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This meeting was called for as a result of the topics discussed at the June 16-17 meeting.  The work group reviewed the proposed agenda and agreed to discuss the following topics.

AGENDA

1. Pop-up algorithm

2. Multi-fix GDP

3. Distance Based GDP

4. Multi-airport GDP

5. Diversion aircraft – what to do about these.  Web page doesn’t capture this info.  (ETMS 7.8, med priority)

6. GDP issues

From last meeting, a review of changes to OIS

Pop-up Algorithm

Discussion for handling pop-ups

· Max delay, how congested

· Number of pop-ups

· Allocation in beginning of GDP

· Pop-up categories (early filers vs. late filers)

Briefing by Mike Brennan 

· FSM subtracts GA factor from AR

· Uncertainty in GA demand

· Allocation to known demand plus GA factor

· System now highly game-able by GA (pop-ups)

· Pop-ups are not just GA 

· Intent neutral – system thinkers meet same goals

· Rules should be “what you do” not “why you do it.”

· Intent – what is your schedule?  – But too much gaming (canceling flight plans) could ruin the system

More slides by Mike; historical data – airport/day/hour – 2 years is too far to look for this.  There was discussion about the ADL showing canceled flights, historical default value shown, users need proper training.  

Question:  Does software need to be configurable by specialists for a particular day?  Yes, for special events.

Idea: STMP needs to link to FSM.  

Grovac added that STMP has 50% gaming.

AROs are needed for LGA, JFK, DCA to include GA allocation.

Review – Recap

Creating GDP Pop-up

· Uncertainty of demand from un-scheduled aircraft

· Historical data of un-scheduled users

· Adjustable historical data in ADL

· Max/min boundary allocation

· STMP process

· ARO process

Managing Program
· Revision, Compression

· Delay, comparison of scheduled/un-scheduled users

· SCS/ECR

· Ability to manage a high-use, un-scheduled airport

· How to use/allocate unused pop-ups

· Before and after allocation.

The work group agreed that these were the topics that were just discussed.  More slides from Mike – has historical CDM vs. non-CDM.  

Grovac - could modify the web/OIS to allow GA aircraft to file early intent messages like major users.  

Demato – could historical data show where pop-ups come from?  The answer was, ‘not necessary.’

Kapri – what are two classes?  CDM and non-CDM and are treated differently in compression.  Grovac’s suggestion would make only one class.

More discussions on what to do with pop-ups.  Should they be required to file 3 hours in advance?

Howard/Grovac: make sure there is no disincentive in filing an early flight plan.  

Howard: might get better slot after the GDP starts and then wait a short time to file.

Beatty: a flight filing 10 min prior to P time could get better slot – people should get same FA delay.

Grovac: get more delay by filing early vs. filing 10 min early and taking off right away

Somersall: when a pop-up comes in, assign a FA, look for unassigned slot, do SCS to re-shuffle slots, then assign new times.

(Capturing bullet items from various people, Rick O)

· Last minute filers should not get advantage over scheduled carriers

· Pop-up comes in – that new pop-up should get FA delay w/SCS to smooth times.

· Max/min – when no slot available, pop-up gets FA delay

Rick: should early filers be treated the same as late filers if he files before GDP?  Is 4 hours notice better?

Cranor: Once a GDP is in place, then one files and becomes a pop-up, he stays a pop-up.

Howard and Wambsganss added that slots are shifted today.

Grovac: 4 hr filing penalizes GA

Demato: GA starts with disadvantage; can’t file that early; needs cut off model.

Oiesen: make it so GA could file 4 hrs.

Lamond: variable lead-time 2-4 hours depending on airport.  He reserves the right to adjust this time depending on the airport.
Oiesen: tentative consensus: 1.  Pick a time before P time to allow GA to file, then anyone who can file is treated the same.  2. Afterwards, they will get an FA delay…suffer the consequences for not filing early enough.

(from white board) 

X hour before P time (x + ETE) = CTA, then apply FA delay and reallocate slots.  After GDP, first open slot, after that the aircraft gets a FA delay.

Beatty: Is this newly defined?  Pop-ups get a FA delay?  They should not get an advantage.

Howard: We are not making a change to slots but how to allocate a pop-up when it occurs.  We should use the x hour formula.

Oiesen: at the HITL meeting, we will discuss the following: 

1. The straight formula: 

a. Before GDP – treated as a regular flight (popup). 

b. After GDP – pop-up time + FA = P time.

2. The x hour formula.

Still more discussions and dialogue on FA delay vs. x hour delay procedure.

Wambsganss: There is still a minimum of FA delay; maximum delay is undefined.

Bertapelle: Popup is not swappable; there is a large gaming possibility.

Brennan: The HITL group may get the code by the meeting on Friday 7/18.  Will try a number of popups and watch evolution.  Airlines will create their popups.  Airline participation is available from remote sites.

The HITL testing is scheduled at Metron on Friday 7/18.  There was a proposal to conduct a trial test on Thursday 7/17 to make sure everyone could get on.  Chris E. will e-mail the telcon info.  

Diversion Aircraft (DA)

CDM web page, prioritization.

Vomacka advised the group that numerous DA have tried to get back to the original destination airport.  The GDP keeps running, but new ones have been filled, occasionally released, then delayed by GS.  The overhead stream is full, and DAs on the ground get long EDCTs whose times are not accurate.  How does the group want to work the DA problem in order to give them a priority?

Beatty: The diversion recovery web page does not work procedurally.  The overhead stream has priority rather than the aircraft on the ground; sometimes there is a seven-hour wait.

ISSUE: Slot allocation - there is a need to revise the GDP to create holes for DA.  What are the alternatives?  

The DAs end up being flights without slots or flights with expired slots.  Could this be a training issue for controllers at the ATCSCC?

Beatty: Who is responsible for responding to the diversion recovery web page?  The TCA is the only one who’ll see it.  We (users) need feedback from the FAA about the web page.

Grovac: The controllers know about the DA; is this a re-training issue?

Johnston: Should there be a new color for the DA?

Beatty: Can the FSM show cities?  

There was much discussion on how to develop a graphic display showing DA and how long the aircraft have been waiting on the ground.

1. Change FSM color for DA.

2. Develop a table showing where aircraft are sitting, waiting.

3. On FSM bar graph, one could click the bar to see the DA

Oiesen: Does the FAA also need to see this graph?  Yes

Johnston:  Could a link on the OIS page to take you to the FSM page?  Yes

(From white board)

Ideas for Identifying and Tracking DA

· FSM – color change for DA

· DA by city – bar graph like the web page

· FSM bar graph – the flight list could ID the DA

· Java FSM graphical display

· A list on the OIS with a link to the DA page.

ACTION ITEM: Grovac will draft ideas to recommend possible changes to OIS page.

Beatty: Would like the ability to click on the original destination city to show where the flights diverted.

Grovac:  Right now this is a medium priority.  If the work group wants to raise the priority level, something might be made a lower priority in its place.  

To learn more about diversion aircraft, you could click on the bar chart.  Bars could be stacked to show the wait list.






ACTION ITEM:  Oiesen will write a proposal for a bar graph and submit it to the work group for discussion.

Somersall: From a ground stop into a GDP, we need a realistic time frame to get aircraft moving (ADL+30 min?).  When using “Status”, aircraft go into Que2; if using ”Time”, there is another ground delay ETMS message.  

ISSUE: When moving from a ground stop into a GDP, we need to use “Status” with reasonable times.

· Modeling, estimated time to get aircraft going after a ground stop

· 45 minute window to give users time to prepare

· Users have different times for taxi – there needs to be consistency for calculations to reduce penalty.

· (ideas)  ADL+10 minutes for aircraft already for taxi, or

· ADL+20 for aircraft ready to load.

· It could be a “ready to taxi/get to end of runway” time (ready to go).

· The “strip scan” already incorporated into existing programs would be of benefit in determining these times.

ACTION ITEM:  AUA-730, DSP strip scan times need to go to ETMS for information dissemination.

What is a good ADL + time for calculations?  You could lose 5 minutes from ADL time to submit time.  There was dialogue among the work group about whether the time should be configurable.

 ISSUE:  The 15-minute time needs to be hard coded and not configurable.

There needs to be anticipation of weather movement.  TUT would like to keep the +/- 5 minute window.  For the purpose of procedures, the CTA needs to be more accurate.  The different times mean different things to different people.  We need to find out what “Out” means.  We may have to define this in order to get the info into ETMS.  

ACTION ITEM: John Martin will canvass ATA to determine an industry standard for “Out” time or ready to taxi to runway time.

Bertapelle: In anticipation of GDP, we need to clarify our agreement:

Review – Recap

Getting out of GS into GDP 

· Vomacka: the ATCSCC will always use “Status” when coming out of a GS.

   





ISSUE:  ADL time +15 minutes should be current time +15.

In summary, ECDT 15 minutes in future – airlines say no; if 15-minute window works, the users are able to get back into the air sooner.  Modeling by FSM should allow aircraft to depart when they are ready to go.  If they haven’t taxied, they would get an EDCT and comply with that time.

ACTION ITEM:  Madori Tanino will investigate using the clock time vs. ADL time.

Java FSM

Java FSM will be re-scheduled for deployment at the ATCSCC during the first week of October at the SFO position and one New York position only (total of 2).  At a later date, everyone else at the ATCSCC will transition to Java FSM.  A train-the-trainer method will be utilized; Metron will train the airlines in classes of about 10 students over a two-day course.  A benefit from Java FSM is distance based GDP; this will move us away from the tier concept.  One problem is if an aircraft has a delay, or needs a tire change, it gets an ECR.

From the OIS page, a graphic display would show a map and a link from an “advisory number” (under development, spring 2004).

Demato: a year ago, we requested that this be put on the public site, not just the FAA intranet.

Beatty: it would be good to work together on guidelines to determine distances on certain airports.

Somersall: it would take experience to determine whether to use a tier or distance or a combination.

There was discussion on what the benefits of all this would be verses using an FCA.  Under what circumstances would you use a multi-airport GDP?  Sometimes an airspace constraint could keep aircraft from departing – an FCA could be a better way to control demand.  Multi-airport GDP would give the ability to distribute a delay across many airports for a given situation (weather, heavy traffic).

Cranor: it is unacceptable to have automation determine the arrival rate at an airport.  This idea originated in 1999 and it was not well received then; it is not a tool for use such as this.

Oiesen: how can we do better from history with all these tools?  What tools are needed?

Beatty: the route to an airport can change – the destination cannot.

Cranor: Metron fulfilled their obligation saying it would be hard, but multi-airport may not be the way to go.

Beatty: we need to re-think the issue of GDP vs. route because they are different.  An FCA creates an ADL; now what is done with the info?

Somersall: we need to handle all tools available when a constraint exists.  We should continue research (FCA, RMT) to get optimum use of airspace.  We need a common data source to tap.

Howard: considering costs, we would be better off concentrating on FCA.

ACTION “SENTENCE”: Beatty recap – multi-airport has reached a dead end.  GDP – translating airborne delay to ground delay; if we’re going to do multi-airport GDP, we need new rules.

(From white board)

Multi-airport

Multi-fix

Distance based       Lessons learned in multi-purpose GDP

FCA based

Cranor: 

1. New concept exploration

2. Explain the adjustment to our superiors

3. Work group formation cross functional

Mike Brennan provided the work group a demo of distanced base GDP with Java FSM.  Airlines could conceivably substitute across airports; there may also be an opportunity to use compression across airports as well.  This should be ready by the end of December 2003.  

ISSUE: it would be good to type in an airport ID to see if you’d be included.  Since not all airports are shown, there is a gray area and judgment will come into play.

Airlines want to be involved with HITL tests.  The work group set up a test for distance based GDP on August 4 (SFO) and August 7 (one NY airport).  During these tests, the group will establish guidelines.

Grovac: the FCA is a much better way, more forward thinking.  It affects only aircraft that want to use that airspace.

ACTION ITEM: Debbie Johannes will draft a letter for ATT-1 to show how this determination came about and that we’ve examined the past and now we will move forward and integrate all products.

Twenty Minute Window and SCS

The 20-minute window usage would be reduced when SCS started; six months after implementation, it would drop to zero. 

Beatty: if SCS is frequently refused, it’s a big deal.

Brennan: gaming could mess up SCS.  The need for a window still is useful at the beginning to give all people a chance to get started.

Cranor: SCS has not shown that delays have reduced verses utilization of the 20-minute window.  It has not been shown that the 20-minute window is a problem.  It was stated that supporting evidence is needed and that airlines do not have incentives to try SCS.  There has not been enough usage to present good data.

(From white board)

1. How often will SCS fail?

2. Dominant carriers are keeping subs turned off.

a. SCS are more of a benefit that 20-minute window.

b. What is the impact of 20-minute window?

c. Some airlines need to try to reduce the 20-minute window in live programs

d. More airlines are now SCS capable.

It was decided to conduct an analysis to determine if the 20-minute window contributed to delay problems.  

ACTION ITEM: Mike Brennan will develop a program to show what the difference is between delayed time and ETA – the 20-minute window verses SCS.  He will put on the e-mail exploder and review the data.  There will be a Telcon and a test airline has agreed to test the data collection for process and analyze the outcome.  The test airline will test the system, not just the specific airline.  The product should be completed by July 25.

Tim Grovac noted that a year ago he received a letter expressing the airlines need for SCS and made this a number one priority.  Now he’s hearing that they want to keep the 20-minute window instead.

Dennis: AAL uses both systems for different airports for different situations.  

Cranor: USA is not leaving bridging on all the time.  They only turn off to sub internally, then turn it back on.  The work group agreed that there is some benefit to SCS.

“CRY UNCLE CLAUSE”:  When testing SCS, if airlines have to, they will revert to previous plan and call Debbie Johannes.

The work group will meet next on September 24 at 1:00 pm at the ATCSCC and work until 5:00 pm.  The following day, September 25, the workgroup will work a full day.  The agenda is TBD.  

ACTION ITEMS and ISSUES

ACTION ITEMS

1. (see page 4, line 1) Grovac will draft ideas to recommend possible changes to OIS page.

2. (bar graph)  Oiesen will write a proposal for a bar graph and submit it to the work group for discussion.

3. (see page 5, line 51)  AUA-730, DSP strip scan times need to go to ETMS for information dissemination.

4. (see page 5, line 10)  John Martin will canvass ATA to determine an industry standard for “Out” time or ready to taxi to runway time.

5. (see page 5, line 46)  Madori Tanino will investigate using the clock time vs. ADL time.

6. (see page 7, line 3)  Debbie Johannes will draft a letter for ATT-1 to show how this determination came about and that we’ve examined the past and now we will move forward and integrate all products.

7. (see page 7, line 26)  Mike Brennan will develop a program to show what the difference is between delayed time and ETA – the 20-minute window verses SCS.  

8. (see page 6, line 31)  ACTION “SENTENCE”: Beatty recap – multi-airport has reached a dead end.  GDP – translating airborne delay to ground delay; if we’re going to do multi-airport GDP, we need new rules.

ISSUES

1. Slot allocation - there is a need to revise the GDP to create holes for Diversion A.  What are the alternatives?  

2. When moving from a ground stop into a GDP, we need to use “Status” with reasonable times.  This means that the 45-minute exemption will NOT be applied to the flights that are in the revised GDP.

3. The15-minute time needs to be hard coded and not configurable.

4. ADL time +15 minutes should be current time +15.

5. It would be good to type in an airport ID to see if you’d be included.  Since not all airports are shown, there is a gray area and judgment will come into play.

6. When a pop-up flight is looking to be assigned an EDCT, the FA delay will be assigned.  If an unassigned slot is available earlier in the GDP, then the SCS logic will apply, move the unassigned slot down to the flight’s EDCT.

7. In the new GDP, when pop-up historical data is used, there will be logic applied to move unassigned slots later in the GDP so no slot goes unused.  The rules of logic for determining when and how are forthcoming.  This can be referred to as “aging out open slots.”

“CRY UNCLE CLAUSE”:  When testing SCS, if airlines have to, they will revert to previous plan and call Debbie Johannes.
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Example of possible bar graph
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ADL could be 5 minutes old (1940)
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Could receive control time 1940 (8 minutes in the past)
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