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FOREWORD by the PRB chairman, Mr Peter Griffiths

A unique opportunity for Air Navigation in Europe is being brought
forward by the Single European Sky (SES) Il package to improve ANS
performance for the benefit of civilian and military users, and society as
a whole. For more than 10 years, the Performance Review Commission
(PRC) has been measuring pan-European ATM performance and making
recommendations for improvements. The recent designation by the
European Commission of the EUROCONTROL PRC, supported by the
PRU, as the Performance Review Body (PRB), is a recognition for the

work achieved so far. As the first PRB chairman, | am honoured to build on the solid body of
work produced by the PRC and to further develop it in order to effectively address the
challenges and opportunities brought forward by the SES Il Performance Scheme.

The target setting, monitoring and incentive system introduced in the SES Il Performance
Scheme is a powerful instrument. The first step in its implementation is the adoption of EU-
wide targets for the period 2012 to 2014 (reference period 1-RP1) by the end of 2010. These
targets will need to take into account the rich diversity of Air Traffic Management across
Europe.

The PRB vision is clear. The EU-wide targets should be challenging, achievable in the time frame
and consistent with the longer term policy objectives which were endorsed by Transport
Ministers at the Transport Council on 30 March 2009. It is essential that performance plans
allow for each states contribution to be recognised. In setting these targets, it is not expected
that states will apply them equally, but through the National Supervisory Authorities (NSA) show
their contribution to the EU-wide aggregate in plans set at FAB or National level.

Rightly, sustaining and improving safety remains the principal objective and the maintenance of
safety levels is assured by regulatory requirements and oversight at national and international
levels. The PRB is working in partnership with EASA to ensure safety delivery and develop
future KPIs to provide adequate monitoring and future target setting.

The formal stakeholders consultation on the PRC's initial proposals has been effective and
constructive. Over 60 detailed comments have been received, covering the full spectrum of the
European aviation community. This is a clear indication of the importance of target setting for
the industry. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the views expressed by the different stakeholders tend to
diverge on the level of ambition for RP1, but they all concur on the importance to ensure that
European aviation safety levels are further enhanced. In this context, | honestly believe that the
PRB’s final proposals for the EU-wide targets are striking a fair and effective balance between
the level of ambition, practicalities of the business realities and overall interests of the European
aviation community.
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1 Introduction and context

1.1
111

112

113

1.14

1.15

This report

By the end of 2010, the European Commission (ECpetpiired to adopt EU-wide
performance targets for the first reference pe(RB1, 2012-2014) of the performance
scheme established under the Single European &§)(8gislation. This report sets out
the recommended values and rationale for those Eld-performance targets.

This Final Report is organised in four chapters:
— Chapter 1 presents the context;

— Chapter 2 describes the performance scheme andt@ES available to improve
performance, as well as an update of the STATF@Rdiforecasts;

— Chapter 3 contains the initial proposals, a sumnadirthe stakeholder consultation
comments/responses and Performance Review Bodg®B'¢$lP opinion; and

— Chapter 4 presents the PRB’s proposals for the kld-targets and alert thresholds.
This should be read in conjunction with the follagiexternal volumes:

- Appendix A “The Performance Scheme: Initial EU-widearget Proposals:
Consultation Document (2 August 2010, includingrigendum dated 27 September
2010)%

— Appendix B “EU-wide Target Proposals-ConsultatiagsRonse Document”.

This report has been prepared by the by the PeafucenReview Commission (PRC) of
EUROCONTROL as the designated Performance Reviedy R®RB) of the Single
European Sky

The PRC was created by EUROCONTROL in 1998. It mase than 12 years of
experience in monitoring performance, benchmarkarmy identifying reasons for
differences in Air Navigation Service Providers (BRs) performance level, as well as
proposing high level guantitative targets for imgrment in the main key performance
areas (KPAs).

1.2 EU-wide Performance Indicators for RP1

121

1.2.2

Quantified EU-wide targets are required to be seRP1 for each of the three following
KPAs - Environment, Capacity and Cost-Efficiency described in Table 1-1.

Key Performance Area Key Performance Indicator for EU-wide target setting

SEVEWY None

Environment Average horizontal en route flight-efficiency

Capacity Minutes of en route ATFM delay per flight

Cost-efficiency Average EU-wide determined unit rate for en- routeANS

Table 1-1: Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) with argets in RP1

Maintaining or improving the level of safety is amerarching requirement. However
there are no EU-wide targets to be set for safetynd RP1. Rather, the Legislator
requires work by the PRB and the European AviaBafety Agency (EASA) to develop

! On 29 July 2010, the EC adopted a Decision desigh&UROCONTROL acting through its Performance
Review Commission (PRC) supported by the Performancée®Rayvnit (PRU) as the PRB until 30 June 2015
(See Ref iv). The EUROCONTROL Organisation acceptdzbtdesignated as PRB on 15 September 2010.
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1.2.3

124

1.25

1.2.6

Performance Indicators (PIs) during RP1 as degtripe Table 1-2. For RP1, the
Legislator focussed on en route KPIs for targetreget

In addition, a number of Pls have been selectednimnitoring, and some of these are
expected to have targets set for Reference Peril@P2) as described in Table 1-2.
Furthermore, new indicators may also be proposedubsequent reference periods.

Key Performance Area Performance Indicator for monitoring in RP1
SEEY 1) Safety management effectivenesaeasured by maturity
metric for ANSPs and NSAs respectively

2) Percentage of application of severity classificatioof the
Risk Analysis Toolallowing monitoring of:

2.1) separation minima infringements;
2.2) runway incursions; and
2.3) ATM special technical events.
3) Minimum level of the measure of Just Culturé

Environment 1) Effective use of the civil/military airspace structres
(e.g. CDRs)

Capacity 1) Total ATFM delays attributable to terminal and airp ort
ANS;

2) Additional time in the taxi out phase

3) Additional time for ASMA (Arrival Sequencing and
Metering Area) for airports above 100.000 movements

Cost-efficiency 1) Terminal air navigation services costs and unit ra¢s

Table 1-2: Performance Indicators (Pls) for monitoing

According to the performance scheme Regulation [[RelNational/FAB performance
plans shall include targets for the capacity anst-efficiency KPIs, and may include
targets for the Safety and Environment KPlIs.

States will have to monitor and publish the safety identified in Table 1-2 including
the number of separation minima infringements, @ywncursions and ATM special
technical events. These PlIs will have to be d@eggointly by the Commission, the
Member States, EASA and EUROCONTROL. They will bdegted by the Commission
before end 2011.

This report considers the evidence for setting esilof EU-wide performance targets.
These targets do not apply directly to the NatibtB or ANSP levels. National
Supervisory Authorities (NSAs) will be responsilide determining the national targets
that will be included in the National/FAB perforneanplans.

1.3 Geographical scope for the EU-wide targets

131

1.3.2

According to Article 1(1) of the performance scheRegulation, the scheme applies to
airspace in the EUR and AFI ICAO regions of EU Memlstates where they are
responsible for the provision of air navigationvssgs. Member States may decide to
include airspace under their responsibility witbther ICAO regions.

The SES Regulations are also binding on States ltaa¢ entered into bilateral or
multilateral air transport agreements with the EThese include: Norway, Lichtenstein
and Iceland (EEA Agreement); Albania, Boshia andzegovina, Croatia, the former

According to Article 2 of the performance scheRegulation,'Just Culture” means a culture in which front line

operators or others are not punished for actionsissions or decisions taken by them that are coraunate
with their experience and training, but where groggjligence, wilful violation and destructive acts arot
tolerated.
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1.3.3

134

135

1.3.6

Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Serbia, Montenedh® United Nations Interim
Administration Mission (UNMIC) in Kosovo (ECAA Agemment) and Switzerland (EU-
Switzerland aviation agreement).

In order to be pragmatic, as far as EU-wide tasgéting is concerned, there is a need to
consider States which have effectively establisN&#s, which have been involved in
the discussions related to the performance schértlee&Single Sky Committee (SSC)
and which are subject to specific legal requiremettt develop a National/FAB
Performance Plan by June 2011.

Throughout this document, the proposed EU-widectargre meant to cover:
- the 27 EU Member States plus Norway and Switzef|¢2@l States);

— the airspace controlled by these States in the IGAIR region as well as the
Canaries FIR (Spain), Bodg FIR (Norway) and NOTAT®QUK/Ireland)".

The geographical scope used for EU-wide targethigtrated in Figure 1-1 below. This
scope has been checked with the European Commissidnthere was no explicit
objection during the consultation meeting with NS#s 23 June 2010. NSAs’ written
comments are presented in Annex Il of Appendix A.

The PRB understands that these 29 States areaddoidevelop a Performance Plan by
end June 2011.

Figure 1-1: Geographical scope of EU-wide targets

A formal legal process is required to ensureiriokision of Norway and Switzerland, both EFTA 8&tin the

performance scheme through the EEA agreement andwhSwitzerland agreement.

The Santa Maria FIR is not included in the geoli@ scope on the basis that it is operationadigy\different

from other areas and would require specific KPIs.

3
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1.4 Approach to proposing EU-wide targets

14.1

14.2

1.4.3

When developing its proposals for EU-wide targéte, PRB has applied a number of
key principles:

— Primacy of Safety: ANS safety is ensured through the second pillathef SES I
package (Safety), notably Regulation (EC) No 21888s amended by Regulation
(EC) No 1108/2009 [see Section 3.2]. The impacE0fwide performance targets
has been checked with EASA’s active involvementrdurll phases of the target
setting process.

— Interactions between KPAs: When proposing targets, due account is taken of
interactions between the four KPAs (safety, enwiment, capacity and cost-
efficiency) at the EU-level. The PRB notes thateiattions between KPAs are
different at EU-wide and local levels [see SecBdi.

— Robustness of evidencelThe evidence presented in the Consultation Doctiaeth
in this final report is based on thorough and rogsranalysis. For each KPA where
a quantified EU-wide target is proposed, differemiirces of evidence were collected
and combined to establish the basis of the propsgdts.

— Consultation and transparency: The PRB has submitted its initial proposals to a
formal consultation and made the feedback publicAppendix B. The final
proposals were developed taking feedback from htid#lers into account.
Responses are given to individual comments wherngessible in the time available
SO as to ensure a maximum level of transparency.

— Ambition combined with realism: The PRB has been very careful in weighing the
evidence and balancing the diverging comments vedeiso that the proposed
targets are at the same time challenging, streictiia boundary, while being also
realistic and achievable. This delicate balanciagimavolved rigorous analysis and
expert judgement.

— Consistency: The analysis is based on a consistent set of gusnma and traffic
forecast.

- Independence: The PRB has developed these proposals in an indepe and
impartial way, guaranteed by the balanced compwsif the PRB and the collegiate
nature of its conclusions.

In developing the proposed values for the EU-wilgets, the PRB applied these key
principles, used top-down (system level) and bottgm(national level) analyses,

considered existing targets (including those in Afiéd Master Plan and those adopted
by the EUROCONTROL Provisional Council), took the@renents received into account
and applied expert judgement to reach balancedusions.

It is important to stress that, as foreseen inchetil6.1(a) of the performance scheme
Regulation, the Commission may decide to revise Euwkwide targets before the

beginning of the reference period when it has suitistl evidence that the initial data,

assumptions and rationales used for setting th@liritU-wide targets are no longer

valid.

1.5 Consultation process

151

In order to prepare for EU-wide targets, the ECpsuied by the PRC has conducted a
number of consultation activities including publiorkshops, NSA questionnaire and

5

Except where requested by the author.
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workshop, and bi-lateral meetings with interestedtips. The results of the initial
activities are described in Annex Il of Appendix A.

152 On 2 August 2010, the PRC published a Consultabocument (see Appendix A),
setting out the PRC'’s initial proposals for the tidlie targets and the rationale on which
these were based.

1.5.3 By 3 September 2010 (the closing
date), 63 comments/responses wel > %) )
received from a wide range of 4(7%) B Other
stakeholders, covering CAAS/NSAS, 21 (3s%) - i

s ) 3(5%) Military
ANSPs, airspace users, airports ) Professional Staff
professional staff representatives an B Airport
from States across Europe a U)o nirspace User
illustrated in Figure 1-2 and the table ANSP
below. The magnitude and quality CAA/NSA
of comments received by the ]
different stakeholders is a clea 2063
indication of the importance of EU- Figure 1-2: Summary of source of
wide target setting for the industry. consultation responses
Sector Total Respondents
States: FABEC, France (DTA), Spain, Ukraine,
DGAC/CAA/NSAS 21 N_SAS: Armenia, Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark,
Finland, Greece (HANSA), Hungary, Italy (ENAC), Naxy,
Poland, Portugal (INAC), Spain (AESA), Romania,vakia,
Sweden, UK.
AENA, ANS CZ, Austro Control, AVINOR, Belgocontrol,
DFS, DSNA, EANS, ENAV, HungaroControl, I1AA, LFV,
ANSPs 21| LNVL, MUAC, NATS, Naviair, NAV Portugal, PANSA,
ROMATSA and Skyguide + general comments from CANSO
(alternate format).
Airports 3| ACI Europe, BAA, Zlrich Airport
Air Berlin, BA, ELFAA, ERA, IACA, IATA & AEA (Air
Airspace users ¥ France/KLM, Alitalia, BA, LOT Polish Airlines, Luftansa
Group, SAS).
Military 2 Italian Air Force and a limited response from thpadsh Air
Force.
Professional staff 4 ATCEUC, ETF, IFATCA, IFATSEA.
Danish Aviation (Trade association), Danish Mettmizal
Other 5| Institute, Federation of Norwegian Aviation Indystone
staff member of HCAA, The Boeing Company.

154

Table 1-3: Summary of respondents by sector

The Consultation Document requested written inpainf the stakeholders on specific
guestions such as:

— the analysis and evidence presented;
- the weight to be given to specific evidence;

— the identified scope for performance improvementhiayend of RP1;
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— the EASA and PRB role to monitor the implementatérState Safety Programmes
(SSP) and need for an aggregated safety data reyosérving both needs;

— the priority amongst KPAs subject to EU-wide tasggtiring RP1; and
— the approach to setting alert thresholds.

15,5 The PRB is grateful for the constructive engagenwnstakeholders as part of the
consultation process. Arguably the timing for dagtten consultation was not ideal and
one key lesson for the preparation of future EUentigrgets is to ensure that the written
consultation does not occur in the middle of theser break. It was however inevitable
in view of the very tight deadlines set by the Isbgfior for the first period.

1.5.6 A detailed summary of the consultation respons@sdsided in Appendix B. The direct
impact of the consultation on the proposed tangedgescribed in Chapter 3.

1.5.7 It should be noted that the consultation addrefisedetting of EU-wide targets. Many
of the consultation responses raised issues th#t e relevant when setting
National/FAB targets in 2011, but this is not thiject of this report. It is important to
note that the setting up of National/FAB targetthes responsibility of States and NSAs,
not of the PRB.
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2 Single European Sky and tools to improve performance

2.1
2.11

2.1.2

2.1.3

2.14

Background

This chapter describes the key features of theopaence scheme and the main SES
tools available to improve performance.

The performance scheme of the Single European &kiglation (SES II) introduces a
significant change, where all major stakeholdergolived in the provision of air
navigation services (ANS) are tasked to delivegdtad performance improvements
across the KPAs of safety, environment, cost-&fficy and capacity [see Article 11 of
Ref iii and Ref i]. This will be done through thdagtion of National/FAB performance
plans containing performance targets and incenfivesach fixed reference period.

The effective implementation of the performanceesah combined with the other tools
in the SES toolbox (see Section 2.4) will contrébtd the sustainable development of the
aviation industry by providing improved safety, aper reliability of services, more direct
flights, civil-military co-ordination and potentlgl lower charges to airspace users and
lower fares to passengers and freight users.

Finally this chapter also presents the latest ST@RFtraffic forecasts, a critical
information for the target setting process.

2.2 Performance scheme

221

2.2.2

2.2.3

224

The performance scheme is one element of the SB&cKage adopted by the European
Parliament and the Council in October 2009 [Reflii]s further developed in a specific
Commission Regulation adopted in July 2010 [Ref i].

Overview

The requirement to establish a performance schemdefined in Article 11 of the
framework Regulation [Ref iii]: “To improve the germance of air navigation services
and network functions in the single European skypeaformance scheme for air
navigation services and network functions shakdteup”.

In particular Article 11(6) required the Commissionadopt implementing rules defining
the detail of the performance scheme. The prearobl¢he performance scheme
Regulation defines the objectives as follows:

— Recital 2: The performance scheme should contribute to thasable development
of the air transport system by improving overalfioiéncy of the air navigation
services across the key performance areas of saf@tironment, capacity and cost-
efficiency, in consistency with those identifiedtive Performance Framework of the
ATM Master Plan, all having regard to the overrglsafety objectives;

— Recital 4: The performance scheme should be set up and egesdth a long term
view on the high level societal goals.

Under the legislation, the EC is responsible fonning the performance scheme,
including the adoption of EU-wide targets and thensistency assessment of
National/FAB performance plans. In this role, illve supported by a PRB [Ref iv]
providing independent, evidence based analysisntribute to these assessments.
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2.2.5

2.2.6

227

2.2.8

Key features

The performance scheme is based around four KPaetys environment, capacity and
cost-efficiency) for which KPIs are establishedntonitor and drive performance. The
KPlIs are discussed in Chapter 1 above (see Tabje 1-

The performance scheme operates over fixed refergeciods. The first reference
period (RP1) is for three years (2012 to 2014),segbent reference periods are
anticipated to be for five years.

Each reference period consists of the followingsgisa

EU-wide performance targets are adopted by thed@afing the regulatory advice
of the SSC, relevant inputs from the NSAs and conisérom other interested
parties. The current document is part of the Edentarget setting process which is
described in more detail in the Consultation Docuireg Appendix A. EU-wide
targets must be adopted by the EC at least 12 mamntior to the start of the
reference period.

Performance plans are elaborated at either nation&AB level by the relevant

NSAs and are adopted by the Member States at tén&t ix months prior to the start
of the reference period. Performance plans shibelldeveloped in accordance with
the template provided in Annex Il of the performanscheme Regulation.

Performance plans contain national targets andrappment of those targets to the
relevant ANS providers along with appropriate iricen schemes. These
performance plans are developed in collaboratiah ViNSPs and are subject to
local stakeholder consultation.

The EC assess the consistency of the performaacs plith the EU-wide targets in
accordance with the consistency criteria estaldishéAnnex Ill of the performance
scheme Regulation. The EC may seek revisionsisffelt that National/FAB plans
are insufficient to achieve the EU-wide targets.

Performance monitoring and reporting is conducteologh local and EU-wide level
during the reference period by NSAs and PRB/EC eesgely — with reports
provided at least annually. Performance is moedagainst the targets; NSAs are
responsible for applying the agreed incentive s@eta ensure that targets are met.
The EC can request action is taken by the NSASeifet is evidence that the targets
will not be met.

Alert thresholds are established at both EU andlltavel to enable a revision of
targets where the underlying assumptions are &gnifly changed by occurrences
outside the control of the ANSPs.

Following the end of the reference period, an assent of the achievement of the
performance targets is conducted. The legisladlen provides for regular reviews
of the effectiveness of the performance scheme pri@ach reference period. It is
anticipated that the KPIs used in each referencmagaevill evolve to drive ANS
performance as the EATMN develops.

Clearly, the EU-wide performance targets are ingurin setting the ambition for each
reference period and are expected to drive theoNalFAB behaviour in terms of
performance levels to be achieved.
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2.3 SES and existing objectives

2.3.1 Figure 2-1 provides the SES objectives as stateterArticle 1 of the SES framework
regulation [Ref iii] plus two sets of existing objives and targets:
- the European ATM Master Plan, endorsed by the EuhGig and
- the EUROCONTROL PC.

2.3.2 These existing objectives have been taken intoiderestion by the PRB in proposing

EU-wide targets under the Performance Scheme.

SES Objectives (Art.1 of Regulation (EC) 549/2004)

“The objective of the SES initiative is to enhance current
safety standards, to contribute to the sustainable
development of the air transport system and to improve the
overall performance of ATM and ANS in Europe, with a view
to meeting the requirements of all airspace users.”

European ATM Master Plan Objectives
Capacity: Enable a 3 fold increase in capacity which

EUROCONTROL PC Objectives
Safety: Raise the framework safety maturity

will also reduce delays, both on the ground and in the
air: by 2020 to increase capacity by 73% over 2004.

Safety: Improve the safety performance by a factor
of 10 so that the total number of ATM induced
accidents and serious or risk bearing accidents will
not increase despite traffic growth.

Environment: Enable a 10% reduction in the effects
flights have on the environment by 2020 compared to
2005.

Costs: Provide ATM services to the airspace users at
a cost of at least 50% less (a reduction in cost per
flight by 2020 compared to 2004).

level of ANSPs and National Regulators to a
minimum of 70% in each State by the end of
2008.

Capacity/Delays: Maintain and en-route
ATFM delays at 1 minute per flight for each
summer period (May to October) until 2010.

Flight-efficiency: Reduce the European
average route extension per flight of 2 km per
annum until 2010.

Cost-effectiveness: Reduce the European
average real unit cost by 3% per annum until
2010.

Figure 2-1: SES objectives and existing targets

2.4 SES tools to improve performance

2.4.1 To deliver performance improvement, the SES Il pgekincludes a number of tools to
be used by the industry, as described below.

Performance scheme

2.4.2 ANS performance has been improving significantlyeénent years [Ref v], even before
performance scheme mechanisms were applied. Wiéhtay focus on planning and
accountability for performance, target setting, itawing, incentives and corrective
actions at both European and National/FAB leveldearthe SES performance scheme,

ANS performance improvements are expected to aetele
EASA

The extension of EASA competency to ANS and Airpavill reinforce the regulation,
oversight and monitoring of ANS safety, and hagmtral role in the proposed approach
to safety performance under the performance sclisegeSection 3.2 below on Safety).

243

Of course, the current high level of uncertaiafd negative impact from the economic crisis neeldet taken
into account.
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24.4
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2.4.6

2.4.7

2.4.8

249

Charging Scheme

The revised charging scheme (Ref vi), notably #acement of the full cost recovery
system by “determined costs” and risk sharing, dogt with target setting under the
performance scheme, provides the following elemehperformance improvement:

— Incentives for ANSPs to contain their costs as tinay keep part of the surplus;

— Additional revenue when traffic is higher than fmast, which provides financial
resources for ANSP to increase capacity beyondlimptans and therefore contain
delays when traffic is above forecast;

— Capped ANSP exposure to traffic risk, which linfitsancing costs and safeguards
their financial viability; and

— Further improved accountability and cost-consciessnof ANSPs, under NSA
oversight.

In the absence of mandatory incentives on delayscritical that the charging scheme is
applied in a way that minimises gaming and undéixeley of capacity.

Functional Airspace Blocks (FABs)

The PRB considers that FABs are potential key emabbf significant performance
improvement across Europe, provided that they fieetevely implemented.

For RP1, the PRB considers that the establishmelRABs should lead to a number of
‘quick wins’ such as common procurement, integratedning and airspace design
leading to improvements in flight-efficiency, capgcand cost-efficiency whilst

institutional and business restructuring to achikrge cost savings may take lorfger
The main contributions to performance improvemeninf FABs are most likely to

materialise in RP2.

One of the major benefits from FABs would be th&oralisation of support costs
(investment, operating, hon-ATCO staff), which esant some 70% of gate-to-gate
ANSP costs, across ANSPs in a FAB [Ref vii].

Reasonably challenging EU-wide targets, beyond v@8tates could do individually as
reflected in their current plans, should theretmeeset to encourage them to actively seek
the potential benefits of FABs, and to support eehinent of the SES goals by taking a
FAB rather than a national focus.

Network Management and Design (NMD) Functions

2.4.10 The body responsible for NMD functions will have essential role to play in improving

ANS performance:

— in being given ownership of the EU-wide environnaértarget in the absence of
mandatory local targets in RP1, as no organisdtémides the European Commission
would otherwise be responsible to ensure that thevigle target for environment is
achieved;

— in providing the best possible traffic forecasts,essential element in target setting
and performance management;

— in coordinating and working with ANSPs to ensurattbapacity plans match the
forecasts, and that capacity delivery is adaptesidtch actual demand, an essential
element for both capacity and cost-efficiency;

7

The PRB recognises that the short term benefitSAds will vary according to the specific issues valent

within each initiative.

10
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24.11

2.4.12

2.4.13

2.4.14

2.4.15

2.4.16

— in integrating air traffic operations at airportsdanearby airspace in the capacity
planning and management process so as to optimidermance from a network
perspective. There is a significant potentialifoprovement in terminal ANS in all
4 KPAs, even in the absence of performance tamgd®1;

— in designing, planning implementation and applyang optimised trans-European
route network, irrespective of national bounddrias essential element towards both
improved environmental impact and users operatirsgse

— in informing the PRB on achievable performance whesposing EU-wide targets
and providing reference values for assessing tmsistency of National/FAB en
route capacity targets (performance scheme Regualakinnex Ill, 84);

- by providing a proactive risk managed approachithptoves the responsiveness of
operational performance monitoring and if necessaryective actions.

The PRB will need the support of the body respdaditr NMD functions to discharge
its responsibility for monitoring operational pearitance under Article 17 of the
performance scheme Regulation.

The PRB understands that there may be some de&gojsting the network management
and design (NMD) Implementing Rule and in the desigpn of the body responsible for
NMD functions. The PRB is of the opinion that th&N function is a key enabler for

performance improvements at the network level angairticular an important actor for

the achievement of the EU-wide capacity and enwiremt targets. It is important that it
is operational when the first reference periodtstar

SESAR and the European ATM Master Plan

The timing of RP1 corresponds to the first impletagon package (IP1) of SESAR as
described in the European ATM Master plan [ReflvilP1 is in essence a continuation,
albeit with a new prioritisation, of the current plamentation plans. It is largely
included in the existing LSSIP/ ESSIP objectiveef[i] and ANSP business plans.
Besides new investments, which are considered ttintited, the impact of SESAR

implementation on ANS performance during RP1 is qoantified at this time, as

indicated in a letter from the SESAR JU (17 May @01

The performance targets adopted for RP1 (2014) moséetail with the longer term
performance objectives adopted in the ATM MastanPRor 2020 (see Figure 2-1).

Most respondents to the Consultation Document (AgpeA) agreed that the impact of
IP1 was included in ANSPs business plans, and thdse provided an alternative
response did so because IP1 was seen as eithdficiastly defined or subject to
adjustmerit However, half of CAA/NSAs, ANSPs and three afiférofessional staff
respondents expected the SESAR programme to hawdtiah upwards impact on the
unit costs. This demonstrated a clear expectaapyvgth airspace users who expect
benefits from SESAR to be delivered in RP1.

The PRB reached the following two conclusions:

— the impact of IP1 on RP1 is to a large extent dyesccounted for in existing ANSP
business plans and therefore accounted for inthy/sis undertaken to develop the
proposed EU-wide targets; and,

— a close coordination is required with the SESAR tdUensure alignment of the
SESAR performance framework [Ref x] with the pemfance scheme for future

8

9

Taking into account States’ requirements for Terapy Reserved Airspace.
In particular, see responses to questions 1&3anad Appendix B.

11
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reference periods (in accordance with Article 313¢b the performance scheme
Regulation).

Conclusion

2.4.17 The different instruments of the SES Il packageetogr constitute powerful tools
towards performance improvement already in RP1420%). The performance scheme
is expected to foster the application of thesest@wid individual performance-oriented
initiatives, resulting in a first step change ie $peed of performance improvement from
2012 onwards. The EU-wide targets for RP1 mustufiicently challenging to change
behaviours within this time frame.

2.4.18 Implementation of the SESAR operational concept &aahnologies is expected to
further increase the speed of performance impromesrieom 2015 onwards, so that the
ATM Master plan performance objectives can be aguén a timely manner.

2.5 Updated STATFOR traffic forecasts

2.5.1 EU-wide target setting and the subsequent developofeperformance plans by NSAs
require the best available traffic forecasts fag #ntire reference period at European
level.

2.5.2 Given the current economic crisis and its impacttmific, it is recognised that the
potential uncertainty in current forecasts is gegeadhan normal. This was further
exacerbated by the exceptional circumstances detatéhe severe disruptions caused by
volcanic ash in the first half of 2010.

2.5.3 The PRB'’s initial proposals took into account that&’ June 2010 traffic forecasts and
the most recent STATFOR traffic forecasts, whichrevéhe May 2010 short term
forecast, covering the period to 2011, and the Urelgr 2010 medium term forecast,
covering the rest of RP1. The States’ forecast® whghtly higher for 2010 and 2011,
but for 2012-14 the STATFOR forecast was slightiyhler.

254 On 10 September 2010, EUROCONTROL's STATFOR updatedmedium term
forecast for the EU27+2 States in relation to figghand produced a medium term
Service Units (SU) foreca$t The updated forecast for flights is higher thylmout the
period 2010-14, but whilst the updated forecast Stts is higher for 2010-12, it is
slightly lower in 2013 and 2014. This is summatiseTable 2-1, below.

10 Seehttp://www.eurocontrol.int/statfor/public/standaphge/forecast _reports.html

12
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STATFOR 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

May 2010 Base (SUS‘OOJd) 98,084 102,143 106,41p 110,208 114,321

September 2010 Base (SUs ‘000) 99,314 104312 387,3110,105| 113,049

Difference (SUs ‘000) 1,230 2,169 928 -103 -1,272

% Difference 1.3% 2.1% 0.9% -0.19 -1.1%
1" 1 1T °

May 2010 Base (Flights ‘000) 8,826 9,091 9,409 9,68 9,985

September 2010 Base (Flights ‘000) 8,87% 9,283 2,595 9,799 10,066

Difference (Flights ‘000) 49 192 143 115 81

% Difference 0.6% 2.1% 1.5% 1.2% 0.8%

Table 2-1: Latest STATFOR traffic forecasts

2.5.5 Figure 2-2 compares the States’ SUs forecasts ghdaliin June 2010 against the most
recent STATFOR forecasts The STATFOR forecast is higher throughout thegaer
2010-14; the difference peaks at 1.9% in 2011 leetteclining to 0.6% in 2014. By
2014, the STATFOR forecast is for a 17% increasgUls compared to 2009 (compared
to 2008 it is an increase of 9%) with +/-8% for thigh and low scenarios.
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2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
-<--SUs - States' June 2010
forecasts 100.0 935 95.3 98.8 102.2 105.3 108.5
—4— SUs - STATFOR high 100.0 935 96.9 104.5 108.9 112.8 117.1
——SUs - STATFOR base 100.0 93.5 95.9 100.7 103.6 106.3 109.1
SUs - STATFOR low 100.0 935 94.9 96.6 98.4 99.9 101.6

Figure 2-2: STATFOR latest SUs forecast (Septemb&010) and June 2010 States’ forecasts

2.5.6 Figure 2-3 shows the most recent STATFOR foredastlights (there is no equivalent
figure available from the States’ forecakts)By 2014, the STATFOR forecast is for a
15% increase in flights compared to 2009 (comp#oed008 it is an increase of 6%)
with +/-8% for the high and low scenarios.

1 The forecast represent are a combination of the R0 SU forecast and the February 2010

medium term flight forecast (converted into Seriidts using past trends).

12 These forecasts cover all of the States to whiehtdlget will apply apart from Estonia and Latvia.

13 This forecast covers the EU27 States.

13
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Figure 2-3: STATFOR latest flights forecast (Septefer 2010)

2.5.7 The PRB considers that the September 2010 forezasnilar enough to the June 2010
forecast used in developing the Consultation Docunggee Appendix A), to consider
that the underlying analysis and assumptions remlid. In proposing values for the
EU-wide targets in Chapter 4, the PRB has takehatdount of the September 2010
forecast.

14
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3 Stakeholder comments on the ini
proposals

tial EU-wide target

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 This chapter sets out the initial proposal for tBEg-wide targets for each KPA,
describing the PRB’s consultation target range thedrationale for the proposed value,
as well as a summary of the stakeholders commesgsinses to the consultation process
(see Section 1.5 above) and the PRB’s opinion osethesponses.

3.1.2 The reader should note that the PRB’s proposalsfareeU-wide targets and that
States/NSAs are responsible for establishing NaliBAB targets and that EU-wide
targets are not directly applicable (See Sectibh 4.

3.2 Safety

3.2.1 Although the Legislator does not require EU-wideyéds to be set for safety during RP1,
the PRB recognises safety as the most important. KiPfe initial proposals presented
in Appendix A, the PRB therefore set out the apphoto safety for RP1. This is
summarised below.

3.2.2 The unfortunate accidents over the last decadaiinge show that there is no room for
complacency in addressing aviation safety. Maiimagiror improving the level of safety
is an overarching requirement when setting EU-witkgget for other KPAs
(environment, capacity and cost-efficiency). Theref EASA has closely been involved
in the preparation of both this report and théahi€onsultation Document.

3.2.3 As required by ICAO, the EU and its Member Statdsamntinue to constantly improve
the level of aviation safety through the impleménotaof the State Safety Programme
framework mandated by the relevant ICAO AnnexesElrope, due to the specific
institutional framework, this requires a coopermtapproach between the Member States
and the EU. A European Safety programme is thezdbeing developed around which
the Member States will develop their own State yeeogrammes.

3.2.4 In order to facilitate the implementation of theSSE performance scheme and to ensure
compliance with ICAO requirements, the Europeanetyafprogramme is being
developed in a way that is consistent with the ggatince scheme regulation [Ref i].
Notably, for ANS safety, EASA will develop the radd safety plans in close cooperation
with the PRB and will align its reference periodgimthe performance scheme.

3.2.5 During RP1, EASA will carry out its regulatory angersight functions for ANS safety
while working closely with the PRB to monitor trequired KPIs. These will be included
in the European Aviation Safety plan for its ownstfireference period.

3.2.6 Whilst no EU-wide performance target will be satd$afety, the monitoring of the safety
Pls during RP1 will create a favourable environnfentmore technical safety KPIs and
their associated targets. Indeed, the performacdicense will further enhance safety in
RP1 by ensuring the publication by States of haissghdata on safety occurrences and
monitoring of both effectiveness of safety managenasnd application of Just Culture.
Transparency and uniformity of safety data is a Bewgefit of the performance scheme
and must be ensured by the development of a sildlevide safety monitoring system.

3.2.7 The PRB will work together with the EC, EASA, Staend EUROCONTROL to define
those indicators and appropriate alert mechanigntkebend of 2011.

15
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3.2.8

3.2.9

3.2.10

3.2.11

3.2.12

3.2.13

3.2.14

3.2.15

3.2.16

Summary of consultation comments/responses

Stakeholders were asked to comment on a set oflétailed questions relating to (1) the
monitoring of the implementation of SSP Safety Bland (2) on the opportunity to have
a comprehensive safety data repository (includisigntary safety data) open for use by
PRB and EASA.

A majority of responses agreed that a safety Pherimplementation of SSP should be
developed and that all EUROCONTROL Member Statesilshbe encouraged to adopt
such an indicator. The level of agreement was ister® between the stakeholder
groups. However, several stakeholders pointed owtngber of concerns that would need
to be addressed, namely:

— The respective roles of EASA and PRB need to befally defined to ensure clear
responsibilities and lack of duplication of effortAirspace users in particular
consider EASA as being responsible for Europeagtygaf

— The safety Pl on SSP preparedness needs to bailgamtamined in terms of
consistency and added value in light of ICAO andSBAules.

Similarly, a broad majority of responses agreed #haingle safety data repository was
required and that it should be open for use by RRB and EASA. A number of
stakeholders emphasized the need to carefully @dfia role and use of the safety data
repository so as to avoid duplication with existidgtabases (e.g. ECCAIRS) and to
ensure that it feeds the needs of States, EASAtladRB in terms of data reliability
and comparability. However, a majority of respamdeconsider that voluntary safety
data should not be part of the repository. Thesspandents incorporated caveats
including the need for consistency with ICAO, resion on use, and support for Just
Culture principles.

PRB’s opinion

The PRB recognises the importance of ensuring éinca@us improvement of aviation
safety as required by ICAO. The PRB welcomes stalkleins’ comments which are
broadly supportive of the proposed way forwardsafiety.

In the coming months the PRB will work closely wilBASA in the development of
safety KPIs, targets and alerting mechanisms whidlhbe introduced in the European
aviation safety programme and its associated plan

In addition to monitoring the effectiveness of $afenanagement of both NSAs and
ANSPs and the implementation of Just Culture, tbdopmance scheme KPIs include
the use of classification of the Risk Analysis Tmoenable monitoring of:

e separation minima infringements;
* runway incursions; and
» ATM special technical events.

The PRB considers that the publication by Statdsaofionised data about these events,
as required by the performance scheme Regulatibrsmpport an improved awareness
of aviation safety.

In particular, the PRB and EASA will together calei how best to monitor the

European and State Safety plans in consultatioh stikeholders and will continue to
encourage all EUROCONTROL Member States to adapPik used in the performance
scheme. The PRB will expect NSAs to specificallglr@ds actions to achieve a ‘Just
Culture’ in the National/FAB performance plans.

The PRB welcome stakeholders support for a singta depository and recognise that
this needs to be carefully defined in collaborataith stakeholders and should re-use
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existing tools where possible. The PRB stronglyogmizes that the principles of just
culture must be adhered to.

3.3 Environment

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.3.4

3.3.5

3.3.6

3.3.7

PRB’s initial proposals

Table 3-1 contains the PRB initial proposed rarmettie environmental KPI target as
contained in the Consultation Document (see AppeAdli

EU-wide KPI Baseline (2009) Initial EU-wide target range for 2014

Average horizontal en| 4.5%“of additional | Reduction of 0.6 to 0.8% point of additiongal
route flight-efficiency distance distance

Table 3-1: PRB initial proposals for the environmen KPI

Environmental sustainability is becoming increabirigmportant politically, socially and
economically. The aviation industry has a resguligi to minimise its environmental
impact, both globally and locally.

The KPI for EU-wide target setting is the averageizontal en route flight-efficiency.
The route efficiency of ANS is already relativeliglh considering that the additional en
route distance in 2009 was 4.5% on average (e@uivé 39 km per flighty.

The PRB considered three sources of evidence fableshing the range for the EU-wide
target for horizontal en route flight-efficiency:

1. Historical evidence shows an improvement rate ef€R| of 0.12% point per annum
under active management of airspace design andoyseUROCONTROL and
States/ANSPs.

2. Whilst recognising differences in operations, a parison between Europe and the
US suggests that an improvement of the KPI of 1%itpghould be achievable in
Europe, considering that overall traffic densityvigce as high in the US. However,
the gap could not necessarily be closed withirtithe-frame of RP1.

3. The current plans already include some 350 rousggdémprovement projects and
more are expected. These improvements could yidib @o 0.6% point reduction of
the KPI by 2014. Improved Conditional Route (CD&yailability and route
utilisation by airspace users could add a furthe¥0point by 2014.

The three pieces of evidence tend to converge radidate that an improvement of 0.6%
to 0.8% point of the KPI value from 2009 to 2014 ulb be achievable whilst
challenging.

Adopting EU-wide targets in this range would dedewgn route carbon emissions under
ANS influence from traffic growth under the baselitraffic forecasf, and therefore
allow a carbon-neutral traffic growth as far as AMSconcerned. Moreover, the
economic benefits for airspace users in terms dficed en route flight time and fuel
burn would be in the order of €150-200M in 2014susrthe 2009 baseline.

Additional environmental benefits from improvemeimsthe terminal areas, taxiways
and vertical profiles should also be expected dufPl. The PRB will monitor
performance to support KPI definition and targétiisg in RP2.

14

The values presented here are computed with 30riNg4 around airports. Work is ongoing to recadtelthe

values using 40 NM rings as specified in the penforce scheme Regulation.

15

Improvement from 2009 to 2014 would be ~15% af Haseline for the median value of the target W),7

which would compensate for traffic increase untiertiaseline traffic forecast in this period (1586)d therefore
result in a carbon neutral growth for €@missions under ANS influence.
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3.3.8

3.3.9

3.3.10

3.3.11

3.3.12

3.3.13

3.3.14

3.3.15

There is no legal requirement for States/FABs toasg environmental performance
target for RP1. The body responsible for NMD fumas$ (see also Section 2.4.10)
should be the owner of the EU-wide target for emvwinent, as no organisation besides
the EC would otherwise be in charge to ensurertas. This body could not, however,
be held legally accountable for achieving the Eldevarget as airspace design and use
remain State responsibilities. The risk mitigat@fmot meeting the EU-wide target on
environment is in effect ensured by the regular iteoimg by the EC, assisted by the
PRB, and the resulting corrective actiirisrequired.

Summary of consultation comments/responses

Stakeholders were invited to comment and provigdifack on five specific questions in
relation to the EU-wide environment target in RP1.

Stakeholders observed that using last filed fliglan is not as beneficial as using actual
trajectory because it does not show positive couations such as ATC routing
improvements, nor does it show negative effecth sischolding.

Stakeholders would like to see an expansion ofpttegosed KPI to include vertical
profile. Several stakeholders also proposed altes for the reference to the great
circle distance, suggesting the shortest or optimate.

Generally, airspace users favoured a comparisoh thi¢ US level of performance
reasoning that technology was similar and thatw@a®e progresses to a genuine single
sky, the same degree of flight-efficiency should duhievable. Airspace users also
observed that the gap could widen as the US fuithproves flight efficiency. ANSPs,
conversely, reasoned that due to significant geabgeal, political, institutional and
legislative differences the comparison was unfaun ahould not be used in setting the
EU-wide environment target.

The majority of airspace users considered thaptbposed target range (see Table 3-1)
was the lowest acceptable and could be improvedSPs and some CAAS/NSAs
guestioned the likelihood of continuous improvemanthe previous rate, given planned
traffic growth and improvements already achieveidifishing returns). ANSPs were
also concerned about the implementation of SESAR dRd how it will affect the
priority given to flight-efficiency improvements.

All ANSPs agreed that further improvements in rautiisation could be made through
better application of FUA but they would requirgrsficant efforts from all stakeholders
including military, CFMU — and in future the bodgsponsible for NMD functions - and
especially the airspace users themselves. ANSHsearthat the projected benefits
however were difficult to quantify, there was &ttbvidence to support, or disagree with
the projected figure of 0.2% point in route utitiea. Airspace users stated that the
proposed improvements would be possible during RP1.

Stakeholders were relatively diverse in their opnsi about the combined airspace design
and route utilisation improvements:

— airspace users considered the evidence sufficiestipport a target of 0.6% to 0.8%
point, but felt that more challenging targets stoo¢ set to drive flight-efficiency
improvements;

— ANSPs generally considered the evidence to be fiogrit and thought that the
target range proposed was challenging and genenadlghievable; and

— CAAs/NSAs were tended to be between these positiohgnost suggested that the
evidence only supported setting a cautious target.

16

In accordance with art. 17 of the performancesoh Regulation.

18



PRB proposals for EU-wide performance targets FINAL

3.3.16

3.3.17

3.3.18

3.3.19

3.3.20

3.3.21

Many stakeholders noted the significant problemgeinms of differing agencies and
agendas concerned and that significant improveméhitequire a concerted effort from
all stakeholders.

PRB’s opinion

Like all modes of mass transport, aviation hasnapaict on the environment. The PRB
supports the general stakeholders’ acknowledgnmettthe industry has a responsibility
to improve aviation efficiency, in view of the emwmmental benefits to society and
economic benefits to airspace users.

The PRB considers that the use of the last filesh gis a proxy for actual trajectory is
reasonable considering that the former is the omdasure that can be uniformly and
consistently applied to all EU27+2 States for tasgting for RP1. The PRB is strongly
committed to continue to work with stakeholders itoprove the quality of the
environment KPI to include actual route flown arettical profile in flight-efficiency
calculations by RP2. The goal in the near futdreutd also be to measure planned,
actual, and optimum fuel burn.

In view of this, the PRB proposes EU-wide environt&argets that will challenge all
stakeholders to improve flight-efficiency to theegtest extent possible, whilst upholding
safety and enabling capacity management.

The PRB considers the NMD functions to be a keybkmato the achievement of the
environmental target. The PRB believes that, beRiPd starts, the legislative process
leading to adoption of the necessary implementugsr and designation of a body
responsible for NMD functions to support achievetr#ithe environment target should
be completed.

The PRB further recognises that airspace user Ipmlmawn selecting the shortest
available route is an important enabler for aclmgwhe environmental target. The PRB
remains committed to developing a KPI on the us€afditional Routes to support this
further.

3.4 Capacity

3.4.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

PRB’s initial proposals

Table 3-2 contains the PRB initial proposed range the capacity KPI target as
contained in the Consultation Document (see AppeAdli Readers should note that the
EU-wide capacity indicator is expressed in termsl@hy per flight and that flights are
not additive (in average a flight crosses betwean@® 3 States in Europe). Therefore the
EU-wide target does not transpose directly to iiodial States.

EU-wide KPI Baseline (2009) Initial EU-wide target range for 2014

En route ATFM delay 0.9 min./flight 0.7 - 0.35 miitight

Table 3-2: PRB’s initial proposals for the CapacityKPI

The timely provision of ATC capacity and its praige management are necessary to
deliver a European system with acceptable levelerofoute ATFM delays. Delays
beyond this level have significant costs to airgpasers and their passengers.

The KPI for the EU-wide capacity target is the ager en route ATFM delay per flight
for the whole year. The PRB proposed that all ydekuses should be included in the
EU-wide target.

The PRB considered three sources of evidence fableshing the range for the EU-wide
target for capacity:

1. Historical analysis of ATFM en route delays in order to evaluate theual
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3.4.5

3.4.6

3.4.7

3.4.8

3.4.9

3.4.10

3.4.11

3.4.12

3.4.13

3.4.14

performance achieved in the past;

2. System wide economic optimumCalculation of the optimum en route ATFM delay
based on the trade-off between the cost of capauity the cost of delays with
simulation tools; and

3. Forward looking analysis Projection of the en route ATFM delay level in120
based on the current capacity enhancement plamHbr

On the basis of the evidence, the PRB’s initialppsal was for a target for EU-wide
capacity in the range of 0.35 to 0.7 minute ene®IFM delay per flight for 2014.

The existing EUROCONTROL PC target of 1 minute fighht in the summer period
corresponds to 0.7 minute per flight for the fuidlay (SES KPI). This is the upper bound
considered by the PRB. In 2009 a delay of 0.94uteirwas achieved. The PRB
considers that significant improvement is possitleng RP1.

The economic optimum, minimising the total costsAGiC capacity and ATFM delays
borne by airspace users, corresponds to 0.2 mofutapacity-related delay per flight.
Sensitivity analysis shows that the economic optimia not significantly affected by
assumptions on the cost of delay, capacity-costielty, and traffic levels.

Based on historic evidence, the PRB proposed toaagdovision of 0.15 minute per
flight for non-capacity related delays (e.g. wesgthe the EU-wide target. The lower
bound considered by the PRB was the optimum ererdelay level and was therefore
approximately 0.35 minute per flight (all delay seas included). The upper bound was
close to current ACC capacity plans, while the loweund would require additional
effort towards improved capacity. The potentidbgiecost savings in 2014 vs. the 2009
baseline ranges between €150M and €400M dependitigecselected target.

In the longer term, ANSPs should be requested ligalleen route capacity close to the
economic optimum. It is however acknowledged wtatictural decisions concerning
ATC capacity (recruitment, investments, airspacgigfeand operational arrangements)
typically have an operational effect after 3-5 geand therefore it is not necessarily
possible to reach the economic optimum within RP1.

Summary of consultation comments/responses

Stakeholders were invited to comment and provigeliack on six specific questions in
relation to the EU-wide capacity target in RP1.

Overall, the majority of respondents agreed thhblistic approach which includes all
ATFM delay causes is essential to drive the desiredaviour at an EU-wide level.
Whereas all airspace users, airports and otheomegpts agreed with the proposal, the
majority of CAAs/NSAs and ANSPs supported the psmab holistic approach but
pointed out the need for an appropriate systemrefklown of the causes of ATFM
delays to reflect accountabilities.

The majority of the respondents agreed that thieoelld be a provision in the EU-wide
target for weather and non-ANS related delays baselistoric evidence. In addition,
some ANSPs proposed that there should be a linkesgt the provision and traffic
growth.

The views on the ability to significantly reduce-remite ATFM delay already in RP1
differed according to the category of stakeholders:

— airspace users and airport respondents fully agrtedhe statement; whereas,

— anumber of ANSPs and CAA/NSA voiced concerns ablmipace and feasibility of
significant improvement already in RP1.

There was a mix of responses on the proposed agpi@ad scenarios that have been
used for the calculation of the system wide optindetay. The majority of CAA/NSA
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3.4.15

3.4.16

3.4.17

3.4.18

3.4.19

3.4.20

and some ANSPs agreed with the proposed approatta bumber of ANSPs did not
support the approach. While the benefit of deteimgina system-wide economic
optimum was generally acknowledged, a number dfestalders felt that there was not
enough documentation to test and assess the appaodcsome ANSPs argued that the
evidence from the theoretical economic optimum &hbe given a low weight in RP1.

The PRB proposal to have an EU-wide en-route d&aget for 2014 closer to the
estimated economic optimum was overwhelmingly suggoby airspace users and
airports, while there was a mix of responses frofASINSAs and other respondents.
The majority of CAAs/NSAs did not fully support thoposal and felt that a target
closer to 0.7 minute per flight would be more r&t&di ANSPs generally did not support
the PRB proposal and reiterated their concernseimg of pace and feasibility of
significant improvement for RP1. Similarly, professal staff argued that the current
staffing level in several ACCs reduces the poggibib achieve challenging targets by
2014.

The feedback on the proposed target range (see Bablabove) of an average delay
between 0.7 and 0.35 minute per flight by 2014 atae considerable differences
between the various stakeholders:

— airspace users were generally in favour of an Edewiarget of 0.35 minute per
flight or lower;

— generally, ANSPs considered the proposed rangeetdob ambitious for RP1,
suggesting that a target of 0.7 minute per fliglisvalready very challenging for
RP1. ANSPs reiterated the need to consider tréidevath the cost-efficiency
target, planned system upgrades and the shortileadto revise capacity plans for
RP1;

— CAASsS/NSAs respondents generally considered the eratag be appropriate but
suggested that an EU-wide target close to the enmmnoptimum would not be
realistic for RP1.

PRB’s opinion

The PRB welcomes that the majority of respondemppart that all ATFM delay causes
should be included for the EU-wide capacity ta@gthis should ensure that all types of
delay are properly addressed. At the same tinee PRRB recognises the need for an
appropriate breakdown system at National/FAB lewdpecially when financially
incentivising targets are applied to ANSPs.

The PRB notes that the majority of respondents @ueg the proposed inclusion of a
provision for non-ANS related ATFM en-route delaythe EU-wide target, based on
historic evidence. The suggestion that the promisioould be linked to traffic growth is

interesting, but the PRB considers that using ctirevidence, a provision per flight

irrespective of traffic growth is a sensible anagmatic approach for RP1. If deemed
necessary the provision may however be updateeviged for RP2.

The PRB welcomes that a large number of respondegresed that a reduction of en-
route ATFM delay was possible but noted the diffgrviews among stakeholder groups
about the scope for improvement that can be actiiev&P1. While the PRB is mindful
that the scope for improvement in RP1 needs todam $n the context of the cost-
efficiency target, planned capacity enhancemetiatiies in RP1, and the short lead
time to adjust existing capacity plans, the PRBeaunsinds the urgency expressed by
airspace users to reduce delays and believes itEfiant improvement is already
possible in RP1.

The PRB notes the concerns expressed by some std&ehon the approach used for
the calculation of the system wide economic optiramd understands that more clarity
and transparency is sought. These are planning twveloped over the past 10 years
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together with stakeholders within the European NewCapacity Planning Procés
Although there may be scope for improving the tothe PRB considers them to be
useful for EU-wide simulations.

3.4.21 As there appears to be some confusion about thécalpiity of the system wide
optimum at National/FAB level, the PRB would like tlarify that the National/FAB
economic optimum depends on the prevailing locedpaters which differ from place to
place. Moreover, according to Annex Ill of the pemance scheme Regulation [Ref i],
the breakdown by State provided by EUROCONTROL cipalanning process will be
used to ensure the consistency of the National/lpkeis with the European capacity
target.

3.4.22 While there is a large consensus that an econopticnom could be an appropriate
medium to long term target, the PRB takes notehef differing views expressed by
stakeholders on how quickly such an optimum coudd dezhieved. The potential
additional costs for ANSPs to get close to suchaluers already in RP1 have to be
balanced with the benefits for the airspace uséiise PRB intends to strike the right
balance between stakeholders’ interests and conmahézasibility.

3.4.23 While the PRB acknowledges that it might not bespue to reach the economic
optimum already in RP1, the PRB considers thabdutd be the reference target to be
reached in future periods.

3.5 Cost-efficiency
PRB’s initial proposals

3.5.1 Table 3-3 contains the PRB initial proposed raraettie cost-efficiency KPI target as
contained in the Consultation Document (see AppeAili

EU-wide KPI Baseline (2009) Initial EU-wide target range for 2014

i €49 - €51/SU
Av_erage determined €63.8/SU .
unit rate for en route (5.0%-4.5% p.a. reduction)

Table 3-3: PRB’s initial proposals for the Cost-Eficiency KPI

3.5.2 In the context of the global economic recession, thie financial difficulties of airspace
users in particular, there are high expectatioas ahcombination of incentives provided
through the revised charging scheme (see alsodBezt#.4 above) and identified room
for improvement among ANSPs will lead to improvedsteefficiency across the
European ATM industry.

3.5.3 The KPI for the EU-wide cost-efficiency target eten route determined unit costs per
service unit at the end of the reference period.

3.5.4 The PRB considered four sources of evidence fabéshing the range for the EU-wide
target for cost-efficiency:

1. An analysis of EU-wide historic and forward-looking trends of ANS real unit
costs, including the latest available information oosts and traffic forecasts
submitted by States for the period 2010-2014 incthrgext of the June 2010 session
of the Enlarged Committee for Route Charges.

2. A high level comparison of unit costs in the EU andhe US FAA Air Traffic
Organisation.

3. An analysis of potential scope for unit costs reidmc based onANSP
benchmarking; and

7 gee References 12 and 13 in the Consultation Dadforeadditional details.
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4. Current results afconometric benchmarkinganalysis.

3.5.5 The structure of ANSP costs is currently charasggkiby a high proportion of staff costs
(60%), and a significant proportion of depreciatiord capital costs (20%). This impacts
the dynamics of ANSP economic efficiency improvemen

3.5.6 In its consideration of the evidence the PRB hasqi greater importance on historic en-
route cost trends and ANSP benchmarking analybisn tUS-EU and econometric
benchmarking analysis.

3.5.7 On the basis of this evidence, the PRB’s initiabgmsal was for an EU-wide cost-
efficiency target for RP1 to reach a value of bew€49 and €51 determined unit costs
per SU in 2014 (€2009 prices). This proposal wased on an annual reduction of the
determined costs per SU of between 4.5% and 5%apeum in real terms over the
period 2009-2014.

3.5.8 Given a traffic increase of 3% p.a., an improvenw.5% and 5% of the real unit cost
would result in total ANSP revenue remaining contsta nominal terms with 1.5% and
2% inflation respectively.

3.5.9 Potential cost savings in 2014 vs. the 2009 baselne very significant, in the order of
€1,500 — 1,600M, depending on the target selectddnahe intended range.

3.5.10 The political target of the ATM Master Plan to halthe real unit cost from a 2004
baseline could be achieved by 2022 with an imprer@mate of 5% p.a., and by 2024
with an improvement rate of 4.5%. The proposedeiarange was therefore broadly
consistent with existing political targets, takimgo account the time shift in traffic
growth arising from the economic crisis. Howeas,shown in Figure 3-1, reaching the
political target by 2020 would require an accelerabf improvement in excess of 6% in
RP2 (2015-19).
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En-route cost per SU (€)
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2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010P 2011P 2012P 2013P 2014P 2015P 2016P 2017P 2018P 2019P 2020P
mmm Average en-route ANS cost per Service Unit 2020 target en-route ANS cost per Service Unit
——PC adopted target SES target

Source: Data submitted by States for calculation of route charges;
SESAR output D2 (performance targets)

Figure 3-1: Trend in en route unit costs comparedd SES targets
Summary of consultation comments/responses

3.5.11 Stakeholders were invited to comment and providdiiack on nine specific questions in
relation to the EU-wide cost-efficiency target iRR

3.5.12 Most respondents believed that the most importagé &or cost reduction was staff,
although many noted that this may be problemateveral ANSPs and Professional
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3.5.13

3.5.14

3.5.15

3.5.16

3.5.17

3.5.18

3.5.19

3.5.20

3.5.21

staff respondents disagreed with this, believingt treductions in staff costs were
difficult.

Whilst the majority of respondents acknowledged thavas appropriate to evaluate
historic trends as part of the process of detemginargets, many considered that only
partial conclusions could be drawn from historentis.

The majority of respondents believed that a EU-widst/traffic elasticity lower than 1
would be maintained during RP1, but some resposdsgghlighted as an issue the short
term volatility of the elasticity at local level.

Most stakeholders believed that at least some wesgbuld be given to States’ most
recent (June 2010) costs and traffic submissionhi¢goEnlarged Committee for Route
Charges during RP1.

Around half of the CAAs/NSAs and ANSPs and thre¢ ofufour professional staff

group respondents expected an initial upwards tiendnit costs from the SESAR

programme, however many of the ‘upwards’ resporglamticipated that it would be
followed by a downwards movement as efficiencieseweealised. This strongly

contrasts with airspace users view who considetet the impact should be a
downwards trend in unit cost already as of RP1iagythat since existing investment
costs should already be included in the forecatst, @my savings achieved by avoiding
unnecessary duplication should be achieved from dtidards.

Similarly, a large proportion of ANSPs expect wusts to move upwards as a result of
FAB implementation during RP1. The CAAs/NSAs rasges were rather mixed on the
impact of FABs on cost-efficiency. On the othemdhaairspace users unanimously
expect a downwards impact on unit costs, arguiagttie improvement will be fostered

by challenging EU-wide targets.

The majority of respondents recommended cautionnwinéerpreting the results of
benchmarking with the US FAA/ATO, given their geaghical, social, organisational
and political differences. A few respondents adtiet cross-industry benchmarking
would be interesting and appropriate, especiallthose industries where shift-working
was prevalent. With the exception of the Airspasers group, the vast majority of
respondents consider that a low weighting shouldien to benchmarking with the US-
FAA ATO in setting the cost-efficiency target foPR.

Support for the methodology used for ANSP benchingrkwas limited. Many
respondents among CAAsS/NSAs, ANSPs and Professita#il groups believed that,
although useful, it did not take into account intpat exogenous factors which differed
between States (e.g. salaries, maturity in cosgement and airspace complexity), and
that it was not appropriate to use gate-to-gatet@arking for an en-route KPI. On the
other hand, airspace users argued that the benkimganethodology did not sufficiently
recognise the fact that even the “best in classl $ignificant scope for performance
improvement considering the industry’s full costcaeery legacy. Despite this,
respondents predominantly thought that a mediunghteshould be assigned to ANSP
benchmarking.

Respondents generally welcomed the econometrichipesaing used. However, 14 of
the respondents did not answer this question @ty 5 ANSPs), and several
commented that they did not have sufficient in-tdptowledge to answer the question.
Most believed a low weighting should be given toremetric benchmarking, on the
grounds that the results were too volatile andetfoee not mature.

The feedback on the proposed target range (see BaBlabove) of an average annual
reduction of the unit determined costs between 4ab%h 5.0% (equivalent to reaching
€51/SU and €49/SU by 2014, respectively) gavetdsmnsiderable divergence between
the various stakeholders:
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3.5.22

3.5.23

3.5.24

3.5.25

3.5.26

3.5.27

3.5.28

— airspace users expect rates of annual unit cosictied ranging from 6% to 10%
(equivalent to reaching €47/SU and €38/SU by 2@dgpectively);

— alarge majority of the ANSP respondents believed the proposed target range was
too ambitious as the costs associated with theinetygtructural changes were not
properly considered;

— CAAs/NSAs respondents and Professional staff géparansidered the range to be
too challenging for RP1. Few CAAs/NSAs proposeddba different baseline year
(some proposed actual 2010, others forecast 20The French NSA proposed a
target of €56/SU from a 2010 baseline (equivalentah annual real unit cost
reduction of 3%).

PRB’s opinion

The PRB agrees with, and supports, the cost caésgddentified by industry
stakeholders (staff costs, capital costs, suppodtse EUROCONTROL costs) for
potential cost containment. It also recognises #taa National/FAB level, local
situations will lead to potentially different emes for cost containment.

The PRB continues to value the results of the hisamalysis, although it acknowledges
that this took place under different charging amcentive schemes than what will be in
place for RP1. The empirical link between traffiowth and unit cost trends is also
acknowledged and the PRB presented 11 years ofinlatee Consultation Document
including periods of traffic growth and declineitmlicate how unit costs evolve over an
economic cycle.

The PRB is responsible for proposing EU-wide tazgeThis necessarily has involved
top-down, system-wide analysis. Detailed natigmaiformance plans and associated
targets (including incentives) will be developed 8tates later in the performance
scheme process.

The PRB recognises the potential value of analydiegds in cost-efficiency and
productivity improvement from other regulated andregulated industries, but
understands the potential limitations from (1) a&kleof consistent European-wide
industry/sector data, (2) different cost structurasd (3) different regulatory and
competitive environments. In preparation for EUWlgvitarget setting for RP2, provided
robust statistics are available, the PRB is coneahitto make the best use of data
stemming from other industries.

The PRB recognises that the calculation of the/ttaffiic elasticity depends on trends in
traffic growth and the period of time over whichdtcalculated. However, with greater
flexibility from ANSPs, the impact of incentives émthe initiatives identified by FABs
and then SESAR, it believes that an elasticity efl welow 1 is achievable over the
medium term. The PRB recognises that there wilgteater volatility in local, short
term measures of cost elasticity.

The PRB considers it is important to have revievgdtes’' latest forecasts as they
contain the best available data about cost-effaigaians. It understands that these have
been prepared without full consideration of the nmgulatory environment and an

understanding of what is expected for performangarovement and therefore although

indicative, more is expected. The PRB also undeds that some costs (e.g. the
expected return on equity) might be underestimabed, believes this should not be

overestimated in view of the amended Charging Sehem

Stakeholders’ responses have confirmed the PRRB\w that IP1 implementation costs
are generally already included in ANSP plans ard significant benefits are not likely
to materialise in RP1.
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3.5.29 The PRB notes stakeholders’ support for FABs pliagda significant opportunity for
operational and cost improvements in the futureoweler, it recognises that most
ANSPs/FABs expect an increase in cost — from tt@msand transformation. This is an
area where there is a fundamental mismatch betweeriew of the EC and airspace
users that FABs must address fragmentation andnpesthce improvement during RP1
and the views of ANSPs that RP1 will essentiallglude the start-up costs with the
benefits being accrued later in RP2.

3.5.30 The PRB notes the reservations from stakeholdevstahe application of US-Europe
benchmarking. It nevertheless considers that thédyais provides a useful insight into
the scope for performance improvement with tod@T$/CNS technology. The PRB
notes that the FAA ATO is not operating at an optiefficiency level as identified by
recent official US testimony repotis Nevertheless it observes that the US-FAA ATO
operates more efficiently than aggregated ATM imdpe. The PRB believes that the
responses support its position of applying a nedtilow weighting on this evidence for
RP1 (compared to some other sources of evidenatjather using it as an indication of
what should be achieved in the medium term.

3.5.31 The PRB strongly believes that ANSP benchmarkimgmravide useful insights into the
scope for improvements while recognising that bemartking results need to be
interpreted with a degree of judgement.

3.5.32 The PRB recognises that econometric benchmarking rEghly technical area and
welcomes suggestions for further improvements @f mhodel robustness. The PRB
acknowledges that econometric benchmarking is lessure than other evidence
presented in the Consultation Document and the agugmm respondents to place a
relatively low weight on this evidence for RP1. wéver, it will continue to develop its
work in this area in preparation for RP2.

3.5.33 The PRB notes the divergence in responses recéioeddifferent stakeholders, some
claiming too much and some a lack of ambition. réhes a clear mismatch in
expectations between airspace users and what ARgPess they would be able to do.
The PRB also notes CAAS/NSAs’ relative prudencetlom level of cost-efficiency
ambition for RP1.

3.5.34 The target range in PRB’s Consultation Documeritaised on an expectation of traffic
growth recovery in RP1, allied with significant daside protection for ANSPs provided
by the revised charging scheme Regulation.

3.5.35 The PRB considered a number of possible optionddselines. Given that 2010 actual
data are not available, that using 2011 data mayncourage cost reductions prior to
the start of the reference period, and that othegets are proposed with reference to
2009, on balance, 2009 is the appropriate baskiimed| KPAs.

3.5.36 Using all the evidence at its disposal, and havieceived, read and analysed the
responses to the consultation the PRB believes timat range of cost-efficiency
improvement targets it presented in the Consuhligliocument remains appropriate.

3.6 Interactions between KPAs

3.6.1 In Section 7.4 of Appendix A, the PRB highlightedetnature of the potential
interactions between each of the KPAs (safety, renment, capacity and cost-
efficiency).

18 See e.g., United States General Accountability cd®fffGAO): “Next generation transportation systems:

Status of Transformation and Issues Associated Mitlierm Implementation of Capabilities” (March 2009S DOT
Office of the Inspector General, “Timely Actions étked to Advance the Next Generation Air Transpiorg®ystem”

(AV-2010-068), October 2009
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3.6.2

3.6.3

3.6.4

3.6.5

3.6.6

3.6.7

3.6.8

3.6.9

3.6.10

The PRB’s initial view was that it would be diffituo achieve the upper performance
bound for all KPAs. A coherent set of EU-wide ttggymust be proposed that are
achievable together and at the same time drivdestgahg improvements in economic,

operational and environmental efficiency, while pmsing the overriding safety

requirements.

Following the sharp traffic downturn in 2009, STADR forecasts a fairly moderate
increase of 6%-9% in traffic in 2014 compared t®2(see Section 2.5). Considering
also the anticipated positive effect of the SE$idtives, the PRB considers that the
trade-offs between the KPAs will be less significdlran normal in the short term and
that there is wider scope for performance improvamethout incurring substantial (and
currently unplanned) capital expenditure.

Summary of consultation comments/responses

In responding about the relative priorities of thBAs, many responses stressed that
safety must always be seen as the highest pridiitig. position is welcomed by the PRB.

The majority of airspace users’ responses suggehtgdall KPAs should have a high
priority. ANSPs’ responses indicated a priority frapacity (rather than cost-efficiency
or the environment) and whilst most States/CAAs/N®Xpressed an order of priority,
there was no clear KPA with a higher or lower ptioivhen considering this groups
responses as a whole. The Professional staff aginaedll KPAs were high priority but
noted that the lack of information about safetyfg@nance means that the balance
between KPAs cannot be adequately assessed.

When discussing these inter-relationships in thesGlation Document at Appendix A,
the PRB argued that at European system level thg ghaffic downturn in 2009 gave
greater room for improvement over RP1 in the acdéaelay and flight-efficiency. This
view was not shared by ANSPs during the writtensodtation.

Many ANSPs and NSAs felt that further work is reqdito establish the trade-offs
between the KPAs. ANSPs generally felt that targeied to be set to meet customer
requirements in a safe and cost-effective way aedopmance targets will need to
recognise the trade-offs. They believe the Coasahlt Document at Appendix A does
not contain any evidence of the interaction betw&#As having been taken into
consideration.

The airspace user respondents supported the PRibpdbkat as traffic was recovering
there was room for improvement across all KPAs.eyThlso pointed out that capacity
increases would lead to improved flight-efficieranyd so in a dynamic context win-win
solutions should be identified and pursued.

PRB’s opinion

The PRB recognises the importance of applying stwbpproach across all the KPAs,
and taking into account the interdependencies ltwePAs when setting EU-wide
targets.

The PRB analysis is at EU system-wide level. Th8 Bierefore maintains its stance on
the greater flexibility to address performance ioy@ment across the KPAs due to the
traffic downturn whilst recognising that there dam some trade-offs at a national level
related to traffic, the legal framework and workiagvironment which will need to be
duly considered by NSAs and Member States wheingettational/FAB targets. The
PRB expects that these local trade-offs, if ang,eplicitly articulated and quantified as
part of the National/FAB Performance Plans in ordeenable consistency assessment
by the EC/PRB.
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3.6.11

3.6.12

3.6.13

3.6.14

3.6.15

Nevertheless, in proposing the cost-efficiencyaafgee Section 4.2) the PRB has been
mindful of the need to explicitly account for adaiital costs required to achieve a
reasonably ambitious EU-wide capacity target.

The PRB recognises that the current lack of harssshisafety EU-data makes the
measurement of safety difficult. This in turn Iedd issues when considering the impact
of the other KPAs on safety. Safety will howeventoue to be assured through full and
effective application of safety regulations andifigation that this is the case under the
second pillar of the SES Il package (extensionASE to ANS and airport).

The performance scheme will enhance safety measmtdoy requiring NSAs to publish
statistics on separation minima infringements, raywincursions and ATM special
technical events in harmonised manner using thedssification scheme of the Risk
Assessment Tool. Moreover, the PRB has worked lglogéh EASA to ensure that there
is no known detrimental impact to safety through ¢kher targets.

The PRB considers that whilst RP1 is a transitieniaal, it is still appropriate to set
targets that encourage a genuine performance dbgbaviour from the ANS industry.
The PRB believes from the evidence it has collectaking into account the inter-
relationships, that there is opportunity for pemiance improvement across all KPAs at
European system level.

However, the PRB also recognises that there casobe trade-offs at a national level
related to traffic, the legal framework and workiegvironment, which will need to be
duly considered by NSAs and Member States wheimgdtiational/ FAB targets.

3.7 Alert thresholds

3.7.1

3.7.2

3.7.3

3.7.4

3.7.5

Article 9(3) of the performance scheme Regulatiequires that‘together with the
adoption of the European Union-wide performancegeds, the Commission shall define
for each key performance indicator alert threshdbéyond which the alert mechanisms
referred to in Article 18 may be activated. Aldntasholds for the cost-efficiency key
performance indicator shall cover both traffic anasts evolution”.

The alert mechanism is defined in Article 18 of gegformance scheme Regulation and
specifies thatwhere, due to circumstances that were unforesee=ablthe beginning of
the period and are at the same time insurmountasid outside the control of the
Member States, alert threshold(s) referred to itiche 9(3) is/are reached at European
Union level, the Commission shall review the sibratn consultation with the Member
States through the SSC and provide proposals farogpiate actions within three
months, which may include the revision of the Eeamp Union-wide performance
targets”.

It must be noted that the alert thresholds propdsethe EC/PRB are by default also
applicable to National/FAB targets but that States;ording to Article 18may decide

to adopt different alert thresholds in order to ¢akiccount of local circumstances and
specificities. In such case, these thresholds diebet out in the performance plans and
consistent with the thresholds adopted pursuarfrtale 9(3). The deviations shall be

supported by detailed justification

The performance scheme Regulation has been destgnkdit the use of such alert
mechanisms in order to offer to stakeholders aestagulatory environment during the
reference periods.

The PRB considered each KPI individually and caonhe following conclusions:

— Safety. There is no EU-wide safety performance targeindguRP1. Performance
monitoring (Article 17 of the performance schemeg®ation) will include a
notification to EASA if safety performance detedtas and EASA will initiate
corrective action as necessary;,

28



PRB proposals for EU-wide performance targets FINAL

3.7.6

3.7.7

3.7.8

3.7.9

3.7.10

3.7.11

— Cost-efficiency: the revised charging scheme Regulation contalos @& protection
against traffic and cost risks: in terms of traftiaffic deviation by less than 2% are
borne by ANSPs, between 2% and 10% traffic riskhared between ANSPs and
airspace users, beyond 10% full cost recovery apgiie. loss of revenue will be
borne by airspace users). In terms of costs, undltatile costs are fully borne by
airspace users. Given all these specific provisiadslitional alert mechanisms for
cost-efficiency do not seem warranted;

— Capacity: While ANSPs should be responsive to unforeseere@ses in traffic
within certain limits, they could not be held acntable for high delays arising from
traffic levels well above the baseline forecast;

— Environment: En route horizontal flight-efficiency is not fullgorrelated to traffic.
Nevertheless, traffic levels well above the baseforecast might impact the route
design and route utilisation, thus impacting the-\lde environment target. The
presence of effective NMD functions would greatlyigate this risk.

Summary of consultation comments/responses

Most respondents supported the use of an aleghblg on deviation of traffic from the
baseline assumption. Many respondents felt it Ishbe lower than the 10% consulted
upon so the mechanism is triggered by more likelgnes. Some ANSPs argued that
insufficient work had been undertaken by the PRBthan alert mechanism. Airspace
users, indicated that the traffic risk sharing madehe revised charging regulation at a
national level was sufficient and did not requingtier thresholds at a EU-wide level.

Respondents suggested a range of values for fifie atkert threshold from the proposed
10% to 2%. Airspace users and airports, 5 NSAs3aANSPs agreed with 10%. Three
NSAs and 7 ANSPs suggested 5%. Some respondepisdathat one value did not fit
all and therefore national alert threshold levelsuld need to be tailored to local
circumstances.

Airspace users agreed with the PRB that applyinly antraffic alert threshold was
sufficient at an EU-wide level. The majority of SRs suggested an additional threshold
related to cost evolution should be included ags itequired by Article 9(3) of the
performance Regulation. A number of NSAs suggetitat alert thresholds should be
place on all KPlIs, including delays.

PRB’s opinion

The PRB agrees that the alert threshold shouldasedon evolution of traffic against
forecast and trigger a review of targets for allA§sPThe PRB continues to believe that
the percentage of deviation should be 10% at thdegbl, and accepts that NSAs may
elect for a lower level at national level.

The PRB considers that the ongoing monitoring ofSAperformance (defined in Article
17 of the performance Regulation) will enable ANSIRg NSAs to take action prior to
the alert threshold being reached; the alert tloldshtself should capture only
significantly and unforeseen events.

The potential for an alert threshold based on diaiwf the cost base is included in the
performance Regulation; however this was includ@al po amendments to the Charging
Scheme regulation to include the pass through obmnollable costs. The evolution of
the cost base will be monitored under Article 1Thaf performance scheme and could be
included in the national alert thresholds. In #périt of best practice regulation, and
providing the greatest level of certainty over Hig¢-wide targets over the whole of RP1,
the PRB does not consider an EU-wide cost evoluient threshold as necessary. The
PRB also notes that audited cost data is usuathavailable until 6 months after the end
of the financial year and this creates an inappat@tag for an alert threshold.
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4 PRB proposals for EU-wide targets and alert thresholds

4.1
41.1

4.1.2

4.1.3

41.4

4.1.5

4.1.6

4.1.7

Introduction

The performance scheme is an important part oS&® Il package. Setting the EU-wide
targets is an important step in implementing thopmance scheme as it conditions to a
large extent the level of success and speed inimgedtte SES objective of improving
ANS performance.

The PRB considers that the SES Il package, angehiermance scheme in particular,
constitute powerful tools that should result insabtial efficiency gains, beyond current
plans. Moreover, the SES goals as contained il\Tid Master Plan were endorsed by
the Member States. The EU-wide targets for RP1lditberefore reflect a real degree of
ambition in all the KPAs to ensure that ANS perfanoe improves in a way that is
consistent with the SES goals.

The primacy of safety is recognised. The purposé¢hef safety pillar of the SES II

package, the extension of EASA to ANS and airpastfrecisely to ensure continuous
improvement of ANS safety. The performance schemegé a useful complement

through the mandatory introduction of safety Pleady in RP1. EASA has been
associated throughout the process. Safety ancelised aspects of the performance
scheme implementation were coordinated with EASAegsired by the legislation.

Moreover, the legislation provides that there ae BU-wide safety targets, no
mandatory financial incentives for capacity, and mandatory local targets for the
environment KPA in RP1.

It must however be noted that there is no prioreeigmce in applying the performance
scheme among any of the concerned parties. NSAStatds will need to develop and
adopt performance plans and monitor their appboatANSPs will need to align their
business planning activities with the SES goals ananage their performance
accordingly. RP1 will therefore be a transition an@arning period for everyone.

The PRB therefore considers that it is approprtatde reasonably ambitious while
realistic in all three areas where EU-wide perfarogatargets are to be set.

This section present the PRB’'s proposals to the f&itCthe EU-wide targets and
associated alert thresholds. The rationale behiedPRB’s proposals is presented, as
well as consideration of trade-offs between théedght KPAs.

4.2 EU-wide targets

4.2.1

4.2.2

Safety

During the public consultation, all stakeholdengessed the importance of maintaining
safety as the first priority for ANS. In developitigeir proposals the PRB has worked
with EASA to ensure that the targets for environtmeapacity and cost-efficiency have
no known detrimental impact on safety.

Further, the performance scheme Regulation [Re€duires States to publish safety
statistics on separation minima infringements, raywincursions and ATM special
technical events in a harmonised manner usingiskeclassification scheme defined in
the Risk Assessment Tool. The PRB believes thatithan important step in ensuring
improved knowledge of the level of safety at the-lide level. The PRB will continue
to work closely with EASA to ensure that both safiéPls, in line with the European
Aviation Safety Plan, and a comprehensive repositdrsafety data are developed in
order to enable significantly improved monitorin§ safety during RP1 and where
appropriate target setting in RP2.
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4.2.3

4.2.4

4.2.5

4.2.6

4.2.7

4.2.8

4.2.9

4.2.10

4211

Environment

In the Consultation Document at Appendix A, the P&B out evidence that the current
plans could lead to a reduction of 0.6% point irrage en route horizontal inefficiency.
The PRB also set out evidence that further impramscould be sought.

In their responses, stakeholders pointed out thatindustry was already taking their
environmental responsibility seriously and that ynaguick wins’ had already been
implemented in achieving the improvements overdkefew years. The PRB recognises
this, but considers that there is evidence fohfarimprovements.

In particular, the PRB considers that:

— There is a strong role for the body responsibletfier NMD functions to support
stakeholders in making the best use of existingaci&p and in ensuring the most
effective route network development and use. ThB RRIs that the environmental
targets should include a level of ambition to sethallenging, while achievable
target, for this body in cooperation with Stated AINSPs.

— The advent of free route airspace and FABs shoaltribute in a positive way
already during RP1.

— Itis likely that the different initiatives to impve flight-efficiency can be achieved at
relatively low costs. Moreover, there are not oetwironmental benefits, but also
high economic benefits for airspace users.

The PRB therefore proposes that the EU-wide enmisont target for 2014 should be
reasonably ambitious, with amprovement of 0.75% of the KPI with respect to the
2009 baseline

Adopting this EU-wide target would result in ANSated emissions per flight reducing
by approximately 3% per annum and thereby comperaataffic growth of 3% per
annum. As a result, en route carbon emissions uliN& influence would be decoupled
from traffic growth under the baseline traffic foest®, and therefore allow a carbon-
neutral growth of air traffic during RP1 as farAlsS is concerned.

Moreover, the economic benefits for airspace useterms of reduced en route flight
time and fuel burn would be in the order of €150420n 2014 versus the 2009 baseline.

Capacity

In the Consultation Document at Appendix A, the P&B out evidence that current
capacity enhancement plans are consistent withegiclgi an average delay per flight of
0.7 minuté’. The PRB also set out evidence that the econoptionam for delay is
approximately 0.35 minute per flight; this reflectse high cost of delays to airspace
users.

In their responses to the consultation, stakehsldwiuding ANSPs made it clear that
capacity should be considered a priority area.

The PRB considers that the performance in 2009 dstraies that the target of 0.7
minute per flight could have been achieved withrappate corrective actions in a
limited number of area control centres.

19

Improvement from 2009 to 2014 would be ~15% af Haseline for the median value of the target W),7

which would compensate for traffic increase untiertiaseline traffic forecast in this period (158b)d therefore
result in a carbon neutral growth for €@missions under ANS influence.

20

That is the current PC target of 1 minute forshmmer season expressed for the full year.
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4.2.12

4.2.13

4.2.14

4.2.15

4.2.16

4.2.17

4.2.18

4.2.19

4.2.20

4.2.21

4.2.22

The PRB notes that the current delay performancagithe summer of 2010 is wholly

inadequate; the PRB’s view is that the significarap in performance is mainly due to
social issues, and that there are no structuraholes to achieving a reasonably more
challenging target by 2014.

Moreover, adopting a target closer to the econapitonum would reduce the total cost
of delays and capacity to airspace users and gaeagey resistance to high delays in case
of traffic being significantly higher than forecast

The PRB therefore considers that:

— if unchanged and fully implemented, the consolmatf current ATC capacity plans
aim for an average en-route ATFM delay of 0.7 memer flight by 2014, and

— the economic optimum should be reached as sooraasgable.

The PRB proposes that the EU-wide capacity tame2®14 should be set @5 minute

of en-route ATFM delay per flight, all causes inclded, in line with stakeholder
expectations. The PRB acknowledges that this isaganably ambitious target. It will
require careful planning and implementation by ANSPs and the body responsible for
NMD functions to ensure it is achieved without uadimpact on cost-efficiency.

In fact, the proposed target corresponds to addimge 3% more capacity by 2014
(around 1% per year) than what is currently plarsed the additional incremental costs
(estimated at some €30 M per annum) have beencékplconsidered in the cost-
efficiency target.

In should be noted that the potential delay coginga for airspace users in 2014 versus
the 2009 baseline with a target of 0.5 minute pghtfare around €280 M.

Cost-efficiency

The PRB initial proposal was for an EU-wide codtegéncy target for RP1 to reach a
value of between €49 and €51 determined unit questsSU in 2014 (€2009 prices). This
corresponded respectively to 5% and 4.5% of imprerd in real unit cost per annum.

This proposal was based on detailed benchmarkind\N$Ps within peer groups,
supported by analysis of EU-wide historic and faveboking trends of ANS real unit
costs including the latest available informationcosts and traffic forecasts submitted by
States for the period 2010 to 2014 in the conté#t® June 2010 session of the Enlarged
Committee for Route Charges. The analysis was stggpby a high level comparison of
unit costs in the EU and US FAA ATO as well as, smme extent, a preliminary
exercise in econometric modelling. These latter farons of evidence support longer
term SES goals rather than suggest a value for RP1.

In their responses to the formal consultation, ettakders gave widely different views,
above or below the PRB proposed range. The airspsers supported a significantly
more ambitious target. They pointed out that enedANS was provided by monopoly
ANSPs and that the ANS charges were increasing @aereentage of their costs
(excluding fuel).

States, NSAs and ANSPs all argued for a less amokitiarget. They consider that the
costs associated with the required structural oesimgve not been properly considered.
There is a wide spread view that, in the short termt costs will need to increase to
cover investment in FABs and SESAR deployment.

The PRB therefore considers that:

- the EU-wide cost-efficiency target is part of a estle which comprises binding
national targets supported with incentives conthimethe revised charging scheme
Regulation;
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4.2.23

4.2.24

4.2.25

any efficiency targets on determined costs willdffected by the impact of legacy
costs linked to the past under-recoveries; theadlvanit rates charged to airspace
users during RP1 will vary (upwards) in accordanit these costs;

there is considerable divergence between the \arstakeholders views on the
desirable level of ambition for RP1;

under the performance scheme, the cost-efficierldynitle target needs to show
ambition combined with realism, whilst recognisitng paradigm shift to incentive
based charges and the potential for significariti¢rgrowth over the period to the
end of RP1;

the EU-wide cost-efficiency target also needs tibece that some investment in
FABs, IP1 and potential restructuring of ANSPs ddrass these targets will need to
take place during RP1;

the reasonably ambitious capacity target (0.5 reipetr flight) which corresponds to
adding some 3% more capacity by 2014 than whatiriseotly planned requires an
additional incremental costs estimated at someMEp@r annurft:

the ATM Master Plan is targeting a 50% reductioncosts per flight in 2020
compared to 2004 (based on a forecast traffic dgraft+73% compared to 2005).
Under the current circumstances, a 5% annual wsit i@duction would imply that
2004 unit costs would be halved by 2022.

The PRB therefore proposes that fld-wide cost-efficiency target for 2014 be €51
determined unit costs per SU in 2014 (€2009 prices)e. 4.5% of annual reduction in
real unit cost at the aggregated EU level.

The available evidence indicates that this valush@lenging and achievable at the same
time, and includes provisions for investment iniaddal capacity where needed. It goes
beyond current plans and would require signifida@mefits to accrue from additional
initiatives, notably genuine FAB implementation.

The associated cost savings compared to the pldomsitted by States in June 2010 are
significant, in the order of €1,500M over RP1, lasstrated in Figure 4-1.
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Figure 4-1: Proposed EU-wide target for cost-effetteness vs. latest plans
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Assuming an implicit cost/traffic elasticity off)
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4.3 Alert Thresholds

4.3.1 In line with Article 18 of the performance schemegRlation [Ref i], the PRB considers
that alert thresholds should only be activated ‘doe circumstances that were
unforeseeable at the beginning of the period aadbthe same time insurmountable and
outside of the control of member States’.

4.3.2 The PRB intends to use the ongoing monitoring a&panting requirements of Article 17
of the performance scheme Regulation [Ref i] touemghat performance against the
targets are monitored during the reference pemadNSAs warned if targets are unlikely
to be met. This would include specific investigataf any ‘crisis event'.

4.3.3 The PRB recognises that whilst stakeholders agnéiidthe use of alert threshold based
on the evolution of traffic, several argued for theeshold to be set at a lower value than
the 10% proposed by the PRB. The PRB agrees tBatrifly be considered high for a
specific ANSP, but considers that it is approprat&U-level.

4.3.4 Stakeholders also highlighted that the regulatiomains provision for an alert threshold
on cost evolution. The PRB however considers that:

- The common charging Regulation provides adequatdéegtion to ANSPs for
variance in actual costs; and

— The delay in obtaining audited cost data means ¢taast evolution should be
considered when revising determined costs betwafenence periods.

4.3.5 The PRB therefore proposes that only an alert timidsbased on traffic evolution is
included with a threshold of 10% from the baseliradfic forecast. If the threshold is
exceeded, the PRB will investigate the potentialdi® alter targets across all KPAs.

4.3.6 Should the EC require an alert threshold basedsheyvolution, the PRB considers that
the threshold should be set in line with the expimh that alert thresholds are only
triggered in exceptional circumstances. The PRBefoee proposes that the threshold
should be set at 10% and be related to a spedaifieckpected event. Again, if the
threshold is exceeded, the PRB will investigatepgbtntial need to alter targets across
all KPAs.

4.3.7 The PRB notes that NSAs could set local alert tioles in their performance plans.

4.4 Summary

4.4.1 The PRB considers that the proposals defined itidded.2 provide for a balanced, but
ambitious package of EU-wide targets which activakes into consideration the views
of stakeholders. Different stakeholders have esgmé their diverging points of view,
and the PRB understands that it is impossible tetragery stakeholder’'s expectations.
The PRB's final proposals seek to strike a fair affdctive balance between the level of
ambition, practicalities of business realities d@hd overall interests of the European
aviation community.

4.4.2 The final PRB proposed targets are ambiton ambiion
shown in Figure 4-2 in comparison Reasonably
with the proposed range presented in Environment
the Consultation Document at . 08%

Appendix A and submitted to written ambigous.

. Capacit
consultation. pacty
0.7 0.35

4.4.3 The final PRB proposed targets are N Cautiously
summarised in Table 4-1. They take Cost-efficiency

account of the latest STATFOR o >0
Medium term forecasts (see 8 2.5). Figyre 4-2: Proposed targets & initial ranges
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EU-wide KPI Baseline EU-wide target PRB final proposal for EU-
(2009) consultation range wide targets for 2014
for 2014
Environment Average 4.59%2 of 0.6 t0 0.8% point | Reduction of 0.75% point of
horizontal en routg  additional reduction of the 2009 the EU-wide KPI (compared
flight-efficiency distance baseline to 2009 baseline)
Capacity En route ATFM 0.9 0.7 - 0.35 min./flight 0.5 min/flight
delay min./flight
Cost- Average €63.8/SU €49-€51/SU €51.00 for 2014
efficiency determined unit (5.0%-4.5% p.a. with intermediate values:
rate for en route reduction) £5577 for 2012
(€ 2009 prices) €53.33 for 2013

Table 4-1: Summary of PRB Proposals for RP1.

4.44 In order to put these proposed targets in the prepatext, Figure 4-3 shows the
proposed PRB targets together with existing plans.

Safety Environment
During RP1, Stateo monitor and publish the % of horizontal en route extension
following Safety KPls: 5,0% -

1) Effectiveness of safety management;
2) Application of severity classification;

2.1) Separation minima infringements; N
2.2) Runway incursions; * goTnSts/
2.3) ATM special technical events; vs.
3) Implementation of Just Culture. 2009
PRB to work closely with EASA in developing 3 885 3 8‘2‘:“2‘2‘3‘
SRRIKIIJIRKIKKRKR

Safety KPIs and proper arrangements for the
monitoring of safety. Il Actual baseline @ EU-wide target

|:| Current enhancement plans (-0.6% points vs. 2009)

Capacity Cost-Efficiency
15 - En route ATFM delay per flight (min.) 70 - € per service unit (€ 2009)
1,3 A 65 -
] —
1,0 A I — 60 - —
o
_ R —
0,8 q _ 55 4 | R M
0,5 1 S 0.5 min 50 €51
0,3 4 45 -
0,0 - T T T T T 1 40 - T T T T T 1
g 8 8658333 498 3 3 g 8 85883 2333
o o o O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
[ Actual baseline === Current EUROCONTROL target B Actual baseline @ EU-wide target
[ current capacity planning ‘ EU-wide target [ states' submissions to June 2010 Enlarged Committee

Figure 4-3: Proposed PRB targets versus existinggohs

2 This value is computed with 30 NM rings arounigbaits. It will be recalculated using 40 NM rings specified

in the performance scheme Regulation.
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4.45 The PRB proposes an alert thresholds of 10% cordpartraffic evolution expressed in
en route service units using the reference valti@slole 4-2.
2012 2013 2014
En route service unfts(thousands) 107 338 110 10% 113 049
Table 4-2: Traffic assumptions for EU-wide alert thresholds
4.4.6 Should the EC require an alert threshold basedshexolution, the PRB considers that

the threshold should be set in line with the exgemt that alert thresholds are only
triggered in exceptional circumstances. The PRBefbee proposes that the threshold on
costs should be set at 10% using the referencewvaliiTable 4-3.

2012 2013 2014

EU-wide determined en route cdéts

(Million) (Euros 2009) 5986 5872 5765

Table 4-3: Cost assumptions for EU-wide alert thrdsolds

4.5 Next steps

45.1

45.2

4.5.3

454

Setting EU-wide targets is the first step in thegarration for RP1. The next step is the
establishment by the NSAs of National/FAB perforoceplans.

This document has considered EU-wide targets rathan National/FAB targets.
Therefore, the targets contained in this documbatlgl not be misinterpreted, as they
represent a system-wide target:

— First, it should be understood that there is roomrhprovement across each ANSP,
and there is no room for complacency if a genuiedggoming pan-European ANS
system is to be achieved.

— Second, even those identified as best relativeopedrs in the ANSP cluster
benchmarking have the potential to make signifidamirovements as part of the
change process brought forward by SES II.

— Third, even if the current national value of thelK$below the system-wide target,
national targets should be set so each part oEtitepean ATM system contributes
to meeting that target;

— Finally, all the National/FAB Performance Plansiviié assessed by the EC/PRB
using the assessment criteria detailed in Annexofllthe performance scheme
Regulation.

In the coming months the PRB will work closely witie NSAs to develop guidance
material on the preparation of performance plans.

When considering values for National/FAB plans, [$&hould consider the consistency
criteria defined in Annex Ill of the performanceneme Regulation [Ref i]. They should
in particular note:

23

24

En route service units as forecasted by STATFGR#Snber 2010) for EU27+2.
This corresponds to the expected levels of efficidetermined costs for EU27+2 (see Article 9(#)he

performance scheme Regulation).
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— Whilst States do not need to set environmentaletarin RP1, they should expect
ANSPs to work closely with the body responsible NdD functions to ensure that
they contribute to achieving the EU-wide target.

— A reference value for the capacity target will beyided by the capacity planning
process of EUROCONTROL. States should justify aewyiation from this value.

— Whilst the PRB will use the consistency criteridimied in the regulation, States are
encouraged to also consider the PRB’s benchmaskiegcise when consulting on
the potential improvements for the local cost éficy targets.

4.6 Conclusion

4.6.1

4.6.2

The PRB is pleased to present these proposalet&uhopean Commission. The PRB
believes that their proposals for EU-wide perforogrtargets set a realistic and
achievable challenge to the industry to improve Ap&formance during the coming
years.

The PRB is particularly grateful to the stakehaotdeho provided detailed comments on
the initial proposals during the public consultati@he level of response was particularly
impressive given that the consultation occurrednduthe month of August. The PRB
recognises that the consultation was not ideatheti and will work with the EC to
ensure that more time is available for consultaitotine future.
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Vii

viii

Regulation (EU) No 691/2010 laying down a perforserscheme for air navigation
services and network functions.

Regulation (EC) No 1070/2009 of the Europeamli®aent and of the Council of 21

October 2009 amending Regulations (EC) No 549/20B€,) No 550/2004, (EC) No

551/2004 and (EC) No 552/2004 in order to imprdwe performance and sustainability
of the European aviation system.

Regulation (EC) No 549/2004 laying down tharfrework for the creation of the single
European sky (the framework Regulation).

Commission Decision of 29/07/2010 on the deaigm of the Performance Review
Body of the Single European Sky.

PRR 2009: Performance Review Report: An asseassafeAir Traffic Management in
Europe during the 2009 calendar year.

Draft Commission Regulation amending CommissionuRegn (EC) No 1794/2006 of
6 December 2006 laying down a common charging setfermair navigation services, as
agreed on 8 July 2010 at the"3@eeting of the Single Sky Committee.

ATM Cost-Effectiveness (ACE) 2008 Benchmarking Regdune 2010).

European ATM Master Plan Edition 1, 30 Mar2d09.
LSSIP Local Single Sky Implementation documentsREICONTROL.
SESAR: Air Transport Framework The Performanaeg&t D2, December 2006
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