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1 INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT

1.1 About the document

1 This document provides the comments received 
on the draft Traffic Light System report of 2022 
provided to the Member States following on from 
the Single Sky Committee (SSC) meeting of 21st 
June 2023, in which Member States were invited 
to provide comments by 7th July 2023.  

2 Each comment has been included in the docu-
ment and a PRB response has been provided.  

1.2 Overview of comments received 

3 Four Member States and FABEC provided com-
ments to the draft Traffic Light System report 
2022 (Table 1). 

Member State Date 

Bulgaria 05/07/2023 

FABEC1 07/07/2023 

Ireland 07/07/2023 

Italy 07/07/2023 

Poland 06/07/2023 

Table 1 – Overview of comments received. 

4 Most of the topics included in the comments re-
lated to the limitations of indicators used, the 
methodology underlying the Traffic Light System, 
and clarification. 

 
  

 
1 Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Switzerland. 
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3 RESPONSE TO MEMBER STATES’S COMMENTS 

3.1 Bulgaria 

Type of comment Comment PRB response 

General  […] the key issues in the methodology for 
the assessment of the current HFE as it is 
influenced heavily by various factors (geo-
political, technical, etc.) that go beyond the 
States and ANSPs control and thus could af-
fect the fair and meaningful assessment of 
the ATM performance.  

The indicators used in the Traffic Light Sys-
tem methodology are those within the 
scope of the monitoring activities as de-
fined in Commission Implementing Regula-
tion (EU) 2019/317 (Annex I, Section I, Parts 
2.1 and 2.2, and Section 2, Parts 2.1 and 
2.2). 
The Traffic Light System report clearly 
states that performance is also affected by 
other stakeholders (see page 3, paragraph 
5). 

Indicators/RP4 […] it would be beneficial if the KPI’s and 
PI’s methodologies for RP4 are brought in 
advance to the attention of the States and 
the operational stakeholders who would be 
in the position to validate them before be-
ing agreed at the level of the SSC and be-
fore being implemented. 

The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions. 
Any change to the Regulation will be con-
sidered in future iterations of the Traffic 
Light System methodology. 
 

Table 2 – Summary of Bulgaria’s comments and PRB response.

3.2 FABEC 

Type of comment Comment PRB response 

General We thank the PRB for the report and the 
balanced statements regarding the validity  
and the accountability of its results.  
From a our [sic] point of view it is essential 
to communicate those limitations in order 
to actively manage third parties‘ expecta-
tions concerning the impact of ANS to the 
European Green Deal.  
 
[…] we suggest that the final report is sup-
plemented by a statement concerning the 
quantitative impact of the aviation industry 
and the associated impact of ANS provision 
to European greenhouse gas emissions. 

The report will make it clear that the pur-
pose of the Traffic Light System is not to 
quantify the excess emissions attributable 
to ANS. 

Indicators/RP4 The limitations of the environmental indica-
tors used to measure the performance of 
ANSPs or States lie mainly in the fact that 
they depend on numerous factors not suffi-
ciently influenceable by ANSPs or States. 
Current environmental indicators are sensi-
tive to various factors such as traffic, costs, 
and weather. These influencing factors 
should be also taken into account in the 
performance evaluation. 

The indicators used in the Traffic Light Sys-
tem methodology are those within the 
scope of the monitoring activities as de-
fined in Commission Implementing Regula-
tion (EU) 2019/317 (Annex I, Section I, Parts 
2.1 and 2.2, and Section 2, Parts 2.1 and 
2.2). 
The Traffic Light System report clearly 
states that performance is also affected by 
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other stakeholders (see page 3, paragraph 
5).  
The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions. 
Any change to the Regulation will be re-
flected in the Traffic Light System method-
ology. 

General It is well knows [sic], that comparability 
among states and ANSPs is limited. The 
more abstract the approach becomes, the 
more limited the comparability of 
states/ANSPs. Simplified comparison with-
out adequately looking into the details can 
therefore not provide important insights. 
The approach seems more suitable to com-
pare performance of one ANSP/state over 
several years (intrastate/-ANSP) than pro-
vide a valid interstate/-ANSP comparison. 

The purpose of the Traffic Light System is 
not to compare the performance among 
Member States, but rather to present how 
the performance of a Member State is 
evolving over time.  
 
However, the only comparison amongst 
Member States is possible via the Member 
States’ average, given that for each indica-
tor the specific Member State value is com-
pared to the sample’s average. For the Un-
ion-wide assessment, please refer to the 
Monitoring Report of 2022. 

General The presentation of the performance of 
each ANSP could suggest that the main  
factors for improvement are the FRA and 
the advanced FUA. However, the imple-
mentation of a FRA does [sic] guarantee ad-
ditional improved performance, as the FRA 
is usually designed considering the actual 
trajectories (direct routes). The real im-
provement in environmental performance 
lies in the quality of the connections, 
whether in a FRA context or in an ATS con-
text. For example, some ANSPs have simply 
implemented a FRA with exactly the same 
constraints as the ATS network in use be-
fore. Conversely, some ATS networks are al-
ready very successful outside the FRA con-
text. The same is true for the advanced 
FUA. The efficiency of the advanced FUA 
varies considerably from country to coun-
try. Purely implementing advanced FUA 
(e.g. as part of a checkbox exercise – does 
not necessarily imply environmental im-
provements (e.g. if flight planning cannot 
be optimized). 

The PRB has coordinated with the Network 
Manager and SESAR Deployment Manager 
on this matter and would encourage FABEC 
States to continue efforts to implement FRA 
and FUA in an effective and coordinated 
manner. The PRB considers them to be 
strong enablers of environmental perfor-
mance as requirements outlined in the CP1 
Regulation. 

General Due to its limitations and the political sensi-
tivity of the topic, the approach should 
avoid any tendency to blame or stigmatise 
but should focus on actual potentials for 
improvement. 

The PRB’s role is not to recommend what 
operational measures Member States 
should implement but rather to conduct a 
fact-based assessment of performance to 
facilitate Member State discussions.  

Editorial The reader’s guide seems to contradict it-
self in some parts (does the report at this 
stage contain 2022 data or not) and refers 

The reader’s guide refers to the scorecards 
which have not been provided at this stage 
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to claimed elements of the report, which 
the report itself does not contain (blue 
rhombuses). Before publication, these parts 
should be carefully checked. 

of the review. Before publication, this sec-
tion will be checked to ensure consistency.  

Table 3 – Summary of FABEC’s comments and PRB response. 

 
 

3.3 Ireland 

Type of comment Comment PRB response 

AXOT and ASMA The NSA provided the reasons for the deteri-
orated performance in terminal area. More 
details to be found in the letter above.   

The PRB acknowledges the explanation pro-
vided which provides additional context to 
further understand Ireland’s performance 
in additional ASMA time and AXOT indica-
tors. 

Indicators […] the current indicators are appropriate 
in terms of tracking trends. However, it 
should be clearly acknowledged that per-
formance against the indicators may be af-
fected by parties other than the ANSP, such 
as the airport operator, airlines, or other 
parties such as the Noise Regulator who im-
poses Noise Mitigation Measures or Oper-
ating Restrictions which have an impact on 
performance. Thus, while we are reporting 
in the context of ANS, changes in perfor-
mance may or may not have to do with the 
performance of the ANSP. 

The indicators used in the Traffic Light Sys-
tem methodology are defined in the Com-
mission’s Implementing Regulation (EU) 
2019/317 (Annex I, Section I, Parts 2.1 and 
2.2, and Section 2, Parts 2.1 and 2.2).  
 
The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions. 
Any change to the Regulation will be re-
flected in the Traffic Light System method-
ology. 
 
The Traffic Light System report clearly 
states that performance is also affected by 
other stakeholders (see page 3, paragraph 
5).  

General In the initial Traffic Light System for Envi-
ronmental Performance, published in 2022, 
the PRB identified several limitations to its 
methodology. These included the fact that 
the traffic light system does not provide the 
specific drivers of performance or the rea-
sons for attaining the given level of perfor-
mance, or how to improve it, and that it 
does not account for or reflect the interde-
pendencies between key performance ar-
eas, such as capacity. It is noted that the 
purpose is to facilitate discussion and con-
sideration of these questions. Nonetheless, 
given that the reporting is in the context of 
ANS, the Traffic Light System risks being in-
terpreted as a reflection on the perfor-
mance of ANSPs, even if the ANSPs did not 
perform any worse Year-on-Year and the 
reason for metrics returning closer to 2019 

The PRB’s role is not to identify specific op-
erational inefficiencies within each Member 
State but rather to conduct a fact-based as-
sessment of performance to facilitate 
Member State discussions. 
Additionally, the Traffic Light System report 
clearly states that performance is also af-
fected by other stakeholders (see page 3, 
paragraph 5).  
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levels, is traffic returning closer to 2019 lev-
els. 

Methodology Considering the 2021 and 2022 traffic de-
velopment, a year-on-year comparison is 
not useful in identifying trends in perfor-
mance, as it primarily demonstrates the re-
turn of traffic. We suggest that a compari-
son to 2019 would be more insightful. Due 
to the traffic recovery, a year-on-year com-
parison would be constructive from next 
year. If that option is not pursued, we ask 
that the 2022 report be caveated with the 
above details. 

The environmental performance (KEA) in 
pre-pandemic times was particularly poor 
and hence would not provide for an appro-
priate baseline to measure future improve-
ments. 

Indicators […] there are issues with the indicators 
used to monitor environmental perfor-
mance. For example, the reference taxi-out 
times underpinning the ATXOT [sic] do not 
account for special events which affect taxi-
out procedures such as airfield construction 
works, or the exact route taken by the air-
craft from the stand to runway. The indica-
tors also fails to account for factors outside 
the control of the ANSP such OTP. The indi-
cators are also unable to account for the 
impacts of major changes in traffic, as hap-
pened in 2022. 

The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions. 
Any change to the Regulation will be re-
flected in the Traffic Light System method-
ology. 

Indicators Looking forward to RP4, we note that there 
is an incentive scheme for ANSPs in relation 
to environmental performance, the perfor-
mance indicators must be designed such 
that they 1) only capture performance 
within the control of the ANSP, and 2) relia-
bly measure true performance. Incentive 
schemes which do otherwise risk unin-
tended consequences or perverse incen-
tives. 

The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions. 
Any change to the Regulation will be re-
flected in the Traffic Light System method-
ology. 
 

Table 4 – Summary of Ireland’s comments and PRB response. 

3.4 Italy 

Type of comment Comment PRB response 

General […] a subsequent investigation revealed fur-
ther computation anomalies, mostly related 
to negative factors/errors in evaluating the 
data of the aircraft trajectories which af-
fected the Italian airspace. 

As the PRB is not responsible for data col-
lection and KPI calculation, the PRB would 
encourage liaising directly with the PRU of 
Eurocontrol and the Network Manager. 

Table 5 – Summary of Italy’s comments and PRB response. 

3.5 Poland 

Type of comment Comment PRB response 

General The report does not provide any highlights 
regarding possible improvements - no 

The PRB’s role is not to recommend what 
operational measures Member States 
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advice is provided by the PRB what can be 
done by individual States/ANSPs to improve 
the situation.  
The very simplified report, with simple 
comparison of YoY evolution of figures, 
without detailed analysis of reasons for 
change and quantification of impact of ex-
ternal vs. internal factors does not stimu-
late informed discussion but rather makes 
the readers to draw not right conclusions. 

should implement but rather to conduct a 
fact-based assessment of performance to 
facilitate Member State discussions. 

General In practice, the main body of the report 
presents only comparison of 2022 vs. 2021, 
not a full analysis of trends over 2016-2022 
with underlying changes in the operating 
environment.  
 
The report should provide further infor-
mation on the traffic evolution and its im-
pact on ENV performance – simple perfor-
mance of 2022 results with 2021 when the 
traffic levels were significantly lower and 
when impact of the war was not existing, 
does not provide the right perception and 
leads to unrightful conclusions. 

The Traffic Light System methodology does 
not allow for comparison across previous 
years as there is no set common targets to 
refer to and no tools available to make the 
comparison possible. 
 
Union-wide trends and the interdependen-
cies between KPAs are considered in the 
PRB Monitoring Report 2022.  

General The Union-wide targets do not take into ac-
count changed external environment, spe-
cifically the military aggression on Ukraine 
and its consequences for HFE/KEA perfor-
mance. Current scope of military activities, 
especially in the eastern part of the EU, is 
much wider than considered during the 
process of developing Union-wide RP3 tar-
gets. This should be duly note in the TRS 
[sic] report. 

The PRB duly notes in the report that in 
2022, due to capacity constraints and signif-
icant disruption to flights caused by Russia’s 
war of aggression against Ukraine, the Un-
ion-wide KEA target was not achieved. 
 
The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions. 
Any change to the Regulation will be re-
flected in the Traffic Light System method-
ology. 
 
 

Editorial We propose to add: “… Baltic (including Po-
land) …” – usually, reference to the Baltic 
States covers Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, 
while Poland was also highly impacted by 
the invasions. 

The PRB takes note of the comment and 
text has been updated accordingly.  

General As indicated above, at many airports 2022 
was marked with significant traffic increase 
as compared to 2021. Comparison of 2022 
performance should rather be made in rela-
tion to pre-pandemic times, and not 2020-
2021 when the traffic was low. 

The environmental performance (KEA) in 
pre-pandemic times was particularly poor 
and hence would not provide for an appro-
priate baseline to measure future improve-
ments. 

Editorial In Poland, KEA indicator deteriorated over 
2022 as compared to previous years – due 
to closed airspace behind Poland’s eastern 
border and restrictions for air carriers to 

The PRB takes note of the comment and 
text has been updated accordingly (see 
page 6, paragraph 28). 
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operate as earlier – both resulting from the 
outbreak of the war. 
 
Poland is not among the countries that im-
proved the KEA score in 2022.  
 
The second part of the paragraph is correct 
in terms of reference to the KEA result 
achieved by Poland in 2022. 

General It is unclear how the quoted sentence is re-
lated to paragraph 29 (quoted above), 
where Poland is mentioned as one of the 
States with the largest deterioration of KEA 
and to the red lights indicated in the table. 
 
The results of KEA and ASMA for Poland in 
2022 were worse than in 2021. 

The paragraph indicates that compared to 
the SES average (all Member States) Po-
land’s scores are worse. However, Poland’s 
scores have improved in 2022 compared to 
its own scores of 2021.  
 
Several factors can affect the scores for KEA 
and ASMA. Please refer to PRB 2021 moni-
toring: Traffic light system for environmen-
tal performance for more detail regarding 
the rationale for including these indicators 
in the Traffic Light System. 

Editorial Annex I, Section 1 to Regulation 2019/317 
does not mention ASMA, AXOT or CDO. It 
seems that Section 1 was wrongly quoted 
here. 

The PRB takes note of the comment and 
text has been updated accordingly (see 
page 11, paragraph 42). 
 

Table 6 – Summary of Poland’s comments and PRB response. 

https://transport.ec.europa.eu/document/download/49e8afd2-77fb-45c1-a4c8-22762f5c4771_en?filename=PRB-TLS_2021.pdf
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/document/download/49e8afd2-77fb-45c1-a4c8-22762f5c4771_en?filename=PRB-TLS_2021.pdf
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/document/download/49e8afd2-77fb-45c1-a4c8-22762f5c4771_en?filename=PRB-TLS_2021.pdf
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4 MEMBER STATE’S COMMENTS 

4.1 Bulgaria 
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4.2 FABEC 
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4.3 Ireland 
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4.4 Italy 

KEA analysis – Integration of algorithm anomalies detected by the post analysis of the KPI 

In addition to what has already been highlighted for DVT Flights at the first meeting with the representatives of the 
PRU and the NM, a subsequent investigation revealed further computation anomalies, mostly related to negative 
factors/errors in evaluating the data of the aircraft trajectories which affected the Italian airspace. 

Given that the same PRU, having verified the consistency of the reporting of the DVTs, has communicated that 
starting from April 2022 it has excluded the DVTs from the Flight List used for monitoring the KPI KEA, the need 
remains, already identified many times in the past months (and obviously to be emphasized firmly for the months 
to come) to avoid a continuous negative carry-over of this KPI for Italy, and therefore: 

• to obtain a formal recalculation and consequent revision of the results of the monitoring carried out by 
the PRU for the years 2020, 2021 and 2022; 

• to verify the additional anomalies reported, so that there are no possible inconsistencies in the recalcu-
lation of the monitoring of the KPI KEA for 2020 for 2021 and 2022, but also for the years to come. 

Among the most evident anomalies found during this second analysis, we note: 

✓ the double, triple or "nth" imputation of a single flight path (Current Flight Plan/CPF) with the calculation 
of an improper increase in the comparison between the AFT value and that of the relative GCD; proof of 
what has been found can be verified by comparing the number of flights included in the PRU Flight List and 
the number of flights that NMIR considers to be operated in the airspace in the same reference period (the 
former are always greater than the latter); 

✓ the management of GAT/OAT military flights, for which the reference distance (AFT) does not take into 
account the "nature" of the operative flight; 

✓ the anomalous management of the accounting of additional distance flown for flights that have had a 
delay associated with a waiting procedure (for example due to adverse weather conditions, runway occu-
pied, change of runway in use, contingency scenarios or emergency, etc.), to whom the additional distance 
flown in holding is also counted. 

In conclusion, it is shown that: 

➢ the anomalous management of the DVTs (corrected only starting from April 2022) and the other improper 
valorisations and manipulations of the Flight Lists used by the PRU make a recalculation indispensable with 
consequent revision of the annual monitoring of the KPI KEA starting from the years 2020, 2021 and 2022 
but also for the years to come; 

➢ the improper valuations of the Flight Lists used by the PRU have determined (incorrect results of the RP3 
monitoring: Y2020, Y2021 and Y2022) and risk continuing to determine (the failure to review the trajectories 
considered for the whole of 2022 will have effects on the monitoring) a valuation of the KPI KEA not real, 
making the assessments regarding the failure to achieve the associated Performance Target assigned to 
Italy inconsistent and unquestionable. 
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Detailed analysis of the anomalies found. 

Multiple flights counted 

In addition to what has already been highlighted for the management of DVTs, among the most significant anoma-
lies with respect to the failure to achieve the assigned Environmental Performance Target, we note the artificial 
inclusion in the Flight List used by the PRU of a certain number of "not real" trajectories which are not present in 
the NMIR Database of the NM and which, instead, are "cloned" with respect to a single actual flight. 

From an initial analysis of the Flight Lists PRU considers (as demonstrated by the images relating to some trajecto-
ries extracted from the Flight List used by PRU (cf. multiple flights counted)), the undue increase in flights, as well 
as determining an artificial redundancy of the additional distances flown, causes an anomalous comparison be-
tween the "actual trajectory" and the reference GCD. 

EHAM_LIRN - 01-07 Aprile 2023 – EJU – multiple flights counted 

   

 1 April          3 April                                         4 April 

     

 5 April                                              6 April         7 April 

 

    



   23/32 

 

 
KSDF_OMDB - 01-07 Aprile 2023 – EJU – multiple flights counted 

   
  1 April            2 April 

   
  5 April            6 April 
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7 April 

For this particular city-pair, in addition to the anomaly of non-existent flights generated and accounted for, we also 
note a different evaluation between the comparison between additional flight distance and GCD carried out on 1 
April compared to that relating to 7 April: same trajectories, but different evaluations compared to the additional 
flight distance (+ 656 KM calculated on April 1 against +5.4 KM calculated for April 7). 
 

 
 

VLG8VR LEAL_LSZH – +173 KM/additional KM due to wrong calculation & double flight 

 

 

4 April  



   25/32 

In this case, in addition to the undue duplication of the same flight, it should be noted that the additional distance 
of the city-pair #2 determines an additional flight distance of 173 KM while, in reality, the flight involved the Italian 
airspace (FIR) for a few KM and , therefore, the effective value of additional flight distance is only 1.9 KM. 

 

 

GAT/OAT flight 

A further anomaly is that relating to military traffic, GAT/OAT. The trajectory of these flights is a function of the 
purpose of the mission and, therefore, these flights could not and should not be considered in the additional flight 
distance calculation even if the mission presented a GAT FPL. 

The actual trajectory of this type of flight, in fact, cannot be compared with the corresponding GCD between city-
pairs, but must be excluded from this comparison since it is a function of the operational mission being carried out: 
consider the distance of a trajectory as additional flight distance which is necessary for an in-flight refueling, for a 
holding in military areas, for training purposes or for other specific needs involves an adulteration of the monitoring 
of the KPI KEA. 

To highlight the weight of this anomaly, even if only considering the trajectories of the GAT/OAT flights operated 
by the Italian Airforce (IAM), with reference to the Flight List used by the PRU, 433 IAM flights were registered in 
April alone and for flights operating over distances greater than 300 KM, 9 out of 25 are military flights, with over 
8,000 KM of additional flight distance calculated (“Military flights – April – additional distance on City_Pair”). 
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Military flights - April – additional distance on City-Pair 

 

 

4 April – ENF02 LIRA_LIPR – P180 -  +100 KM due to Military needs 

 

Additional distances due to different reasons 

A further inconsistency in monitoring the KPI KEA is the lack of assessment of flight constrains not attributable to 
either the ATS network or air traffic management, but deriving, for example, from: adverse weather conditions, 
holdings, repositioning/carriers for MA, RWY change in use , AUs choices, vectoring/heading assigned for Safety 
Reason, etc. 

The trajectories that are flown for reasons not attributable to the ATS network and air traffic management cannot 
be accurately estimated, but compromise the value and significance of accounting for the additional flight distance. 
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Additional distances due to different reasons -  April – additional distance on City_Pair 

 

Extract from PRU’s Flight list – Additional distances >100/<105 KM due to all reasons 
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4 April – TOM8NX EGBB_LIRN + 100 KM due to holdings to lose altitude 
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2 April – RYR7649 LFBO_LIRF + 102 KM due to Airport constrains (RWY 25 ARR) 

 

 

2 April – ITY1784 LICJ_LIRF + 102 KM due to Airport constrains (RWY 25 ARR) 
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5 April – RAM572 GMMN_DTTA +102 KM due to AU constrains 

 

 

 

5 April – BBD623 – B734 – LIMC_LICC  +101 KM due to AU behavior (FL 290 as cruising level) 
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4.5 Poland 

Context Comments Justification (if necessary) 

(3) “The objective of the Traffic 
Light System is to alert each 
Member State on environmental 
performance and to highlight ar-
eas where ANSP(s) can poten-
tially improve. This is a useful tool 
to promote discussion, notwith-
standing its limitations (outlined 
in the previous report).” 

The report does not provide any highlights re-
garding possible improvements - no advice is 
provided by the PRB what can be done by indi-
vidual States/ANSPs to improve the situation. 
The very simplified report, with simple compar-
ison of YoY evolution of figures, without detailed 
analysis of reasons for change and quantifica-
tion of impact of external vs. internal factors 
does not stimulate informed discussion but ra-
ther makes the readers to draw not right conclu-
sions. 

 

(6) “The Traffic Light System fo-
cusses on the actual performance 
from 2016 to 2022 and compares 
the output of the indicators es-
tablished in the Regulation 
within the environment KPA (Key 
Performance Area) rather than 
considering specific actions taken 
to influence environmental per-
formance.” 

In practice, the main body of the report presents 
only comparison of 2022 vs. 2021, not a full 
analysis of trends over 2016-2022 with underly-
ing changes in the operating environment. 
The report should provide further information 
on the traffic evolution and its impact on ENV 
performance – simple performance of 2022 re-
sults with 2021 when the traffic levels were sig-
nificantly lower and when impact of the war was 
not existing, does not provide the right percep-
tion and leads to unrightful conclusions. 

 

(9) “The Union-wide targets set 
for horizontal flight efficiency 
acknowledge that zero deviation 
is not possible or desirable, be-
cause external factors (such as 
meteorological conditions and 
airspace circumnavigation be-
cause of military activities) influ-
ence the actual routes flown. 
These factors are considered in 
the targets. Other external fac-
tors include the decisions taken 
by airspace users, which may be 
influenced by the factors above 
as well as route charges. In its An-
nual Monitoring, the PRB deter-
mines how Member States con-
tribute to achieving the Union-
wide targets for horizontal flight 
efficiency.” 

The Union-wide targets do not take into account 
changed external environment, specifically the 
military aggression on Ukraine and its conse-
quences for HFE/KEA performance. Current 
scope of military activities, especially in the east-
ern part of the EU, is much wider than consid-
ered during the process of developing Union-
wide RP3 targets. This should be duly note in the 
TRS report. 

 

(23) “As a consequence of Rus-
sia’s unprovoked invasion of 
Ukraine, Baltic and Northern Eu-
ropean Member States have seen 
a loss in overflights from traffic 
flows from the Middle East and 
Asia, which have re-routed via 
the South-Eastern Member 
States.” 

We propose to add: “… Baltic (including Poland) 
…” – usually, reference to the Baltic States co-
vers Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, while Poland 
was also highly impacted by the invasions. 

 

 (25) “In addition to the deteriora-
tion of KEA, Member States have 
also experienced an overall 

As indicated above, at many airports 2022 was 
marked with significant traffic increase as com-
pared to 2021. Comparison of 2022 
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deterioration of terminal environ-
mental performance in 2022 
compared to 2021. In most Euro-
pean air-ports there has been an 
increase in additional arrival se-
quencing and metering area 
(ASMA) and taxi-out time com-
pared to 2021 in addition to a re-
duction in the percentage of arri-
vals performing CDOs.” 

performance should rather be made in relation 
to pre-pandemic times, and not 2020-2021 
when the traffic was low. 

(29) “In total, 11 Member States 
have improved their KEA score. In 
addition to Malta and Cyprus (as 
mentioned above), Belgium, Bul-
garia, France, Greece, Hungary, 
Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, 
and Spain have also displayed an 
improvement in KEA scores. The 
KEA score has deteriorated for 
more than half of Member States 
with Estonia, Finland, Latvia, 
Lithuania, and Poland showing 
the highest deterioration being 
directly impacted by the effects of 
Russia’s war of aggression 
against Ukraine.” 

In Poland, KEA indicator deteriorated over 2022 
as compared to previous years – due to closed 
airspace behind Poland’s eastern border and re-
strictions for air carriers to operate as earlier – 
both resulting from the outbreak of the war. 

Poland is not among the countries that 
improved the KEA score in 2022. 
The second part of the paragraph is cor-
rect in terms of reference to the KEA re-
sult achieved by Poland in 2022. 

(Table 1) “Poland - KEA and 
ASMA scores are worse than SES 
average but have improved com-
pared to 2021.” 

It is unclear how the quoted sentence is related 
to paragraph 29 (quoted above), where Poland 
is mentioned as one of the States with the larg-
est deterioration of KEA and to the red lights in-
dicated in the table. 

The results of KEA and ASMA for Poland 
in 2022 were worse than in 2021. 

(43) “The indicators used for the 
Traffic Light System methodol-
ogy are those defined by the Reg-
ulation (Annex I, Section I, Parts 
2.1 and 2.2).” 

Annex I, Section 1 to Regulation 2019/317 does 
not mention ASMA, AXOT or CDO. It seems 
that Section 1 was wrongly quoted here. 

 

 
 


