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1.1

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the report

The purpose of this report is to assist the Commis-
sion in the assessment of the national final draft
performance plans including corrective measures
as submitted to the Commission by Belgium on 7"
November 2023 and by Luxembourg on 3™ No-
vember 2023, pursuant to Article 15(7).

This report presents the PRB assessment of the
consistency of the national performance targets
with the Union-wide performance targets, as well
as the PRB assessment of the corrective measures
adopted by Belgium and Luxembourg within these
performance plans.

The Annex to this report provides a detailed anal-
ysis of the items assessed by the PRB.

1.2 Background

4

In November 2021, Member States submitted
draft performance plans as required by the Com-
mission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2020/1627
based on the revised Union-wide targets.! These
performance plans covered each year of RP3,
from 2020 to 2024, taking into account that the
effects of the pandemic set in as of March 2020.

Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands and Switzerland submitted their draft
performance plan at FABEC level. Following its as-
sessment, the Commission concluded that the
cost-efficiency performance targets for the Bel-
gium-Luxembourg en route charging zone con-
tained in that draft FABEC performance plan were
inconsistent with the Union-wide performance
targets, and set out recommendations for the re-
vision of those local performance targets.?

InJuly 2022, the FABEC States submitted a revised
draft FABEC performance plan for RP3 to the Com-
mission. The Commission found that the local
cost-efficiency targets of Belgium-Luxembourg
contained in the revised draft FABEC performance
plan were still inconsistent with the Union-wide
targets. Therefore, the Commission initiated the

10

1 With Member States we refer to EU Members plus Norway and Switzerland.
2 Implementing Decision (EU) 2022/728.
3 France: Commission Decision (EU) 2023/176; Germany: Commission Decision (EU) 2023/177; Switzerland: Commission Decision (EU)
2023/178; The Netherlands: Commission Decision (EU) 2023/178.
4 Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2023/1336.
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detailed examination referred to in Article 15(3) of
Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/317 (hereaf-
ter the Regulation).

Following the initiation of the detailed examina-
tion, France, Germany, the Netherlands, and Swit-
zerland informed the Commission that they had
withdrawn from the revised draft FABEC perfor-
mance plan and submitted revised draft national
performance plans. After the assessment of those
plans, the Commission adopted consistency deci-
sions in December 2022.2 Belgium and Luxem-
bourg had not notified any separate national per-
formance plans. As a result, the revised draft per-
formance plan previously established at FAB level,
and subject to the Commission’s detailed exami-
nation continued to constitute the basis for the as-
sessment of the performance targets of Belgium
and Luxembourg and for the detailed examina-
tion.

In June 2023, having carried out the detailed ex-
amination with regard to the revised cost-effi-
ciency performance targets proposed for the Bel-
gium-Luxembourg charging zone included in the
revised draft performance plan, the Commission
found them not consistent with the Union-wide
performance targets and adopted a decision on
corrective measures to be taken by Belgium and
Luxembourg in accordance with Article 15(5) of
the Regulation.

In accordance with Article 15(6) of the Regulation,
Belgium and Luxembourg have respectively sub-
mitted national final draft performance plans in-
cluding corrective measures to the Commission
on 16" September 2023.

The Commission verified the completeness of
these draft performance plans and communicated
to Belgium and to Luxembourg on 13" October
2023 the elements that were missing or incom-
plete. As a result, Belgium and Luxembourg sub-
mitted updated national final draft performance
plans to the Commission on 7™ and 3" November
2023, respectively. The PRB highlights that some
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of the information provided presented a low level
of detail. Moreover, some changes related to the
capacity measures have been included by Belgium
during the completeness check process.

1.3 Decision on corrective measures to be taken

11

12

13

14

by Belgium and Luxembourg

The Commission Decision (EU) 2023/1336 (here-
after the Decision) requested Belgium and Luxem-
bourg to define and communicate to the Commis-
sion corrective measures designed to achieve the
consistency of national cost-efficiency perfor-
mance targets with the Union-wide cost-efficiency
performance targets for RP3, and to start applying
those corrective measures in respect of skeyes
and MUAC in RP3.

The Decision required that the corrective
measures so defined result in the reduction of the
determined costs for the Belgium-Luxembourg en
route charging zone by an amount leading to the
consistency of the national cost-efficiency perfor-
mance targets with the Union-wide cost-efficiency
performance targets. The amount of reduction in
the determined costs shall take into account the
results of the compliance review of the perfor-
mance of skeyes and MUAC that Belgium commit-
ted to carrying out. The Decision specified that the
corrective measures have to lead to the reduction
of the operating costs of both skeyes and MUAC.

The Decision listed in its Annex three measures
that Belgium and Luxembourg may take to rem-
edy the inconsistency of the cost-efficiency per-
formance targets for the Belgium-Luxembourg
charging zone with the Union-wide cost-efficiency
performance targets:

e Amend the DISPO functional availability re-
gime applied in Belgium, in view of reducing
its impact on the cost base of the Belgium-
Luxembourg charging zone;

e Waive the return on equity of skeyes which is
planned to be charged as part of the cost of
capital;

e Reimburse to airspace users, through an ex-
ceptional cost reduction, any surplus from
year 2022 resulting from the traffic risk shar-
ing mechanism or from the difference be-
tween the determined and actual costs.

Furthermore, in the light of the findings set out in
the Decision, Belgium and Luxembourg should, in
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particular, appropriately address the following is-
sues:

(a) Incorrect application of the respective legal
provisions governing traffic risk sharing, cost
risk sharing and incentive schemes in respect
of MUAC;

(b) Requested verification by the NSAs that the
costs charged in RP2 for the cancelled and de-
layed investments in fixed assets are not dou-
ble-charged to airspace users in the event that
those investments materialize at later stage;

(c) Incorrect financing arrangements for the
costs incurred for services provided in cross-
border areas;

(d) Incorrect allocation of the approach costs be-
tween en route and terminal air navigation
services in respect of skeyes;

(e) Lack of adequate justifications for excessive
terminal cost-efficiency targets of Belgium;

(f) Incorrect level of the maximum financial dis-
advantages in the incentive schemes of Bel-
gium and Luxembourg supporting the
achievement of en route and terminal capac-
ity targets.
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2  SAFETY TARGETS

2.1 Belgium

15 The targets for the safety KPA submitted by Bel-
gium within the draft final performance plan in-
cluding corrective measures and the related
measures remain the same as those submitted
within the previous revised FABEC draft perfor-
mance plan of July 2022.

16 Belgium provided targets for the effectiveness of
safety management for each year of RP3 and plans
to achieve the Union-wide targets at the latest by
the end of RP3.

17 The PRB concludes that the safety targets pro-
posed by Belgium should be approved.

2.2 Luxembourg

18 The targets for the safety KPA submitted by Lux-
embourg within the draft final performance plan
including corrective measures and the related
measures remain the same as those submitted
within the previous revised FABEC draft perfor-
mance plan of July 2022.

19 Luxembourg provided targets for the effective-
ness of safety management for each year of RP3
and plans to achieve the Union-wide targets at the
latest by the end of RP3.

20 The PRB concludes that the safety targets pro-
posed by Luxembourg should be approved.

4/13
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21

22

23

24

ENVIRONMENT TARGETS

5/13

The information included in the draft final perfor- 25 However, MUAC as the ANSP operating upper air-
mance plans including corrective measures sub- space has implemented FRA 24/7 across its air-
mitted by Belgium and Luxembourg with respect space, further optimised by implementing major
to the environment KPA are the same in both na- overhaul of its airspace sector layout in 2021,
tional performance plans. Therefore, the PRB as- which also reduced airspace complexity. Belgium
sessment in this chapter covers the two plans. and Luxembourg also claim that MUAC removed
The targets for the environment key performance 100 RAI,) re_strlctlons (in 202_0) gnd implemented
indicator adopted by Belgium and Luxembourg CDR activation and Area Activation concepts con-
o . ) . tributing to more direct routings and better pre-
within their respective draft final performance dictabilit
plans including corrective measures are con- ICtabiiity.
sistent with the reference values calculated by the 26  While planning to reach the KEA reference values,
Network Manager for each year of RP3 (Table 1). Belgium and Luxembourg underline uncertainties
The measures to achieve these targets defined of achieving the target due to strong correlation
within the national performance plans remain the with delays.
same as those submitted within the revised FABEC 27 The PRB concludes that the environment targets
draft performance plan. proposed by Belgium and Luxembourg should be
Belgium and Luxembourg highlight that an im- approved. However, the performance target for
provement in KEA performance is challenging for Belgium and Luxembourg wa.s not achieved |.n
skeyes as an ANSP due to the scope of their air- 2022 (by 0.48 percentage points). The PRB wil
space (up to FL245, meaning FRA is out of skeyes’ closely monitor the performance of the environ-
scope), and do not expect any improvements with ment K1 for ;hle ‘remalmgg &/ears Zf RP3. tThe PRi
the implementation of tactical level measures. er.wcourages elgium an uxem. ours to wor
However, the ANSP is contributing to achieving with the Network Manager to achieve the targets
the targe,t with the CIV-MIL AMC initiative. im- for the environment KPA in the remaining years of
proved FUA at Belgian level and via an internal En- RP3 and continue efforts on the development of
. . cross-border FRA.
vironmental Action plan.
KEA 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
National reference values n/a 3.10% 3.05% 3.00% 3.00%
National targets n/a 3.10% 3.05% 3.00% 3.00%

Table 1 — Environment reference values and targets for Belgium and Luxembourg.
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4.1

28

29

30

31

CAPACITY TARGETS
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En route capacity taraets 32 The en route capacity enhancement measures de-
pacity targ tailed by Belgium and Luxembourg are coherent
The information included in the draft final perfor- with those present in the NOP. There are some ad-
mance plans including corrective measures sub- ditional measures related to both skeyes and
mitted by Belgium and Luxembourg with respect MUAC that are listed in the NOP but are not elab-
to the en route capacity KPA are the same in both orated in the draft final performance plan. Based
national performance plans. Therefore, the PRB on the details provided in the draft final perfor-
assessment in this chapter covers the two plans. mance plan, a further increase of ATCO FTEs is
The targets for the capacity key performance indi- planned for both ACCs. The measures planned by
) . - the Member States are expected to have a posi-
cator included by Belgium and Luxembourg within o ) _
) . . tive impact on their en-route capacity and there-
their draft final performance plans are consistent o ) . )
. ) fore in line with the planned increase of capacity
with the national reference values calculated by i
the Network Manager. The values are below the profiies.
range of the delay forecast for each year between 33 However, in the draft final performance plan
2022 and 2024 (Table 2).° there are inconsistencies between capacity profile
The en route capacity targets of Belgium and Lux- plans, the capauty enhancement measures, and
. . the proposed national targets. Belgium and Lux-
embourg have been achieved in years 2020, 2021, b t be able to achi it
and 2022. However, based on the latest data and em our.g may Qo €a , €to ac,'?ve capacity tar-
. . gets without introducing additional measures,
monthly tendencies, the en route capacity target T . N
) . mitigating the impact of the system transitions,
may be missed in 2023. 2. ) .
and realising capacity gains from the new ATM
The values of the latest capacity plans for skeyes systems.
and MUAC ACCs indicate a capacity increase for o ]
o : 34 The en route capacity incentive scheme proposed
the remaining RP3 years. For skeyes, no capacity . ) .
. . in the draft final performance plans of Belgium
surplus or gap is forecasted in 2023 as the planned ,
) . : and Luxembourg have a maximum penalty param-
capacity value is equivalent to the reference i .
. . . eter set at 0.5% of determined costs, thus lacking
value. However, in 2024 is expected a minor ca- terial i ;
pacity gap. For MUAC a capacity surplus is ex- a materiatimpact on revenue.
pected both for both 2023 and 2024. 35  The PRB concludes that the capacity targets pro-
posed by Belgium should be approved. Due to the
foreseen minor capacity gap, the PRB will closely
monitor the performance of Brussels ACC in the
capacity KPA.
ATFM delay per flight 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
National reference values (min/flight) n/a n/a 0.17 0.17 0.17
National targets (min/flight) n/a n/a 0.17 0.17 0.17

Table 2 — Capacity reference values and targets for Belgium.

> Delay forecasts are provided by the European Network Operations Plan (NOP) 2022-2026 July 5 2022 Edition, and are calculated for ANSPs.
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4.2  Terminal capacity targets Belgium

36

37

38

The information related to the terminal capacity
KPA submitted by Belgium within its draft final
performance plan including corrective measures
and the related measures remains the same as
those submitted within the previous revised FA-
BEC draft performance plan of July 2022.

Brussels is the only airport included in the Belgian
draft final performance plan for RP3. The pro-
posed target (all causes) is constant during 2021-
2024 and equals 1.08 minutes per arrival, which is
higher than the observed performance in RP2
(0.95 minutes per arrival) for Brussels. Therefore,
it does not represent an improvement with re-
spect to the past performance.

The terminal capacity incentive schemes pro-
posed in the draft final performance plan of Bel-
gium have a maximum penalty parameter set at
0.5% of determined costs, thus lacking a material
impact on revenue.

4.3 Terminal capacity targets Luxembourg

39

The information related to the terminal capacity
KPA submitted by Luxembourg within the draft fi-
nal performance plan including corrective
measures and the related measures remains the
same as those submitted within the previous re-
vised FABEC draft performance plan of July 2022.

40

41
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Luxembourg is the only airport included in the
draft final performance plan. National targets are
set lower than in RP2, and represent an improve-
ment compared to the average past performance
in RP2. The performance of Luxembourg airport is
expected to be slightly worse than that of the
group of similar airports, despite the planned im-
provements in the targets.

The terminal capacity incentive scheme proposed
by Luxembourg includes a modulation of the pivot
value for ‘CRSTMP-only’ delays. The modulated
pivot value is established at the median value of
CRSTMP-only delays from the past eight years and
is filled in the performance plan for all years of
RP3. The maximum penalty parameter is set at
0.25% of determined costs, thus lacking a material
impact on revenues.
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5 COST-EFFICENCY TARGETS
- 45 Based on the PRB assessment (Section 2 of the An-

5.1 En route cost-efficiency targets nex), the revised cost-efficiency performance tar-

42 The information included in the draft final perfor- gets for the en route charging zone as presented
mance plans including corrective measures sub- in the draft final performance plans including cor-
mitted by Belgium and Luxembourg with respect rective measures are:
to the cost—gfﬂaency en route are the same, smce e Consistent with the RP3 Union-wide DUC
the cost-efficiency en route relates to the single .
charging zone of Belgium-Luxembourg. Therefore, trend, as the DUC is planned to decrease on
the PRB assessment in this chapter covers the two ave.rag.e by -0.9% between 20.19 ahd 2024,
olans. which is better than the RP3 Union-wide trend

(+1.0%);

43 In the revised draft performance plan submitted e Not consistent with the with the long-term
in 2022 and subject to the detailed examination, Union-wide DUC trend, as the DUC is planned
the cost-efficiency performance targets were not to decrease by -0.2% between 2014 and 2024,
consistent with the RP3 Union-wide DUC trend, or which is worse than the long-term Union-wide
with the long-term Union-wide DUC trend, or with trend (-1.3%). However, the deviation
the average baseline value of the comparator (19.4M#£5017) from the long-term Union-wide
group. Justifications for a possible deviation to trend is considered justified for the achieve-
achieve capacity targets had been provided, justi- ment of capacity targets;
fying an excess of 19.2M€3017 against the Union- e Not consistent with the average baseline
wide DUC trends. However, it was insufficient to value of the comparator group; as the 2019
cover the estimated deviation of 43.7M€,0:7 from baseline DUC is +13.2% higher than the aver-
the long-term Union-wide DUC trend. Hence, Bel- age of the comparator group.
gium and Luxembourg still had a remaining unjus-
tified gap of 24.5M€,0:7 against the long-term Un- 46 The PRB concludes that the en route cost-effi-
ion-wide DUC trend. ciency targets proposed for the Belgium-Luxem-

bourg charging zone are consistent with the Un-

44 In the draft final performance plans including cor- ion-wide cost-efficiency targets for RP3.
rective measures, the cost-efficiency targets for
2023 and 2024 have been revised downwards, Ta- 47 A summary of the results of the criteria of the
ble 3. cost-efficiency KPA compared to the draft perfor-

mance plan submitted in 2022 is shown in Table 4.
201.4 201.9 2020-2021 2022 2023 2024
baseline baseline
Revised performance plan of 2022 81.78 83.26 189.52 104.47 94.18 89.87
Revised final draft performance plan 81.78 83.26 189.52 104.47 90.34 80.26
Table 3 — Cost-efficiency targets for the Belgium-Luxembourg en route charging zone, in €2017.
Criterion a: Criterion b: Criterion c: Criteriond Criterion d ii):
Short-term Long-term Comparator | i): deviation | deviation for restructur-
trend (+1.0%) | trend (-1.3%) group for capacity ing costs
gz\zssfdjoezr];ormance +1.9% +1.1% +13.2% X Not applicable
Revised final draft per- -0.9% 0.2% +13.2% v Not applicable
formance plan

Performance review body =

of the single european sky
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Table 4 — Assessment criteria applied to local cost-efficiency KPA targets.
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5.2 Cost-efficiency terminal Belgium

48

49

The targets for the terminal cost-efficiency sub-
mitted by Belgium within the draft final perfor-
mance plan including corrective measures have
been revised downwards compared to the revised
draft performance plan submitted in 2022. The
detailed analysis of the terminal cost-efficiency
targets can be found in the Annex of this report.

The PRB notes that in the past years annual subsi-
dies covering +/- 25% of the unit rate has been
granted via a royal decree for the EBBR charging
zone. However, as the subsidies are decided on an
annual basis, it is unclear whether these subsidies
will be pursued in the medium/long term.

5.3 Cost-efficiency terminal Luxembourg

50

The targets for the terminal cost-efficiency targets
submitted by Luxembourg within the draft final
performance plan including corrective measures
have been revised downwards compared to the
revised draft performance plan submitted in
2022. The detailed analysis of the terminal cost-
efficiency targets can be found in the Annex of this
report.

9/13
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52

53
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CORRECTIVE MEASURES

According to the Decision on corrective measures,
Belgium and Luxembourg should define corrective
measures in their draft final performance plans,

10/13

amounts to -13.1M€,017 for 2023, and -23.0M€;017
for 2024 (Table 5).

) 54 Based on the analysis of the revised cost-effi-
which should: . .
ciency targets, the PRB concludes that the appli-
e Achieve consistency of national cost-effi- cation of the defined corrective measures leads to
ciency performance targets with the Union- the consistency of the en route cost-efficiency tar-
wide cost-efficiency performance targets for gets with the RP3 Union-wide targets. According
RP3; to Belgium and Luxembourg, these corrective
e Take into account the results of the compli- measures were prepared taking into account the
ance review of the performance of skeyes and results from the compliance review.
MUAC carried out by Belgium; 55 As far as the reduction in the operating costs, the
* Lead to the reduction of the operating costs defined measures lead to a decrease in en route
of both skeyes and MUAC. determined operating costs for skeyes by
The corrective measures defined by Belgium and -4.3M#&2017 in 2023 (-3.2%) and -3.5M¢€017 in 2024
Luxembourg for the en route charging zone of Bel- (-2.6%), while for MUAC by -7.7M€2017 in 2023 (-
gium-Luxembourg are analysed in detail in the An- 10%) and -4.7M#&€z017 in 2024 (-6.2%) compared to
nex to this report. the draft revised performance plan submitted in
The reduction of the determined costs compared 2022
to the draft performance plan submitted in 2022
Skeyes MUAC ANA NSA Total
2023 | 2024 | 2023 | 2024 | 2023 | 2024 | 2023 | 2024 | 2023 2024
Total cost base review -4.6 -4.0 -8.2 -5.0 -0.2 -0.2 0.01 0.01 | -13.1 -9.2
Of which: Staff -2.3 0.2 -6.9 -4.8 -0.2 -0.2 0.01 0.01 -9.3 -4.8
Other operating costs -2.0 -3.7 -0.9 0.2 | -0.05| -0.05 | 0.003 | 0.004 -2.9 -3.6
Depreciation 0.2 -0.1 -0.5 -0.5 -0.3 -0.6
Cost of capital -0.5 -0.7 | -0.02 0.1 -0.6 -0.5
Exceptional items 0.2 0.01 0.3
New exceptional items -4.6 -9.2 -13.8
Of which:  RP2 unspent capex -4.4 -1.6 -6.1
2022 regulatory result -0.1 -7.6 -7.7
Impact of the revision of 46| 86| 82| -142| 02| -02| 001 001 | -131 -230
determined costs
In % of the determined costs 3.4% | -6.4% | -11% | -19% | -3.0% | -3.2% | 0.1% | 0.1% | -5.7% | -10.1%
from the revised draft perfor-
mance plan of 2022

Table 5 —

Impact of the corrective measures for the Belgium-Luxembourg en route charging zone in M€,017; compared to the draft revised
performance plan submitted in 2022 (PRB elaboration on the reporting tables).
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on its analysis, the PRB concludes that the
corrective measures regarding the cost-efficiency
performance targets defined by Belgium and Lux-
embourg in their draft final performance plans in-
cluding corrective measures are sufficient to en-
sure compliance with the Commission Decision on
corrective measures:

e The revised targets contained in the national
draft final performance plans including cor-
rective measures are consistent with the Un-
ion-wide cost-efficiency targets for RP3;

e The corrective measures take into account
the results of the compliance review of the
performance of skeyes and MUAC carried out
by Belgium;

e The corrective measures lead to a reduction
of the operating costs of both skeyes and
MUAC.

The PRB recommends the Commission to approve
the draft final revised performance plans including
corrective measures of Belgium and Luxembourg
for RP3.

The PRB highlights that the cost reduction pre-
sented in the final draft performance plans includ-
ing corrective measures are for the majority ad-
hoc cost savings, mostly stemming from reim-
bursement of unspent determined costs. In view
of RP4, the treatment of such ad-hoc reductions
should be evaluated when setting the local cost-
efficiency targets and the related baselines. The
PRB reiterates the recommendations to Belgium
to put in place structural measures in order to
contain the cost increases.

The PRB conclusions and recommendations are
without prejudice to any compliance issue with
the Regulation, including those identified in the
findings of the Commission which are still unre-
solved. The PRB will continue to closely monitor
the open issues and will take due account of their
development in view of the development and as-
sessment of the performance plans and targets
for the next reference period.

11/13



