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Ground Delay Program Enhancement Team

San Diego, CA 

April 20-21, 2009
Executive Summary

The Collaborative Decision Making (CDM) Ground Delay Program Enhancement (GDPE) sub-team conduced a meeting on April 20-21, 2009 at Embassy Suites in San Diego, CA. Attendees are listed at the end of this meeting summary. 

The key objective of the meeting was to discuss Ground Delay Program (GDP) interaction with Traffic Management Advisor (TMA), Control by Time of Arrival (CbTA), Airspace Flow Program (AFP) control times with TMA and to participate in a joint meeting with the Flow Evaluation Team (FET). 
These meeting notes will be reviewed by the GDPE Lead and posted to the CDM web site: Click Here
The next GDPE meeting will be a telcon held on May 11 at 1:00 PM Eastern. 
Introduction

Ed Gannon, FAA GDPE Lead, welcomed everyone to the GDPE and Collaborative Decision Making (CDM) meeting. The agenda was reviewed, attendance was taken and the meeting began. 
Day 1 – April 20, 2009

Review of PowerPoint Presentation
There was discussion on how to present the different thoughts on the interaction between GDPs and TMA. TMA and GDP are good products, they just do not work well with each other. GDPs were developed in the CDM world whereas TMA was developed with enroute functionality. The discussion included the following topics:
· TMA does not provide equity and was not build to provide it
· GDP needs to feed TMA at a rate at which the freeze horizon can handle
· TMA efficiently handles arriving aircraft within an airport’s vicinity
· GDP and TMA do not work well with each other

· There are conflicts between the two systems

· They were designed for two different program functions

· GDPs are delivering a rate that TMA is not able to incorporate the departure line up, which is causing a delay

· TMA will not be able to solve the GDP problem; GDP will need to try to fix the TMA problem
· Need to focus on the close-in flights

· Need to resolve the unpredictability

· Customers do not have the technology of TMA to reschedule a flight 

· Customers do not have automation capability or communication with TMA

Control by Time of Arrival (CbTA)
The next slide that was discussed was CbTA. Flight Schedule Monitor (FSM) develops GDPs by assigning arrival slots to flights and calculating EDCTs by subtracting time enroute from CTA. Once a flight is airborne, there is no mechanism to enforce CTAs. Pilots and controllers are unaware of assigned CTAs. The goal of CbTA is to achieve a higher arrival compliance percentage and a more accurate GDP. Arrival time matrix is considered good when the compliance is 20-30% of arrivals are on time. 
The concept of CbTA is to enlist the cooperation of the pilots and controllers to achieve an arrival time in the terminal area that is consistent with the issued CTA. Pilots will receive a required time of arrival (RTA) which they must adhere to. When pilots are able to achieve their RTAs, they will be able to increase the performance of GDPs and decrease unnecessary costs.

There was concern that CbTA was reinventing miles-in-trail (MIT).  Unlike MIT, CbTA would give the customers more flexibility with their operations. The airspace is getting congested and this concept allows some responsibility to fall on the pilots and customers to help when there are system constraints. 

CbTA will be able to work well with TMA. The RTA point for CbtA will be in the vicinity of the TMA freeze horizon when the serving airport is utilizing TMA. The metered flow to the freeze horizon can result in a steady flow that TMA can work with.  This will prevent long departure delays to flights within the freeze horizon that need to be scheduled into the overhead stream. 

Day 2 – April 21, 2009
Joint GDPE and FET meeting with Members of the National TMA group
The purpose of the joint meeting was to discuss common issues between the groups. 

FSM 8.8 Changes

Miro Lehky gave a presentation on the changes of FSM 8.8 that will be release in May 2009. 

· IPM Phase 2

· Allows the user to model and compare multiple TMIs and their impact to other data sets

· Restrictions

· Cannot send programs (proposed or actual)

· Cannot alter data times

· Cannot include multiple instances of a data set in a scenario

· Not all TMI types are available

· No historical mode in IPM

· AFP exemptions limited to existing AFPs

· Max number of IPM and GDT modes  - only one instance of IPM mode at all times

· Either two GDT modes or one IPM and one GDT

After Miro went through the different elements and what they do, he went through a demo of how IPM works.

TMA at Delta
Mark Hopkins from Delta Airlines gave a presentation on the results of TMA at Delta. Analysis on fuel consumption and cost benefits has shown that TMA is very beneficial for Delta.
There are a few cases where TMA is not helping Delta. Six of Delta’s daily Atlanta flights arrived late 80 percent of the time or more in February, according to U.S. Department of Transportation report. The Savannah-Atlanta flight had the most frequent delay in the country in February, arriving late 94.1 percent of the time. These are cases where TMA is not working well. Overall, with TMA running, airlines improved their on-time performance in February with an on-time arrival rate of 82.6 percent in February,  up from 68.6 percent a year prior. TMA is still a work in progress.
Delta has felt the impact of TMA at Atlanta. A comparison was done on arrival performance of March 2008 and March 2009. In March 2008, Delta missed 164 connections compared to 673 (increase of 310%) in March 2009. From October 2008 to March 2009, Atlanta’s close-in flights in-time past schedule increased 200%, an average of 16 minutes for this group of flights. These numbers affect Delta’s reputation, business loss and drives negative press coverage.  
Possible solutions to help TMA interact with the customers

· All flight schedules in TMA based on schedule or P-time

· Manage delay by exceptions

· Eliminate manual process

· Reconcile TMA and GDP/AFP CTAs

· Conduct joint FAA and customer training

AFP Proposal with TMA

Pat Somersall opened the discussion on TMA by proposing a concept of drawing AFPs on the TMA freeze horizon. The AFP would help feed TMA at the correct rate. This is only a concept that has not been implemented. 
TMA discussion:
· There are different options for each airport, no solution will fit all airports

· Would like to solve some issues now and some for the future

· GDPE workgroup is working on CbTA concept

· CbTA would transition into TMA’s freeze horizon

· The current flow is providing too many aircraft 

· Need a control time to smooth the flow to the TMA freeze horizon

· MITRE has done some analysis on TMA and GDPs, there is a difference when a GDP is running in conjunction of TMA and not

· It was questioned if ETE will be needed

· TMA calculates everything from radar, winds, ground speed

· Will need ETE for projections and creating programs

· Centers are managing the freeze horizon, not the airport

· FSM is used to manage the baseline of the flight, once the flight hits the freeze horizon, TMA takes over

· TMI programs are need to help smooth out the flows

· FAA would like feedback from customer to help solve and create new ideas to resolve the issues
· All tools work well; just need to learn how to integrate humans into the process

· Analysis tool for TMA

· There are growing pains with learning what is causing a TMA delay

· Airliners would like to be involved

· Do not know if they have a delay until they get to the end of the runway

· Need some predictability

· Possibly surface movement time is needed to send to TMA

· Need to find out a way to schedule early in TMA
· Surface sub-team has added many new fields for their requirements

· A delay will be taken, it is a matter of how to divide it up between a group of aircraft

· More of a policy issue that needs to be addressed

· Do not need to have a GDP to run TMA; TMA does run by itself

· GDP helps smooth the flow

There was discussion on using tools that we already have. TMA is a working tool that is being enhanced to work with other programs. It was questioned why the customers cannot use what is already on the aircraft like ADS-B. The customers are able to provide technology; however, there are FARs, risk safety and training that needs to go with all these tools. It takes a long time to make regulatory change to use certain technologies. RNAV is an example; some airports already have published approaches; however, there are many requirements to use them which can disqualifiy customers from using RNAV approaches.
Customers are getting frustrated with arrival rates. There will be an arrival rate of 40 set but only 30 land. Customers are planning and coordinating flight according to those rates.  As a result, they are losing money and becoming very frustrated when this happens on a daily basis. 

There was discussion on what times to use with TMA. P-times will set up the airlines to fail. L-times will be better to use but should only used for the airlines and not advertised to the customers.  FSM can populate a list of times for the airlines to use. It was decided to work with the TMA workgroup to decide what time needs to be used. A sub-team of FAA and customers was created to research what time would be best to use. Team members are listed below:
· Mike Brennan

· Mike Hopkins,

· Rick Olsen or Ken Howard

· Rick Klarmann

· Ed Gannon

· Joe Rather

· Jimmy Coschignano

· Brett Gibertson

GDPE Members Back into Breakout Meeting
The GDPE workgroup reviewed agenda items to see what needs to be discussed:
· Requirements need to be written for AFP Re-control 

· Have about six months to get requirements done for R6

· Two ways for AFP/GDP to get times: GDP is cancelled or revise ECR logic

· Metron took an action item to write something up for ECR logic

· Explore and develop an advisory system in XML format

· Ed will find out if NTML is exploring the same requirement

· Impact to ETE adjustments and 20 minute subbing window

· This is a new item

· Analysis was done on the 20 minute window

· There are no subbing rules or MOA to enforce procedures

· Gaming was discussed

· Ed will find out if requirements can be made for the 20 minute window 

· Reinstate filtered ADLs

· Not necessary filtered data but sensitive data that is left out which will still allow use of IPM

· Data is unfiltered as of April 15

· New items for CSG: Ability to cancel EDCTs in ERAM
· One of several items for GDPE to enhance in ERAM

· Need to include this in R6 requirements list

· Miro will resend the write-up

· By removing the EDCT, user is able to put a time on the flight strip and what element is controlling time

Schedule
· May 11: Telcon at 1pm Eastern

· June 17-18: WG meeting in Minneapolis, MN at Northwest. Meeting will start on 17th at 11am and end on the 18th about 4pm

· Ed and/or Scott Koogle might not be able to attend the meeting

· September 22-24: CDM general meeting in Phoenix, AZ
· October 6-8: WG meeting planned

· November: Telcon

· December 1-3: WG meeting planned

Adaptive Compression
Miro gave a brief history of adaptive compression. Compression always goes to CDM participants. The workgroup was questioned if FSM R4 should follow the new adaptive compression model. The customers were confused because there was a bug in the adaptive compression that was suppose to be fixed. If a sub carrier cancels a flight, the compression should look within the carrier first and if nothing is found then it should give the slot to the major carrier. This is not how it is currently working. Omar Baradi said he would check the status of the Program Trouble Report (PTR).   
FSM
Rick Klarmann briefed a proposal change to FSM. Rick is looking for trending and performance data on arrival rates. A number would display at the bottom of a 15 minute increment showing how many flight were planed to arrive in the previous block. If the number was clicked on, it would only display the flight numbers for the previous hour.  It was mentioned that Flight Schedule Advisor (FSA) has similar information. SOAR would also be a good source to look at. FSM might not be the best tool to measure arrival rates. It has an update time of 5 minutes which is not accurate compared to other systems. 
Action Items

	Issue Date
	Owner
	Description
	Date Due

	21-Apr-09
	Mike Brennan
	Provide a write up on revised ECR logic
	17-June-09

	21-Apr-09
	Ed Gannon
	Find out if NTML or another system is exploring XML data feed for advisories.
	17-June-09

	21-Apr-09
	Ed Gannon
	Look into why 20 minute rule have no requirements and see what can be done.
	17-June-09

	21-Apr-09
	Omar Baradi
	Check the status of the adaptive compress bug.
	17-June-09


Attendees 
	NAME
	ORGANIZATION
	TELEPHONE
	e-MAIL

	Baradi, Omar
	FAA
	703-326-3956
	Omar.baradi@faa.gov

	Beach, Andrew
	FedEx
	901-397-8470
	abeach@fedex.com

	Bowe, Tammy
	NWA
	
	tammy.bowe@nwa.com

	Brennan, Michael
	Metron
	703-338-7507
	brennan@metronaviation.com

	Gannon, Ed
	FAA
	903-904-4530
	Edward.Gannon@faa.gov

	Guensch, Craig
	FAA
	540-349-7587
	Craig.guensch@faa.gov

	Haggerty, RB
	ATA
	703-904-4534
	RBHaggerty@airliners.org

	Holmes, John
	Air Tran
	
	John.holmes@airtran.com

	Klarmann, Rick
	COA
	473-449-5551
	Richard.klarmann@coair.com

	Klenotic, Ron
	NetJets
	614-239-5462
	klenotic@netjets.com

	Lehky, Miro
	Metron
	703-234-0737
	lehky@metronaviation.com

	Mead, Charles
	AAL
	817-967-7175
	Charlie.Mead@aa.com

	Oiesen, Rick
	Volpe
	617-494-2309
	rick.oiesen@dot.gov

	Ooten, Ron
	SWA
	214-972-2328
	Ron.Ooten@wnco.com

	Smith, Danielle
	TAC2/NGC
	703-326-3947
	danielle.smith@auatac.com

	Snell, Dean
	NBAA
	703-326-3819
	dsnell@nbaa.org

	Spengler, Bob
	CSC
	315-262-2675
	bspengle@csc.com

	Tuck, Bill
	DAL
	678-575-8063
	bill.tuck@delta.com
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