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AFP Forum Overview

Section II: AFP Forum

The goal of the AFP forum was to demonstrate the entire AFP planning, implementation, monitoring, modification, and exit process by acting out an AFP scenario.  The following members of the Flow Evaluation Team (FET) participated in the demonstration:

· Mark Libby

Moderator

FET Co-lead

· Joe Hof


Logistics/Plan

ATCSCC Procedures

· Dennis O’Hara

ARTCC TMU

Washington ARTCC

· Curt Kaler

ARTCC TMU

Minneapolis ARTCC

· Chuck McGrady

ARTCC TMU

Indianapolis ARTCC

· Jeff Tichenor

Terminal TMU

Denver Terminal STMC

· Glenn Godfrey

NESP


ATCSCC NTMO

· Mark Hopkins

AOC


Delta Airlines

· Gary Dockan

AOC


U.S. Air

· Ed Olsen

AOC


Northwest Airlines

· Jo Damato

GA Rep.

NBAA, ATCSCC

· Sandy Clover

Scenario visuals
Metron Aviation

Mark Libby introduced all of the members and support of FET.  He then went over the six FCAs that will be used for developing AFPs for the beginning of the 2006 season.  Mark and Joe Hof reviewed the conditions that will dictate the need for an initiative including CCFP, weather, traffic, etc.  They then turned the scenario over to Glean Godfrey who led the scenario from the NESP position.  Each different player provided insight into the coordination, planning and general thought process as the AFP was planned and implemented.  As the scenario was conducted, Sandy showed slides of the tools and data that would be used by all of the players in the process.  After the scenario was completed, questions and comments were taken by the team:

1. Jo Damato advised users of the EDCT Lookup feature to only access this after filing their flight plan and 90 minutes or less prior to proposed time.

2. Anticipated MIT situation with AFP.  There are concerns that facilities/airports in the Northeast will still want to request MIT restrictions regardless of the level of restraint of the AFP.  Most hope that the justification for the AFP will allow for reduced or eliminated MITs.  Each situation will be different and communications will be the key.  Some center attendees feel that there will be airport generated MITs, not en route generated MITs.

3. Will we (specifically ORD) be able to swap EDCTs between flights?  All were cautioned to think through this carefully since there are many ramifications.  The direction of the FET is to allow limited swapping of EDCTs that are close by time at major airports after coordination with the NESP.

4. Question from Canada on the timing of using Canadian routes.  This is a difficult question to answer since each situation is different, each airline has different triggers and these may be different day-to-day based on many variables.

5. There will likely be some issues and problems with “express” flights and how to keep up with slots.  Training is the key to maximizing the use of subs and slots.

6. How will we look at metrics?  What are the metrics?  What is success?  The Program Office has agreed to do the costs/benefits analysis.

7. How are you going to train Towers, Contract Towers, and the military?  The same training will be provided to ATO-R, ATO-E, and ATO-T.  Need to ensure DOD is in the loop and they have representatives here today.

8. How will AOPA members be affected?  Members could be included in an AFP.  There have been discussions on exempting “piston traffic” and this would ease some of the anticipated problems, but some AOPA members will be affected.

9. How will the CCFP levels be used to help select which FCA to use?  The forecast weather is only one of many variables that will be used to determine this or any other initiative.

10. What is the status of Substitution for startup?  Volpe wanted to know if subs should be disabled for the initial implementation.  No, subs should be “On” and available.

11. Airlines are in support of using AFP as an option instead of multiple GDPs in support of SWAP.  There are concerns that we are already talking about using this for other situations, when the understanding was that this would be implemented slowly.  The ATCSCC will be looking for very focused other opportunities to try AFP.  An example may be Cancun or Ski Country.

12. General question on routing out of AFPs.  Since one of the stated goals is equity, customers do not want to be restricted by carrier, origin ARTCC, destination ARTCC, etc.  Mark Libby went over what we think will be a typical day of implementing graduated TMIs starting early in the morning with big MITs and/or suggested reroutes.  Hard to rule anything completely in or out now, but equity is certainly a goal.

13. ZDV wants to test an AFP in the background over the next few months for Eagle, CO to determine feasibility of use.

14. Can the delay times be collected by ARTCCs?  Most feel that delays should be assigned to the affected ARTCC.  There are some concerns about getting delay times from the military and contract towers.

15. Are airborne flights included in AFPs?  You will not get a delay if the AFP is formed after you are airborne.

16. How can we differentiate GDP EDCTs from AFP EDCTs?  The difference will not readily be apparent.  Will have to use the OIS capabilities that are being developed or find the associated advisory.  Contract towers may have difficulty finding this out.

17. This should be an important future consideration since pilots may react and plan differently in the future to GDPs versus AFPs.  Education and training will assist this until the electronic capabilities can catch up.

18. Some airlines are concerned with the overall enroute delay concept.  Some will likely take the Can routes if they are available, but some can’t accept A761.

Mark Libby thanked all for their participation and thanked the team for all the hard work and dedication.

Lorne and Jim closed the forum by thanking all of the participants and recognizing several representatives from ATO-E and ATO-T that were in attendance to learn about AFPs.   
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