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Introduction

A Surface Collaborative Decision Making (CDM) System sub-team (SCT) meeting was held in Charlotte, NC on August 19-20, 2009. The primary objectives of this meeting were to continue the development of a Surface CDM Concept of Operations Document (CONOPS), meet the Charlotte Douglas International Airport (CLT) stakeholders, and brief the stakeholders on Surface CDM and the current objectives of the SCT. A list of attendees is included at the end of this document. 
Presentation by Bob Whittemore
Following a brief introduction by Marshall Mowery, FAA SCT Lead, the group was given an overview of the airport by Bob Whittemore, CLT Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT)/Terminal Radar Approach Control (TRACON) Supervisory Traffic Management Coordinator (STMC). 
With 
an average of 1500 operations daily, CLT is the seventh busiest airport in the United States and the largest hub operation for US Airways. There are currently four Traffic Management Coordinators (TMCs) and one STMC within the CLT ATCT staffing. A third parallel runway (36L/18R) is currently being added. 
The FAA ATC tower and the US Airways ramp tower work closely together to ensure smooth movement of aircraft into and out of the ramp areas. 

Q: Are there plans to remove runway 5/23 with the implementation of the third parallel runway?

A: No. With runway 5/23 and the three parallel runways, maximum throughput rate will increase from approximately 75 to 96 in the SOUTH configuration and 64 to 85 in the NORTH configuration (the SOUTH and NORTH configurations are mirror images of each other).
Q: Does US Airways ramp tower deal with constraints with aircraft movement in the ramp area?
A: Several of the spot areas, such as 6-7 and 10-12 have congestion issues. In the spot 10 area, often times aircraft push back and block whole taxiways. 

Q: Does the US Airways ramp tower control all pushbacks?

A: Yes, the ramp tower handles pushback for all airlines at the airport. 
Q: What is the airport’s demand?

A: Demand is approximately 65-72 per hour, but often times the majority of the operations will occur within a 40 minute period. It is common to have compressed throughput of 15 flights in 10 minute spans.  

Bob mentioned the following as some of the major constraints at the airport: 

· There are no run-up blocks to maneuver aircraft or change the sequence. The bypass taxiway is the only option. Concrete pads at the ends of each runway would aid in segregating departure fixes, allow for re-sequencing when flights are held for mile-in-trail (MIT) constraints, weather holds or weight and balance problems.
· In the event a flight must exit the runway with traffic on final approach it can not be done quickly with an immediate turn off the runway. It must taxi to a bypass taxiway which may already be blocked. When a runway is a shared arrival / departure runway, a go-around is likely.  

· The Northeastern area of the airport is congested around spots 10, 11 and 12.
· It will be difficult to see the new runway from the ATCT.
Bob expressed that the implementation of end-around taxiways at the airport is unlikely. He also said that the commuter/international terminal will be expanded around spots 10, 11, and 12. 
Q: How much interaction is there between the US Airways Ramp tower and the FAA on managing the departure flow (such as how many they push back from the gates, etc.)?

A: There is some coordination between the TMCs and the ramp tower. For example, a TMC may call the ramp tower and say “don’t give us too many planes for departure fix XXX for the next XX minutes.”   TMCs will also call the ramp for permission to offload aircraft to the ramp area. Currently the only form of communication between the FAA and US Airways ramp tower is via telephone. 

CDM Update by Mark Libby

Following the presentation by Bob Whittemore, Mark Libby, FAA CDM Manager, gave the group an update on CDM activity. Mark briefly mentioned the other CDM Sub-teams and gave an overview of the major projects each team is currently involved in. The next Semi-Annual CDM Meeting will be held in Phoenix, AZ on September 21-24. The first two days will consist of Sub-team meetings. September 23 will consist of breakout sessions and September 24 will be split into panel discussions in the morning and several workshops in the afternoon. On the afternoon of the 24th, the audience will have the choice of attending two of the five workshops. Two CDM Strategy Sessions will also be held before the end of the year.
Presentation by Bill Hall

Bill Hall from Terminal Services briefed the group on Tower Flight Data Manager (TFDM). TFDM began with ATCT system consolidation analysis in FY04.In FY05, a modernization program was conducted at Chicago O’Hare International Airport (ORD), in which requirements were generated for Advanced Electronic Flight Strips (AEFS).  Bill commented that a goal of TFDM is to move flight strips electronically between multiple towers. In FY06, a Staffed NextGen Tower (SNT) was created, in which the feasibility of remote airport control was tested. The testing showed that remote control is feasible under certain conditions. The TFDM concept was later defined in FY08. 
TFDM is aimed at making a system that is scalable to each specific tower and minimizing the number of displays in a tower by integrating tower and airport surface management capabilities into a single platform. 
The Arrival/Departure Management Tool (A/DMT) is an integrated arrival, surface and departure management decision support tool.
Q: Will there be any modeling capability within A/DMT, such as modeling what the departure push is going to look like, how many planes will be pushing back, and which gates they will be pushing back from?
A: Bill said that his group is focused on improving modeling programs by providing the system with the appropriate information as it becomes available.
TFDM priorities are currently being gathered from the airport stakeholders at Philadelphia International Airport (PHL). Mark Libby commented that the TFDM work could tie into System Enhancements for Versatile Electronic Negotiation (SEVEN). A comment was made that much of the surface management work will be dependent on the state of readiness of the operator. Tom Prevost commented that his team is working on advanced surface applications that will feed into TFDM.
TFDM is currently still in the concept definition stage. Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) Lincoln Laboratories has initiated the TFDM prototype requirements definition. This effort includes the definition of initial functional architecture, the drafting of display requirements, and the formation of a user group. 

Q: In the TFDM Concept of Use discussions, has there been any definition of how the roles of traffic management and NAS stakeholders will need to change? It appears as if the role of traffic management will need to change with the implementation of some of this functionality.

A: There have been initial discussions, but no firm decisions have been made on what the changes will need to be. 

Discussion of Surface CDM CONOPS

Ross Wagner briefed the group on the recent activity of the “SCT Small Group”. The Small Group has been meeting twice a week for the past several weeks to define a set of Concept Elements to form the core set of operational procedures for Surface CDM. The group has been using the European Airport CDM Operational Concept Document as the primary references for this effort. The SCT has targeted November 1 as the completion date for a high level Surface CDM CONOPS. Once a general high level CONOPS has been finalized, detailed adaptations will be created for CLT and Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport (DTW). In addition to the Airport CDM Operational Concept Document, the European Operational Concept Validation methodology Structured Planning Framework (EOCVM) document has been used to guide the SCT in its current tasking.

Prior to defining the core Concept Elements, the Small Group created a list of problems and associated causes that exist in the realm of surface operations. 

Mark Libby commented that gate holding procedures will vary from airport to airport. John Guth, FAA, added that there are no formal gate holding procedures at DTW, but that gate holding has been used in special situations. 
The CLT stakeholders also said that their airport does not use gate holding. When Ground Stop (GS)/Ground delay Program (GDP) information is passed from ATC to the ramp tower, the ramp tower is responsible for pushing aircraft off gates as needed and finding places on the ramp to keep aircraft. ATC generally stays out of managing this. However, ATC will inform the ramp tower when the Traffic Management Initiatives (TMIs) are expected to end. It is also common for the ramp tower to call the ATCT for this type of information. Connie Ritchie, FAA, commented that at DEN, there are no formal gate holding procedures, but during events such as thunderstorms, the ramp tower will be told to hold all aircraft. 
Bernie Davis, US Airways, described US Airways’ day-to-day holding operations. In the event of a gridlock situation on the ramp, US Airways will keep their flights at the gate. Mark Libby described the Airport CDM methodology in which the ATC issues Target Startup Approval Times (TSATs) for each flight. He said that this type of gate management does not exist in the United States except for during GDPs when each flight is assigned an Expected Departure Clearance Time (EDCT). CLT ATCT commented that they normally do not get involved in how an EDCT is conveyed from the ramp tower to a flight crew. In situations where EDCTs are assigned after a flight has received clearance, the ATCT will physically call the ramp tower to inform them of an EDCT. Bernie Davis said that if US Airways knows a flight with an EDCT is at a particular gate and there is no inbound flight scheduled for that gate, the number one option will be to keep the flight at that gate. This option is preferred to sending a flight out to the end of a long departure queue. According to Dan Allen, FedEx, in Memphis International Airport (MEM), FedEx will call the ATCT and notify them when they would plan on holding flights at their gates. FedEx and the ATCT have come up with a “time to enter the movement area” parameter. 
Tom Prevost told the group that at some airports, the location and nature of a hold is strictly up to the airline, and his Surface Trajectory Based Operations (STBO) team has been careful not to violate this. 

Q (from Carl Calcasola to US Airways): How many parking/remote parking positions are available at CLT?

A: There are 20-25 positions. When positions are desperately needed, US Airways occasionally asks the cargo operators if they have extra space. 

Q (from Carl Calcasola to US Airways): Some airports have the flexibility of swapping gates on very short notice. Can you do that here at CLT?

A: Some gates are not compatible with certain aircraft types. This type of swapping can be done, but it must be pre-coordinated. 
Tom Prevost commented that in MEM, airport capacity is allocated by airline, based on each airline’s demand. Each airline is given a quota of aircraft to push off the gates within 15 minute increments. 
The group entered a brief discussion of the Airport CDM milestones approach for the turn-around process. George Curley, Volpe, commented that the application of the Airport CDM principles is about the formalization of data sharing (i.e. which stakeholders are responsible for sending what data and when). 
The unique situation at John F Kennedy International Airport (JFK) was mentioned, in which ramp coverage is sponsored by the FAA. 

Dan Allen said that a “first come first served” mentality has been replaced by a “best equipped first served mentality”, when in fact the mentality should be “best collaboration best served”. Steve Osborne added that this is currently the philosophy in SEVEN, where airlines provide priority routes in advance and the system responds by giving the airline the best possible route. For airlines that do no submit preferences, their flights are placed in a GDP. 
A participant from US Airways commented that he hoped a Surface CDM system would define the airport’s departure queue. He said that the airline should be able to request to have a higher priority swapped with another of their flights in the queue and that the queue be built at the spot. The Airport CDM concept incorporates flexibility for airline preferences. Steve Osborne proposed that each airline assign their flights a priority level from 1-5. Another comment was made that a “true surface management system” would need to monitor the surface at the departure airports, and know their departure rates to get an accurate picture of the “inbound inventory”. 

Ross Wagner walked the group through the European Airport CDM Operational Concept Document and the group brainstormed on the elements of Airport CDM that could and should be implemented in Surface CDM CONOPS for the United States. Key comments are summarized below:

· Europe and the United States have two completely different business models. The way they operate would be similar to having a GDP at every airport. 

· In the U.S. there is less regulatory control over flights than in Europe. 

· Our (Surface CDM) system needs to be more real time and work a lot sooner. 

· In Europe flights make every effort to meet their slot times because of the penalties that are applied for missing them.

· As the use of Traffic Management Advisor (TMA) increases, more flights will be required to meet slot times. Surface CDM can contribute to the efficiency of TMA.
· Perhaps ATC could issue each flight a target spot time based on the airline’s takeoff time estimates instead of a TSAT. Sometimes the spot is the bottleneck and the spot area is in competition by multiple airlines. 

· A decision needs to be made on whether Surface CDM will regulate the spot or the gate. Regulating the gate may not be the appropriate approach in the United Sates. 

· If a queue were applied at the spot, someone would need to orchestrate the order and rules would need to be set for building the order to ensure equity.
· Within the Airport CDM concept “who goes when” is based on which flights meet their times. 

· A US Airways representative suggested having the airlines assign an updating probability for each flight meeting their proposed times.

· A US Airways representative suggested that the FAA provide the airlines with a flight’s position in the departure queue at least one hour in advance to allow for substitutions. This would require the airlines to file flight plans well before one hour prior. In any case, the group will need to decide on a time parameter for publishing the queue. It was also proposed that the departure queue could be published even when only 80% of the flights had filed flight plans. Inside of an hour, the airline’s flexibility to substitute flights within the departure queue will begin to disappear. 
· ATCT clearance delivery would take over the function of handling the FAA’s Surface CDM responsibilities at airports without a TMC presence. 
Discussion of Submitted Comments
The group addressed a compiled list of comments that had been submitted in response to the draft CONOPS that had been sent to the group earlier in the week. Based on a review of the comments, the group decided to make the following revisions to the document:
· The group decided to add the following problem to Section 4 of the CONOPS: “Lack of TMI Compliance”. Causes of this problem would include inconsistent information, communication breakdown, etc. 
· The group agreed that Variable Taxi Time (VTT) should be made its own Concept Element. 

· The group reiterated that “Surface CDM” should be used for the surface effort in the United States to avoid any confusion between this with European Airport CDM. 
· The group decided to use “ATC” instead of “Air Navigation Service Provider (ANSP)” and “CFMU” within the document. 

· Create a table that maps the Concept Elements to the NextGen initiatives.

· Revise the wording in paragraph 3 of 5.1.3 for clarity. 
· Add Flight Plan Providers to the list of Surface CDM stakeholders.

· Make the order of the operational scenarios presented in Section 6 more logical. 

Presentation by Bill Leber

To open the second day of the meeting, Bill Leber, Lockheed Martin, briefed the group on “The Lockheed Project” currently being developed for US Airways at CLT. Bill commented that one of the goals of the project was to bring the Industry (US Airways) side up to speed with the FAA side in terms of the tools used for traffic management. The Lockheed Project performs comprehensive modeling of every aspect of US Airways’ surface operation. Lockheed Martin has partnered with Mosaic ATM to address the functionality relating to taxi sequencing. Both historical and real-time (ASDE-X) information is used for taxi time prediction.
Presentation by Mark Libby and Carl Calcasola
Because the second day of the meeting had more of the CLT stakeholders in attendance than the previous day, Mark Libby and Carl Calcasola briefed the group on CDM, the SCT, and the goal of the SCT to create a Surface CDM process in the United States. Marshall Mowery also conveyed his thoughts to the group on the importance and potential benefit of implementing Surface CDM. 
Conclusions

The group came to a consensus that the Surface CDM concept should leverage the high-level Airport CDM CONOPS only where applicable and tailor the process to the operational needs in the United States. The CLT stakeholders acknowledged that the implementation of Surface CDM would bring about significant changes at the airport and conveyed their enthusiasm for the project. The next SCT meeting will be held at DTW on September 16-17, 2009. This meeting will be followed by the Semi-Annual CDM General Meeting in Phoenix, AZ on September 21-24. 
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