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DRAFT

Meeting Minutes for the

Collaborative Routing (CR) Workshop

May 7-8, 2002

The CR workshop was held at the Sheraton North Hotel in Houston, Texas and hosted by Continental Airlines. Multiple breakout sessions were held at this meeting.  Minutes from each of the breakout groups are at the end of this document as attachments.  All action items have been consolidated and coded buy originating group and are contained in the Action Item section of this document.  Meeting briefings and presentations are available at http://www.metsci.com/cdm/.

Section I: Attendees

	#
	Last Name
	First Name
	Organization
	Phone
	email

	1. 
	Anderson
	John
	COA
	281.553.6104
	Jander03@coair.com

	2. 
	Arora
	Namita
	Metron Aviation
	703.234.0796
	arora@metsci.com

	3. 
	Ashendorf
	Fred
	FAA / SUPCOM
	631.468.1319
	fred.ashendorf@faa.gov

	4. 
	Beatty
	Roger 
	AAL 
	817.931.0951
	rbeatty@gte.net

	5. 
	Beck
	Carla
	ADF
	817.247.1777
	Carla@valuweb.com

	6. 
	Bell
	Steve
	ATCSCC ATT-240
	703.904.4498
	Steve.bell@faa.gov

	7. 
	Bertapelle
	Joe 
	AAL
	817.968.9343
	joe.bertapelle@aa.com

	8. 
	Browder
	Jeff
	ZHU (HAATS)
	281.230.5580
	Jeff.browder@faa.gov

	9. 
	Bruce
	Roger
	FAA /ZDV
	303.651.4202
	roger.bruce@faa.gov

	10. 
	Buckingham
	Doug
	FAA ZLA
	661.265.8255
	doug.buckingham@faa.gov

	11. 
	Caisse
	Steve
	Airline Dispatchers Federation
	800.676.2685
	scaisse@dispatcher.org

	12. 
	Campbell
	Keith
	MITRE/CAASD
	703.883.6221
	keithc@mitre.org

	13. 
	Ceithaml
	Jerome
	ZAB TMU
	505.856.4540
	Jerome.ceithaml@faa.gov

	14. 
	Chatel
	Vicki
	ATT-233
	703.925.3121
	Vicki.Chatel@faa.gov

	15. 
	Collins
	Dave
	ZFW TMU
	817.858.7537
	dave.collins@faa.gov

	16. 
	Conroy
	Jay
	ZBW TMU
	603.879.6666
	john j conroy@faa.gov

	17. 
	Corcoran
	Ed
	ATCSCC
	703.904.4524
	ed.corcoran@faa.gov

	18. 
	Cragg
	Ed
	AUATAC/AUA-700
	703.345.6963
	ed.ctr.cragg@faa.gov

	19. 
	Cranor
	Bill 
	USAirways
	540.972.7372
	williamcranor@msn.com

	20. 
	Dalton
	Rick
	Southwest Airlines
	214.792.2825
	rdalton@wnco.com

	21. 
	Dockan
	Gary
	US Airways
	412.747.1680
	dockan@usairways.com

	22. 
	Durham
	Chip
	COEX
	713.324.5505
	cdurha@coair.com

	23. 
	Eure
	Paul
	TRW/AUATAC
	703.345.8279
	paul.ctr.eure@faa.gov

	24. 
	Evans
	Jim 
	MIT LL / UCB NEXTOR
	781.981.7953
	jime@ll.mit.edu

	25. 
	Failor
	Bill
	FAA
	703.904.4400
	william.failor@faa.gov

	26. 
	Fox
	Eric
	FAA ZLA
	801.320.2580
	eric.fox@faa.gov

	27. 
	Frame
	David
	FAA ZHY
	281.230.5530
	David.frame@faa.gov

	28. 
	Futer
	Aron
	Volpe
	617.494.3637
	futer@volpe.dot.gov

	29. 
	Grinstead
	Larry
	COA
	713.324.7560
	LGRINS@coair.com

	30. 
	Gullo
	Pete
	FAA/ZMA
	305.716.1591
	pete.gullo@faa.gov

	31. 
	Hobbs
	Gary
	FAA SoCal TRACON
	858.537.5895
	garyhobbs@!faa.gov

	32. 
	Homan
	Dutch
	COMAIR
	859.767.1349
	dhoman@comair.com

	33. 
	Howard
	Ken 
	Volpe
	617.494.2697
	ken.howard@volpe.dot.gov

	34. 
	Huberdeau
	Mark
	Mitre / CAASD
	703.833.5906
	mwhuber@mitre.org

	35. 
	Humphreys
	Ric
	AXT-100
	202.267.7769
	Richard.a.humphreys@faa.gov

	36. 
	Jackson
	Claude
	Mitre / CAASD
	703.883.6271
	cjackson@mitre.org

	37. 
	Jaeger
	Don
	ATCSCC
	703.326.3947
	don.jaeger@faa.gov

	38. 
	Johnston
	James
	ATCSCC SVRWX
	703.904.4520
	James.J.Johnston@faa.gov

	39. 
	Kaler
	Curt
	ZMP TMU
	651-463-5517
	Curt.kaler@faa.gov

	40. M
	Kearney
	Tom
	UAL
	847.700.3016
	tom.kearney@ual.com

	41. 
	Kirby
	Scott
	FAA ATLATCT
	678.364.6107
	scott.kirby@faa.gov

	42. 
	Klinker
	Mike
	ZDC TMO
	703.779.3787
	Mike.klinker@faa.gov

	43. 
	Klopfenstein
	Mark 
	Metron Aviation, Inc.
	703.787.8700
	klopfens@metsci.com

	44. 
	Koncan
	Dean
	 Air Canada JAZZ
	902.873.5975
	dean.koncan@flyjazz.ca

	45. 
	Leber
	Bill 
	NWA
	612.727.0293
	william.leber@nwa.com

	46. 
	Libby
	Mark
	FAA/ATCSCC
	703.925.3149
	mark.libby@faa.gov

	47. 
	Lowe
	Rob
	MTO SW US ATT-8
	817.222.5589
	Rob.lowe@faa.gov

	48. 
	Machose
	Scott
	N90 TMU
	516.683.2984
	SPMAC887@aol.com

	49. 
	Marchese
	Mark
	FAA`
	703.326.3839
	mark.marchese@faa.gov

	50. 
	Martin
	John
	ATA
	703.904.4534
	jmartin@airlines.org

	51. 
	McGuirk
	Sid
	ATX-100
	202.267.7683
	Sidney.mcguirk@faa.gov

	52. 
	McPherson
	Mike
	FAA ZAU TMO
	630.906.8342
	mcphmike@inil.com

	53. 
	Mullen
	Ken
	AUATAC / AUA-700
	703.345.6683
	ken.ctr.mullen@faa.gov

	54. 
	Munzner
	Michele
	CO
	713.324.2912
	mmunzn@coair.com

	55. 
	Murphy
	Michael
	ATSCC TMS
	703.904.4523
	michael.d.murphy@faa.gov

	56. 
	Naylor
	Jerry
	NATCA
	540.229.0313
	nayalaska@alo.com

	57. 
	Ogles
	Michael
	FAA Atlanta ARTCC
	770.210.7974
	mike.ogles@faa.gov

	58. 
	Oiesen
	Rick 
	Volpe
	617.494.2309
	oiesen@volpe.dot.gov

	59. 
	Olsen
	Ed
	NWA
	651.405.1854
	edward.olsen@nwa.com

	60. 
	Ries
	James
	ZOB TMO
	440.774.0319
	James.riese@faa.gov

	61. 
	Rosenberg
	Marty
	FAA / ZNY
	631.468.1080
	marty.rosenberg@faa.gov

	62. 
	Rottman
	Rob
	Avmet / ARS-100
	703.351.5655
	rottman@avmet.com

	63. 
	Schuette
	Mel
	NBAA
	540.296.1105
	amscon@ix.netcom.com

	64. 
	Shamburger
	Riley
	ASA
	404.766.1400X294
	riley.shamburger@delta-air.com

	65. 
	Simons
	Elliott
	Mitre/CAASD
	703.883.6726
	esimons@mitre.org

	66. 
	Smith
	Phil 
	OSU
	614.292.4120
	philt+@osu.edu

	67. 
	Stull
	Tim
	COA
	713.324.6608
	t.stull@coair.com

	68. 
	Tarakan
	Robert
	Mitre/CAASD
	703.883.7519
	rtarakan@mitre.org

	69. 
	Tigert
	Gary
	ZME TMO
	901.368.8548
	Gary.tigert@faa.gov

	70. 
	Timmerman
	John
	ATA-301
	202.267.7249
	

	71. 
	Townsend
	Anne
	COA
	713.324.9500
	atowns@coair.com

	72. 
	Virginis
	Christopher
	BTA/DX
	713.324.1886
	cvirgi@coair.com

	73. 
	Wood
	Bruce
	USAirways
	412.262.4546
	bwood@usairways

	74. 
	Wray
	Tom
	ZKC TMO
	913.254.8460
	Tom.wray@faa.gov

	75. 
	Zibrowski
	Cheryl
	ZID TMU
	317.247.2484
	cheryl.zibrawski@faa.gov


Section II: Agenda

CR WORKSHOP AGENDA (as modified @ meeting)

Sheraton North Hotel @ IAH

May 7, 2002

0800-0815 Opening and Administrative Items/CDM Plan Overview

                    Bill Cranor/Debbie Johannes/Bill Leber

0815-0830 COA/ZHU Opening Comments 

0830-0845 PTFM WG status/update



Bill Leber/Loraine Sandusky

0845-0915 Volpe Update; FEA/FCA/DRT/PFT

                   Ken Howard/Rick Oiesen/John Martin

0915-0945 Metron Update; POET, RMT

0945-1000 Break

1000-1030 Flight Plan Preprocessor

                   Elvan McMillian

1030-1145 NASCON/Playbook Future Evolution

                   Bill Leber

1145-1200 Preset Escape Plan

                   Mark Libby

1200-1700 Breakout Sessions (Includes Lunch)

                   -Advisory Terminology (Day one only)

                   -FEA/FCA

                   -RAT

-Ground Stop Procedures in low Ceilings & visibility conditions. 

-CCFP Training (Day two only)

CR WORKSHOP AGENDA

May 8, 2002

0800-0830 Airspace Redesign – FAA ATA


       John Timmerman

0830-1200 Breakout Sessions (Includes Lunch)

1200-1215 CCFP Update 2002/2003

                    Bill Failor

1215-1230 Subgroups structure, development and responsibilities



Bill Cranor/Deborah Johannes

1230-1630 Small Group Brief Outs (Breakout Leads)

· Action Items

· Decisions

· Future subgroup meetings telecons

Section III: Topics and Discussions

CR Workshop - Day 1,  

7 May 2002
1. Opening and Administrative Items/CDM Plan Overview

1.1
Debbie Johannes, FAA CR representative, Bill Cranor of US Airways, and Bill Leber of Northwest Airlines welcomed the participants to the CR Workshop.  At this CR meeting the participants focus on the following key items:

Advisory Terminology

FEA/FCA 

Reroute Advisory Team (RAT)

Collaborative Convective Forecast Product (CCFP)

High Altitude Airspace Presentation

1.2
Bill Cranor provided an introduction and meeting logistics information.   He briefly highlighted the agenda changes and breakout meetings. The Advisory terminology group will meet day one only and will attempt to get a product out at end of day one for distribution.  The CR Group at large will reconvene in the morning of day two for a high altitude airspace briefing.

1.3
Bill Cranor stated how much he appreciates the Airlines and Centers coordinating and setting up the meeting facilities- it really takes a load off the CDM leadership- Thank you!  Bill is also looking for feedback on how to make these meeting more productive.

1.4
Debbie Johannes, provided the group with general information and status on CR related subjects.  She advised that CDM and CR have taken on a lot more responsibilities.  Work group composition will be changed to work toward more efficient use of resources.  SUPCOM is now represented in CDM and CR and part of the leadership team.  She explained that the main focus of the workshop was the breakout meetings that would be held on Tuesday afternoon and most of the day Wednesday to work the key items listed above.
1.5 Debbie discussed the structural changes and CDM role expansion this year. These meetings will be interactive not data dumps. We must divide up and segregate to use talents and resources effectively.  Important topics are being discussed in all the breakout meetings, the teams need your feedback.  Report outs from each breakout group will be held at the end of the CR meeting. 

1.6
Debbie thanked Dave Frame and COA for organizing this meeting.  She reminded participants to get briefing copies to AUA-700 support folks so we can provide them in the minutes.  She introduced Jackie Win for administrative support (copies), details of the COA AOC trip, and dinner plans.  A tour of Houston Center is also available (it’s a none standard facility).

2. COA and ZHU Opening Comments

Welcoming remarks were also made by the workshop hosts, Continental Airlines and the Houston ARTCC.  

2.1
Mich Snider, the COA Airline host said the AOC and dispatchers are being used more as a business resource, esp. since 9-11.  Some times well-intended pilots and controllers don’t take into account winds when filing direct.  Some times the flight ends up using more fuel, and possible having a fuel emergency.  Dispatchers must be allowed to do their jobs.  He closed by thanking the Group for the things the CR is during.

2.2 Jim Dembrosio, the Houston Center coordinator for this meeting discussed some of the successes and activities that Houston Center is involved with.  The Houston airport traffic capacity is being increased.  They are actively working to reduce MITs in the gulf.

3. Pre-Emptive Traffic Flow Management (P-TFM) Workgroup Status

3.1
Bill Leber, introduced P-TFM as  “proactive” TFM.  The P-TFM group is meeting to put ideas, concepts, requirements, and timelines on paper.  The Pre-emptive TFM team is still in the formulation stages and has plans to develop ops concepts, requirements, and a business plan.  The P-TFM goal is to produce total situational awareness and maximize collaboration.  Specific plans are to develop requirements for tools or suites of tools that can look into the future (2 to 6 hours) and address en route constraints.  The team would be addressing things like; what things do we need, what type of training do we need, schedules, how our work will fit with TUT objectives.  

P-TFM to develop 3 documents

· Ops concept, 

· Operational requirements,

· Business plan

3.2
Industry will provide input into this process.  A major goal is total situational awareness, among others (see briefing).  A big issue is to comply with CFR-14 and FAR 91/121/135.  The team will develop the requirements for a tool or suit of tools that allow FAA and users to look out into the future and deal with potential enrooted constraints (enroute version of FSM). The tool will provide the ability to collaborate and lock in routing based on projected constraints. 

· 2-6 hour future window is the environment they will work in.

· Group will put straw man together to present to the group.

· More discussions/clarifications will take place during day 2 wrap-up.

3.3
Debbie asked the CR group to think about what is operationally needed from a “center of country” perspective and provide feedback to the P-TFM team. The P-TFM group will include SMEs as needed.  TUT/P-TFM interaction and overlap is being worked on, however, this is a CR activities.

4. Volpe Update

4.1
Rick Oiesen of Volpe provided an update on the Diversion Recovery and Pathfinder Pages.  Rick encouraged participants to take a look at these tools and provide feedback.

4.2
Diversion recovery page

· Changes from last meeting implemented and operational on ATCSCC web.

· Field facilities given read only access to contents of page. They cannot edit/modify, but they can filter and sort.

· Field facilities report that it is working exactly as envisioned.

· Field was asked to provide feedback to John Martin, Jimmy Johnson, or Mark on the usefulness or shortcoming of the tool.

· Training documentation is available from Volpe  (To be put on the web)

· Issues

· Priority handling could maybe be improved

· Filtering requirements TBD- no filtering now
4.3 Pathfinder page
· Deployed on the TCSCC web for evaluation

· Page is being monitored by ATA and NBAA, they provide candidate flight list to the FAA

· Ops concept was recently written (available)

· Draft Training document is available

Issues:

· Everyone wants feedback about how the flight worked out.  How to do this is being discussed.

· Evaluation (informal).  Seems to work, ATA is taking comments (Get them to John Martin).  Seems suited more for tactical application than strategic.

4.4
ETMS Status

Rick reviewed the features that will be available in ETMS 7.4 to be released on May 29, 2002.  The WSD/CCSD will be deployed at the same time

Features:

· CCFP overlying TSD/CCSD (just like on the web site)

· Rerouting commands rewritten –includes the ability to call up playbook routes

· Public reroute on TSD/WSD/CCSD

· TSD will automatically generate and send Reroute Advisories

· WSD/CCSD 2km NOWRAD weather

· Canadian NOWRAD on CCSD being negotiated by FAA (may be coming soon)

· WSD-no s/w is needed, available via the Internet

4.5
CCSD Enhancements

Volpe will work with airlines in the future to define requirements for the capability to draw FEAs on the CCSD.

4.6
Test Bed

Ken Howard of Volpe reviewed the initial plans to develop a “Test Bed” that will allow broad-based testing of developing products.  Specific plans are now being developed to test FEA/FCA, Modeling (what if), and RAT tools.

· Capability is needed for unified testing of CR data and products in the fall

· The need for this was triggered by shortcomings in the FCA deployment

· Will be able to look at lots of data and tools with no impact on operations

· Initial products for evaluation:



RAT



Modeling

· Will support future tools and current tool upgrades

· Test facility will be a copy of the current system that can be populated with live or test data

· Can also be used to support training

Volpe is working on building the infrastructure (test strings and equipment is being set up).  New functions will be integrated for testing as they are developed (FPPP, RAT, what if).

Volpe needs direction/clarification from CDM on how new tools are to be used so they can build a test bed that meets the needs.  Good procedures need to be developed to support the test bed and future functions.

Break

5. Flight Plan Pre-Processor (FPPP)

5.1  Robert Tarakan of Mitre gave a presentation on the FPPP that is being developed to assist with flight planning and to increase the availability of airline intent.  Initial testing has begun and more airlines are encouraged to take part in future testing.

· Addresses shortcomings of current flight planning system identified by the users.

· Prototype set-up at Mitre

· Provides feedback to users on routing and route restriction.

· Users can file based on this feedback

5.2  Phase 1- Static information (knowable in advance)

· 3/21/02 COA demonstrated connectivity, more airlines comming on-line (AAL, NWA)

· Planning Multi-airline evaluation of phase 1

· System ready for filing intent FPs in May

· Target date June 26,2002 for multi-airline connectivity test

5.3  Phase 2-Introduces dynamic restrictions (not known in advanced) (FCA, SUA, MIT, wind for modeling, Preferred A&D routes, LOA/SOP restrictions) 

· Not all these restrictions will be available in the prototype.

5.4  Status

· High level design complete

· Latest release, version 1.2 on April 17,2002

· Supersedes old version

Group reviewed and discussed the screen shots (see slides for examples).

SW is available to those interested.

6. Metron Update; RMT & POET

6.1  Mark Klopfenstein and Namita Arora of Metron briefed the group on the status of Route Management Tool (RMT) and POET.  A number of enhancements are scheduled for future releases.

6.2  RMT:
· Version 1.20 development completed

· NATCA I&I is in process

· New features -  ANRs (turned off until procedures are developed)

· Contact Gretchen Wilmouth at Metron with any issues

· Planned deployment in June

· 1.30 software development is in process

6.3 POET: 

· Version 2.1 was released in April 2002.   

· Ramete Ororick of Metron is the new Project lead
· NRT access to AOCnet users (Airlines)

· Sending out bi-weekly tutorials on features-Please provide feedback on CDM web site or get on the POET users email list

New features:

· Actual WX –static and animated

· CCFP- animated with replay

· Aircraft flight tags

· New airspace search

· New flights through a center search

· Flights through sector or fix search (also multiple)

· New Summary reports based on user feedback- keep those requests coming

· New data minors

· Release notes available to help use new features and find old features

· Enhanced charts

· Customized Lat/Long grid for maps

· Change map center

· Rainbow color capability

· Advanced Charting - Sector volume with multiple sectors and center volume

Reviewed new architecture to support AOCnet user access to the NRT POET database.

Increased focus on training and support.  A CBI is being developed that may be available in July.

Version 2.2 is scheduled for delivery the 1st qtr FY03.

This version will integrate new data sources- please provide feedback/recommendations.

7. Playbook Future Evolution

7.1  Bill Leber led this discussion on Playbook evolution.  What is the end state for playbook/CDRs/LADERS?  We need to fully evolve these products (continuous improvement).  Ongoing maintenance is a large effort.  We also need to determine, what is the next level?  Integration issues need to be worked.  Plan for future, we do not want to be developing/maintaining playbook routes the same way 5 years down the road.

8. NASCON

8.1  Bill Leber also led the NASCON discussion. NASCON – OEP=rules of the road.  The FEA/FCA breakout group will probable develop 2-3 rules to support this idea.

NASCON was discussed some years ago in Cleveland (1999) “FCA area trial/test”.  The test was never done. We need to determine if this original concept is still valid.  Should/can the FEA/FCA group work this issue?  P-TFM will explore some of this area.  This is a Big task- National program.   The FEA/FCA breakout group will determine if they can work this and provide a recommendation to the group.

9. Preset Escape Plan

9.1  Mark Libby from the ATCSCC briefed the group on a proposal called the Preset Escape Plan (see slides for additional details).  MIT scripts would be used in a Playbook type system to allow for more efficient coordination.  This proposal is being considered and feedback was requested from the users.
9.2 MIT Scripts:

· Pre-planned and coordinated escape plans

· Clearly defined MIT scripts

· The same WX issues are seen time and time again

· Reviewed current scenarios (see slides)

· National Playbook script proposal (systems approach)

· Have trigger on SPT when to execute pre-planned scripts

· Provides system understanding and equitable distribution of delays

· Allows for collaboration

· Gets second tier centers to be involved (national or regional focus vs. local)

9.3  Mark proposed putting a group together within CR to work on this. The group would work the NY area initially, then determine if a National implementation is useful.

Issue: 

Pulling the trigger, buy in from the airlines is needed. 

Question: What will the trigger decision be based on? 

Answer: Not on forecast, but when an excessive back-up is happening, maybe in NY, and they need to execute the pre-coordinated escape plan to try to equalize/distribute delays.

This may tie into work of the NASCON group.

A draft notice has been developed.

Discussed the use of GDPs, GS, and CAPS to support this idea

9.4 This is a proposal that this group will continue to explore.  We need to send question about this to the FAA controllers that developed this idea.  Mark stated that we do this now; this proposal is an attempt to formalize this process.  Bill Cranor, “we are not ready to put out a tool, he does not what to hear about an implementation date at the next meeting”.  The group needs to flush out ideas and grow the concept.

Specific questions and airline issues need to be forwarded to Bill Cranor, or provide to Ken Mullen or Ed Cragg for incorporation into the minutes.  They will forward to Mark Libby, who will try to provide a response to CR management by May 29/30, 2002.

End Day 1 Morning Session

For the afternoon session the CR workshop broke up into the breakout groups.  See Attachments for minutes of those sessions.

CR Workshop - Day 2,  

8 May 2002

Morning of Day 1

Debbie thanked for COA AOC tour, and dinner arrangements and introduced today’s activities.

10. Airspace Redesign 

10.1  John Timmerman of the High Altitude Program Office gave an informative briefing on high altitude airspace and procedure redesign work being done by his group (Key point are below, see slides for specific details of the briefing).  The main initial focus of this work is to reduce/eliminate radar vectors and produce a grid of waypoints that will maximize RNAV routes and point to point navigation.  Another key goal is to eliminate MIT via a system of parallel routes based on waypoints designed around all SUAs and ATCAAs.  The airline participants had a high level of interest in this program and wanted more direct participation.  John advised that he is using the legally designated groups such as RTCA as “advisory” groups and does not plan to add other aviation members as direct members of his teams.  His teams are made up of NATCA and management members from around the U.S.  A suggestion was made that some field TMU input was needed and field TMU participants should be added to the teams.  John promised to continue to update the CDM/CR groups and welcomes their input through those channels.  Key points are below, see slides for specific details of the briefing.

10.2  Vision of high altitude redesign:

· Technology and airspace concept to balanced flexability and structure

· Linier to parallell

· Enhanced TM applied to a larger segment of flight profiles

· Evolutionary- 3 Phases

10.3  Objectives:

· Improve system efficiency

· Reduced airway structure and altitude restrictions

· Point-to-point NAV

· Pilot NAV vs. radar vectors

· Free Flight

· RNAV/Parallel RNAV

· Eliminate MIT

· Efficient routing around SUAs

· Dynamic traffic flows and sectorization

10.4  Strategy:

· Yearly functionality dumps

· 2 years between phases

· Local dumps then national expansion during intervening years

In March 2003 first deliverable is due.  Last deliverable 2008 (depends on ERAM and aircraft digital capabilities).  Aircraft capabilities are the driver for much of the new capabilities.

10.5  Status:

· High Altitude Program Office established

· Heavy NATCA involvement

· Phase 1 Prof of Concept completed

· Initial implementation – 7 Northwest Centers

· Initial design completed

· Modeling of initial centers

· Airspace design being finalized in September

· Phase 1 expansion planning started

· Phase 2/3 activities beginning

10.6  Strategy:

Phase 1:

· Operational start March 2003

· Goal-tools to reduce radar vectoring (pilots given point-to-point flight instructions around constraints) and controller workload

10.7  Functionality:

· RNAV/Parallel RNAV

· Non-restrictive routing

· Charting ATCAAs (Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace) for flight planning

· Waypoint navigation around SUAs/ATCAAs

· Navigation Reverence System (NRS) waypoints 

· Charted Ingress/Egress points (pitch and catch structure)

10.8  Initial Airspace:

ZAU, ZMP, ZLC, ZSE, ZOA, ZDV, ZKC

FL350 and above, NRR FL390 & above

Question: Flight planning issues, what happens if you filed unrestricted high altitude point-to-point and need a lower altitude for some reason (AC problem, turbulence, ….) – how to handle this has to be determined.

Post Summer 2003:  Pursue lowering NRR floor

Expansion:  Additional 13 Centers

Initial Implementation area:  National Map

10.9  A national waypoint system is being developed with 2,200 waypoints (every 3 degrees of longitude, about 120 miles east/west and every 15 minutes latitude about 15 miles north/south).  The naming convention is being developed.

This waypoint system is intuitive versus the existing waypoint system and naming conventions.

10.10  Issues/Concerns:

Possible airborne waypoint data base limitations (especially for international flights) –may need to be tailored for specific aircraft/flights.

Changes in altitude spectrum – step climbs, unexpected changes in flight

ATCSCC interaction –WX routes and Playbook applications

No holding locations in high altitude waypoint structure (plan to hold at lower altitudes).

Plan to feed into STARS (“catch point”).

Team must include/consult people that do flight planning for a living.  Need to include G/A because more of them are active at FL410.

Cultural differences must be worked through because we are doing something conceptually different.

Bill Leber suggested the CDM group pursue a hand-off from the High Altitude work to the CDM group.  We can work together via LTE.

After the Airspace redesign briefing, the CR Workshop broke up into the breakout groups for the rest of the morning session.  

Main Group Wrap-up Day 2

11. CCFP Report Out: 

11.1  The CCFP discussion was led by Bill Failor from the FAA.

· Changes needed by September 30 for Volpe to implement in the spring

· Looking to change frequency of CCFP updates

· Local TMUs to train CWSU on interpretation

· Briefing packages available on line

Team recommends forecasts put out every 2 ours.  

120 day test starting June 2nd will eliminate the 2 hr forecast, but will still contain the 4 and 6 hour.   SPT don’t do much with the 2hr (the 2 hr forecast is a through away).  Other tools (ITWS, CPWF, …) to be used to replace the 2hr to see what is useful.  Maybe only the 4 and 6 hour forecasts are needed. (see below)

11.2  Recommendations:

· Double CCFP frequency-every 2 hours, 24/7

· Delete the 2hr forecast

· Open chat room

· No change in colors or formats

· Test for 120 days

· Begin June 2002

· Evaluate after 30 days

Some group members expressed concerned about losing the 2 hour reference point (especially on the east coast).  The trade-off is gaining a better 4 hour forecast (more recent), for the loss of 2 hr that is not utilized.  The CCFP is a planning tool, not a tactical tool, there are better tactical (short term) products available.

11.3  Risk: 

Loss of 2 hour forecast needed for planning process.

Look at Sigmets or other tool substituted for the 2 hour. 

Alternative proposed - only do a 30 day test.

See presentation for CCFP Times and Forecasts times.

It was suggested to drop the 6 hr and work on improving the 2 hr and 4 hr.  NWS does not have the resources to put the products out every 2 hours and do all 3 panels (2hr, 4hr, 6hr). The CDM Group would like to have all three.  It was suggested that CDM leadership elevate this issue, and try to get all three every 2 hours from NWS.  Many areas of the county use the 2 hour, suggest we push the resource issue.  Also, explore other products to replace the 2 hr.  

Discussed eliminating the update frequency of every 2 hours for 24 hours.  Possibly eliminating the midnight every 2 hour CCFP products.  The utility of the CCFP after 10 PM is limited (the box haulers have already filled).  24 hour SPOs started for early push, box haulers, and evening east bound departures from the west coast.

The exact times for 2 hour vs. less frequent updates needs to be evaluated.

11.3  Issue: 

Has the accuracy of the first 2 forecast each day been addressed?  First forecast are done using aged sensing data and models from the day before.  Forecast tends to get better as the day progresses and data/models are update with current data.

Explore if the CWSU could generate or augment the CCFP.

No consensus in the group for going forward with the test. Some would like to try it out.

Leave current CCFP times and forecasts alone or implement the changes described above are the only options on the table.  CDM leadership will go back to NWS with counter proposal about producing less frequent CCFPs after midnight.

Priorities for 2003 are needed by next month

Agreement: A text box is wanted on the CCFP for 2003 to  include a description of what the polygon contains (explanation of the forecast).

No change of status for now!

12. Subgroup Structure, Development, and Responsibilities Report Out: 

12.1  Debbie Johannes discussed CDM history and revolving leadership.

CDM leadership is tasked with restructuring to ensure stakeholders are involved and the correct interests are represented. Teams/groups will be consolidated.  Group must get on the same team and build in the diversity present in 95/96 when CDM started.  All domestic US centers represented, we must include a proper mix of specialist/controllers.

CDM work is supported by the OEP.

Debbie is looking for someone to take over her role on the training team.

Typically, 3 meeting are held per year, one right before the beginning of severe WX season.  One in early fall after the bulk of the severe WX season has passed.

The next large CR group meeting is scheduled for September 24-25, 2002

SMEs need to let CDM leadership know the requirements so the leadership can work them.  Required to follow the proper procedure that is being established.

Agendas -- get them out early and limit last minute changes so participants can be prepared for meetings.

Team lead meetings (telecons) are held every 2 weeks.

Our goal is to get all training completed by January of each year.

Operational concepts are required for each product.  Each team is responsible for an implementation plan and training requirements.  The training team will develop training.

May 16th, 2:30 central time is the next team telecon.

13. RAT Team Report Out: 

13.1  Last Friday was the first test of RAT.  Feedback has been very positive, accurate data on the test advisories.  More tests are scheduled.  Report is due June 15.

13.2  After June 15th, airborne flights will be added to the RAT list test.

Looking for feedback during the test period.  

· /alfa and regional jets may require new categories.

· Multiple routes per flight to be investigated and corrected (see breakout notes). In some cases, options are legitimate (over-water vs. overland).  Playbook changes are also required.  They can fix these problems quickly using the prototype (about a week).  RAT work is very technical, not philosophical.

· Lack of tower connectivity needs to be worked (no connectivity to many tower).

Issue: Should the message indicate who is responsible for the reroute?  The CR group needs to consider this issue as they move forward.

· Testing through September on the Mitre prototype

· Volpe prototype coming soon

· Hope to implement the RAT capability in ETMS 7.6

13.3  Conclusion: 

· Valid time equals ETMS off time.

· Initial Focus: pre-departue, on the ground playbook routes.

· Terminology

·  “As normally filed” should not be in advisory.

· Terms identified will go into a resource document.  The document will be out in a few weeks.

· A Northern California representative is needed (new terms because facility is being split).   LA Basin, LA satellites, …

14. FEA/FCA Report Out: 

14.1 Bill Leber led this discussion.  A Working Group is being established to work issues.  

· Tentative 1st meeting is 29-30 May.  

· May 15th telecon at 10am for operators wanting status and for Q & A.

· Airlines need to discuss changes needed on their end to participate.

· Agreement to proceed with the use of the tool for common situational awareness.  However, major issues need to be resolved if we want to achieve full functionality of this tool.

· Volpe plans to have a test string available in September to support and test new/updated functionality.

· Volpe wants to work out procedures for all the big items scheduled for deployment next spring (unified testing).  Unified testing of functionality targeted for next spring (RAT, What if,…)  This testing is a big opportunity. 

Team: John Martin, 3 carriers, NBAA, AOPA, …FAA (Mark Libby and Ed Corcoran, and a few NATCA reps from different centers, Jim Houde (AUATAC), Volpe (Ken Howard & Rick Oiesen), Don Yeager (FAA automation))(team needs to be under 15 members)

Note:  Reroute “what if” (modeling) will not be deployed operationally this fall – it will be in the test string.

15.0
Wrap-up

Debbie closed the meeting by discussing the upcoming meeting schedules and her goals for future activities.  She plans to reduce the number of sub teams to increase efficiency.  ATX will become more involved to work toward more consistent training.  Each team will be responsible for developing training, procedures, implementation plans, and operational concepts for each product.   
Meeting was adjourned

	
	Section IV: Action Item Quick View
	
	

	
	Action Item
	Actionee
	Suspense

	RAT-1
	Need to determine what NAS (P-times in ETMS vs what the NAS) thinks P time represents and confirm 7110.65 definition.
	Rick Oiesen
	

	RAT-2
	Roger will work with the playbook folks to resolve this issue and have the proper Playbook route selected for the list.
	Roger Beatty
	

	RAT-3
	He will review Playbook routes for ambiguities and will coordinate needed changes.
	Phil Smith?
	

	RAT-4
	If routing options really exists, it should be displayed and annotated in the remarks as an option.  Otherwise only one route should be listed.  The ‘Assigned” terminology should be deleted (change to reroute).  
	Keith Campbell
	

	RAT-5
	Over-flight change to exclude internal departures from the list.
	Keith Campbell
	

	RAT-6
	Determine research options that are acceptable with the command center (Tim Grovac) to provide RAT testing capabilities after June 15.
	Keith Campbell/Rick Oiesen
	

	
	
	
	


Attachment #1 

Notes From The RAT Work Group

Meeting in Dallas (May 7-8, 2002)
 Initially the RAT and Advisory Terminology group had a joint meeting to start the afternoon session.

Attendees:

	Last Name
	First Name
	Organization
	Phone
	email

	Beatty
	Roger 
	AAL 
	817.931.0951
	rbeatty@gte.net

	Buckingham
	Doug
	FAA ZLA
	661.265.8255
	doug.buckingham@faa.gov

	Campbell
	Keith
	MITRE/CAASD
	703.883.6221
	keithc@mitre.org

	Ceithaml
	Jerome
	ZAB TMU
	505.856.4540
	Jerome.ceithaml@faa.gov

	Conroy
	Jay
	ZBW TMU
	603.879.6666
	john j conroy@faa.gov

	Dalton
	Rick
	Southwest Airlines
	214.792.2825
	rdalton@wnco.com

	Dockan
	Gary
	US Airways
	412.747.1680
	dockan@usairways.com

	Jackson
	Claude
	Mitre / CAASD
	703.883.6271
	cjackson@mitre.org

	Kirby
	Scott
	FAA ATLATCT
	678.364.6107
	scott.kirby@faa.gov

	Mullen
	Ken
	AUATAC / AUA-700
	703.345.6683
	ken.ctr.mullen@faa.gov

	Murphy
	Michael
	ATCSCC TMS
	703.904.4523
	michael.d.murphy@faa.gov

	Ogles
	Michael
	FAA Atlanta ARTCC
	770.210.7974
	mike.ogles@faa.gov

	Oiesen
	Rick 
	Volpe
	617.494.2309
	oiesen@volpe.dot.gov

	Olsen
	Ed
	NWA
	651.405.1854
	edward.olsen@nwa.com

	Ries
	James
	ZOB TMO
	440.774.0319
	James.riese@faa.gov

	Smith
	Phil 
	OSU
	614.292.4120
	philt+@osu.edu

	Townsend
	Anne
	COA
	713.324.9500
	atowns@coair.com


Agenda:

(See section II of the main document)

Day 1 Notes:

RAT: Roger Beatty of AAL , Phil Smith of OSU and Keith Campbell of Mitre.

Roger Beatty began the meeting with an introduction and discussion from last night’s airline meeting.  Some Airlines feel that RAT team caved into the Command Center.  RAT simply emulating a flawed process. Airlines want flight specific rout specific information. RAT advisories will give them that and helps them automate.  Dispatchers and airlines are still required (by regulation) to select the rout.  RAT makes this process unambiguous and automates the process.  ATCSCC is responsible for coming up with flow management strategies.

Mike Murphy, ATCSCC displayed and discussed a sample RAT advisory. 

The initial testing of the prototype RAT tool went well.  Many things were learned and are being corrected.  Many playbook anomalies were identified and these are also being corrected.  Further testing is planned and additional participants are scheduled to participate.
Everything is based on ETD. What ETD means needs to be determined- it means different thing to FAA and Airlines?

Terminology to define:

· P-time (Airlines=Gate Push Back, G/A=? no gates, different in 7110.65, NAS=Airline gate time (skip time))

· ETD (Airlines=Gate Time, ETMS=Taxi (ground time via the ground time predictor) time from table in ETMS (calculated on a per flight basis)) 

· Probability for extension

Also need to determine what is “exclude” , and how it should look?

How to sort?

Format feedback is wanted

Categories of information

Order of display

What info is needed –at field facilities, by Airlines

ETMS output

Action Item RAT-1, Rick Oiesen, Need to determine what NAS (P-times in ETMS vs what the NAS) thinks P time represents and confirm the 7110.65 definition.

NY center reported that NAS and ETMS P-time appeared to be the same.

It was recommended that for the Advisory time ETMS should use ETD times.  Advisory’s also use airspace entry and sector times.

Training Items:

ETMS time vs NAS FP times

How to interpret

How to base decisions

Impact of delay reporting

Volpe plans to have the RAT prototype ready in June/July.

Issue: How do we get information to the tower. Some have ETMS for pre-departure clearance capability.

Current communications to tower:

Some have ETMS

PDC- on NADIN system

ATCSCC Advisories – ARTCC GI –TWRS

Some have internet, but not available in all cabs

ACEIDS?

A possible solution – Piggyback on Class D NOTAM distribution with ATCSCC advisories.

GI messages are not the solution (does not work).

Maybe use the ETMS system, but needs a vehicle to pull data. 

Issue: Tower’s do not want to deal with reading routes to pilots.  They see this as a center controller responsibility since they are dealing with the routing already.

Really it is so the tower can tell the pilot they are working on a reroute for them, and that they are not forgotten (common situational awareness).

After the introductory discussion the Advisory group left to have a separate meeting to discuss terms.

Remaining RAT group reviewed the current advisory input form entry screen (see slides).

Issue for group discussion - Does the advisory include all the required content/information for airlines and the FAA?

Keith reviewed all entry boxes on the main entry screen.  Includes ETMS filtering capabilities.

Potential additions to qualifier list/filters:

/alfa (aircraft equipment type)

both airway and fix

FCA

FCA filter integrated with Plays

Filter dialog box

AC Type (RJ routes)

The main entry screen will be sent to RAT team members to get comments and feedback from participants on the entry fields and proper defaults.  Team members need to provide feedback.

If your interested in RAT development-join the RAT exploder.  Also, let Keith or Roger know if you want to participate in testing/evaluations and they will include you in the emails.

Discussed the type of list the airlines will receive.

List pre-view for SCC is important.

Issue:  Should RAT specify who is responsible for the reroute?  Group will save this issue for a latter discussion.

If RAT is successful, Airlines could easily automate the rerouting/refiling process from the list of flights impacted from the advisory.  The FAA piece of this is to be determined, but at least we will have specific advisories and a common picture.

Reviewed handouts line by line:

DFW West:

(used playbook route)

“Include Traffic” is confusing.  The group, recommend it be removed. It’s all covered and easier to read in the “assigned reroute” list.

“Remarks” field user entered data and some boilerplate. Should boilerplate be removed?

Add “Overflights” to syntax.

Bug: CCSD only allows 2 centers in a list request.

Problem: 1 flight given 3 routes in a flight list (all alternate fixes, cases where you want options (2 routes were over water – user must select)).  Is this a good/bad thing?  Should we choose the specific route vs. the vague center route?  It was proposed to attempt this on the next test.

Discussed rout distance.  Mileage is an important component.  ETMS could calculate mileage to help solve rout selection problems. Mileage helps, but it’s not the entire answer.  The routing should be resolved in playbook.  Alternate route options should only be presented if an issue exists (over-water).

Action Item RAT-2, Roger will work with the playbook folks to resolve this issue and have the proper Playbook route selected for the list.

3 cases of multiple routes:

1.
Multiple routes but 1 is correct

· Make specialist pick

· Automate selection

· Others

2.
User must select overland vs. over water

3.
Alternate routes intended for used selection

No J42 Reroute Advisory:

Split route –handled by assigned reroute

Note: FedEx flights not in OAG

Unknown center – should system infer center from airport?

Issue: Playbook plays need to be de-conflicted!

Advisory Messages/Lists:

Airlines advisories only contain their impacted flights.  Centers just get flights that impact their facility..

Once we have this flight specific, route specific list – should this be incorporated into ETMS to replace historical data?  This becomes early intent.  Group seams to agree that this should be done.  The priority of flight plans provide by the users needs to be determined.

So far, advisory list has not been updated during testing.  They need to determine if/when to do this.

End Day 1

Day 2 Notes:

Continued the review of RAT advisories:

Playbook city pair specific routs will over rule center routing. (Airports over-ride Centers)

DFW Bypass 1 Reroute Advisory review:

Flight  EGF478, The over-flight route should not have shown up because of the internal departure.

Action Item RAT-3,  Phil Smith?  He will review Playbook routes for ambiguities and will coordinate needed changes.

Action Item RAT-4,  Keith Campbell   If a routing options really exists, it should be displayed and annotated in the remarks as an option.  Otherwise only one route should be listed.  The “Assigned” terminology should be deleted (change to reroute).  

Action Item RAT-5,  Keith Campbell  Over-flight change to exclude internal departures from the list.

Discussed the types of routes available for display on TSD/CCSD in ETMS 7.4.

June 15th, RAT report due. The report will address, this is what we found, this is what we need.

How often should we test after June 15th?

Rick Oiesen – Next steps

Described how GDPs are executed.  The same equipment is used to send out the RAT list.













Prototype testing is to be set up on a test string with RAT on system and utilizing auto-send to distribute lists.  Capability (test string) available at ATCSCC lab A.

TSD cannot be changed for the prototype in June/July.

Step 2 is to expand the list-maker functions

Step 3 tentative plan to deploy in ETMS 7.6 and include required TSD changes. (ETMS 7.6 will be deployed in the spring of 03)

Volpe needs the details of qualifiers, filtering, and TSD changes.  Rick will coordinate with RAT for detailed requirements.

There is a possibility that the FAA and the Airlines want the output to be formatted differently.  For GDPs they both get the same format.  In July, Centers specified format –airlines replied, if it is parsable it would be OK with them.  Initially – one format that is machine-readable.  

After June 15 (report date), the RAT team sunsets but will still be available to work issues.

Question: How can research be continued in a more real-time fashion until 7.5 is deployed? 

Rick –not sure if we can do this without touching the operational system.  This has been done in the past, but very carefully.  

Roger would like to see this over teletype for a few days.  When the prototype is available at Volpe, they will be able to try it.

Action Item RAT-6,  Keith Campbell/Rick Oiesen, Determine research options that are acceptable with the command center (Tim Grovac) to provide RAT testing capabilities after June 15.

Long discussion of the differences in facility capabilities.  Facilities reported that the list being developed is usable for implementation, but change information will need to be manually entered into HOST.  Hopefully in the future a capability to automat the entry or reroute into the Host will be implemented.

FAA facilities want flight lists sorted by Center (airborne, over-flights (ETMS active), then by Departure Airport  (alphabetically), then P-time.

Life after June 15th

CDM/AOC/Teletypes –Post June 15

1.
Testing

Post June 15 I&I will be done with the union.

RAT testing to take place about twice per week after the already scheduled tests. Tuesday and Thursday through September.

Review  telecons will be once per month.

Volpe – Prototype testing, September-November

Future test to include adhoc and airborne flights.

Decision is needed on if, when, and how, do we get facilities involved.  Will use Emails to keep them informed and involved in testing (advisory review).  National MOU is needed if more involvement in testing is needed.

May 17 and 31, copies of test advisory Emails to be sent to those requesting to be on the list.

Two 24 hr test to capture playbooks generated because of wx and match up with RAT advisory generated list are being planed.  

Test advisories will be sent out via Email for review.

Participants can request a specific playbook be tested if interested.

Discussed the issue of facilities getting advisories about things that do not impact their facilities.

The messaging process needs to be overhauled.  Mitre is working in this area (modernization).  A Workshop will discuss this in the near future.

Initial advisory page needs to be reworked- upfront information needs to inform reader what is current, not current, or still active.

Naming conventions also discussed (C=carry-over, R=Routing, …..as an example).  Hopefully someone/group is working on this.

End of Attachment 1

Attachment #2

Notes from the FEA/FCA Work Group

 Meeting in Houston (May 7-8, 2002)
Working Group briefings and presentations are available at http://www.metsci.com/cdm/.

Day 1 Notes:

FEA/FCA Meeting Summary:

A summary of the current status of the FEA/FCA was provided with features in coming ETMS releases explained.  Airlines voiced a lot of concern based on the lack of their allowed participation in this development process.  It was explained that the CRCT Core Team (CCT) worked this issue and had some airline participant late in the process.  The general feeling is that the tools are good tactically but not so good as a strategic tool.  It was explained that the tools without the modeling capability would not be adequate as a strategic tool.  After much discussion, it was decided that FCAs would be used primarily as an informational tool during the SPTs to enhance situational awareness.

Detailed Notes:

Bill Leber of NWA facilitated the initial part of the FEA/FCA breakout meeting.  He asked Ed Corcoran of the CRCT Core Team (CCT) to provide the participants with a history of the development of FEA/FCA requirements:

· CRCT fielded at ZID and ZKC

· Functions were used/evaluated over time

· CCT formed to clearly identify mature functions

· FEA/FCA identified at 1st major mature function

· Initial requirements were developed by CCT

· 5 or 6 exercises were conducted for shakedown

· Training in field was positive

· Feedback for constraints was positive

· Airline interaction was not good

· Tactically tool is perceived to be good

· Strategically, not used as much

· Not being used much by SPT

· Airlines were not part of the team; team was FAA/NATCA

· This fact may have gotten program use off to a bad start

· ATCSCC has used it periodically for attempting to predict GSs

Mark Libby feels that better procedures are needed and the program may need a lot of PR work.  Bruce Wood of US Airways thinks the airlines were informed and should have said “No” upfront if they were not satisfied with their participation during development.  Ed advised that the testing phase did not produce the final product.  One key problem seems to be the lack of an operational concept and/or clear procedures.  Mark added that modeling will add tremendous worth to the product and full benefits could not be expected without the modeling.  There is a general concern that producing and using a FCA far in the future will not render good results.  Mark suggests that the tactical use of FCAs will happen on its own.  He suggests we concentrate on procedures for use with modeling when that is available.  Bill Leber advised that we need to decide how it can be used now.

The airline representatives had a discussion on whether they should be able to participate in the development and discussion on creating a FEA.  There is some concern that it may not be clear exactly what “volume” any FCA has.  It is expected that the Flight Plan Preprocessor may be able to use some FCA data to increase the data to determine airline intent.

The initial FCA tests produced very long lists of flights.  Some of the later tests focused more on flows and identifying groups of flows.  The airlines are very concerned with how flights might be selected for reroutes based on a FCA.  Ed discussed the very broad concept of NASCON that has attempted to develop some rules or procedures when constraints are identified.  Bill feels that simply providing location and following lists will be a good, positive thing.  He also feels that adding a percentage of reduction that might be needed with any FCA for reducing traffic might be beneficial.  One other key concern of the airlines is the agreed to procedure of adding “FCA001” to remarks of the flight plans to inform controllers and TMU that this aircraft has been considered in the reroute plan for that FCA so that flight will get some level of priority on any subsequent reroute plan.  The airlines want to know what will happen if they decide to continue their original route through the FCA after considering other options.  Should they put the remarks in Field 11 in this circumstance?  If not, how will they indicate that they are making the decision to proceed through the FCA as part of the FCA plan?

A suggestion was made that the best initial use of FCA data might be for the airlines to use it strategically to identify potential constraint areas and allow them to develop their own reroutes.  Bill feels that at this point, the airlines do not have the proper procedures in place to do this.  The general feeling of the airlines is that they want to be informed of the FCA, informed of some % of traffic that needs to be moved, and then have the flexibility to make their own economic decisions based on this information.  Riley Shamburger of ASA feels that the FCA process should be used to describe any area of constraint via the SPT to maximize collaboration, and then communicate any traffic reductions needed, then determine different options to work toward resolution.  

At this point in the meeting, Bill felt the facilitator role could be more effective if someone else other than him was doing it.  Steve Bell from the ATCSCC was asked to accept this role in an attempt to maximize the remaining time available to cover the myriad of issues that had been identified.  Steve explained his background and advised that one of his areas of expertise was in the collaborative/consensus process of problem solving.  Steve felt strongly that he could not use this process since the time was very limited and many participants had not been trained in the process.  After some discussion, it was determined that he would serve as general facilitator and use the “FAA Standard” method.

The first question is what is the problem?  Most feel that most of the concerns have been aired and the problems are clearly on the table.  Joe Bertapelle of American Airlines cautioned the group to any long-term use of data.  He feels it will be difficult for the airlines to increase predictability.  Mark advised that any procedures to be used this summer would need to fall within the FAA/NATCA agreements.  A general point was made that the FCA process will be “just another tool in our tool box”.  Mark feels the agreed to procedures are vague enough to allow flexible use of the process.  TMU and ATCSCC are already “using the process” and any simple FCA may result in a simpler list of aircraft that is a good thing.  The point was made that most decisions are made based on TSD/ETMS, and even if the data is bad; it is all we have now.  Ed said that if flight plans are filed 1 hour prior to departure, the data after 1 hour is suspect.  A quote from Ike during WWII went something like this, and is thought to be appropriate; “you must have a plan to go to war; once there, a plan isn’t worth a damn”.  This whole discussion points again to the quality of data.  Can data quality be improved?  Historical routes are an average…could we use flight plan modeling to better predict traffic?  Most agree that even though you know the 4-hour data is suspect; most will still plan some initiative based on the data just to be proactive.  Mark Huberdeau of Mitre suggests that the best use of the current FCA process might be to use it strategically for informing only via the SPT and lists.  Airlines can then use this strategic information as they see fit.  Mark read the GENOT on FCAs so all would be on the same page as to just what it said.  The concern is to agree to some use of FCAs and ensure that the agreement stays within the limits of the GENOT.  The general consensus of the airlines was stated as, “keep it simple, let the players play”.  Do we need more exercises?  Probably not at this time.  All agreed that the modeling features will need substantial testing but it is thought this testing will be done on the Volpe test bed that will be available in September. 

Steve Caisse of the Airlines Dispatcher Federation provided some history from their perspective as to the FCA concept started.  The ADF organization originally asked for a tool to display traffic constraint areas; not weather constraints.  “We can see weather”.  He advises that they normally work 1 to 1 ½ hours in advance; but still may use the 2 to 4 hour data for planning.  He also emphasized that this data must end up with dispatchers who will have to make the decisions.  He feels a quick feedback mechanism is needed to ensure the lowest level of dispatch gets the data and has a way to provide rapid feedback.  

Is there a test group being formed?  The formation of the group was started at the Dallas meeting.  The NATCA process of attaining approval of members is underway at this time.  Mark proposed language for an agreement of use.  He will continue development of the language and report to the group later.  The airlines are certain that they will want to file through FCAs often and want to know how to indicate this in remarks.  Bill would like to know in what weather conditions you might use an FCA?  An example was given that an area of reported bad turbulence from FL280 to FL350 over an identified area could be plotted as a FCA.  All agreed this was a good use.  Most of the dispatchers like this or a similar use where constraint areas that they can’t see are developed into a FCA.  Another desire of the airlines is an ability to identify certain flights as special.  Most airlines representatives see a need for this and there may be many reasons for this identity.

Most of the field TMU representatives will use FCA when they think this is the best tool available.  SWA would like to be able to see FEAs as they are developed by the ATCSCC.  Several questions were raised concerning the numbering system of FCAs.  Some reported that the numbering system is confusing and suggested using 1A, 1B, 1C, etc. rather than totally new numbers on changes or updates.  Bill inquired as to how many FCAs might be active at once.  No one really knows, but he indicated that he feels most of the airlines can only handle 2 or 3 at once.  Mark read the first draft of the FCA use agreement and will continue to work on it based on input from the group.  The team will continue the work on FCAs and it needs to meet as soon as possible.  The airlines want an “exemption” policy established as soon as possible.

End of day 1

The FEA/FCA breakout group reconvened on Wednesday morning after the briefing on High Altitude Airspace proposals.  The main goal for today is to prioritize the list of issues and determine which ones the group might be able to disposition based on the limited time available.  

The first order of business was to review the revised text that Mark H. developed that details the agreed to process for this summer for FCA use.  All agree with the text as written.  The airlines will come up to speed on their own pace during 2002 and the FAA does not see any change in the process they intend to use.  Riley asked whether “any higher authority” might push for usage beyond what we agreed to?  It was thought that no one would do this, and the main use of the FCA process will be as a tool to assist the SPT process.  Are we going to jointly develop procedures?  The work group that has already formed will work the procedures and also work on future test needs.  Ed advised that the MOU is in progress to formally constitute this work group.

Mark L. indicated that Mitre resources at the ATCSCC should track the SPT activities and events as a normal course of business.  Debbie advised that a “consensus decision making” would be used for the work group.  Ed cautioned that NATCA would have to agree to use this process and all parties must buy-in to be successful.  Mark L. indicated that some up front work would be needed so work group participants will have a basic understanding of modeling prior to the 1st meeting.  

The airlines resumed their discussion on the use of FCA in remarks to identify individual flights as participants in FCA initiatives.  The airlines are still concerned with having to put FCA in remarks in Field 11 on all aircraft that will be “part of” an FCA.  Under the agreement on the FCA process, airlines would do their own reroutes based on the results of any SPT.  The airlines are still not happy with their level of participation in the FEA/FCA development process or in the development of the GENOT.  Bill suggested that the work group that will work these issues meet as soon as possible.  Jerry Naylor the NATCA representative advised that he would check on the status of the NATCA selections.  A tentative date of May 29-30, 2002 was set for the 1st meeting.  Ed needs the name of the participants for security issues as soon as possible.  Riley advised that he has had difficulty getting into the ATCSCC recently for meetings and asked that the process be improved.  Jerry advised that it may be difficult to get NATCA to the May meeting with the short notice.  Riley asked if there are documents available detailing the FCA requirements that work group members could get to assist in orientation of the issues? Yes, on the web sites.  A Telcon was scheduled for May 15 at 10:00am EDT to explain to airline representatives the method that will be employed for using FCAs this summer.

Item #1 A decision was made to accept the Huberdeau agreement as written. 

Item #2 A decision was made that if during the SPT consensus can’t be reached on an FCA, the FCA will not be used. 

Bill advised that the airlines need to form its own group to develop their own procedures for any new releases of software.  There was a short discussion on whether the participants thought they were attacking the correct priorities.  Most agree that the direction is correct.  Mitre offered to provide their CRCT capabilities to anyone who would like to see their version of the “what-iffing” capabilities.  There were some discussions of how best to integrate many of the related programs such as reroutes, reroute advisories, playbook, CDR, LAADR, etc.  Joe B. of AAL raised the possibility of some of the historical data being disregarded during the use of a FCA.

Bill wants the assembled participants to take part in the review of ETMS 7.5 and 7.6.  Ken Howard of Volpe briefed the group on the key new functionality of 7.5.  He reported that the main change is the “what-iffing”.  This will not be available in the operational release of 7.5, but will be available during September in the Volpe test bed that is being developed.  The RAT prototype will also be able to be run in the test bed.  In 7.5, there will also be some other CRCT functions such as drawing a FCA as a circle, remarks concerning a FCA, NAS Monitor changes, and Center Monitor (formally the Sector Monitor) changes.  7.6 will introduce the “what-if” (modeling) capabilities.  As of now, there are no concrete plans to integrate model outcomes into reroutes or reroute advisories.  Requirements for these items will need to be developed in the future.  Steve Caisse asked whether the data lists created around a FCA would be available to import into Excel or another database program for use.  He was advised that this would have to be developed.  

Riley asked what was the concept of the test bed being developed by Volpe?  Ken advised that the test bed could be either easy or complicated based on the development strategies.  Riley is concerned that different and varying levels of capabilities are available at the different airlines and new needs will be difficult to justify.  Several participants wanted to know how POET would interact with the test bed.  Mark Klopfenstein of Metron advised that Metron has been working with Volpe on some of the initial development.  POET was designed to look at past events.  Looking into the future brings up a number of all new issues for POET such as modeling trajectories, etc. There were some discussions on how POET could be used for some different analysis vs. the test bed use of looking at other things.  Bill asked about the status of rerouting tools.  What will they be?  Will they be available on CCSD?  Where are we really going?  Much input from users will be needed to answer these questions.  Most also feel that the philosophy briefed during the High Altitude briefing by John Timmerman may change many things we are working on.  Ken Howard advised that ETMS 7.5 couldn’t have many changes due to the schedule; while ETMS 7.6 is still being developed and changes are expected.  

Items # 3 (Integration of RAT/Reroute What-if) and # 4 (Integration of Playbook, CDR, LAADR, etc) were referred to the Sub Group for action.

Item # 4 (FCA based GDPs) will be left with Wetherly’s R and D group  

Item # 5 (Integration of FPPP capabilities) will be referred to Sub Group for action

Ken Howard asked if the historical data is the right data to be using and if not what could we use.  Can winds be applied to historical data to make it more accurate?  Some testing has been done, but the results were reported as mixed.  Mark K. advised that some of the tests on short flights were fairly accurate, while flights of 2 hours or more had accuracy levels as low as 38%.  ETMS does not currently do wind modeling.  Rick reported that a commercial product could be used if it was needed.  Steve Caisse advised that based on his experience, long flight (4 hours or more) routes are determined based on winds aloft more than 50% of the time.  Other issues such as weather, operational issues, etc. are determinants on other flights.

Items # 6 (Unified testing in the fall) and # 10 (Flights that can’t comply and why) are related and the group discussed these with the following results:

· Ken Howard described the work being done on the test bed

· Trying to define the operational use of the tools

· Will we use scenarios?

· Will we use war games?

· Will we start each session with a planning Telcon?

· What are the operational concepts?

· What are we trying to test?

· How will we develop procedures?

· Will airlines be able and willing to submit early intent flight plans?

· Will the testing be centralized or be remotely done via facilities?

· Volpe assumes the testing will mirror the GDP model which employs remote/facility testing

· Now plan to test RAT tool, tactical and strategic modeling, and FEA/FCA

· Volpe will provide different software to allow test bed development.  Requirements can be submitted and developed independent of 7.6.

· Test bed will be available by September, 2002 with tested tentatively scheduled for September through November 2002.

· Procedures will not have the same deadlines as the software development

· Volpe working with Tim Grovac on logistics of interface/equipment for test bed

· Since all of the equipment at field facilities is currently operational, issues of security are involved.

· Volpe advised that they may use the WSD via the web, and that Tim Grovac has been provided 4 options that he is considering.

· The airlines need a capability to submit and amend flight plans and the FPPP capabilities are being considered for this.

· Again the point was made that the airlines have very limited resources for any new equipment or initiatives.

· Rick O. provided his vision of how the test bed might function by going through a step-by-step scenario.

· The plans are to use the ETMS test string with live data.

· The use of recorded data within ETMS is not easy.

· Recorded weather data is easy to replay on ETMS.

· Test bed plans will look at more strategic situations.

· Mark K. interjected that in the planning, it is important to understand what is important to the airlines and what they are comfortable with.

· Airlines want efficient procedures/resources, flexibility, predictability, and something that fits within their business plans.

· Volpe will develop the system based on input and will solicit input regularly.

· Volpe will provide a descriptive memo on what they are developing.

A decision was made to assign the test bed procedures development to the sub group.
End of Attachment 2

Attachment #3

Notes From The Terminology Work Group

Meeting in Dallas (May 7, 2002)

CR Workshop Day 1

Terminology Breakout:

Resources from different areas of the U.S. have been tasked to develop a list of local terms that can be presented so consistency can be achieved.
Needed:

· A better description of “Reason”

· A description for “ETD” – out or off? Scheduled or ETMS

· “Probability of Extension” – none – low – med – hi ??

· Need to define “P” time  gate pushback time from airlines

· Airline  EDT = Gate time

· ETMS  Ground time from ? to ETMS. – best guess of Off time

NAS P-time is Airline Gate time 

ETMS list of departure P-times doesn’t match NAS P-time for equivalent flight  – Rick to take action will be helped by Boston Center.

Recommendation to use ETMS ETD time

Airline sent “off time” supercedes ETMS estimate

Training item – people need to know how to interpret times

ETMS vs. NAS FP times

How to interpret?

How to base decisions?

Impact of Delay Reporting.

How should exclusions be described in the advisory?

What categories of data do we need on the RAT LIST?

What order should they be displayed in?

What info is needed at the field facilities, at Airlines?

Examples are from MITRE prototype – suggestions will affect how it is put into ETMS.

Communications to tower:

Some are ETMS sites,

Some are “PDC”? sites on Nadin system

ATCSCC advisories to ARTCC GI to towers.

Piggyback on Class D NOTAMS.

Distribution of ATCSCC advisories

Need to get away from GI messages - 

Is ETMS a vehicle to distribute data?

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

What terms cause/create confusion or questions in existing Advisories?

What terms are used during SPT by field and Airlines that create confusion?

	
	

	Routed Thru
	When used in conjunction with Automation Outages

	Routed Over specific fix
	Terminal d oes not have fix on strip

	Missile Launch Advisory
	 Use of lat/longs

	Normally filed over
	

	Metro areas.
	


Geographic Areas

North of J2

South of MCI

Standard Advisory Templates

More robust that just RAT

Pack NW – list out of Airports in Advisory

Terms should be list that is inserted with provisions to add/delete

Can4 – West playbook in reverse?

PacNW – SEA, PDX, SFO, OAK, SJC, SMF

Newark Satellite

Westgate Departures

Elliot, Parke, Lanna, Biggy

South Gates 

White/RVBS/DIXIE

RBU Arrivals

Northgate

Coate  Gayel, Neion, Haays

East Gate

Greki, Merrit bays, BDL, 

Arrivals:

NY Metro


LGA, EWR, JFK, TEB (need to specifically add PHL)

EWR&Sat


EWR, TEB, MMU, CDW, 

LGR&Sats (HPN)

NY-sat – see Oct list

EWR-sat – TEB, MMU, CDW

LGA-sat - HPN

JFK-sat - FRG

Stand alones – 

ISP – 

SFW, 

PHL

Left over from last meeting:

Regional Terms

Assignments to individuals and report to Debbie

Message Format (standardization)

Standardization


RAT, Ad hoc

Advisory referring another advisory

Compound advisory

Be done by RAT

Who’s is in and who is out

Effective time, location - adhoc

Other issues

Airline, FAA field, ATCSCC

Attachment #4

Notes From The CCFP Work Group

Meeting in Dallas (May 8, 2002)
For the March 2003 CCFP we need all inputs to Volpe by September, training inputs by December

We need to prioritize and add specificity.

Proposed Changes for 2003:

Frequency of Production

· Production times

· Updates / special Telecons

Forecast times at each Publication

· Forecast intervals

· Forecast durations

· Forecast continuity

Training

Information Displayed

· Range of Areal coverage (deleted by group)

· Range categories

· Confidence thresholds

· Text box

Operational Concept

Probability forecasts

Operational use concept

Zero-hour forecast (CCFP Diagnostic)

Critical Airspace CCFP – difficult to define “critical” for political reasons

Users need to look at how System status has local impact ( i.e. how does a weather disruption in another area affect a local area)

Training – airline and TMU utilization/application

“Marketing” buy in

Scenario Testing

Verification

· Operational Verification

· Technical Verification

Input

· Pilot Reports – they are very tactical, not for CCFP

· CCFP preparation / input / amendments – not appropriate for 4-6 hour forcast

Distribution

· Web Based

· WARP

· ETMS

Other

· Archives

· Additional Products to supplement CCFP

Identify suite of near term (0-2/3 hours) products

· Train in the tools

· Other CCFP tasks

Do away with 2 hour forecast? (forecast updated every two hours though)
Discussion:

Two hour updates to forecast, (Still 4-6 hour forecast) so there will be a new forecast for each Strategic telecon

2003 Priorities:

CCFP Interpretation

How to apply? (forecasting tool to be used in combination with other products)

When do aircraft need to be moved?

Developing options

Capping

Over the top

Communicating options

Familiarity with the product

Improve communication process between CWSU and TMU on weather changes and potential of convection (involvement of CWSU in the process)

Colors – Training and familiarity of what they mean

What info is needed in text form

· TODS

· Area of impact – C? area/ service area?

· Isolated areas or solid line

· Potential growth – explosive growth

· Met Remarks – expectations

· Probability

Help to explain so that we can make TM decisions to get ahead of the weather

What is needed on Text/Graphics


Graphics look like radar summary. – similar depictions and colors (CIWS/NCWF/ITWS)

Should traffic managers produce separate reports that give the best guess as to operational impact?

Link CCFP with FCA to show operational impact?

Question: Should there be a second product covering North East with a higher degree of detail?

Text boxes for areas that fall below 25% 


 

End Attachment 4
ETMS





List Maker





User WS


TSD


FSM





RR Database





         Auto Send





ARINC





CDMnet





NADIN





GDPs





RAT List











6
1

