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Introduction to this document

1 This document describes the different sections of the RP3 Assessment factbooks, the report used
by the Performance Review Body (PRB) to support the assessment and revision of national or FAB
draft performance plans as required by Chapter IV of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
2019/317, hereafter referred to as "the Regulation".

2 The sections of the factbooks and the assessment approach were designed by KPA Task Forces in-
cluding members of the Commission, the PRB and Eurocontrol. Weekly meetings were held from
May to August 2019 for each of the key performance areas (KPAs).

3 The aim of this document is to explain how the tool used is organised and what information, fig-
ures and tables are shown.

Presentation conventions
4 Use and interpretation of check marks (ticks, crosses, warning symbols):

The check is passed, or the answer to the question is yes, or the result is in the range of ex-
pected values, or there is no particular issue to be mentioned.

The check is not passed, or the answer to the question is no.

Face value, the check is passed, but possibly due to the use of assumptions that do not seem
adequate, or the result is outside the range of expected values.

n/a
The section, the answer or the specific analysis is not applicable since it is not relevant in the
specific draft performance plan.

5 Grey text boxes are text areas including factual analysis developed by the PRB and Eurocontrol.

6 Green text boxes are text areas that summarise the PRB conclusions/recommendations.

7 Text in quotation marks (“ “) indicates direct quotes from the draft performance plan.
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I. Scope

8 This section of the factbook provides information on:

· The version of the draft performance plan used to perform the assessment;
· The relative weight of a Member State in the Single European Sky (SES) area, calculated as its

share in the total flight-hours and its share in total costs (box at the top-right of the sheet);
· The FAB membership, the list of air navigation service providers (ANSPs) and other entities

(as per Article 1(2)) of Commission implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/317);
· For each charging zone, the name of the zone, the number of airports (for terminal charging

zones) and additional information on whether market conditions, simplified charging
schemes and modulation of charges are applicable;

· The average cost allocation between en route and terminal over RP3;
· Information on whether there were some changes in the charging zones compared to the

RP2 scope;
· The “Comparator group” that the State belongs to as per Article 7 of the Commission imple-

menting decision (EU) 2019/903 together with the other members of the group;
· The national currency and the 2017 exchange rate used for the draft performance plans.

II. PRB Assessment

9 The PRB assessment sheet provides a summary of the PRB’s assessment for each key performance
area. This includes a table outlining the draft targets, followed by a green box for the PRB to pro-
vide its assessment.

10 Each section presents a tick, which is green if the PRB advises to approve the target (red if not to
approve).

III. PRB Recommendations

11 A section with a green text box for the PRB to enter its overall recommendations, taking into ac-
count the assessment made in the four KPAs (safety, environment, capacity, and cost-efficiency).
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1 Safety

12 Most Member States submitted individual performance plans. However, FABEC submitted a FAB-
level performance plan which was assessed at the FAB level for the purposes of the performance
and charging Regulation. However, considering that the EoSM targets are set at the ANSPs level,
safety analysis was conducted at a Member State level and ANSP level for MUAC, and not at FAB
level.

1.1 Summary of safety key data and assessment results

13 This worksheet provides a summary of key data related to the safety KPA. In particular, it presents:

· The effectiveness of safety management (EoSM) targets set at the level of the ANSPs.
· The measures undertaken by the Member State and the ANSP in order to achieve the tar-

gets.
· The approach taken by the ANSP and the Member State to address the interdependencies

between safety and other KPAs.
· The description of change management procedures and transition plans.

14 Each consecutive section provides the PRB’s conclusions with respect to the above points of as-
sessment.

1.1.1 Target for EoSM for ANSPs

15 The section summarises the conclusions regarding the EoSM targets for RP3. It indicates if a Mem-
ber State has provided the EoSM targets for each relevant ANSP for each year in RP3 and if the
EoSM target at the end of RP3 are complaint with the Union-wide targets set by Commission Im-
plementing Decision (EU) 2019/903.

1.1.2 Measures planned to reach the targets

16 This section summarises conclusions regarding assessments of relevancy and sufficiency of the
measures that the Member State plans to implement to achieve the RP3 targets. Measures are
relevant at a national level, i.e. for both ANSPs and at the Member State level (for NSAs).

1.1.3 Interdependencies and trade-offs

17 This section summarises the conclusions regarding the approach taken by a Member State to ad-
dress the interdependencies and trade-offs between safety and needed developments on other
KPAs.

1.1.4 Change management

18 This section summarises the conclusions regarding the application of change management proce-
dures by a Member State for major airspace changes and their impact on the network perfor-
mance.

1.1.5 PRB Conclusions

19 This section summarises the final conclusions about the assessment of the draft performance plan
in safety area. It provides the justification for the PRB decision based on the arguments derived
from above subsections.
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1.2 Target for EoSM for ANSPs and measures

20 This worksheet presents the EoSM targets for each management objective for each year of the
RP3 period.

1.2.1 Target for EoSM for ANSPs and associated measures

21 The targets (presented in the factbook as in Figure 1), are expected to be set for each ANSP rele-
vant under the Charging and Performance Scheme individually.

Figure 1: Example of EoSM targets.

22 The green tick at the right hand side of the table indicates that the targets in the last year of RP3
are in accordance with Union-wide targets for each management objectives (MO).

23 The following section provides explanation of the Member State’s approach concerning the tar-
gets and the measures to achieve the RP3 targets. The PRB assessment aims to verify if the de-
scribed measures are relevant and sufficient to allow attaining the targets. The measures are con-
sidered relevant if they apply to management objectives that require improvement, and are suita-
ble considering their safety levels. The measures are considered sufficient if they are appropor-
tionated to the effort required to improve the maturity levels from the start of RP3 until the Un-
ion-wide targets are planned to be reached. The measures may be provided at the ANSP and NSA
levels i.e. at national level.

1.3 Interdependencies, and Change management practices

1.3.1 Interdependencies and trade-offs

24 This section aims to describe the approach the Member State takes to address the interdependen-
cies and trade-offs with safety and others KPAs. The Member States are expected to declare what
assumptions were used to assess the trade-off between safety and other KPAs in case of changes
are needed to be implemented to reach targets on other KPAs: capacity, environment and cost-
efficiency. Additionally, the role of State oversight of such activities is also examined.

1.3.2 Change management practices

25 This section addresses the approach the Member States adopt to manage the major implementa-
tion into the ATM Functional Systems with special focus on the impact on network performance.
The approach may be described at the ANSP and at the State level. The change management pro-
cedures or transition plans, compliant with the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
2017/373, are considered sufficient to ensure that the implementation that minimises the nega-
tive impact on the network performance.
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2 Environment

26 Most Member States submitted individual performance plans. However, FABEC submitted a FAB
level performance plan, which was assessed at the FAB level for the purposes of the Performance
and Charging Regulation. Nonetheless, at Member State level and ANSP level for MUAC, analysis
was performed to fully explore the performance plan. Thus, there is a FABEC factbook along with
the individual Member States’ factbooks and MUAC.

2.1 Summary of environment key data and assessment results

27 This worksheet provides a summary of key data related to the environment KPA. It presents:

· A comparison of the European Route Network Improvement Plan (ERNIP) Part 2, June 2019
reference values, draft performance plan targets and an overview of the union wide targets;

· The measures undertaken by the Member State and ANSP in order to achieve the targets,
including:

- Details of Member State’s commitment to free route area (FRA) by 2022;
- Major ERNIP recommended measures committed to or implemented;
- Status of flexible use of airspace (FUA) implementation according to latest Local Single

Sky Implementation (LLSIP).

28 The following sections describe the above elements of the summary data for the environment
KPA.

2.1.1 Annex IV 1.2: Comparison of ERNIP reference values and draft performance targets

29 The section contains a table and graph (as shown in Figure 2) providing a comparison between ER-
NIP reference values and draft performance targets of the draft performance plan along with in-
formation on past performance.

30 The key checks related to RP3 targets and their consistency with the reference values are pre-
sented in the table above the graph. For each year, it is verified whether the draft performance
targets are consistent with the reference values and the difference, if any, between them. The ta-
ble also provides a view upon the Union-wide targets.

31 The graph provides a visual representation of actual RP2 achieved KEA (black diamonds), and look-
ing forward to RP3, the Network Manager ERNIP reference values (yellow bars) and the draft per-
formance targets (blue bars). An indicative target is presented for non-FABEC States that is calcu-
lated by assuming a linear extrapolation between 2018 performance and the 2020 reference
value.
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Figure 2: Example environment targets comparison between reference values and draft performance targets.

2.1.2 PRB conclusions

32 This section summarises the final PRB conclusions on the assessment of the draft performance
plan with regards to environment and whether that component of the draft performance plan
should pass or not.

2.2 Measures of achievement

33 This worksheet provides a summary of key data related to the measures committed to in the draft
performance plan, enabling the Member States and ANSPs to achieve their targets.

2.2.1 Annex IV 2.1 (a): Measures of achievement

34 This section contains tables, as shown in Figure 3, providing an overview of key checks related to
the measures committed to in the draft performance plans, along with a cross check between the
pages of reference in the LSSIP/ERNIP and the pages of reference in the draft performance plan.
These include:

· Commitment to implementing FRA by 2022, as is required for all Member States in accord-
ance with the ATM Functionality 3 (AF3) in the pilot common project (PCP);1

· Commitment to the major ERNIP recommended measures related to each Member State;
· The stage of FUA implementation according to latest LLSIP.

Figure 3: Example of checks related to measures committed to in the draft performance plan.

1 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 716/2014.

Draft performance targets
Reference values

Comparison of draft performance targets with reference values
1.90%

2023 2024

▲0.00%
1.88%
1.88%

2022

▲0.00%
1.86%
1.86%

1.86%
1.86%

▲0.00%

2020

▲0.00%
1.86%
1.86%1.90%

2021

▲0.00%
Consistency with reference values

1.
90

%

1.
88

%

1.
86

%

1.
86

%

1.
86

%

1.
90

%

1.
88

%

1.
86

%

1.
86

%

1.
86

%

Indicative 2019 target, 2.06%

0.00%

0.50%

1.00%

1.50%

2.00%

2.50%

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Achieved in RP2 RP3 Targets & Reference Value

KE
A 

(%
)

NM ERNIP Reference Value Draft Performance Targets Achieved KEA Indicative Target Line

Reference in PP Reference in LSSIP
3.2.1(b) Page 38

Reference in PP Reference in ERNIP
Implemented Page 13

Austria implemented FRA within the Vienna FIR in November 2016. Austria is yet to extend FRA to its western border.

Implementation of SECSI (South East Common Sky Initiative) FRA
Measure included within performance plan?

Implementation

Commitment to FRA by 2022?

Major ERNIP Recommended Measures: 1

FUA Implementation according to latest LLSIP

3
2
1



11/46

35 The green ticks and red crosses on the right-hand side of each measure indicates whether the ER-
NIP measures are committed to within the draft performance plan.

36 This section also contains a comment box below the tables, providing a more detailed description
and additional relevant information on the measures of achievement included in the draft perfor-
mance plans.

2.2.2 Annex IV 2.1(f): Incentive schemes

37 This section contains a table, as shown in Figure 4, indicating whether an incentive scheme in ac-
cordance with Article 11(4) is planned or not.

Figure 4: Example of checks related to environmental incentive schemes described in the draft performance plan.

Does Austria plan for an environmental incentive scheme?
Austria does not plan to apply an optional incentive scheme for the environment KPA.
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3 Capacity

38 Most Member States submitted national performance plans. However, FABEC submitted a FAB
level performance plan, which was assessed at the FAB level for the purposes of the Performance
and Charging Regulation. Nonetheless, at Member State level and ANSP level for MUAC, analysis
was performed to fully explore the performance plan. Thus, there is a FABEC factbook along with
the individual Member States’ factbooks and MUAC.

3.1 Summary of capacity key data and assessment results

39 This worksheet provides a summary of key data and insights related to the capacity KPA.

3.1.1 En route ATFM delay

40 This section provides a summary of key data and insights related to en route ATFM delay targets
as defined in the draft performance plan, their consistency with the national reference values and
comparison to NOP delay forecasts.

3.1.2 Arrival AFTM delay

41 This section provides a summary of key data and insights related to ‘the review of’ in accordance
with point 2.1(b) of Annex IV, of arrival ATFM delay targets as defined in the draft performance
plan.

3.1.3 Incentives

42 This section provides a summary of key data and insights related to both en route and terminal
incentive schemes as defined in the draft performance plan.

3.1.4 Investments

43 This section provides a summary of key data and insights related to major capacity related invest-
ments defined in the draft performance plan, along with the relevance of their justification regard-
ing their contribution to capacity.

3.1.5 PRB conclusions

44 This section summarises the final PRB conclusions on the assessment of the draft performance
plan with regards to capacity. It provides justifications for the PRB decision based on the argu-
ments derived from all the other subsections.

3.2 En route ATFM delay per flight

3.2.1 Overview of en route ATFM delay per flight

45 This section provides an overview of en route ATFM delay per flight (Figure 5). The data presented
includes actual RP2 values for:

· En route ATFM delay per flight (solid grey bars).
· Traffic in terms of IFR movements (yellow line).

46 Looking forward to RP3, it presents:

· National reference values for each year of RP3 (green line).
· Targets within the draft performance plan for each year of RP3 (blue line).
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· Delay forecasts provided by the NM in the NOP (red dotted lines).

Figure 5: Example en route capacity targets comparison between reference values and draft performance plan targets.

47 The key checks undertaken by the PRB are presented in the tables beneath the graph. For each
year they check whether:

· The draft performance plan targets (blue line) is consistent with (lower than or equal to) the
reference values (green line). In the example, the draft performance plan targets are higher
than the reference values for the first three years and are equal to them for the final two
years.

· The NOP delay forecast (red dotted line) is lower or equal to the draft performance plan tar-
gets (blue line). This checks whether the NM simulations suggest that the targets are achiev-
able based on the latest information provided to the NM. In the example above, the draft
performance plan targets are lower than the NOP delay forecasts for all years except 2021.

48 The relation of draft performance targets and the NOP delay forecast values are used assess the
level of ambition, and the overall realism of draft performance targets. When draft proposed tar-
gets are significantly below the NOP delay forecast, but no additional measures are committed to,
then the targets are deemed unachievable. In other words, additional capacity enhancement
measures would be needed compared to those contained in the NOP.

49 Two additional checks are then performed to assess:

· Whether the trend of the draft performance targets (blue line) are converging towards the
reference values (green line) as RP3 progresses, assessing whether performance is improving
throughout RP3.

· Whether the draft performance plan target (blue line) is less than or equal to the reference
value (green line) in 2024. This assesses whether the plan is set to achieve the target by the
end of RP3.
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50 The conclusion from these checks is presented in 3.1 Summary of capacity key data and assess-
ment results, under the first paragraph of 3.1.1.

3.2.2 Review of PP list of capacity enhancement measures vs NOP

51 This section provides a review of capacity enhancement measures listed in draft performance
plans vs NOP. The data presented includes:

· Description of capacity enhancement measures (i.e. measures for achievement of capacity
targets).

· Air traffic controller (ATCO) planning/full time equivalents (FTEs).

52 The key checks undertaken by the PRB are:

· Whether enhancement measures contained in draft performance plans reflect those men-
tioned in the NOP, and whether the measures are in line with the ambition of the draft per-
formance targets regarding closing future capacity gaps.

· Whether the number of additional ATCOs in operations (OPS) to start working in the OPS
room, number of ATCOs in OPS to stop working in the OPS room and the final number of
ATCOs to be operational at year-end is in line with predicted future capacity gaps. This is pre-
sented for both area control centres (ACCs) and en route operations.

53 The section presents the evolution of ATCO numbers as shown in the draft performance plan (Fig-
ure 6). The increase in ATCO numbers is a subject to be discussed in comparison with the capacity
gap. This is provided in the above section – capacity enhancement measures.

Figure 6: Example of growth of the number of ATCO FTEs to be operational overall years of RP3.

3.2.3 Existing and previous ANSP capacity plans (planned capacity profiles vs actual capacity profile
offered per ACC)

54 This section provides an overview of existing and previous ANSP capacity plans for each ACC in
terms of IFR movements per hour (planned capacity profiles vs actual capacity profile offered –
per ACC) in both a graph and table format (Figure 7). The data presented includes actual RP2 val-
ues for:

· Baseline (light grey dotted line).

55 For both RP2 and RP3, it presents:

· Planned values for:
- 2014-2019 (yellow solid line);
- 2015-2019 (blue line);
- 2016-2020 (green line);
- 2017-2021 (dark blue line);
- 2018-2022 (brown line);
- 2019-2024 (light blue line).
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56 Looking forward to RP3, it presents

· Reference (orange dotted line).
· Current routes (grey dotted line).

Figure 7: Example arrival capacity targets.

57 The key checks undertaken by the PRB are presented on the right side to the graph. The checks
include:

· The comparison of baseline values2 (dotted grey line) to planned values (colour solid lines)
and the evolution in time.

· The comparison of latest capacity plans (colour solid lines) against the reference profile (or-
ange dotted lines) and current routes profile (grey dotted line).

· The expected capacity gap which is driven by current capacity plans (colour solid lines), ref-
erence profile (orange dotted line), current routes (grey dotted line) and implementation of
enhancement measures (summarised in section 2.2.2.).

3.2.4 Significant/special events leading to higher delays in some years of RP3 and related enhance-
ment measures

58 This section provides additional details on events that the Member State claims will lead to higher
delays in some years of RP3 along with the relevant capacity enhancement measures.

3.2.5 Review of the measures to increase capacity and address capacity gaps

2 As required and defined by the European Network Operations Plan 2019-2024.
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59 This section provides an analysis of capacity increasing measures and the effectiveness of other
measures aiming to address any capacity gaps.

3.2.6 PRB Key Points

60 This section provides the key points that PRB came to by reviewing the above elements relating to
en route air traffic flow management (ATFM) delay in the draft performance plan. It summarises
the information contained in worksheet 3.2 regarding en route delay, the national en route ATFM
delay targets, capacity enhancement measures, ATCO planning, capacity plans, inconsistencies be-
tween the NOP and draft performance plan, events that could lead to higher delays and the miti-
gation measures to lower the impact from these events, and the measures to reduce and address
capacity gaps. By putting together this information.

61 A brief summary on en route delay is also presented in section 3.1.1.

3.3 Arrival ATFM delay per flight

3.3.1 Overview of arrival ATFM delay per flight

62 This section provides an overview of arrival ATFM delay per flight - in both a graph and table for-
mat (Figure 8). The data presented includes actual RP2 values for:

· RP2 targets (orange line).
· Actual values (grey bars).

63 Looking forward to RP3, it presents:

· RP3 targets (blue line).

Figure 8: Example overview of existing, and previous, ANSP capacity plans (planned capacity profiles vs actual capacity profile
offered).

64 This section graphically represents the following:
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· Actual arrival ATFM delay for the period of RP2 together with RP2 targets, which shows
whether the targets were met or exceeded.

· RP3 targets to visualise the gradual evolution of targets beginning in RP2 and to determine if
the targets are evolving ambitiously.

3.3.2 Review of targets and comparison with level and trend of past performance during RP2

65 This section provides a review of targets and comparison with level and trend of past performance
during RP2. This section essentially summarises the previous graph and table in written form and
explains possible future situation based on past performance, expected traffic growth, and fore-
casts the likelihood of meeting the targets.

3.3.3 Contribution of individual airports to the national target

66 This section provides an overview of contribution of individual airports to the national target (Fig-
ure 9). The section consists of:

· A table summarising the average RP3 targets (minutes per flight).
· A graph presenting individual airports contribution vs national target.
· A written description of the table and graph.

Figure 9: Example overview of contribution of individual airports to national delay vs. national targets.

67 This table and graph present the following:

· The table summarises the average RP3 target (minutes per flight) for each airport contribu-
tion to national targets.

· The graph presents the contribution of individual airports to national delay vs. national tar-
gets to show whether the national target contribution coincides with the airports’ targets
contribution.

68 A written description is included in this section which provides an overview of what the graph and
table are presenting, and describes potential delay associated with the targets of the individual
airports, taking into account actual traffic share.

3.3.4 Comparison of performance with other similar airports

69 This section provides a comparison of performance with other similar airports (Group I, II, III or IV
based on number of movements and seasonality, as grouped by the PRB). This section consists of:

· A table providing the basis for comparison of performance between airports (Figure 10).
· A written description of the table and graph.
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Figure 10: Example comparison of performance with other similar airports.

70 This table presents the following:

· Airport comparator groups based on average movements in 2016-2018.
· The median delay per flight of the airport group (2015-2018).
· An overview of RP2 performance:

- Average delay per flight during 2015-2018;
- Difference vs. median of the relevant comparator group.

· An overview of RP3 performance:
- RP3 average target;
- Difference v. median.

71 The grouping of airports (equivalent to the one for cost-efficiency analysis) is done based on the
two following criteria:

· Average number of movements over 2016-2018;
· Seasonality.

72 To establish an airport as seasonal, the three busiest months (2018 data) are compared to the
three lowest months. If the traffic in the high season is more than double than in low season, it is
flagged as seasonal. Based on this criteria, four groups are established:

GROUPS Criteria
GROUP I Average 225000 movements or above in 2016-2018

GROUP II Average ≥80000 and <225000 movements in 2016-2018 and SEASONAL

GROUP III Average ≥80000 and <225000 movements in 2016-2018 and NOT SEASONAL

GROUP IV Less than 80000 movements average in 2016-2018

3.3.5 PRB Key Points

73 This section provides the key points that PRB identified by reviewing the above elements relating
to arrival ATFM delay. The section summarises past performance and its trend, targets for RP3,
and how they are in line with the observed performance. It also summarises how individual air-
ports are performing and the impact on the overall performance.

74 A brief summary on arrival ATFM delay is also presented in worksheet 3.1, section 3.1.2.
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3.4 Capacity incentive schemes

3.4.1 En route capacity incentive scheme

75 This section provides a review of the en route capacity incentive scheme. As in Figure 11, the data
presented includes:

· Parameters of the en route capacity incentive scheme (table form).
· Threshold review (written form).
· Modulation review (written form).
· Review of financial advantages/disadvantages (written form).

Figure 11: Example overview of en route capacity incentive scheme.

76 The checks undertaken by the PRB presented in the tables above include:

· Maximum bonus check:
If the maximum bonus percentage is lower or equal to the maximum penalty percentage, it
is presented by a green tick. If the maximum bonus percentage is higher than the maximum
penalty percentage, it is presented by a red cross.

· Maximum penalty check:
If the maximum penalty is higher or equal to 1% and higher or equal to the maximum bonus,
it is considered to have a material impact on the revenue at risk, as provided by paragraph 3
of Article 11 of Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/317, and is presented by a green tick. If
the maximum penalty is lower than 1%, but higher or equal to the maximum bonus, it is pre-
sented as a warning by a yellow exclamation mark. If the maximum penalty is lower than the
maximum bonus, it is and presented by a red cross.

· NSA’s choice to modulate the pivot values:
This only includes a yes or no answer.

· Check whether the modulation is limiting the scope of incentives to cover only delay causes
related to ATC capacity, ATC routing, ATC staffing, ATC equipment, airspace management
and special events with the codes C, R, S, T, M and P of the ATFCM user manual:
If the answer to previous question is yes, the NSA choses to modulate the pivot values, a
check is performed to see whether the modulation is CRSTMP. ‘N/A’ is displayed for NSAs
that did not choose to modulate the pivot values. This information is used when assessing
the possible impact of the Incentive Scheme.

· An overview of the following values for 2020-2024:
- NOP reference values;
- Alert threshold (Δ Ref. value in fraction of min);
- Draft performance targets;
- Pivot values for RP3.
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77 When the modulation of pivot values is informed by the latest NOP reference values of year n-1
(in accordance with point 1.1(a) of Annex XIII of IR 2019/317), these pivot values are only known
for 2020 and will be notified annually by the Member State.

78 The threshold review provides a written overview on the threshold, whether it is symmetrical
around the pivot value, and if the pivot value is based on the reference values.

79 The modulation review provides information on modulation processes in place.

3.4.2 Terminal capacity incentive scheme

80 This section provides a review of terminal capacity incentive scheme. The data presented includes:

· Parameters of the terminal capacity incentive scheme (table form).
· Threshold review (written form).
· Modulation review (written form).
· Review of financial advantages/disadvantages (written form).

Figure 12: Example overview of terminal capacity incentive scheme.

81 The checks undertaken by the PRB presented in the tables above include:

· Maximum bonus check:
If the maximum bonus percentage is lower or equal to the maximum penalty percentage, it
is presented by a green tick. If the maximum bonus percentage is higher than the maximum
penalty percentage, it is presented by a red cross.

· Maximum penalty check:
If the maximum penalty is higher or equal to 1% and higher or equal to the maximum bonus,
it is presented by a green tick. If the maximum penalty is lower than 1%, but higher or equal
to the maximum bonus, it is presented as a warning by a yellow exclamation mark. If the
maximum penalty is lower than the maximum bonus, it is presented by a red cross.

· NSA’s choice to modulate the pivot values:
This only includes a yes or no answer.

· Check whether the modulation is CRSTMP:
If the answer to previous question is yes – the NSA choses to modulate the pivot values, a
check is performed to see whether the modulation is CRSTMP. ‘N/A’ is displayed for NSAs
that did not choose to modulate the pivot values.

82 Besides the checks, the table also presents the following values for 2020-2024:

· An overview of the following values for 2020-2024:
- Alert threshold (Δ Ref. value in fraction of min);
- Draft performance plan targets;
- Pivot values for RP3.
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83 When the modulation of pivot values is informed by the latest NOP reference values of year n-1
(in accordance with point 1.1(a) of Annex XIII of IR 2019/317), these pivot values are only known
for 2020 and will be notified annually by the Member State.

84 The threshold review provides a written overview on the threshold, whether it is symmetrical
around the pivot value, and if the pivot value is based on the reference values.

85 The modulation review provides information on modulation processes in place.

3.4.3 Additional capacity incentive scheme

86 This section provides an overview of any additional capacity incentive schemes, if presented in the
draft performance plan.

3.4.4 PRB Key Points

87 This section provides the conclusions that PRB identified by reviewing the above elements relating
to en route and terminal capacity incentive schemes. The PRB also investigated and indicated
whether the ANSP’s performance is likely to incur a penalty, bonus, or neither.

88 A brief summary on incentives is also presented in worksheet 3.1, section 3.1.3.

3.5 Investments

89 This section presents an analyses how the new and existing investments affect the determined
costs (3.5.1), the list of new major investments for the main en route air traffic service provider
(3.5.2), and a review of how investments contribute to the capacity targets (3.5.3). All the costs
presented in the worksheet are expressed in nominal terms seeing as depreciation and cost of
capital are not subject to inflation adjustments as per the last subparagraph of Article 26 of the
Regulation.

3.5.1 Determined costs of investments over RP3

90 This section provides a table and pie chart presenting the total and annual determined costs relat-
ing to en route and terminal investments for the 2020-2024 period (Figure 13). These costs are
calculated as the sum of:

· Depreciation costs reported in the reporting tables, Table T1 ANSP, item 3.10.
· Cost of capital reported in the reporting tables, Table T1 ANSP, item 3.11.
· Cost of leasing reported in the reporting tables, Table T1 ANSP, item 3.12.

91 It is important to remark, that in case of inconsistencies between the draft performance plan and
its Annexes A and B, the numbers presented in this worksheet may not fully correspond.

Figure 13: Example overview of determined costs of investments over RP3.

3.5.2 Major investments and justifications for major investments

3.5.2.1 New major investments per ANSP (i.e. above 5M€) – Main ANSP
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92 This section provides a table with the list of the major investments (i.e. investments above 5M€)
for the main en route air traffic service provider as reported in the draft performance plan (Figure
14). The table includes:

· The name of the investment.
· The draft performance plan description of the assets (or a reference to the draft perfor-

mance plan for detailed descriptions).
· The total asset value.
· A check if the asset is mandatory based on the Regulation as indicated in the draft perfor-

mance plan.
· An expert judgment based on the description provided if the specific asset is linked to the

measures to achieve capacity targets.
· The RP3 determined costs of the investments by allocation as provided in section 2 “Invest-

ments” of the draft performance plan.

Figure 14: Example overview of major investments and justifications for major investments.

93 Two text boxes are also included in the section:

· The first includes a summary of the comments provided during the consultation by the air-
space user. The second box includes additional information concerning the weight of the de-
termined costs for new major investments, a review of the lifecycle of the assets compared
to the determined costs new major investments per year, an RP2 summary of CAPEX ex-
penditures RP2 to date (2015-2018) and the RP2 underspend charged/reimbursed to users
in RP3 (if any).

· The second focusses on the investments which are not required by a SES legislation (Figure
15). When provided, the table highlights the main KPAs impacted and the specific justifica-
tion as presented in the draft performance plan. Below the table, additional information (if
any) is included in a box.
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3.5.2.2 Justification for major investments (i.e. above 5M€), which are not required by SES legislation

Figure 15: Example of justifications for major investments (i.e. above 5M€), which are not required by SES legislation.

94 For each of the major investments not required by SES legislation, the table above contains the
following information:

· Name of the major investment.
· Level of impact.
· Main KPAs impacted.
· Specific justifications provided.
· In the example above, two investments not required by SES legislation were reported. This

table is complemented by a field with additional information, which is filled if necessary.

3.5.2.3 Other new and existing investments

95 This section summarises other new and existing investments. The data displayed in the table (Fig-
ure 16) are sourced from section 2 “Investments” of the draft performance plan.

96 The table above summarizes:

· Other new investments:
- Total value of the asset;
- Value of the assets allocated to ANS;
- Investments 2020-2024;
- Total cost in RP3.

· Existing investments:
- Investments 2020-2024;
- Total cost in RP3.

97 This table is complemented by a description and justification of other new and existing invest-
ments in fixed assets planned over RP3.

Figure 16: Example of overview of other new and existing investments.

3.5.3 Review of investments contribution to capacity

98 This section provides a review of the investment’s contribution to capacity. The data presented
includes written comments and answers on the following statements:
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· Investment levels contribute to the provision of capacity that is scaled to demand: the PRB
investigated whether the investments are foreseen to have a positive impact on capacity.

· Operational aspects of how and when capacity improvements foreseen in the investment
plans which elaborated in the draft performance plan are realised: in this field, the PRB de-
scribes when and how it is foreseen that the investments will start to impact capacity and
how the investments are justified in the draft performance plan.

· Capacity related capital expenditure takes due account of the time needed to get the ATM
systems implemented: in this field the PRB investigates the schedule of implementing new
systems/functionalities and whether the timescales are reasonable.

3.5.4 PRB Key Points

99 This section provides the key points that PRB identified by reviewing the above elements relating
to the major investments planned over RP3, a review of RP2 CAPEX, the underspend/overspend
charged/reimbursed to airspace users (if any), and what impact they have on capacity.

100 A brief summary on investments is also presented in worksheet 3.1, section 3.1.5.
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4 Cost-efficiency

4.1 Summary of cost-efficiency key data and assessment results

101 The purpose of this worksheet is to show a one-page summary of the key cost-efficiency data
from the draft performance plan, the assessment results on the criteria listed in point 1.4 of Annex
IV of the Regulation and the conclusions of the PRB.

102 For the charging zones with no particular issues, this sheet may constitute the only piece of analy-
sis to be retained.

4.1.1 Key data underlying en route cost-efficiency targets

103 This section contains a graph (Figure 17) presenting the evolution of the average unit cost (AUC)
between 2014 and 2018 and the determined unit cost (DUC) between 2014 and 2024, together
with the changes in costs and traffic over the same period. The value are shown in €2017 and the
costs and traffic are shown as indices (with a value of 100 in 2019).

Figure 17: Example of overview of key data underlying en route cost-efficiency targets.

104 Depending on the years, the type of data may vary:

· 2014-2018 data is actual. The year 2014 is shown as 2014B instead of 2014A because it is
used as the baseline value for calculation the long-term DUC trend (2014-2024). However,
this value corresponds to 2014 actual costs and is therefore comparable to 2015A-2018A.

· For the year 2019, the graph shows the 2019 DUC baseline calculated dividing the costs
baseline submitted by States, which should be consistent with the scope of activities of RP3,
and the TSUs forecast for 2019 selected by the States.

· 2020-2024 data is planned data as reported by the State in its draft performance plan.

105 The table below the chart (Figure 18) is containing:

· The total determined costs for the charging zone, in national currency and in nominal terms
over the 2014-2024 period. The data are sourced from the RP3 reporting tables (T1, item
4.2). In this series, it is not possible to show the 2019 baseline value of the DCs. The 2019
baseline value is only available in the draft performance plan in real terms and without the
cost breakdown by nature. It is therefore not possible to calculate a nominal term value from
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the real term value since for RP3 inflation does not apply to all cost items (depreciation and
cost of capital are not adjusted for inflation).

· The total determined costs for the charging zone, in national currency and in 2017 prices
over the 2014-2024 period. With the exception of 2019B, the data comes from the RP3 re-
porting tables (T1, item 5.3). Determined costs for 2019B come from the draft performance
plan (section 3.4.1 ERT-CZ 1, cell E20).

· The total service units for the charging zone over the 2014-2024 period. Except for 2019B,
the data comes from the RP3 reporting tables (T1, item 5.4). Total service units for 2019B
come from the draft performance plan (section 3.4.1 ERT-CZ 1, cell E22).

· The DUC in national currency and in 2017 prices over the 2014-2024 period. With the excep-
tion of 2019B, the data comes from the RP3 reporting tables (T1, item 5.5). The DUC for
2019B comes from the draft performance plan (section 3.4.1 ERT-CZ 1, cell E24).

· The 2017 exchange rate, coming from the reporting tables, RP3 draft performance plan
sheet (cell E27).

· The DUC in 2017 EUR over the 2014-2024 period is a calculation made in the Calcs sheet.

Figure 18: Example of overview of key data underlying en route cost-efficiency.

4.1.2 Summary of baseline review

106 This section shows the level of the 2019 DUC baseline. The section includes a text box to indicate
whether the 2019 baseline seems adequately justified or not (after examining the justifications
provided by the State in the draft performance plan).

4.1.3 Summary of cost-efficiency assessment results

107 This section contains the assessment results on the criteria listed in Annex IV of the Regulation.

Consistency with the Union-wide target over 2019-2024 (RP3)

108 Line (a) displays the CAGR of the DUC between 2019 baseline and 2024.

· If the percentage change is lower than or equal to -1.9% per year, the criterion is met and a
green tick is shown on the right-hand side.

· If the percentage change is higher than -1.9% per year, the criterion is not met and a red
cross is shown on the right-hand side.

109 Consistency is assessed with a 1 decimal rounding (i.e. -1.851% is approximated to -1.9%).

110 If the expert judgment differs from the automatic checks, the analyst can decide to insert a differ-
ent check mark. In these cases, additional explanations are inserted in the text box below.

Consistency with the Union-wide target over 2014-2024 (RP2+RP3)

111 Line (b) displays the CAGR of the DUC between 2014 baseline and 2024.



27/46

· If the percentage change is lower than or equal to -2.7% per year, the criterion is met and a
green tick is shown in on the right-hand side.

· If the percentage change is higher than -2.7% per year, the criterion is not met and a red
cross is shown in on the right-hand side.

112 Consistency is assessed with a one decimal rounding (i.e. -2.651% is approximated to -2.7%).

113 If the expert judgment differs from the automatic checks, the a different check mark can be in-
serted. In these cases, additional explanations should be inserted in the text box below.

Consistency with the comparator group average in 2019

114 Line (c) displays the difference in % between the 2019 DUC baseline and the average of the com-
parator group.

115 If the expert judgment differs from the automatic checks, the a different check mark can be in-
serted. In these cases, additional explanations should be inserted in the text box below.

Deviation exclusively due to measures necessary to achieve the capacity targets

116 Line (d) shows information only if there is a deviation from the Union-wide cost efficiency trends
and the capacity targets are consistent with the reference values.

117 In such cases, Line (d) provides a check if the cost-efficiency criterion is met. The text box below
Line (d) provides a summarised justification of the evaluation, in case additional comments are
needed.

Deviations necessary to implement restructuring measures

118 Line (e) shows information only if a deviation from the Union-wide cost efficiency targets may be
justified due to the implementation of "restructuring measures" as defined in the Regulation.

119 A text box is available below, in case additional comments are needed.

4.1.4 PRB conclusions

120 The PRB summarises the conclusions on cost-efficiency for the State. This section is aligned to the
PRB Key Points on the DUC (section 4.4.5).

4.2 Traffic

121 The purpose of this worksheet is to provide an analysis of en route traffic forecast (expressed in
service units) underpinning the calculation of the DUC, both for the 2019 baseline and the whole
RP3 period.

4.2.1 Overview of service units forecasts for RP3

122 This section contains a graph presenting the evolution of the actual en route traffic (in service
units) for the 2014-2018 period and a comparison of the forecast used in the draft performance
plans with the STATFOR forecasts from February 2019 (high, base and low), and when available,
from October 2019 (base) for the period 2019-2024 (Figure 19).

123 Since the methodology for traffic computation and forecasting is, as of January 2020, changing
from using the trajectories as filed in the flight plans (M2) to the actual route flown (M3), the year
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2019 is duplicated in order to show values from both methodologies and better understand the
impact of the change.3

124 It should be noted that the Central Route Charges Office (CRCO) evaluated the impact of the
change of methodology on the service units computation from M2 to M3.4 It initially published
correction factors for each State based on a 3-month traffic sample that was used to convert the
STATFOR February forecast to M3 methodology. In May, it published further correction factors
based on a 12-month traffic sample.5 These correction factors will be later used in the analysis of
the traffic baseline for 2019.

Figure 19: Example of overview of service units forecasts for RP3.

125 The chart in this section shows:

· 2014-2018 - actual traffic evolution computed using the M2 methodology.
· 2019F (M2) - traffic forecast based on the M2 methodology as submitted by States in their

reporting tables. This value will be used to compare the coefficients used by States to change
from M2 to M3 methodology with those calculated by the CRCO.

· 2019B (M3) - shows:
- traffic forecast based on the M3 methodology, as submitted by States in their

draft performance plans and actually used to calculate the 2019 DUC baseline;
- STATFOR February 2019 (high, base and low) traffic forecast for 2019 based on

M3 methodology (i.e. using the 3-month coefficients calculated by the CRCO);
- STATFOR October 2019 (base) traffic forecast for 2019 (when available) based on

M3 methodology produced after a recalculation of historical traffic values accord-
ing to actual routes flown.

· 2020F-2024F - the same elements described above for 2019B (M3) but for 2020-2024.

126 The table below the chart contains the values depicted in the chart, their annual change, and
where relevant, the compound annual growth rate (CAGR) for the 2019B-2024 period.

3 EUROCONTROL, En Route Service Units Forecast Method with Model 3 data.
4 EUROCONTROL, Seven-Year forecast February 2019, Annex4.
5 EUROCONTROL, Intermediate two-year Forecast – Service Units 2019-2020.
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Figure 20: Example of overview of service unit figures over RP2 and RP3.

4.2.2 Overview of service units forecasts for RP3

127 This section reviews two aspects of the 2019 traffic baseline submitted by the States in their draft
performance plans:

· M3/M2 coefficient check: This check calculates the ratio between the 2019 traffic baseline
submitted in the draft performance plan (M3) and the 2019 forecast submitted in the re-
porting tables (2019B/2019F), and compares it with the coefficients calculated by the CRCO.

· Comparison vs. STATFOR forecasts: This check compares the 2019 traffic baseline with the
STATFOR February and October forecasts (low, base, and high). All figures presented in this
check are calculated according to the M3 methodology.

128 At the end of the section, there is a text box presenting the analysis of the items above.

4.2.3 Review of the performance plan traffic forecast

129 In the first part of this section, a simple check confirms whether the State has used the STATFOR
February 2019 base forecast (latest available before the submission of the draft performance
plans) as required by Article 10(2) of the Regulation.

130 Under this check, if the State has decided to avail itself of the provisions of the last paragraph of
Article 10(2) and use a different forecast than the STATFOR February 2019 base, a text box pre-
sents a summary of the justifications provided in the draft performance plan.

131 Finally is a text box which presents a factual description of the traffic forecast used by States in the
draft performance plan in comparison with the available STATFOR forecasts (February and Octo-
ber 2019), and, where applicable, a review of the justifications provided by the State in case of us-
ing a different forecast than the STATFOR February 2019 base.

4.2.4 PRB Key Points

132 This section provides the key points that PRB identified by reviewing the above elements relating
to traffic. It summarises the traffic forecast chosen, and in the case where it may differ from the
STATFOR February 2019 base forecast, justifications for the difference.
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4.3 Review of determined costs and baseline

133 The purpose of this worksheet is to provide a review of the determined costs, their components
and their evolution in RP3 as well as a review of the 2019 cost baseline submitted in the draft per-
formance plan.

4.3.1 Overview of en route costs in RP2 and RP3

134 This section contains a graph (Figure 21) presenting the evolution of total costs in the charging
zone for the 2015-2024 period. All figures are in M€2017 but depending on the years the type of
the data may vary:

· 2015A-2018A shows two series of data:
- The black columns show the actual costs for the period;
- The orange diamonds show, for the sake of comparison, the RP2 determined

costs.
· 2019F shows the costs forecast submitted by States in their reporting tables. This forecast is

valid for the scope of activities of the RP2 draft performance plan.
· 2019B shows the costs baseline submitted by States for the purpose of setting the RP3 tar-

gets, consistent with the scope of activities of RP3 as per Article 10(2)(a) of the Regulation.
The difference between both values (2019B and 2019F) is highlighted in a data callout point-
ing at the 2019B column.

· 2020D-2024D data is the RP3 planned determined costs as reported by the State in its draft
performance plan.

Figure 21: Example of overview of en route costs in RP2 and RP3.

135 Below the chart, also there is a table containing:

· The total costs in nominal terms (in millions of national currency) and their annual changes
in percentage (ref. Reporting Tables T1, item 4.2).

· The inflation index (with a value of 100 in 2017), actual for the 2015-2018 period and
planned for 2019-2024. This index is used to convert staff costs, other operating costs, and
exceptional items in real terms (ref. Reporting Tables T1, item 5.2).

· The total costs in real terms and their annual changes in percentage (ref. Reporting Tables
T1, item 5.3 divided by exchange rate).
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· Finally, the table shows the compound annual growth rate (CAGR) for the 2019B-2024D pe-
riod.

Figure 22: Example of overview of costs over RP2 and RP3.

136 The 2019 baseline being submitted by States is only in real terms and without a breakdown by
cost type, therefore it is not possible to show these costs in nominal terms.

137 On the right-hand side, the table shows the 2017 exchange rate between the national currency
and € which is used throughout the plan to convert between both currencies.

138 Below the table, there is a check that confirms whether the inflation data submitted by the State
for 2019-2024 is consistent with the IMF April 2019 forecast. Under the check there is a free text
box for the analyst to comment in case the inflation data in the draft performance plan is not con-
sistent with the IMF April 2019 forecast. This text box will be hidden if the data is consistent.

4.3.2 Baseline review

139 This section reviews the 2019 costs baseline submitted by the States in their draft performance
plans in a two-step approach: first its difference versus the 2019 costs forecast submitted in the
States’ Reporting tables, and second, an analysis of the 2019 cost forecast itself and its compo-
nents (Figure 23). For this, the following information is presented:

· 2019 forecast analysis: Presents the difference, in M€2017 and percentage, between the 2019
costs forecast and:

- The 2018 actual costs;
- The 2019 RP2 determined costs;
- The average actual costs over 2015-2018 (which can be a better reference than

2018 if 2018 was an exceptional year).
· 2019 baseline analysis check presenting the difference, in M€2017 and percentage, between

the 2019 costs baseline and forecast.
· 2019 baseline v. 2018 actual chart presenting the difference between these two values again

in two steps:
- First, the difference between the 2019 forecast and the 2018 actual costs, for

each cost component;
- Second, the difference between the 2019 baseline and the 2019 forecast, only for

the total costs (the cost breakdown of the baseline is not available). The percent-
age for the baseline (blue bar) is computed as a difference between the total cost
percentage and the forecast percentage.
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Figure 23: Example of review of baseline.

140 Two text boxes reflecting this two-step approach are foreseen for the analyst to review the 2019
forecast and baseline, together with the justifications and assumptions provided by the States in
their draft performance plans, especially when the forecast and baseline differ, or when the fore-
cast seems disproportionately high compared to actual costs of previous years.

4.3.3 Review of the RP3 determined costs and incentives

141 This section provides a review of some cost elements that are further analysed in dedicated
sheets, a summary of the incentive mechanisms, and the planned changes in determined costs
(per cost category and per entity) between 2019 (forecast) and 2024.

Review of cost elements

142 The aim is to provide an overview on the status important cost drivers such as investments, cost of
capital, pensions and allocation between en route and terminal charging zones, which are all ana-
lysed in more details in other parts of the factbook.

Incentives

143 This area shows the main characteristics of the incentives proposed by the State in its draft perfor-
mance plan, with information on the following attributes:

· Traffic risk sharing parameters modulated (yes/no):
- Maximum risk exposure to traffic (in percentage of the determined costs).

· Financial advantages/disadvantages from incentive scheme:
- Maximum bonus (percentage of determined costs);
- Maximum penalty (percentage of determined costs).

· Additional incentives (yes/no).

Changes in cost categories and cost by entity

144 The right-hand side of the section shows a graphical presentation of the planned changes in deter-
mined costs (per cost category and per entity) between 2019 (forecast) and 2024, both in percent-
age and in M€2017 (Figure 24). The data feeding this graph is taken from the Reporting Tables:

· "T1 ANSP" for the cost breakdown for the main ANSP (items 1.1 to 1.5 converted in €2017).
· "T1 NSA", "T1 MET", etc. (item 5.3).
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Figure 24: Example of review of the RP3 determined costs and incentives.

145 NSA costs are set in nominal terms, and depreciation and cost of capital are also set in nominal
terms where historical cost accounting is applied (all States except for the United Kingdom) as per
Article 22(2) of the Regulation. For simplicity, when creating the charts and the comments in the
box, these costs are mentioned as €2017 despite being in nominal terms.

146 At the end of the section, there is a text box for the presenting the analysis of items above.

4.3.4 PRB Key Points

147 This section provides the key points that PRB came to by reviewing the above elements relating to
costs. It summarises the increases in costs in the 2019 baseline compared to 2019 forecast and
2018 actuals, identifying the main drivers for this cost increase.

4.3.A Cost of capital (COC)

148 This worksheet presents an analysis of the cost of capital as submitted by the States.

4.3.A.1 Determined costs vs return on equity (RoE)

149 The table included in this section presents for each year of RP3:

· The nominal value of the determined costs (ref. Reporting Tables T1 ANSP, item 4.2).
· The monetary value of the return on equity (i.e. the surplus embedded in the cost of capital).
· For ANSPs reporting the real weighted average cost of capital (WACC) parameters, the mon-

etary value of the RoE is computed as × ×   .

· For ANSPs fully financed through equity, the monetary value of the RoE equals the reported
cost of capital.

· For ANSPs reporting notional parameter and with no terminal charging zone, the monetary
value of the RoE is calculated as the difference between the reported cost of capital and the
monetary value of the debt stated in section 3.4.4 of the draft performance plan.

· For all remaining ANSPs, the analysis is not performed since it is not possible to compute the
embedded surplus.

· The ratio between the two values indicates the level of return that the ANSP is embedding in
the determined costs.
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Figure 25: Example of overview of determined costs vs return on equity.

4.3.A.2 Cost of capital comparison: reported in draft performance plan. Efficient cost of capital, maxi-
mum risk exposure

150 This section presents a chart and a table (Figure 26), showing for each year of RP3:

· A red bar corresponding to the cost of capital as reported in the Reporting Tables T1 ANSP,
item 1.4.

· A blue bar, corresponding to the efficient cost of capital as computed based on the report
published by the PRB “Study on Cost of Capital”.6

· A black bar, corresponding to the maximum risk exposure computed based on the traffic risk
sharing mechanism (i.e. 4.4% of the determined costs for the States not modifying the Traffic
Risk parameters).

151 The table below the chart presents the value displayed in the chart and the difference between
the cost of capital reported in the draft performance plan and the efficient cost of capital. The
right end side shows the total sum of such difference. All the values are presented in nominal eu-
roS.

Figure 26: Example of cost of capital comparison.

4.3.A.3 WACC review

152 This section presents the table with the WACC parameters (i.e. RoE, interest on debt and capital
structure) to compute the reported cost of capital and the efficient cost of capital (Figure 27).

153 The draft performance plan parameters are the ones reported by the ANSPs (ref. Reporting Tables
T1 ANSP, items 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8).

6 Report and data sources available at: https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/eusinglesky/sites/eusinglesky/files/cost_of_capital_methodology_re-
view.pdf
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154 The efficient parameters are computed based on the report published by the PRB “Study on Cost
of Capital”.7 This report defines four options to compute the efficient WACC. For option 1, 2 and 3,
the efficient parameters are shown. For option 4, the cost of capital is capped to the maximum
risk exposure and the WACC value computed following a top down approach. For this reason,
when option 4 is applied, the efficient WACC parameters are shown as ‘n/a’.

155 The reported interest on debt is compared to the efficient interest of debt to determine if it is in
line with competitive market practices. If the reported interest of debt is below the competitive
market practices value (as evaluated in the PRB “Study on Cost of Capital”) the answer to the
question below the table is ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ otherwise. The answer is ‘n/a’ if the interest on debt is
not applicable.

156 The text box below the table offers additional information concerning the WACC parameters, in-
cluding the nature of WACC parameters (i.e. real or notional), the origin of the interest on debts, if
the return on equity is administered by the State, the difference between the reported cost of
capital and the efficient one (if any) and a comment on the monetary value of the RoE (in case
where the reported cost of capital is higher than the efficient value).

Figure 27: Example of WACC review.

4.3.A.4 Regulated asset base review

157 This section presents a table reporting the values presented in Reporting Tables T1 ANSP (items
3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4):

· Fixed asset base.
· Net current assets.
· Adjustments total assets.
· Total asset base.

Figure 27: Example of regulated asset base review.

158 Below the table, there is a text box with additional information and an analysis on the total asset
base elements, namely if the fixed asset base is aligned with the evolution of the investments in
section 3.5, if the net current assets seem appropriate compared to the expected cashflow and if

7 Report and data sources available at: https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/eusinglesky/sites/eusinglesky/files/cost_of_capital_methodology_re-
view.pdf
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the rationale of the adjustments is justified in the “Additional Information” of Annex A of the Re-
porting Tables.

4.3.A.5 PRB Key Points

159 This section provides the key points that PRB identified by reviewing the above elements relating
to costs. It summarises if the reported cost of capital presents any issues. In the case where the
reported cost of capital is higher than the efficient cost of capital (and consequently higher than
the maximum risk exposure), the difference is stated and the monetary value of the return on eq-
uity is analysed. If the ratio between the monetary value of the return on equity compared to the
total determined costs is higher than 5%, the cost of capital is considered excessive and non-ac-
ceptable. Moreover, if the parameters of the cost of capital present any peculiarity, e.g. when the
return on equity is administered by the State, this information is highlighted.

4.3.B Pensions

4.3.B.1 Review of en route pension costs for the main ANSP

160 This section uses information from the en route reporting tables (T1 ANSP) to look at the trend in
the share of pension costs during RP3 and to examine whether the ANSP has a lower or higher
proportion of pension costs compared to the average of other ANSPs at Union-wide level.

161 The chart on the left-hand side (Figure 28) shows:

· The total pension costs included in staff costs (sub item 1.1 in the reporting tables) in M€2017

for all years of RP3, shown as blue bars.
· The share of the above-mentioned pension costs in the total ANSP costs (before deduction

of the costs for visual flight rules (VFR) exempted flights, i.e. item 1.6).

162 The information from this chart is used to determine whether pension costs are likely to become
an increasing burden during RP3, and possibly make the achievement of the cost efficiency target
more challenging.

Figure 28: Example overview of en route pension costs.
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163 The chart on the right-hand side (Figure 29) shows the share of pension costs in the total ANSP
costs compared with the average calculated at EU-wide level:

· The inner ring shows the value for the ANSP, calculated as the RP3 average (i.e. the sum of
2020-2024 pension costs divided by the sum of 2020-2024 total ANSP costs).

· The outer ringer shows the same figure but calculated at Union-wide level (i.e. summing
pension costs and total ANSP costs for all ANSPs).

Figure 29: Example overview of share of pension costs in total ASNSP costs.

164 The information from this chart is used to determine whether pension costs for the ANSP under
review represents a higher or a lower share than for an average ANSP.

Lower than Union-wide average Higher than Union-wide average

Increasing over RP3

Pensions are possibly an issue in
the DUC trend check. Need to in-
vestigate the magnitude of the in-
crease and its drivers (controllable
or uncontrollable).
Also check if the draft perfor-
mance plan demonstrates that
there was a significant change be-
tween 2019 and 2020.

Pensions are likely to be an issue
to meet the trend and level tar-
gets. Need to investigate the mag-
nitude of the increase and its driv-
ers (controllable or uncontrollable
by the ANSP). Also need to check
what the State says about the ac-
tions taken to mitigate the risks
and the reasons for higher costs
(type on schemes proposed).

Decreasing over RP3

Pensions are not likely to be an is-
sue.

Pensions are possibly an issue in
the DUC level check. Need to in-
vestigate the magnitude and the
reasons for higher costs (type of
schemes proposed).

4.3.B.2 Reporting exceptions and planned changes in assumptions

165 This section reviews the cases where ANSPs allocate some defined benefit costs to another cost
category than staff or when there are planned changes in contribution rates or actuarial assump-
tions during RP3 in further detail.

· Allocation of some defined benefit costs to another cost category than staff. The information
can be retrieved from the draft performance plan section 3.4.3.4. In the case where the an-
swer is yes, explanations are provided in the text box.
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· Planned changes in state pension contribution rates. The information can be retrieved from
the draft performance plan section 3.4.3.2. In the case where the answer is yes, explanations
are provided in the text box.

· Planned changes in occupational defined contribution rates. The information can be re-
trieved from the draft performance plan section 3.4.3.3. In the case where the answer is yes,
explanations are provided in the text box.

· Planned changes in actuarial assumptions for the defined contribution schemes. The infor-
mation can be retrieved from the draft performance plan section 3.4.3.4. In the case where
the answer is yes, explanations are provided in the text box.

· If the answers to all questions are no, the section is marked as ‘n/a’ and the questions are
hidden.

4.3.B.3 Actions taken by the ANSP to manage the cost-risk associated with pensions

166 This section provides a text box summarising the information provided in the draft performance
plan under section 3.4.3.4.

4.3.B.4 PRB Key Points

167 This section provides the key points that PRB identified by reviewing the above elements relating
to costs. It summarises key issues concerning the pensions: lack of description of relevant parame-
ters required to estimate future pension obligations, reporting errors in the pillars, the calculation
of the pensions is not consistent, etc.

4.3.C Method for cost allocation between en route and terminal

4.3.C.1 Cost allocation overview

168 This section presents a text box describing the overall principles and criteria for cost allocation, as
well as relevant additional information as provided in the Annex A of the draft performance plan.

169 Below the table, a text box specifies if there is any change in the allocation with respect of RP2,
and if any issue has been identified during the analysis.

4.3.C.2 Review of changes in to cost allocation

170 This section analyses the allocation method changes between RP2 and RP3. If the answer to the
first question is “No”, the remaining part of the section is filled with ‘n/a’. If there is a change in
cost allocation, further information and analysis is provided in the text box on the right side. Simi-
larly, whether changes are duly described and justified (question 2.2. and, if not, text box on the
right) and if there is an impact on the determined costs (question 2.3 and, if yes, text box on the
right) is also analysed.

4.3.C.3 PRB Key Points

171 This section provides the key points that PRB identified by reviewing the above elements relating
to cost allocation. It summarises if there have been changes in the allocation from RP2 to RP3, and
in the positive case, the quantified impact in the baseline and/or the costs over RP3.

4.4 DUC

172 The purpose of this worksheet is to show an overview of DUC trends and perform the cost effi-
ciency target assessment following the five criteria listed in Annex IV of the Regulation.
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4.4.1 Overview and trends of the DUC

173 This section presents a text box describing the overall principles and criteria for cost allocation, as
well as relevant additional information as provided in the Annex A of the draft performance plan.

174 This section provides a graph showing the DUCs over the period 2014-2024 (Figure 30):

· The back line shows actual values for the years 2014-2018.
· The red line shows the 2019 forecast DUC (see paragraph 4.3.1 above for explanations on

the "2019 forecast").
· The blue line shows the 2019 DUC baseline (see paragraph 4.3.1 above for explanations on

the "2019 baseline") as well as the determined DUC for the years 2020-2024.
· The yellow dotted line reflects the DUC trend the State would have to achieve if, starting

from their proposed 2019 baseline, they would meet the Union-wide trend for RP3 in each
year of RP3 (i.e. -1.9% per year).

· The green dotted line reflects the DUC trend the State would have to achieve if, starting
from the 2014 actual DUC (though recalculated using M3 coefficient), they would meet the
Union-wide (long-term) trend for RP2+RP3 in each year (i.e. -2.7% per year).

175 The table below the chart shows the DUC values in €2017 and the year-on-year variations (sourced
from Reporting Tables T1, item 5.5 divided by exchange rate). The final columns provide the calcu-
lation of the DUC variation between 2019 and 2024 and between 2014 and 2024.

Figure 30: Example overview and trends analysis of the DUC.

4.4.2 DUC consistency

176 This section reviews the DUC consistency against the criteria set out in Annex IV, Section 1.4 of the
Regulation.

· DUC consistency with the Union-wide RP3 DUC trend (ref. Annex IV, Section 1.4(a)) presents
the DUC trend for RP3 in the draft performance plan, the Union-wide target (i.e. -1.9% per
year) and the difference between both values expressed in percentage points. The left side
displays check marks to illustrate whether this criterion is met (i.e. the draft performance
plan trend is equal or lower than the Union-wide target).

· DUC consistency with the Union-wide long-term DUC trend (ref. Annex IV, Section 1.4(b))
presents the DUC trend for the period RP2+RP3 (2014-2024) in the draft performance plan,
the Union-wide target (i.e. -2.7% per year) and the difference between both values. The left
side displays check marks to illustrate whether this criterion is met (i.e. the draft perfor-
mance plan trend is equal or lower than the Union-wide target).

CAGR CAGR
2014B 2015A 2016A 2017A 2018A 2019F 2019B 2020D 2021D 2022D 2023D 2024D 2019B-2024 2014B-2024
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· DUC level consistency (ref. Annex IV, Section 1.4(c)) presents the DUC 2019 baseline level,
the unweighted average of the DUC 2019 baseline for the States in the same comparator
group (excluding the State being reviewed) and the difference between both values. The left
side displays check marks to illustrate whether this criterion is met (i.e. the draft perfor-
mance plan DUC 2019 baseline level is equal or lower than the average of the comparator
group).

· DUC deviation (ref. Annex IV, Section 1.4(d)) which is divided in two sub blocks reviewing
whether the deviation of the draft performance plan DUC trend with respect to the Union-
wide targets is for the purpose of achieving the capacity targets or is due to restructuring
costs. In particular:

- Capacity: review the DUC deviation against the criteria of Annex IV, Section
1.4(d)(i).

- Restructuring costs: review the DUC deviation against the criteria of Annex IV,
Section 1.4(d)(ii).

177 At the end of the section there is a text box providing a factual analysis of the criteria.

Figure 31: Example overview of DUC consistency.

4.4.3 Analysis of the DUC deviation for achieving the capacity targets

178 This section reviews the case where the DUC in the draft performance plan does not meet the
trend criteria and where the State presents consistent capacity targets in the draft performance
plan (ref. Annex IV, Section 1.4(d)(i) in more detail).

179 The first subsection "Deviation" shows valuations in M€2017 of the deviations of the DUC submitted
in the draft performance plan against the RP3 and the long-term (RP2+RP3) Union-wide trends
(i.e. -1.9% and -2.7%, respectively). The deviations are calculated as follows:

· Deviation v. RP3 trend over the period 2020-2024: =
 ∑ [   − ( 3   ∗ ×    )]
* See yellow dotted line of the graphic in section 1, which corresponds to the DUC that
would be required to meet the RP3 Union-wide trend for each year of RP3.

· Deviation v. RP2+RP3 trend over the period 2020-2024: =
 ∑ [   − ( 2+ 3   ∗∗ ×    )]
** See green dotted line of the graphic in section 1, which corresponds to the DUC that
would be required to meet the RP2+RP3 Union-wide trend for each year of RP3.

180 The second subsection "ATCO planning (en-route)” provides an estimation of the costs of the addi-
tional ATCOs recruited during RP3. This is done in two steps:

· Additional ATCOs in OPS during RP3 (FTEs) presents the planned change in the total number
of ATCOs between 1 January 2020 to 31 December 2024 (sourced from draft performance
plan section 3.3.1 for all ACCs).
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· Additional ATCO Costs (M€2017) presents an estimation of the costs of the additional ATCOs
recruited in RP3. This is estimated by multiplying the FTEs calculated in the previous bullet by
the yearly cost per ATCO in OPS as reported in the ATM Cost Effectiveness (ACE) 2017
Benchmarking report. For this estimation it is assumed that, each year, the FTEs provided in
the draft performance plans in section 3.3.1.d) ATCO-Planning - Number of additional ATCOs
in OPS planned to start working in the OPS room (FTEs) start working on 1 July of the respec-
tive year.

181 It is important to stress that this is only an estimation to provide an order of magnitude of the
costs of additional ATCOs recruited during RP3 to the analysts and the PRB, assuming no increase
in ATCO employment costs per ATCO in OPS compared to their 2017 level. It should also be noted
that this estimation only includes "staff costs"; it does not include "other operating costs" associ-
ated with ATCO recruitment (e.g. training).Further details of the ATCO planning can be seen in sec-
tion 3.2.2 (1b) of the factbook.

182 The third subsection "Determined costs related to investments (en route)" presents two figures:

· Total determined costs of new major investments (in M€2017) as submitted by the States in
section 2.1.1 of the draft performance plan.

· Of which, related to capacity presents the part of the figure above that can be considered as
contributing to capacity. A more detailed analysis of the investments is presented in section
3.5 of the factbook. See also section of this document on the methodology to assess
whether an investment contributes to capacity.

183 At the end of the section there is a text box providing an analysis of the previous four subsections.
This analysis substantiates the answer to the question at the end of the section – "Can it be con-
sidered that the deviation is exclusively for the purpose of achieving the capacity targets?" - which
reflects the requirement of Annex IV, Section 1.4(d)(i) of the Regulation.

4.4.4 Analysis of the DUC deviation due to restructuring costs

184 This section reviews the case where the DUC in the draft performance plan does not meet the cri-
teria in bullets 1 and 2 of the section 12.2 and the State claims that this deviation due to restruc-
turing costs (ref. Annex IV, Section 1.4(d)(ii) in more detail).

185 If there is no deviation or the State does not report restructuring costs in section 3.4.5 of the draft
performance plan, then "n/a" is displayed.

186 The first subsection "Deviation" shows a quantification in M€2017 of the deviation of the DUC sub-
mitted in the draft performance plan and the RP3 and long-term trends if these followed the Un-
ion-wide targets (i.e. -1.9% and -2.7% respectively).

187 The second subsection "Restructuring costs from previous periods to be recovered in RP3 (in
M€2017)" presents the data provided by the State in section 3.4.5.1 of the draft performance plan,
per year and total for the RP3 period.

188 The third subsection "Restructuring costs planned for RP3 (in M€2017)" presents the sum of the
costs of all the restructuring measures provided by the State in section 3.4.5.2 of the draft perfor-
mance plan, broken down per cost category, per year and total for the RP3 period.

189 The fourth subsection "Summary of restructuring measures presented in the draft performance
plan" is a text box that summarises the restructuring measures provided by the State in the draft
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performance plan. The purpose of this summary, in conjunction with the previous three subsec-
tions, is to provide the PRB with as much information as possible for their analysis. The analysis is
complemented with a detailed reading of the justifications and material provided by the States in
the draft performance plan.

190 At the end of the section there is a text box providing an analysis of the previous four subsections.
This analysis should substantiate the answers to the two questions at the end of the section re-
flecting the requirements of Annex IV, Section 1.4(d)(ii) of the Regulation:

· Can it be considered that the deviation is exclusively due to restructuring costs?
· Is it demonstrated that the measures will deliver a net financial benefit to airspace users at

the latest in RP4?

4.4.5 PRB Key Points

191 This section provides the key points that PRB identified by reviewing the above elements relating
to DUC. It summarises if the States are consistent with the DUC short trend, the DUC long-term
trend and the average DUC baseline of the comparator group. Moreover, in case of deviation for
achieving capacity targets or for restructuring costs, the PRB indicates if the deviation(s) is justified
(i.e. exclusively for the purpose of achieving the capacity targets or due to restructuring costs).

4.5 Terminal

4.5.1 Overview and trends of the terminal DUC

192 This section provides a graph showing the terminal and en route DUCs over the period 2015-2024
(Figure 32). The terminal DUCs are shown with thicker line(s) than en route; in both cases:

· The black line shows actual values for the years 2015-2018.
· The red line shows the 2019 forecast DUC.
· The blue line shows the 2019 DUC baseline and well as the determined DUC for the years

2020-2024.

193 The table below the chart shows the DUC values in 2017) and the year-on-year variations for both
terminal and en route. The columns on the right provide the calculation of the DUC variation be-
tween 2019 and 2024 and between 2015 and 2024.

Figure 32: Example overview and trends of the terminal DUC.
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4.5.2 Comparison of performance with similar airports

194 This section provides a table with information on the performance of the airports included in the
scope of the draft performance plan in terms of cost efficiency compared with similar airports:

· Airport: list of airports included by the State in the draft performance plan.
· Group: group to which the airport belongs (Group I, II, III or IV based on number of move-

ments and seasonality).
· RP2 performance (2015-2018):

- Group median – airport unit cost: shows the median of the airport unit cost for
the relevant airport group for the 2015-2018 period. This is used as a reference
for comparison.

- Average airport unit cost: shows the average of the airport unit cost for the 2015-
2018 period.

- Difference v. median: shows, in percentage, the difference between the two pre-
vious values. It shows a red gradient if the unit cost of the airport is higher than
the median, and a green gradient if it is lower than the median.

· RP3 plan (2020-2024):
- Group median – airport DUC: shows the median of the airport planned deter-

mined unit cost for the relevant airport group for the 2020-2024 period. This is
used as a reference for comparison.

- Average airport DUC: shows the average of the airport planned DUC for the 2020-
2024 period.

- Difference v. median: shows, in percentage, the difference between the two pre-
vious values. It shows a red gradient if the DUC of the airport is higher than the
median, and a green gradient if it is lower than the median.

Figure 33: Example overview and trends of the terminal DUC.

195 Under the table there is a text box providing a review of the data presented in the table.

196 The grouping of airports is done based on the two following criteria:

· Average number of movements over 2016-2018;
· Seasonality.
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197 To establish an airport as seasonal, the three busiest months (2018 data) are compared to the
three lowest months. If the traffic in the high season is more than double than in low season, it is
flagged as seasonal.

Based on this criteria, 4 groups are established:
GROUPS Criteria
GROUP I Average 225000 movements or above in 2016-2018

GROUP II Average ≥80000 and <225000 movements in 2016-2018 and SEASONAL

GROUP III Average ≥80000 and <225000 movements in 2016-2018 and NOT SEASONAL

GROUP IV Less than 80000 movements average in 2016-2018

4.5.3  Traffic and Costs review

198 This section is divided in three subsections: the first subsection “Baseline review” reviews the two
underlying elements of the 2019 terminal DUC baseline submitted by the States in their draft per-
formance plans:

· Traffic - Comparison vs. STATFOR forecasts: this check compares the 2019 traffic baseline
with the STATFOR February and October forecasts (high, base and low) for each terminal
charging zone defined by the State.

· Costs - 2019 forecast & baseline review: presents the difference, in M€ and % for each ter-
minal charging zone defined by the State, between:

- The 2019 costs forecast and the 2018 actual costs;
- The 2019 costs forecast and the average actual costs over 2015-2018 (which can

be a better reference than 2018 if 2018 was an exceptional year);
- The 2019 costs baseline and forecast.

Figure 34: Example review of terminal baseline.

199 Below these two checks there is a text box commenting, where necessary, on the items above.

200 The second subsection “Traffic forecasts (terminal)” reviews the traffic forecasts used by the
States in their draft performance plans for the 2020-2024 period. It consists of three parts:

· In the first part of the subsection, a simple check confirms whether the State has used the
STATFOR February 2019 base forecast (latest available before the submission of the draft
performance plans) as required by Article 10(2) of the Regulation.

· Under this check, if the State has decided to avail itself of the provisions of the last para-
graph of Article 10(2) and use a different forecast than the STATFOR February 2019 base, a
text box presents a summary of the justifications provided in the draft performance plan.

· Finally, in a free text box presents a factual description of the traffic forecast used by States
in the draft performance plan in comparison with the available STATFOR forecasts (February
and October 2019) and, where applicable, a review of the justifications provided by the State
in case of using a different forecast than the STATFOR February 2019 base.
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201 The third subsection “Determined costs (terminal)” consists of the following parts:

· A simple check confirms whether the inflation data submitted by the State for 2019-2024 is
consistent with the IMF April 2019 forecast.

· Cost elements – Main ANSP (terminal): Provides a very quick overview on the status im-
portant cost drivers such as investments, cost of capital (including interest on loans, RoE and
WACC), and pensions.

· Incentives (terminal): This area shows the main characteristics of the incentives proposed by
the State in its draft performance plan.

· The right-hand side of the section shows a graphical presentation of the planned changes in
determined costs (per cost category and per entity) between 2019 (forecast) and 2024, both
in percentage and in M€2017. The data feeding this graph is taken from the terminal Report-
ing Tables:

- "T1 ANSP" for the cost breakdown for the main ANSP.
- "T1 NSA", "T1 MET", etc.

Figure 35: Example review of terminal determined costs.

202 NSA costs are set in nominal terms, and depreciation and cost of capital are also set in nominal
terms where historical cost accounting is applied (all States except for the United Kingdom) as per
Article 22(2) of the Regulation. For simplicity, when creating the charts and the comments in the
box, these costs are mentioned as €2017 despite being in nominal terms.

203 At the end of the subsection, there is a free text box commenting on the items above.

4.5.4 PRB Key Points

204 This section provides the key points that identified by reviewing the above elements relating to
cost allocation. It summarises the comparison with the en route costs DUC trend, the comparison
of RP2 actual trend (2015 actual to 2019 forecasted) with the RP3 DUC trend, and at airport level,
comparison of performance with similar airports. Moreover, PRB indicates other issues e.g. the
traffic forecast used by the States, the cost evolution between 2019 and 2024 and, in case of an
increase, the main drivers for this.
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