensure clear understanding of how the systems work and how needed training can be developed.
Discussion issues:

· Users feel that the presentation yesterday by Bill C. covered most of the user concerns, but most feel it would be prudent to also review minutes of previous forums to make sure all issues are covered.  The next session should address all of the concerns.

· Users would like to use some type of modeling of HAR procedures to look at changing flight plans.

· Users need to know expectations, especially concerning reductions of MITs that are seen as needed to gain benefits from HAR participation.

· Users have major concerns with aircraft equipment issues.  Some users with large RJ fleets may have to double some equipment to reach redundancy to gain full benefits.

· Point made that an evolving concept of operations would be a helpful tool.  The program office advised that the Advisory Circular has the system description.

· Additionally, most of the needed information is on the NAR web site.  The site is not linked to the ATCSCC web site.  

· There are some concerns that there are misunderstandings of the content of the Advisory Circular.

· Many users will have different levels of needs and use based on several factors; where they fly, equipment type, etc.  Education is one thing, but providing specific input to the user community on future design is vital.

· Most users make a strong case for needing end state information for critical planning of equipment, procedures, resources, etc.

· Is there any common analysis methods that all can agree on?  The HAR office has some data.

Training Team Joins HAR Breakout:

The CDM Training Team joined the HAR breakout meeting to discuss specific training needs for the HAR initiative.  Bill provided a brief overview of the issues that have been raised at this session.  The following issues were documented:

· Need to complete an assessment of training needs.

· Training in general is an identified deficiency.

· Users may not be ready to participate in training at this time because of equipment, resources, timing, funding, etc.  Users should be ready prior to the development of training.

· Users would like to have some type of sample flight plans.

· All users must have an overall knowledge of what the system does prior to working training issues.

· Users concerned with credibility of having “our ducks in a row” prior to having airline training.

There were some concerns expressed about the lack of specific discussions on program details.  The bulk of the meaningful discussions were on process.  The FLTs came to this meeting fully prepared to discuss specific routes and issues associated with their individual ARTCCs and those discussions did not take place.  NATCA members of the FLTs expressed their frustration with the lack of specific discussions and indicated that they would not participate in future discussions within CDM.
End of Thursday’s HAR Breakout session notes
FCA Team Breakout Session

Collaborative Routing Workshop

America West Flight Training Center

Phoenix, AZ

January 20 – 22, 2004

Wednesday Session
The FCA/Reroute Work Group (FCA WG) met in breakout sessions from the CRWG Meeting in Phoenix, AZ on the 21st and 22nd of January, 2004.   Although the full team was not present, the meetings provided opportunities to meet with Volpe personnel, some new Field traffic flow management representatives, the Training WG, and the ICE-FM WG.  The FCA WG was therefore able to clarify plans for Integrated Dynamic Flight Lists and FEA Training for the Spring 2004, and to coordinate opportunities to work with the ICE-FM Work Group.

Action Items from the meeting are included in the Notes and summarized as Attachment 1.  These Actions will be incorporated into the master list of FCA WG Action Items for tracking and review by the entire WG at its next meeting.

After review and approval, these notes will be posted at   www.metronaviation/cdm/Workgroups/FCA-Reroute
Attendees:  

Mark Libby, Ed Olsen, Jo Damato, and John Martin from the FCA WG.

Rick Oisen and Ken Howard from Volpe.

Pat Harten from Metron, 
Mike Krause from AUA-TAC, and
Field TMCs who were extremely helpful -- Joe Garcia (ZMA) and Chuck McGrady (ZID).

Interactive Dynamic Flight List:

As a first step to set a context, Mark Libby briefly walked us through a scenario describing how Electronic Exception Handling would work using the Dynamic Flight List concepts the FCA WG defined and captured in Savannah (see FCA Meeting Notes from Savannah, 12 – 15 JAN04).  He described the Interactive Dynamic List concept as the building block or basis on which we will likely build Electronic Exception.

Ed Olsen then presented a diagram to help illustrate the concept graphically.
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Clicking on items in an Interactive Dynamic List for which exceptions
would be needed presents a new “coordination box’ like that below
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The assembled group discussed some of the questions regarding monitoring lists for changes:

· A Phone Call to touch those with whom there is need to coordinate is probably still necessary to prompt action or call attention to a need for action.

· Monitoring the DL when busy may not be effective enough.

· Pat Harten pointed out that monitoring a display for a “Red” alert indicator eventually did work well with the DSP tool.

· Field representatives present felt some sort of alarm or notification would be valuable along with a display change such as an item in the list turning “red.”  They also felt that gradual phase-in time and training will be important during initial implementations.

The group also discussed who provides the route change to affected aircraft.  It was generally agreed that:

· If the reroute applies to a time more than 45 minutes away, the airline would issue the route change.

· If it is less than 45 minutes to the route change, the FAA/Center would issue the change.

In general the timing of Reroute Issuance may have a big impact on procedures.  If airborne, we expect to handle the reroute clearance the same way as today; i.e., tactically by the pilot/center. 

Some Requirements Questions from Volpe:  

· Should we add a line/indicator of some sort to show flights above and beyond the 45-minute point?
Yes. This seems like a good idea if unobtrusive.
· Should we show assigned route(s) and current route(s) (even if UPT)?   
Yes.  Perhaps it should be similar to EMT Lists; i.e., filterable and configurable.
· Prototypes and mock-ups for review prior to finalizing design would be helpful. 
It was also agreed that the field needs to know that an Exception has been requested, even if there is no approval/action required yet.  In other words, Approval display and Status display of information should probably be separate functions. 
We also acknowledged again the new level of display complexity with the likely need to somehow show aircraft on different, but compliant routes.  Maybe use two windows to show ‘Compliant’ vs. ‘Not Compliant’ but also some way to distinguish ‘Not Compliant’ vs. ‘Not Compliant but OK.’
FCA Action Item:  Rick Oiesen & Ken Howard, Volpe indicated they had enough information to write a new Draft OpsCon based on the discussion/learning from this session along with notes from the FCA WG meetings in Savannah.  

NOTE:  In preparation for the OpsCon, Volpe will also review the Requirements, Scenarios and Flow Diagrams from the FCA Savannah Meeting and will advise if they have any questions or need any clarifications.
This OpsCon will then be reviewed at the next FCA WG Meeting (12-13FEB at Metron in Herndon, VA). 

Review/Organization of Fields for Reroute Dynamic Flight Lists:
With Volpe facilitating, we then reviewed each field in current reroute lists and added those we thought would be necessary to proceed with the concept of Integrated Interactive Dynamic Flight Lists.

	ACID
	Status
	FCA

Entry

Time
	FCA

Exit Time
	Dept.

Arpt
	Arriv.

Arpt
	ETD
	AC Type
	SPD
	ALT
	ROUTE

Curr/Assign
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Also will probably need to know:

In FCA?
ADVZY # or Name
   Compliant
   Category 
   Approved
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         --
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        No
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(maybe with LINK to ADVZY and to Graphic display of the Route)

Filtering:

· By En Route Center

· By Tiers

· By Departure vs. Overflight

· By Current vs. Assigned Route  (may be for ATCSCC only)

· By Route Segment (from Field 10)

Sorting:

· By clicking column headers

· Primary, Secondary, Tertiary filter sorts

The DEFAULT for fields will be Customizable.

Organization:

· Sort by any criteria definable
-  Multiple Windows as needed, each of which could be Sorted/Filtered differently.

· Save standard/frequent filters

· Q?:  Capability to minimize different windows

· Q?:  Send “Compliant” flights to the bottom of the List.

En Route Modeling Tool:
We briefly discussed the status of the Modeling Tool.
It was agreed that the tool was valuable for all Flow Managers, but would be available for the ATCSCC first if Development constraints/schedules dictate a phased approach.

We also reconfirmed that we need to see a final Draft of the OpsCon that TUT was refining with our comments from the DEC03 Review.  Discussion with Paul Eure indicated the re-Draft had been completed but apparently sharing it back with the FCA WG had been overlooked.  There is an existing Action to remind Mark Marchese of the requirement.

Training Meeting:
The FCA WG met with the Training WG to discuss plans for FEA Training for the upcoming summer season.  
The Training WG advised they had received budget approval for $150K for training FEA and ETMS 7.8 this Spring.  They received our recommendations from the NOV and DEC03 FCA WG Meetings, but have planned a Train-the-Trainer approach to take place at the ATCSCC.
Mark Libby repeated the FCA WG strong desire for field training on the new FEA concepts and processes.   We continue to feel that on-site training with passionate supporters from the FCA WG and strong users will be most effective and give us the best return for any training budget.  ‘Buttonology’ is not as important as concepts, philosophies, culture changes, etc. required to really make FEA use effective.  This is a problem that occurred last year.  All in the FCA WG strongly supported this view that “what and why” is more important than “how”.

A constraint to changing the plan is that the Training procedure for 2004 will have to be “I and I” reviewed/approved by TUT on MON, 26JAN04.  The Training WG graciously agreed to consider FCA WG input/proposals if they could be captured immediately and presented in the same format as that they reviewed with us.

FCA Action Item:  Mike Krause, Prepare Draft FCA WG 2004 Training Proposal in the same format for review by the FCA WG 22JAN.  
We also discussed need for airlines to train on the same concepts and philosophy pieces in order to realize maximum benefit for all stakeholders.  A problem is that many airlines have already scheduled their “recurrent training” plans for this year.  This may present an opportunity for reviewing FEAs in some cases, but limits options for scheduling flexibility in other cases.  John Martin will attempt to do some coordination with airlines to help ensure this FEA subject/need is covered.  When possible, in conjunction with FAA rollout/field training, some visits to airline Ops centers could be supported by the proposed FAA trainers.  Again, a mixed team of FAA and Airline personnel will likely make the strongest impression on all stakeholders as to how important the FEA concept could be.

Thursday Session
Attendees included:  

Mark Libby, Ed Olsen, Jo Damato, and John Martin from the FCA WG.

Rick Oiesen and Ken Howard from Volpe.

Pat Harten from Metron, 
Mike Krause from AUATAC, 
Joe Garcia (ZMA) and Chuck McGrady (ZID).
Ved Sud joined us for this session and Phil Smith joined us for a brief time.

Training Plan:

The first order of business was to review the FCA WG revised Training Plan for FEAs and ETMS 7.8.  Input and mark-ups were presented to Mike Krause.

FCA Action Item:  Mike Krause, Revise the Plan document with input from the group.  Send it to Steve Bell and Carol Catron, with copies to Ed Olsen and Mark Libby, by 23JAN.  

Some additional ideas/comments regarding training were discussed by the group:

· The training sessions will run approximately four hours and will consist of approximately three hours of “concept/philosophy/culture” discussions and a brief introduction to ETMS 7.8, followed by one hour of Practicum training (on the floor or in labs as available or deemed necessary).  This four-hour workshop will be repeated twice a day for up to three days at each facility.

· The best hours for training may be a split shift such as 1200 – 2000, to catch both morning and evening shifts and maximum staffing periods.

· The functionality changes for ETMS 7.8 FEAs are pretty minimal – draw FEAs/FCAs as a single line (vs. a polygon), Create Reroute Dialog Box (an ATCSCC function only), and new formats for ADVZYs.

· 10 people in a Cadre Training Team could cover 2 facilities each and complete necessary on-site training in just a couple of weeks.
· No travel would be necessary to ZOB or ZKC where FCA WG members already work, and travel will be regional when possible to minimize expense.

· At least a portion of the ZOB video clip on FEAs should be used to demonstrate how FEAs might be used and spur interest and creativity on a local basis.

· Miami Center would need training after the week of 11APR to avoid the impact of the final Snowbird push.  Evenings might be best for them.

· Advance notice of 28 days will be needed for on-site training to allow proper scheduling.  

· Expect approximately 30 people to attend a training session over the three-day period.  Some operational supervisors, TRACON TMCs and perhaps even some airline personnel will likely be invited to attend some sessions.  

· The POCs should attend as many of the sessions as possible to ensure they are ready to lead the effort and to train any ‘stragglers’ after Cadre trainers leave.
POCs will also be responsible for training TRACON TMCs in their area and perhaps visiting AOCs or other industry customers.
FCA Action Item:  Mark Libby, Send the POC List to Field Facilities to ensure they attend.  

FCA Action Item:  Mark Libby, Coordinate a time for FCA WG members or designees to work with Carol Catron and the Training Dept to develop any necessary curriculum pieces for the FEA training. 
FCA Action Item:  John Martin, Ed Olsen, Jo Damato, Arrange industry support and assistance for FEA Training, and coordinate FAA appearance at Industry workshops when possible.  

FCA Action Item:  Mark Libby, Send Severe Wx Training Agenda to Ed Olsen to coordinate Ed’s attendance/help at an FEA discussion.  

ETMS 7.9:
During this meeting and in the Savannah meeting, there has been some discussion of development candidates for ETMS release 7.9 (due out in the Fall of 2004).  There are many important and fairly large feature requests on the list of possible development items and the FCA WG has given Volpe a full plate of requests, but the laws of Physics would indicate not everything will make the final cut for delivery in the 7.9 release.  The FCA WG will continue to recommend features and products for 7.9 and 8.0 but will accept our role as input and idea generator.  We do not set final priorities; we only develop requirements and make recommendations.  

A list of 7.9 candidates was presented by Volpe during the CRWG sessions and is included for informational purposes as Attachment 2 to this document.

Meeting Schedules:
The FCA WG reviewed and adjusted schedules for upcoming meetings as follows:

FEB Meeting #1:
FEB 12 (THU, 0800 – 1600, full day), 
 


FEB 13 (FRI,  0800 – 1200, half day)




Metron in Herndon, VA




Need to finalize approval with Metron




Jo Damato already sent a meeting notice and tentative agenda,
 


which will include:

· OpsCon Reviews

· Training Plans

· Dynamic Flight Lists

· Data Analysis Plans

FEB Meeting #2:
FEB 23 (MON, half day, 1300 – 1600)




FEB 24 (TUE, full day, 0800 – 1600)




Northrop Grumman in Reston, VA




Agenda TBD depending on FEB Meeting # 1

MAR Meeting:

MAR 30, 31 and APR 1



Tentative, depending on need

We also agreed that at least one mid-summer meeting should be planned to check on progress, needs, new issues, etc.

ICE-FM:
Dr. Phil Smith joined us at this time to further discuss ICE-FM cooperation possibilities and other cross-group ideas.

He briefly discussed the possibilities of integrating Dynamic Lists with RMT options (playbooks and CDRs, with a reroute viewer sort of tool).

He also discussed reviewing multiple reroute options in collaboration with customers, and the difficult question of how to receive, evaluate and respond to multiple options.  We agreed and noted that the FCA WG is already considering this in its concepts for DFL/EE.

We briefly discussed the need/use of machine-readable format ETMS data so customers can write their own applications as desired/needed.  Ken and Rick plan to prepare a paper explaining how this will/should be done.  

Dr. Smith basically concurs and supports FCA WG DFL approach.

All agreed that continued close communication/coordination between ICE-FM and the FCA WG is desirable.  

FCA Breakout Meeting

Attachment 1: Action Items: FCA WG Meeting, 20 - 21 JAN 04

	No.
	ACTION
	Responsible
	When
	Status
	Comments

	0121-1
	Write a new Draft DFL OpsCon based on the discussion/learning from PHX session and notes from the FCA WG meetings in SAV.  
	Rick Oiesen, Ken Howard
	10FEB
	OPEN
	

	0121-2
	Draft FCA WG Training Plan Proposal in ATT-240 format 
	M. Krause
	22JAN 
	Done
	

	0122-1
	Final FCA WG 2004  Training Plan Proposal to S. Bell, C. Catron  
	M. Krause
	23JAN 
	Done
	

	0122-2
	Send POC List to Field Facilities to ensure they attend FEA Training.  
	Mark Libby
	FEB04
	OPEN
	

	0122-3
	Coordinate time for FCA WG members or designees to work with C. Catron / Training Dept to develop any curriculum for FEA 2004 training.  
	Mark Libby
	FEB04
	OPEN
	

	0122-4
	Arrange industry support and assistance for FEA Training, and coordinate FAA appearance at Industry workshops when possible.  
	John Martin, Ed Olsen,
 Jo Damato
	FEB04
	OPEN
	

	0122-5
	Send Severe Wx Training Agenda to Ed Olsen to coordinate Ed’s attendance/help  w/ FEA discussion.  
	Mark Libby
	FEB04
	OPEN
	

	0122-6
	Complete coord. for room at Metron for 12-13FEB FCA WG Mtg
	Jo Damato
	31JAN04
	Done
	Terri Rose confirmed we have a room for 12-13FEB


FCA Breakout Meeting

Attachment 2: Potential Enhancements for ETMS 7.9 (Tentative)

The list presented by Volpe during CRWG general session on 21JAN04.

· Reroute Modeling.

· General Aviation Airport Program:  New type of GDP tailored to deal with GA Traffic.

· DVRSM Support; e.g., indication of which flights are non-compliant

· FEA/FCA Enhancements

· A List of over 40 has been provided by the FCA Group

· Improve the FEA/FCA filtering box: Separate Tabs for primary and secondary filters, ability to filter by route segment, and partial rearrangement of the secondary filter box.

[NOTE for FCA WG:  We were told to expect 12 or 13 of these 40 items to make 7.9]

· Provide Timeline functionality for the Center Monitor.

· That is, from the Center Monitor allow the user to examine flights, turn green, show bar chart, request and alert report.

· Use reroutes attached to an Advisory for ETMS predictions

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

· Dynamic Reroute Flight List
[NOTE for FCA WG:  This is the first step in our IDFL concept, which is the basis for Electronic Exception Handling and other future enhancements.]

· CCSD enhancements

· Allow access to RMT database from Early Intent function.

· Others to be determined.

NOTE:  The FAA is now deciding which of these enhancements should be in 7.9.

End of Thursday’s FCA Breakout session notes/attachments 

Training Team Breakout Session

Collaborative Routing Workshop

America West Flight Training Center

Phoenix, AZ

January 20 – 22, 2004

Wednesday Session

Spring Training Update:

Steve Bell, ATCSCC – ATT-240 provided the FAA status update on the FEA/FCA training initiative. The impact from the lack of future NATCA participation is still being determined. The current plan includes NATCA participation in FEA/FCA training and Steve is not sure how to conduct this training without NATCA participation. A March/April time frame for training was planned. 

Minimal procedure changes need to be trained for the FAA field and only slightly more changes need to be trained for the ATCSCC. Comprehensive FCA training is planned to make up for shortcomings of past training.  The new training will include scenarios.  Feedback from the field was that past training was “perishable”. Feedback from the airlines was that procedures are not fully defined and a better understanding of the process is needed.
2004 changes include:

· Adding public FEAs. Airlines are looking for more sharing of FEAs

· Incorporate scenario based training
· Update the “buttonology”
Issues/problems:

· Past training was piecemeal

· Lack of training resources

· Lack of adequate training budget

· Training must be completed before the start of severe weather season

The training plan will be submitted to the TFM User Team (TUT) for I&I.
Current Training plan:

Bring facility reps to ATCSCC to train (28 people for 1 day) with ATCSCC. Each facility rep. would train back at their facilities.  Airlines are interested in sending reps to attend FAA training at the ATCSCC. Setup so the airlines can attend training with/at the ATCSCC this spring.
Action Item 11: Steve Bell will provide the draft training proposal to be posted with the minutes.
Training Issues:

1. Training new tools and procedures when the use of the new function is still maturing. A new approach is needed but it cannot be fixed this year.

2. No needs assessment on what is really needed to support CDM training. We need to train to basic operations – the Ops Concept was added to this years training.

3. Lack of understanding of the impact of the technology and its usage on the “system”.

4. The training of the people is behind the technology (Training/Technology Gap).

5. Short term and long term joint training goals need to be established, that include a budget, criteria, and expectations.

Spring 2000 training is often referenced as a successful model, as it promoted communications among users and service providers. However, some customers reported mixed results.
The process of coordinating training needs with other subgroups needs to be tightened up to ensure pre-coordination. Interfacing with the other subgroups is currently a problem.
Items to take back to the CDM group:

1. No CDM priority for training/funding.

2. Subgroups need to determine what they want to train and develop procedures so the training group can develop training packages (subgroups should provide the content). The training group will them develop the courses and training package.

3. More support is needed from professional training experts.

Recommendation:

A comprehensive training needs assessment should be conducted. Steve said this would be inline with Russ Chew’s desire to raise the priority for training. The assessment should include; training options (E-training), how to collaborate (teaching buttons is not enough), problem solving.
The group discussed shift change problems (impacts from the prior day on today’s actions). It was noted that we often have a lack of trust among players.  Tim Matuszewski, UAL suggested soft skills training for ATC coordinators to improve collaboration.  Steve said that soft skills should be practiced operationally everyday and the entire ATCSCC staff are trained in soft skills.  It was suggested that all stake holders be trained in and utilize collaboration skills.  
POET and the Jupiter simulation system can/will be used to support future training. 
Steve presented and the group discussed the wheel of collaborators (see chart, Figure 1). In this model the ATCSCC (at the center) acts as the facilitator. Key points:

· Consensus in needed to be effective

· Continual process

· Learning

· Eliminated “Monday Morning Quarterbacking”

· All sides need to recognize that some thins are not appropriate for collaboration.

· Time limits and rules must be established

Figure 1
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Other Product Training Update:

Update provided by Darin Meyers of MIT LL:

CWIS:

· CWIS vision of training for summer is to be completed and delivered to the ATCSCC by February 13 to include in the spring 2004 training packages. 
· Road show training to start March 1. Darin will travel to the ATCSCC, Centers, and airlines.
· Darin will coordinate CWIS training at FAA facilities with the ATCSCC training department.

· Darin noted that LL trains the science, not the procedures.

· CWIS has been extended into Canada and includes Canadian routes.

· Active Emails in fielded CWIS machines.

· Quick Reference cards provided with machines.

· CCFP may develop the same type of quick reference card.

ITWS

· LL is conducting a benefits analysis for Atlanta. 

· The report is due out in March and will be distributed for review.

· Initial analysis indicates $50M in benefits just at Atlanta.

· This season was bad, but delays were 40% less than before ITWS.

· Atlanta ITWS deployed at the TRACON, Center, and Tower. Darin mentioned that Atlanta Controllers work Towers, Centers, and TRACONs in rotation.
· ITWS also installed at MIA and DCA (Potomac TRACON)

· Darin will provide an example of the ITWS training CBI as an example of what not to do (its not liked by the field).

· LL plans to have their training completed by April 1st, the official start of convective weather season.

ITWIS Web Prototype:

· A web based prototype is being developed and tested over the CDMnet.

· Web based ITWS is being integrated into a national map.

· A static IP is needed to join the test (currently just Delta is connected)

· Contact Tim Grovac, ATCSCC, and Rick Oiesen, Volpe for access.
Route Availability Training Tool (RAPT):

· Project is funded by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.
· Deployed at New York area TRACONs and Towers.

· Training materials are available.

ITWS Sites:

Prototype (run by LL)


Production (via CDMnet)
MCO




MIA/FLL/PBI

MEM




DC/DCA/IAD/BWI

DFW




ATL/ATZ

NYC




ORD/MDW

Metron Training Update:

Provided by Sandy Clover of Metron Aviation:

· Diane Boone is leading Metron’s FAA ATCSCC training.
· DeAnna Hines is leading Metron’s Airline and FAA field training.

· JAVA FSM release training update is being developed.

· JAVA FSM will probably be redeployed at a few ATCSCC positions, LGA and SFO.

· Enhancements will come in future JAVA FSM releases.

· FSM 1.8.7 Classic will only be updated as necessary to maintain compatibility for the C++ version.
· Metron is utilizing the Jupiter simulation system in training. Jupiter provides interactive training and helps with collaboration. 

· RT-FSA changes CBI will be available in the ETMS 7.8 time frame.

· The Integrated Analysis Tool (IAT) will eventually replace the PA-FSA.

· IAT is a web base analysis tool.

· ETMS 7.8 CBI will include: FEA/FCA changes, Create Reroute Function, and Dynamic Sectorization.

· The draft training CBI for ETMS 7.8 changes will be posted on the web for the airlines by mid February to support their development of recurrent training. Note to airlines, this is only a draft and may change before the final.
· The final training CBI for ETMS 7.8 will be available to FAA facilities by March 1, 2004.

· Airline and Field ECR with SCS capability is being developed and integrated into JAVA FSM.
· RMT 1.3 CBI is available.

· POET CBI is available.
Action Item 12: Tim Matuszewski, Set-up a telcon to discuss the ETMS 7.8 CBI after the draft is released. Telcon to be set up approximately one week after the draft CBI is posted (approximately the 3rd week of February).

It was suggested that a holistic approach to training be utilized, not just knowledge and applications.  The training group will make recommendation for the proper type and approach to training after consulting with the workgroup responsible for content.

The Training Workgroup joined the FCA Workgroup to discuss the FEA/FCA Training proposal.
The group discussed the 3 options for training presented in the training proposal.  The FCA team had originally proposed bringing 28 Field POC to the ATCSCC for training. The POCs would then return to the field and train their facilities ($150K allotted for this type of training).
Alternative Recommendation:

The FCA Workgroup proposed a training alternative with the idea to use people that believe in FCAs and an airline dispatcher as trainers.  They recommended 10-14 Severe Weather Specialists (FAA trainers) that would go to the field to train. Airline AOCs would regionally participate in the field training. The FCA Workgroup emphasized that more than “buttonology” needs to be trained, the focus should be on FEAs and philosophy of use (giving the users the first shot at rerouting). Having trainers that speak from the heart and really believe in FEAs/FCAs is thought to be the key to successful implementation by the FCA Workgroup. The Workgroup said that, everyone already understands the tool, but training the procedure is what is needed and what was missing last season. Using this approach the trainers and training materials are almost ready. The FCA Workgroup needs to review the final training package and logistic/planning issues need to be worked. The philosophy piece of training needs to be developed, it’s not in the current package. But, the real value is having a person with knowledge of the philosophy giving the training. UAL, NWA, and COL are committed to help with this training, but dates are needed ASAP. 

Additional Comments:

· The ETMS CBI is funded for ETMS 7.8, but only teaches buttonology.

· Airlines that voluntarily reroute based on the FEA will not be included in the FCA list (less chance of additional reroutes). FEAs provide and opportunity that benefits the airlines (not necessarily the FAA).

· Some airlines already have recurrent training scheduled. John Martin offered to try to coordinate training schedules for airlines.
· Training teams would just go to 20 Centers, not the TRACONs

· The Power Point needs minor update from last week’s changes.

Action Item 13: Carol Catron, Will post the updated FCA Training Package on the FCA web page and explode a message to the group when posted.

Training Schedule:
· March 13 to April 13, 2004

· Travel Monday and Friday

· Train Tuesday through Thursday

Steve Bell needs the updated proposal with proposed time frames (using the same format as the original proposal) from the FCA Workgroup as soon as possible to get I&I started and this alternative recommendation approved. The FCA workgroup took the action to update the proposal and provide to Steve (see FCA Action Items).
Thursdays Session
Steve Bell opened Thursdays meeting with a discussion of the challenges facing TFM training and ideas for improvement.  The FAA training department has been looking to academia for ideas to improve training and add science to the training approach. Steve detailed a model (one of many available) of the training process (see figure 2 & 3) and proposed that the training group consider it as the model to be adopted for FAA TFM/CDM training. He noted that the first 3 steps (first 3 boxes) are not currently done in the FAA (lack of funding), and we don’t currently do the evaluation stage very well.  Steve noted that people are connected to the technology, but we have a lag between the technology and skills.  The less we training the wider the gap becomes.  The group had a long discussion of the model process presented and discussed what is necessary for successful training (figure 4).
Figure 2

Figure 3

Figure 4.
Diagram of what is needed for successful training


Steve recommended that an organizational assessment is needed to determine what really needs to be trained. The Training group discussed making a recommendation to the CDM leadership to conduct a needs assessment for training.  It was suggested that the results/recommendations from the needs assessment could be implemented on a small scale and rolled out over time.

Issues:

· Does TFM training stay in-house and what is ATX’s role?

· Funding the airline piece of the training.

· Impact of the TFM-M contract, schedules, and contractor training.

· FAA reorganization impact.

· Resources for needs assessment.

· The Cost/Benefit of closing the training gap.

· Buy in for an assessment needed from CDM leadership and S2K.

The Training group decided to present the discussed approach (details would come latter) and ideas for fixing the problems to the CDM group at the meeting close “out brief”. Tim Matuszewski will also share this idea at the next S2k meeting and request that S2k members get behind this initiative.

Action Item 14: Tim Matuszewski, Set up a Joint Training Team telecom on Thursday, Feb 5 from 10:00-11:00 Eastern to finalize the meeting schedule for 2004.
End of Thursday’s Training Breakout session notes
CDR/Playbook Team Breakout Session

Collaborative Routing Workshop

America West Flight Training Center

Phoenix, AZ

January 20 – 22, 2004

Wednesday Session
Attendees:

Dr. Phil Smith, Terry L. Peterson, Gretchen Wilmouth, Dennis Tiszafalvy, Bob Ocon, Mike Klinker, Jim Ries, Curt Kaler, John Berggren, Bill English, Gerry Vanderhock, Bill Leber, Bill Cranor, Debbie Johannes, Ved Sud, and Paul Pederson. 

Agenda:

· Advanced coordination needed

· Data base consistency 

· 10 / City Pairs

· PDRs, PDARs, PARs

· CDR Advisories

· NBAA

· Airport participation

· Naming conventions

· Post-operations analyses

Discussion:  
Phil Smith provided the agenda.  He noted the deployment of the Route Management Tool (RMT) 3.0 on December 10, 2003.  RMT functionality has been covered in past CR Working Group meetings.  The RMT database allows associations between Playbook and Coded Departure Routes (CDRs).  The National Playbook manager has used RMT to modify Playbook in the last several versions.  Gretchen Wilmouth, Metron Aviation, said two new fields were added in V3.0 -- associated play and PlayModFlag.  PlayModFlag can be set for modifications and used to search for changes to the database.  
Advanced Coordination Needed:

Phil said CDRs with sharp turns require advance coordination with Air Traffic Control (ATC).  Only the CDR administrator can change the advance coordination required flag.  Jim Ries mentioned a need for “best practices” documentation and use for Center CDR administrators.  Phil mentioned training issues for both FAA and customers.  Discussion noted original intent of CDRs to “get out of Dodge” and abbreviated clearances but had been changed to re-routes, plays, and other uses.  The default setting for RMT/CDR is Y (yes) and can only be changed to N (no) (meaning prior approval is necessary) by the departure Center.  Terry Peterson noted that the Web page for changes was a good thing but keeping the database up to date and consistent is still a problem

Action Item 15:  ARTCC CDR Administrators, Deadline for Center CDR administrators for flagging CDR routes for their Centers is February 19, 2004.  NOTE:  Request a thorough update this time and routine maintenance on periodic update cycles. 
Action Item 16:  Phil Smith, Coordinate with CDM Training Working Group for information on required training.
Action Item 17:  Gretchen Wilmouth, Ensure the new RMT field information is included in training documentation and CBIs.
Action Item 18:  CR Working Group, Coordinate CDM educating/reaching other CDM and industry groups.  Issue:  Concern that information is not available to all pilots and NAS users.

Data Base Consistency:
The RMT uses a six digit coding to identify route with originating and destination airports in the first six places.  Additional identification of routing is currently limited to two digits in Hosts.  Discussion ensued about identifying options for automation using these two digits.  Gretchen said there is a need to standardize these two digits for automation.  Jim Ries said the FAA uses RMT differently than the AOCs.  Phil Smith emphasized the goal to identify routes needing pre-coordination.  He said if different properties of routes could be identified then automation could allow users to customize lists and ease routing selections. 

Sample List of Properties Used;

· Abbreviated clearances

· Shorthand code for data base access

· Preferred routes

· Other stereo routes

· Part of a Playbook play

Action Item 19:  Gretchen Wilmouth, Enhance RMT to be able to filter the data base to get tailored output.

Gretchen requested Center administrators provide MS Word, Excel, Access, text files, etc., to Metron to assist in reconciling RMT files.  Jim Ries mentioned this may be a problem with some Centers.

Recommendation 1:  Task Metron to verify and validate RMT routes one time.

Recommendation 2:  Use this process to update the RMT database on each periodic cycle.

Jim Ries said the goal is to have one consistent data base – the Host stereo files.  The process would be to have Center administrators update the RMT data base at any time; then, notify the Command Center (CC) when the route is certified and approved.  Centers can request the routes be blocked by the CC until approved.  He further requested an FAA AOS representative coordinate with this working group.  Mike Klinker said he would like a two-step user interface for RMT – (1) one interface for Visual Meteorological Conditions (VMC) days using city-pairs and preferred routes and (2) another interface for SWAP condition days.  

Recommendation 3:  Periodically, the Centers should do a consistency check of the RMT data base.

Terry Peterson said CDRs and Departure Procedures (DPs) for ZAB have some discrepancies and that Las Vegas has no DPs for Rattlesnake.  Terry said the abbreviated clearances need “clean” CDR data bases.  Phil Smith questioned whether this group should identify a requirement for a pre-staging data base at the stereo files for the long term.  This would facilitate a one-time data entry process.

Top Ten City Pairs: 
The group discussed the “top ten” CDRs per airport.  Issues:  Airlines have different reasons and ways of dealing with CDRs.  One consensus of the group is that an hour notice before takeoff is needed by airlines for refueling optional routes.  

Recommendation 4:  Recode the top ten CDRs for each city pair.  Notes: FAA polls customers to determine the top ten per city pair.  Other routes from the data base are coded differently.  Towers read back clearances on request if abbreviated clearances are not compatible with the CDRs.

PDRs, PDARs, and PARs: 
The group discussed PDRs, PDARs, and PARs.  Bill Leber said automation is needed to solve this.  En Route Automation Modernization (ERAM) may have an architecture that solves the problems.  Mike Klinker said we need a character (such as #) in the Host to cancel PDRs and PDARs.  Jim Ries noted that the User Request Evaluation Tool (URET) has separate processing going on.  The Host preferential system does not allow both an override for routes and also a check to ensure corre3ct flight plans.  Host upgrades are submitted to AOS.  We should have another group solve this.

Recommendation 5:  Provide capability for users to override preferential routes and modify flight plans.  Note:  This is a procedural change.

Mike Klinker would put this capability in CDRs because this is where he overrides flight plans.  This may be different at other facilities.  ZDC makes decisions late to use CDRs – aircraft may already be taxiing when decisions are made.

CDR Advisories:

Bob Ocon suggested that these should be specific, such as airway specific (expect CDRs out of EWK on J-60 and J-80), gate specific could be good, and time is even better.   Mike Klinker said ZDC uses departure fixes (expect CDRs to the N and NE fixes). 

Recommendation 6:  SPTs should make the expectation for CDRs as specific as possible.  Note:  There was no ATCSCC representation at this breakout.

Recommendation 7:  The automation tool for CDR advisories should have machine-readable capability.  Notes:  This is a candidate for NTML.  The Centers’ inputs to the ATCSCC should be simple to do and timely.  NWA, DAL, and AWA representatives heartily support this concept.

NBAA Update: 
Phil Smith spoke with Jo Damato and no immediate action is required on CDRs by the working group now.  Be ready for discussion when Jo reports back later.

Airport Participation on CDRs:  
Phil framed some reasons that some airports don’t embrace CDRs.  The earlier coordination is done the better the scenario in Phil’s estimation.  The ICE-FM group will look at this for automation candidates.


1) Fix Balancing.  Less coordination is needed.  Bob Ocon described how ZNY uses the Departure Spacing Program (DSP) for this.


2) Large Volume, Multi-Center, Vast Coordination.  Issues:  There is a need for responses from the CC more quickly.  Mike Klinker suggested that the “Big Dog” theory or delay balancing is behind this problem.  These issues are raised but not worked because they are seen as policies and procedures issues.


3) Airports Not Using Abbreviated Clearances.  Some are in this category and do not allow controllers to issue abbreviated clearances.


4) Airports Not Using CDRs.  This includes problems downstream and that controllers are not knowledgeable or trained in the use of CDRs. 

Naming Convention: 
Various attempts have been made to standardize CDR naming.  For example, ZMP has used the compass rose concept.  Bob Ocon pointed out that ZNY receives arrivals that are sequenced by other centers and uses DSP for domestic departures that are mostly W, NW, and SW.  Phil asked if this was a significant problem that we needed to spend time on.  The consensus was that this was not a significant problem.

Post-Operations Analysis: 
Phil asked if there was a need for post-ops analysis.  Bill Leber said that a comprehensive post-operational analysis on CDRs needed to be done.  This should investigate the interaction between miles-in-trail and CDRs.

Summary:
Before recapping the session in preparation for briefing the general group, Phil Smith asked if the group should be involved in issues involving the altitude spectrum (capping, LAADRing, etc.).  Bill Leber said no other working groups would be formed so this group would be the only group to work these issues.  Phil said he would take this to the main session.  He then summarized the main points discussed during this breakout session and indicated that the meeting scheduled for tomorrow would not be necessary.

End CDR/Playbook Breakout notes

Consolidated Action Items:

CR-Phoenix, January 20-22, 2004
	#
	Action Items From Phoenix CRWG (Jan 2004)
	Actionee

	1
	Provide workshop meeting schedules to CDM leadership for posting on the CDM Web site.


	All Subgroup Leads

	2
	Take recommendations from the ATCSCC in-house end of season review proposals and develop a strategy to merge the work of both groups (the FAA/Industry review) into a plan and strategy to implement recommendations for the spring of 2004.


	Debbie Johannes, FAA, Mark Libby, Mark Marchese

	3
	Develop a timeline to implement the training of the proposed items to be implemented. May 1 is deadline for implementation. Feb 6 feedback is due on the proposals (item 5 & 6 below) from Airlines/FAA Field) Draft procedures are due from workgroup on Feb 28.


	Debbie Johannes, FAA, Bill Leber, Bill Cranor, Steve Bell

	4
	Explode to CDM/CR participants the proposals from the ATCSCC end of season review for feedback.  Include, background information, minutes, etc.


	Mark Libby, ATCSCC, Jo Damato and John Martin

	5
	Airlines, ATC Coordinators provide feedback to CDM Airline Leads on the proposals exploded by Mark Libby. Due 2/6/04

	Airlines, ATC Coordinators

	6
	FAA OMs and STMCs, FAA OMs and STMCs provide feedback to Debbie on the proposals exploded by Mark Libby. Due 2/6/04

	FAA OMs and STMCs, FAA OMs and STMCs

	7
	ATCSCC Procedures Office, Draft procedures with proposed changes are due from workgroup. Due 2/28/04
	ATCSCC Procedures Office

	8
	Mark Libby implement changes received from the workgroup. (See item 7 above) Due 5/01/04

	Mark Libby, ATCSCC

	9
	Provide timelines of requirements for training development that can be published for use by the other WGs to coordinate with the Training Team.


	Training Team

	10
	Prepare a short report/presentation summarizing critical issues and needs for Training that Bill Cranor can present to S2K.

	Steve Bell


	#
	Action Items From Phoenix CRWG (Jan 2004)
	Actionee

	11
	Steve Bell will provide the draft training proposal to be posted with the minutes.


	Steve Bell

	12
	Set-up a telcon to discuss the ETMS 7.8 CBI after the draft is released. Telcon to be set up approximately one week after the draft CBI is posted (approximately the 3rd week of February).


	Tim Matuszewski, UAL

	13
	Carol Catron, will post the updated FCA Training Package on the FCA web page and explode a message to the group when posted. 
	Carol Catron

	14
	Set up a Joint Training Team telecom on Thursday, Feb 5 from 10:00-11:00 Eastern to finalize the meeting schedule for 2004.

	Tim Matuszewski

	15
	Deadline for Center CDR administrators for flagging CDR routes for their Centers is February 19, 2004.  NOTE:  Request a thorough update this time and routine maintenance on periodic update cycles. 

	ARTCC CDR Administrators

	16
	Coordinate with CDM Training Working Group for information on required training.

	Phil Smith

	17
	Ensure the new RMT field information is included in training documentation and CBIs.

	Gretchen Wilmouth, Metron

	18
	Coordinate CDM educating/reaching other CDM and industry groups.  Issue:  Concern that information is not available to all pilots and NAS users.


	CR Working Group

	19
	Enhance RMT to be able to filter the data base to get tailored output.
	Gretchen Wilmouth,

	
	Note: FCA Workgroup Action Items are tracked and maintained by the FCA Workgroup and are consolidated in the FCA breakout meeting notes section and on the FCA Workgroup Web site.
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	Note: FCA Workgroup Action Items are tracked and maintained by the FCA Workgroup and are consolidated in the FCA breakout meeting notes section and on the FCA Workgroup Web site.
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