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Introduction

The Ground Delay Program Enhancement Team (GDPE) met at Southwest Airlines (SWA) Headquarters in Dallas, TX on March 10 – 12, 2009.  The meeting agenda included:

· Flexible Slots – Fat / Thin Slots Concept (Roger Beatty – American Airlines)
· A Traffic Flow Management (TFM) Model for NextGen (Mike Brennan – Metron Aviation)
· The unfiltered Collaborative Decision Making (CDM) Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
· GDPE presentations for the Spring 2009 CDM Meeting
· Traffic Management Advisor (TMA) update
· Control by CTA (CbTA) sub-group update

· Spring 2009 CDM Industry Training – GDPE contributions
· Changes to Estimated Departure Clearance Time (EDCT) Change Request (ECR) Logic
· Review of GDPE Status Sheet

· Adaptive Compression (AC) Failure Analysis

· GDPE Meeting Schedule

Key Suggestions and Ideas

· There was a suggestion that the Breakout Session at the CDM Meeting in San Diego can be used by the GDPE to touch on some of the ideas and concerns for TMA.  Another idea would be to use the breakout as a method for providing ideas to the group.

· The GDPE feels that efforts need to be made to protect operator proprietary data as soon as possible while preserving Integrated Program Modeling (IPM) functionality.

· Try to determine an upper limit for how well AC might work in ideal circumstances.
Flexible Slots and CDM Principles in NextGen
CDM Principles in NextGen
Roger Beatty of AAL provided a briefing on Flexible Slots (the Fat / Thin Slot concept) and what CDM principles may look like in the NextGen universe.  The beginning of the presentation focused on principles of CDM that Roger believes should be preserved as NextGen develops.
·  Ration by Schedule (RBS)

· Roger espoused the benefits of RBS as it does not punish operators for being honest about cancelations or operator delays.  Roger suggested that RBS also helps preserve equity in reduced capacity situations by rationing slots in proportion to operator’s schedules.
· Slot ownership and slot control

· Slot ownership and slot control provide operator flexibility to better meet their business plans by allowing them to swap their own flights within a program as long as both flights can meet the new slot times.
· Adaptive Compression

· Adjusts for uncertainty through automation and attempts to maximize utilization of capacity.
· Slot Credit Substitutions (SCS)
· Protects the benefits of slot ownership but allows operators to provide benefits to system efficiency by creating a market for real time slot exchange.
· Proprietary data
· Prior to the Unfiltered CDM MOA, sensitive data was selectively distributed and the data contributor was able to determine the end user.  Roger would like to continue this policy as under NextGen, System Wide Information Management (SWIM) and the new CDM MOA, proprietary operational data may no longer exist.
· Minimum notification times
· Minimum notification times acknowledge that some situations require time for operators to respond. The same consideration will need to be provided in the future.
· Timeout Delay and Cancellation
· Though complicated, the timeout delay and cancellation rules allow TFM automation to continue functioning when an operator is not communicating.
Fat Slot Visualization
Roger Beatty showed a detailed how a fully defined four dimensional flight plan with time constraints along the entire route may work in the NextGen world.  Roger suggested that with fixed times from gate to gate, the system will likely not be able to produce a valid solution set to constraints at the departing airport, en route, and at the arrival airport.  Roger related how the “fat slot” concept could be used to increase the solution options by allowing operators to provide a range of flight speeds for part of the trajectory, thus creating a range of arrival times at the constraints following these “flexible” portions.  Roger used this to demonstrate how “flexible” flight plans might provide simpler solutions to the optimization goals of NextGen. 
Roger concluded his presentation by emphasizing the need for CDM to provide concepts and feedback to NextGen.

Omar Baradi – FAA System Operations Program Office (AJR-4), shared that the Program Office is looking towards interaction with and development of NextGen, with Midori Tanino leading the effort.  Omar also suggested that some of the timelines provided for future development are aggressive and programs such as SWIM will still have time to incorporate CDM input.
Roger Beatty suggested that in aviation, things happen so fast that there is a real danger of overloading personnel with information using SWIM.  He explained that some jobs in aviation are kept purposely simple to ensure that decision making is not paralyzed and that this policy may need to be continued in the future.
Appreciation Ceremony for Roger Beatty
Roger Beatty was presented with a plaque by Charlie Mead and a bag of “goodies” from Rick Dalton – SWA, for his extensive history of service to CDM.
TFM Model for NextGen
Mike Brennan – Metron Aviation, provided a briefing on a TFM Model for NextGen.  Mike voiced significant concern that the NextGen and Operations Planning Services (AJP) have not connected strongly enough to current operations and he would like to see a better defined plan for progress through small steps.  Mike discussed the various ATM issues that the NextGen model must address.  Those issues include:
· Situational Awareness
· NextGen must provide all parties with a view of the current National Airspace System (NAS) situation.
· NextGen must show future demand profiles
· NextGen must determine potential stress points

· Roger voiced appreciation for this point as significant problems tend to occur in the NAS at the point of stress and well before capacity is reached.
· NextGen must provide accurate future weather forecasts.

· Strategic Evaluation
· NextGen must use demand and capacity projections to identify the consequences of various traffic management actions.
· Strategic Planning
· NextGen must use the projected consequences of traffic management actions to determine the appropriate solution for NAS constraints.
· The Strategic Planning concept will need to be flexible as identified by Roger Beatty.

· Mike Brennan suggested that the solutions generated by the Strategic Planning concept would need to utilize the trajectory option concept of developed under System Enhancements for Versatile Electronic Negotiation (SEVEN).
· Some of the meeting attendees were unfamiliar with SEVEN and would like to receive more information.  Roger Beatty and Ken Howard would like to look at the algorithms currently being utilized by SEVEN.
· Mike Brennan feels that some of the concept of allocation of capacity is missing from NextGen.
· Scott Koogle asked about the future of collaborative discussion between the FAA and operators.  Mike Brennan emphasized that the focus of the discussions would likely become what the capacity will be as opposed to discussion of which discrete traffic management initiatives (TMIs) are put in place.

· NextGen must recognize operator priorities, maintain equity, and mitigate disruption.
· Customer Control
· NextGen must maintain the focus on operator control over individual flights.
· Operators should be permitted actions that do not overly stress the system.  Mike suggested creating a threshold for which stress can be increased by an action.
· Current subs are “stress neutral” in that they do not take into account things like the aircraft type and the effects of this on the system.

· There was discussion on the concept of substitutions in NextGen.  Multiple attendees agreed that the solution to effectively implement substitutions across multiple constraints will be critical to the NextGen concept.
· It was suggested that NextGen might use stress thresholds up to which operators would be able to increase the stress of the system.
· Charlie Mead is hesitant to allow operators to increase stress by limited amounts as large numbers of small increases will result in a large increase in overall NAS stress.  
· Mike Brennan proposed the concept of “stress banking” for which the amount of stress operators have added or subtracted from the NAS will be recorded and operators will be allowed actions accordingly.
There was a long discussion on how CDM can influence the development of these NextGen concepts.  Ken Howard re-emphasized Mike Brennan’s point about a series of smaller steps being needed and stated that the GDPE can likely have a strong influence on these smaller steps.
Unfiltered CDM MOA
The GDPE discussed the unfiltered CDM MOA.  There is general concern that the requirement for each operator to detail their security measures to protect the Aggregate Demand List (ADL) data is poorly defined.
The CDM Data feed will be unfiltered in the near future to allow operators using the Flight Schedule Monitor (FSM) Integrated Program Modeling (IPM) Phase II functionality access to the same data as the FAA.  This uniformity of data is necessary to ensure uniform modeling results.
There is significant concern from some operators that some of the data currently submitted by operators is not data that the operators wish to share.  Operators feel that they own the data they submit, and if the FAA removes filtering on data and all data submitted by operators is provided to all CDM participants operators will not be as willing to provide the same quantity of data.
Action Item:
At a later time, continue to discuss solutions to the issue of how to protect specific 

data being submitted to the FAA from being shared with other operators.


Assigned to:
GDPE

Omar Baradi voiced the thought that with Flight Schedule Analyzer (FSA) and Post Operations Evaluation Tool (POET), storable operator data is available to all CDM participants already in a near real time basis.
It was suggested that the lower level data elements be defined as sharable with other operators or not and the CDM MOA be adjusted accordingly.  Roger Beatty felt that this is too narrow of a scope.  Instead, he would like the GDPE to evaluate if the concept of operators being able to submit some data only to the FAA without fear of it being shared with other operators is worthy of further exploration.
The creation of a central server with all submitted data stored therein was proposed.  This server would allow any FSM user to model scenarios based on the same data without distributing the data to individual users.
Ken Howard suggested a method of deciding which data can be displayed by FSM and encrypting the other data, even though it is sent to operators.  While this method would solve the current dilemma between the need for un-filtering of data and the need to protect proprietary data, there is still significant concern over how SWIM will address sharing of proprietary operator data.
Action Item:
Contact Lorne Cass concerning the exact definition of which operators will be able to share the unfiltered data with and what kind of security measures will be required.


Assigned to:
Charlie Mead
Traffic Management Advisor (TMA) Update
The GDPE has been working to meet with the TMA Workgroup but has been unable to schedule a common meeting time.  
Ken Howard believes that TMA will be “metering to meter points” and will function similarly to pass-back miles-in-trail (MIT).  Ken feels that there is a coupling between TMA and TMIs, but TMA will likely not be an ideal solution for problems outside of situations near arrival.
Currently TMA works on a freeze horizon.  While TMA “sees” flights prior to the freeze horizon, it does not control them.  Hence, situations are occurring where flights are arriving at the freeze horizon in clusters.  “Coupling” will allow for TMA in an adjacent Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) to meter to the ARTCC boundary to spread the flights before the freeze horizon.
Bill Tuck – Delta Airlines (DAL), felt that without TMA considering some rationing scheme other than first come first serve, it should not increase in scope beyond metering close to airports as it will not consider equity to operators.
Ed Gannon stated that FSM will resolve the need for coupling with GDPs.  Ed suggested that using Control by Time of Arrival (CbTA) will assist in spacing flights prior to the freeze horizon.  It was suggested that the rates being set for some of the NY Metro airports are unachievable and are causing many of the problems occurring between TMA and GDPs.
Mike Brennan asked how TMA and controllers interact.  Ed Gannon explained that Terminal Radar Approach Control (TRACON) controllers have not been enforcing the TMA times and thus increasing aircraft separation for fear of operational errors. This results in TMA times continually increasing.  Ken Howard explained that the TMA separation matrix and “buffer” can be modified to model the TRACON airspace more accurately.  Ed noted that there does not seem to be much consistency between how the “buffer” values are entered for each TRACON on a day to day basis.
Ed suggested that Chicago may be a better testing ground for TMA than New York.  It was felt that testing the TMA / GDP interaction at airports outside of the NY Metro may be more conducive to finding a solution.
Ken Howard stated that if the matrices are set up properly the delay backups should not be as much of an issue.
It was proposed that the compatibility issues between TMA and GDP be examined closely.  Ken suggested that the GDP algorithms may need to be modified to incorporate fix balancing at a very high level, i.e. assign delay to ensure that the number of aircraft provided to TMA is within the capability of TMA to manage.  Mike Brennan emphasized that ensuring proper rates for GDPs may resolve some of the incompatibility issues.
Ed Gannon suggested that when pilots attempt to make up “lost time” enroute by increasing speed, clustering of aircraft often occurs at the GDP airport. CbTA would resolve much of this as they would be adequately spaced as they reach TRACON airspace. This concept would operate with both a Controlled Time of Arrival (CTA) and a Controlled Departure Time (CDT), though the CDT “window” will not need to be as precise as it is currently.
Ed proposed that if Required Times of Arrival (RTAs) can be met on a consistent basis, CbTA and TMA would both become obsolete.
Key Suggestion:  There was a suggestion that the Breakout Session at the CDM Meeting in San Diego can be used by the GDPE to touch on some of the ideas and concerns for TMA.  Another idea would be to use the breakout as a method for providing ideas to the group.
CbTA Update
Mike Brennan provided an update on the CbTA subgroup.

During the last GDPE meeting there was significant concern about pilot compliance in CbTA operations.  A conference call was held with Airline Pilot Association (ALPA) representatives and the conclusion was that most pilots are concerned with the welfare of the airline and will follow Air Operations Center (AOC) directives within a certain range of flight speeds.  After an aircraft changes its speed by a certain threshold, pilots are forced to report this to Air Traffic Control (ATC).  The ALPA representation stated that pilots will follow direction on speed within this threshold.  It was proposed that CbTA incorporate these thresholds into its calculations.
Miro Lehky stated that another issue ALPA representatives would like addressed is the tendency for flights to be sped up and slowed down alternately by different controllers as they progress along their routes.  Ed suggested part of the solution is providing the CbTA times to pilots directly and remove controllers from the loop to solve this and avoid a drastic increase in workload with CbTA.
There was a feeling that MIT should not be used in conjunction with TMA as is currently occurring in the NY Metro area, however TMA along with MIT is necessary at this current time to properly space the flow at the freeze horizon.  Ed Gannon stated that though TMA must be fed at a steady pace, a more consistent approach needs to be found than MIT.
Ken Howard encouraged the group to try and open discussion with En Route and Oceanic Services (AJE) on their responsibilities in these TMA, CbTA, and RTA issues.
Scott Koogle felt that the sector dynamics in the NY Metro area and the proximity to the airports at which the flows are being merged are going to present workload problems for controllers for the foreseeable future with TMA.
Bill Tuck asked what the Air Traffic Control System Command Center (ATCSCC) participation level in TMA was.  Ed explained that primarily TMA is set up at the ATCSCC to monitor all the field facilities utilizing TMA at this time.

Ed Gannon explained that while the EDCTs from GDPs are provided to TMA and displayed to the user, the automation does not take them into consideration.  Bill Tuck asked if the traffic managers could manually adjust TMA to meet the EDCTs assigned by GDPs.  Ed explained that it can be done, but the workload is too high on traffic managers.  Ed then asked if operators are experiencing high TMA delays when GDPs are not in place.  There was a general consensus among operators that there are not high TMA delays unless GDPs are also in place.  Ed suggested that eventually TMA may be able to use EDCTs to schedule flights and could thus resolve the double delay issues.
Ken Howard explained to the GDPE how some short haul flights in TMA are getting moved from their EDCTs when GDPs are instituted due to long haul flights that TMA first becomes aware of after they are airborne.

It was asked if TMA provides data on second tier ARTCCs.  Ed explained that it can, but for certain centers, the number of second tier ARTCCs is great enough that they cannot all be displayed at once in TMA at this time.
Mike Brennan explained the Airline Based En Route Sequencing and Spacing (ABESS) tool.  The ABESS tool is operator-based and monitors flights, sending suggested speed modifications to smooth the flow.  The primary goal of ABESS is to facilitate Continuous Descent Approaches (CDAs).
Due to construction, Memphis International Airport (MEM) has lost runway 9/27 for nine months.  During this time, MEM maximum capacity will drop below FedEx peak demand during the morning push.  In an attempt to compensate, FedEx will institute its own monitoring program during peak demand hours.  Metron Aviation will monitor and evaluate the results of this situation.
Mike Brennan believed that TMA is being run to an airport rate at MEM as opposed to a runway rate and that the TMA adaption table used in MEM should be considered as a method to convert runway CTAs to fix RTAs.  Ken Howard made a point that TMA is not able to meter flights to the runway as it stops looking at flights that have reached the TRACON boundary.  Scott Koogle suggested that MEM would be an ideal location to collect TMA data without other influences as their peak operations happen overnight and will not be interfered with as strongly as in other locations.  It is unknown how much data is being collected.
Action Item:
Discuss with Andy Beach if other airlines are being worked into the FedEx 


calculations for their operations.


Assigned to:
Ed Gannon

Ed Gannon asked for further clarification on the Delta “Attila” system.  Bill Tuck explained that Attila assists in scheduling around other flights to de-conflict the corner post issue.  Attila will send RTAs to the pilot to solve conflicts.  Pilots receive the RTA and adjust their cost index to determine the necessary speed to meet the RTA.  Occasionally, DAL loses a slot as flights can be slowed to the point they are passed by other flights in the stream.
Attila begins taking into account all flights bound for Hartsfield – Jackson Atlanta International Airport (ATL), but does not send adjustments until the flight is within 90 minutes of arrival.  Attila only sends one RTA to a flight and will not adjust the calculations and send again.  

Ken Howard asked how far out Attila looks.  Bill Tuck explained that Attila considers situations 90 minutes out.  DAL only uses Attila when ZTL is operating well.  During GDPs, thunderstorms and other situations where control elements are in place, Attila is not used.
Action Item:
Research why Attila is not used in conjunction with GDPs and inquire if it can be 


tested during a GDP.


Assigned to:
Bill Tuck
Bill Tuck is not sure how much benefit Attila can provide during low rate GDPs as there is not as much conflict in the corner posts when the rates are significantly reduced.
Ken Howard informed the group that Volpe is receiving the ZME TMA feed and has been tasked to compare the TMA and Traffic Flow Management System (TFMS) Estimated Time of Arrival (ETA) time.
The next steps proposed by Mike Brennan are to learn how the results Attila provides DAL complies with the request, design additional tests to try and answer questions that may remain after looking at FedEx and DAL operations, and to plan GDP operations.
A number of airports were discussed as a potential test location for GDP / TMA interaction.  There was a suggestion to involve United Airlines (UAL) in this discussion and use Chicago O’Hare International Airport (ORD) as a test location.  Ron Ooten suggested if UAL would participate, SWA and UAL have the largest number of operations into San Francisco International Airport (SFO).
Ed Gannon suggested that the GDPE inquire about what impact will be necessary to force MEM operations below a 56 Airport Arrival Rate (AAR).
Action Item:
Check with the MEM Traffic Management Officer (TMO) about the minimums 


necessary to reduce the AAR below 56.


Assigned to:
Ed Gannon
Action Item:
Discuss with FedEx what guidelines could be applied to TMA / GDP interaction 


tests based on their previous experience with metering their own operations.


Assigned to:
Ed Gannon

CDM Spring Training for GDPE
A number of slides were reviewed and edited by the group to help finalize the Industry CDM Spring Training 2009 presentation.

Miro Lehky informed the GDPE that FSM automatically includes altitude in the Airspace Flow Program (AFP) Advisory (ADVZY).

Key Point:
The GDPE feels that efforts need to be made to protect operator proprietary data as soon as possible while preserving IPM functionality.
Action Item:
Ask DeAnna Hines to send the FSM training presentation created by Metron 


Aviation to Charlie Mead for inclusion into the Industry CDM Spring Training 


2009 presentation.


Assigned to:
Miro Lehky

Action Item:
Highlight the FSM change in logic for this season.



Assigned to:
Charlie Mead

ECR Logic
Miro Lehky provided a presentation on the ECR logic in FSM.  Specialists enter the earliest time of departure available for a flight. ECR then adds the time enroute and thus determines the earliest CTA.  The Limited CTA Range is calculated by adding the longer of the average delay time or 30 minutes to the earliest CTA to create the upper bound.  The lower bound will be the earliest CTA.  The Unlimited CTA Range uses the earliest CTA for the lower bound and the final slot in the program for the upper bound.
The ATCSCC has three options: SCS, Limited, Unlimited; while the field facilities have SCS and Unlimited.
The GDPE has requested through Mark Libby that the “Unlimited” option be disabled to field facilities until the logic is reviewed.  Traffic managers have been creating “valleys” in demand to account for excess demand in prior time slots, but ECR has been “backfilling” these valleys. 
Review of GDPE Status Sheet
The “Closed Status” item for “AFP control time to supersede GDP” was moved back to the “Status Sheet” tab as the group determined it was still open.  The phrasing was changed from “control time” to “control element.”
Action Item:
Present AFP re-control to the CSG for consideration as a GDPE tasking.


Assigned to:
Ed Gannon

GDPE – 06
Closed – IPM testing will be completed by April 2, 2009.
GDPE – 07
Closed – A GDPE Wiki has been prioritized.
Action Item:
Discuss the Operational Information System (OIS) modifications suggestion from 

the GDPE that was approved by the CSG with Mark Libby to discover if it has 


been included in the TFMS Release 5 Requirements list.



Assigned to:
Ed Gannon

Review of “Parking Lot” Issues
Ed suggested that the Resource Ready Update (RRU) is something that might be beneficial to explore with the Surface CDM System Sub-team (SCT).  The GDPE also feels that sitting down with the Surface CDM System Team (SCT) to look at resource management may be productive.
Ed asked the group if the ATCSCC should begin considering running short term, low rate GDPs instead of Ground Stops (GS) during that short period.  Bill Tuck suggested that if the ATSCC anticipates a rolling GS, they should institute a low rate GPD instead.  Charlie Mead seconded this recommendation.  Charlie Mead has concerns that the modeling in FSM will create large valleys in the model when extremely low rates are set.  Though there may be potential issues to address, the operators and ATCSCC representatives seemed to agree there is potential for significant benefit in adjusting these practices.
Action Item:
Discuss this potential guidance for good operating procedures with Mandy Stott – 


Quality Assurance Manager ATCSCC.


Assigned to:
Scott Koogle
Action Item:
Work with Scott Koogle to identify situations where value can be gained by 


utilizing a low-rate GPD instead of a GS.


Assigned to:
Charlie Mead, Brett Gilbertson, Bill Tuck, John Holmes

Action Item:
Check with Mike Murphy and Pat Somersall about what work has been done for 


ADVZY reformatting by the FET.


Assigned to:
Ed Gannon
Action Item:
Send out Action Item list to the GDPE.


Assigned to:
John Bernard
Adaptive Compression (AC) Failure Analysis
Ken Howard provided a briefing on the situations in which AC has failed.  Midori Tanino authorized Volpe to perform an analysis on the issues that have been affecting AC.  Volpe is still in the early stages of this research and more data will need to be collected before the following trends can be confirmed as conclusions.
Ken gave a walkthrough of the process for AC.  AC monitors a GDP or an AFP looking for slots that may go unused.  When a slot is found, AC will attempt to fill that slot by moving a flight from later in the program up.  For flight cancellations, AC waits for one hour after receiving a flight cancel message (RZ) to fill the slot, unless the slot is about to become active.  AC will try and assign a flight to the slot every five minutes until the slot is assigned or the slot time passes.  Volpe counted failures in AC as situations where the slot ultimately did not receive a flight, regardless of how many attempts were made.  Each time AC successfully assigned a flight to a slot, this was counted as a success regardless of how many attempts AC required to assign this slot.
Ken Howard demonstrated through data analysis that AC has a low success rate at the end of a program.  He also showed that AC affects GDPs and AFPs quite differently.
Volpe found that while AC attempts to fill most of the slots immediately, the success rate of AC increases as it waits.
Ken Howard stressed that more data needs to be gathered before this analysis becomes trustworthy, but Volpe would like to know if the analysis has value.  He would like GDPE input on possible causes for failures and potential trends to consider.
Of the seven reasons identified for opening slots, AC had considerably lower success rates in two cases:  FX cancellations and predicted delay.
Mike Brennan commented that it’s good to see that AC is not wasting many slots by moving flights forward to slots they cannot meet and then failing to recognize the situation until the slot has passed.
Key Suggestion:  Try to determine an upper limit for how well AC might work in ideal circumstances.
Scott Koogle stated that while he feels AC has worked very well, the ATCSCC encounters situations where AC is failing without obvious explanation.  Ken Howard stated that a next step for Volpe will be to evaluate individual failure cases.
Bill Tuck explained that DAL prevents bridging for flights more than three hours out to promote stability.  Thus, some DAL flights are not available for AC.
Ken Howard suggested that if AC moves a slot to the end of a program, Volpe may want to count this as a success and ignore any future attempts to fill in this slot.  Charlie Mead suggested that Volpe consider how many open slots remain at the end of a program as a way of identifying the overall success rate.
Ed Gannon stated that with a higher sample size, some of the seeming inconsistencies will likely fall out.

Ken Howard asked if there are any other factors which the GDPE can think of to consider.
There was a question if operators are sending only Earliest Runway Time of Departure (ERTD) or Earliest Runway Time of Arrival (ERTA) as well.  John Holmes stated that he sends ERTA.  Ken Howard will check how this might be affecting the algorithm.
General Discussion

Charlie Mead asked if there was a Program Trouble Report (PTR) to fix some of the date issues apparent in TFMS.  The group consensus was that there likely is a PTR for this issue, however continuing to report the problem as encountered would be the best course of action.
GDPE Meeting Dates
The GDPE will potentially schedule telcons for end of July and at some point in November.
The GDPE will hold a meeting June 16 – 18, at Northwest Airlines (NWA) in Minneapolis, MN.
Action Item:
Check if NWA can host a GDPE meeting on June 16 – 18.


Assigned to:
Brett Gilbertson 
The GDPE Meeting in conjunction with the Spring 2009 CDM Meeting will start at 1300 PDT on April 20.
The GDPE will hold a telcon at 1300 EDT on May 11.
The GDPE will hold a meeting October 6 – 8, 2009.  Location to be decided.
Action Items
	Item #
	Action
	Owner
	Status

	GDPE 21
	Continue to discuss solutions to the issue of how to protect specific a being submitted to the FAA from being shared with other operators.
	GDPE
	

	GDPE 22
	Contact Lorne Cass concerning the exact definition of who operators will be able to share the unfiltered data with and what kind of security definition will be required.
	Charlie Mead
	

	GDPE 23
	Discuss with Andy Beach if other airlines are being worked into the FedEx calculations for their operations.
	Ed Gannon
	

	GDPE 24
	Research why Attila is not used in conjunction with GDPs and inquire if it can be tested during a GDP.
	Bill Tuck
	

	GDPE 25
	Check with the MEM Traffic Management Officer (TMO) as to the minimums necessary to reduce the AAR below 56.
	Ed Gannon
	

	GDPE 26
	Discuss with FedEx what guidelines could be applied to TMA / GDP interaction tests based on their previous experience with metering their own operations.
	Ed Gannon
	

	GDPE 27
	Ask DeAnna Hines to send the FSM training presentation created by Metron Aviation to Charlie Mead for inclusion into the Industry CDM Spring Training 2009 presentation.
	Miro Lehky
	

	GDPE 28
	Highlight the FSM change in logic for this season.
	Charlie Mead
	

	GDPE 29
	Present AFP re-control to the CSG for consideration as a GDPE tasking.
	Ed Gannon and Charlie Mead
	

	GDPE 30
	Discuss the Operational Information System (OIS) modifications suggestion from the GDPE that was approved by the CSG with Mark Libby to discover if it has been included in the TFMS Release 5 Requirements list.
	Ed Gannon
	

	GDPE 31
	Discuss this potential guidance for good operating procedures with Mandy Stott – Quality Assurance Manager ATCSCC.
	Scott Koogle
	

	GDPE 32
	Work with Scott Koogle to identify situations where value can be gained by utilizing a low-rate GPD instead of a GS.
	Charlie Mead, Brett Gilbertson, Bill Tuck, John Holmes
	

	GDPE 33
	Check with Mike Murphy and Pat Somersall about what work has been done for ADVZY reformatting by the FET.
	Ed Gannon
	

	GDPE 34
	Send out Action Item list to the GDPE.
	John Bernard
	Complete

	GDPE 35
	Check if NWA can host a GDPE meeting on June 16 – 18, 2009.
	Brett Gilbertson
	Complete


Meeting Attendance
	First
	Last
	Organization
	Telephone
	Email

	Roger
	Beatty
	AAL
	
	roger.beatty@aa.com

	Tim
	Niznik
	AAL
	817.967.3784
	tim.niznik@aa.com

	Charlie
	Mead
	AAL
	
	Charlie.mead@aa.com

	Amar
	Murthy
	BLR Group
	817.870.4700
	amar@blrgroup.com

	Bob
	Spengler
	CSC
	315.262.2675
	bspengle@csc.com

	Bill
	Tuck
	DAL
	678.575.8063
	bill.tuck@delta.com

	Ed
	Gannon
	FAA ATCSCC
	703.904.4530
	edward.gannon@faa.gov

	Scott
	Koogle
	FAA ATCSCC
	703.904.4525
	scott.koogle@faa.gov

	Mike
	Brennan
	Metron Aviation
	703.338.7507
	brennan@metronaviation.com

	Miro
	Lehky
	Metron Aviation
	
	lehky@metronaviation.com

	Scott
	Bayless
	MITRE/CAASD
	703.983.2027
	sbayless@mitre.org

	John
	Bernard
	NGIT – TAC2
	703.453.1387
	john.bernard@auatac.com

	Brett
	Gilbertson
	NWA / DAL
	612.727.4912
	brett.gilbertson@nwa.com

	Ron
	Ooten
	SWA
	214.792.2328
	ron.ooten@wnco.com

	John
	Holmes
	TRS
	803.397.9506
	john.holmes@airtran.com

	Ken
	Howard
	Volpe / CSC
	617.494.2697
	ken.howard@dot.gov








GDPE Meeting Summary

13
March 10 – 12, 2009

