C/AFT Euro Data Link Telecon

November 30, 1999
Attendees:

Yves Sagnier (CENA)

Jean_Louis Martin (CENA)

Ben Berends (KLM)

Jim Dieudonne (MITRE)

Klauspeter Hauf (DFS)

Mike Burski (FAA) 

Kathleen Pirotte (Boeing)

Mike Hawthorne (FAA)

Steve Glickman (Boeing)

Bernard Lacroix (Eurocontrol)

Summary

Jean-Louis and Yves have concerns about use of the Bretigny simulation results in the C/AFT analysis.  Bernard will schedule a meeting with Eurocontrol Brussels, Eurocontrol Bretigny, and CENA to discuss the best approach, and a schedule, for providing delay reduction results for the business case.  

We discussed changing our approach to modeling the cost of delay growth.  Ben is comfortable with the current approach (assuming that other CNS/ATM initiatives will stem delay growth by 2010), but we agreed that Kathleen and Steve would put together a proposal for changing the model to represent different delay costs based on the length of the delay.
Bernard had earlier proposed to change the equipage cost figures in the model, but the group agreed to leave the original cost numbers, as they had been agreed to by Boeing and Airbus.  Bernard's request to change the number of flights per 70+ seat airplanes was accepted.

The group agreed that the C/AFT model will not be updated until new delay reduction numbers are provided, unless something else comes up.  

Summary of Action Items (due December 7th)

· Ben/Bernard to put together list of upcoming European Data Link Meetings

· Bernard to organize meeting to discuss EEC simulation in depth

· Bernard to send CAPAN and COSSAAC documentation to Kathleen

· Kathleen/Steve to send out proposal for updating delay reduction benefits

Minutes

Agenda:

1. Bretigny simulation results

2. Delay Reduction Modeling

3. Cost of retrofitting

Simulation Results

Yves and Jean-Louis have some issues with using the L2KBC simulation results for the C/AFT business case, as discussed in their e-mail:

This mail is a contribution to the discussion related to delay reduction due to data link introduction and more precisely to the preliminary results from the Bretigny simulation.
The preliminary results have been presented in October 99 at the C/AFT all airlines meeting by Henk. He fairly recalled the purpose and the context of the experiment. He insisted on the fact that these results were only indicative and that more simulations were needed in order to study and improve HMI, to measure significant benefits and to involve more controllers.

He also stated that a full scale simulation was expected end of 2000.
From this workload reduction, Eurocontrol computed sectors capacity increase (using CAPAN tool) then delay reduction using COSAAC tool) which gave the following figures :
EEC simul results       50% equipage    75% equipage    100% equipage

W/L reduction                   16%                 22%                     28%

Capacity increase               8%                 11%                     14%

Delay reduction                 41%                 58%                     66%
We would like to point out the fact that it may be hazardous to use those data whose value is questionable, as much from an operational point of view as from a experimental point of view ; these points, quoted by Henk, have been (orally) confirmed by the EEC experiment team and by the 2 participating controllers.
Moreover, the current input data of the model are not in accordance with the data issued from the experimentation : assuming 100% equipage, the values are 15% 20% 25% with a supplemental reduction scaling factor 30% 50% 80%. These data are much more in accordance with the results from US studies and EOLIA project.
We propose to adapt the justification of these figures using as a major reference US and EOLIA results (maybe others ?) and only quoting the very preliminary results of the Link2000+ study as indicators which have to be consolidated through large scale simulations.
Yves and Jean-Louis recommend not to use delay reduction figures from Bretigny simulation, because that could cause problems for the analytical community.  They believe that it is not possible to get results that you can be confident in, with just a few controllers, and that experimental conditions were not good enough to get good results.  Controllers were not able to act as tactical and planning controller, in fact they were acting as tactical and assistant tactical controller. 

Bernard felt that it would be beneficial to discuss these issues with the people actually running the simulation, so will set up a meeting with interested parties and will report decisions made back to C/AFT.  Ben recommended that we leave the delay reduction numbers that are in the model now until after this meeting. 

In addition, both Ben and Klauspeter are concerned that the simulation represents delay reduction over current traffic levels, and feel that the C/AFT model should extrapolate delay reduction benefits to projected traffic levels.

Delay Reduction Modeling

The group agreed that we should investigate modeling delay reduction differently, although Ben feels comfortable with our current approach of cutting off delay growth in 2010.  Kathleen and Steve proposed to vary delay costs based on the length of delay in an attempt to represent the fact that the system breaks down with long average delays per flight.  Kathleen and Steve will propose a change to the model based on this idea.

Equipment Costs

Bernard proposed in an earlier e-mail to modify the equipage costs in the C/AFT model to agree with Eurocontrol figures.  The group decided to leave the current equipage cost estimates in the C/AFT model.  

