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REMARKS FROM THE CHAIR

RP3 has been a challenging period for European Air Traffic Management (ATM) where Air Navigation
Service Providers (ANSPs), airlines, airports, and ground handlers had to quickly respond to the impact
of the COVID-19 pandemic, the subsequent rapid upturn in traffic, and Russia’s war of aggression
against Ukraine which lead to airspace closures, change of traffic patterns, and an increase in military
traffic. The PRB recognises that events of such type are unpredictable and that it is difficult for ANSPs
to adapt to largescale changes in demand. However, experience over RP3 has shown ANSPs must de-
velop greater flexibility over the coming years to ensure a sustainable European ATM system for the
future.

In terms of safety, the system has performed well. However, for other metrics the results are more
worrying. While some ANSPs rose to the challenges, for others the desired outcomes were not
achieved. This has led to a continued capacity shortage in crucial areas of the Single Sky Member
States, resulting in unacceptable delays with high costs for airlines. Recent years have shown that
some ANSPs have not invested or have not invested as planned in the necessary resources and tech-
nology to improve capacity and to improve flight efficiency.

Experience gained from our monitoring of the performance scheme has influenced the PRB’s view on
priorities and targets in RP4. The PRB has also taken into consideration the views expressed by stake-
holders in response to the consultation on RP4 target ranges, including the consultation event in No-
vember 2023, and subsequent follow up meetings with a number of ANSPs and associated National
Supervisory Authorities. | would like to thank stakeholders for their submissions and input to this pro-
cess.

The PRB has considered the comments received and made changes to some elements of the target
calculations. Upon reflection, the PRB continues to be of the view that there should also be a focus on
the impact of Air Traffic Management on environmental performance. This must be supported by the
provision of adequate staffing and implementation of necessary and cost-efficient solutions to elimi-
nate endemic capacity shortfalls whilst safety must continue to be the backbone of all ANSP activities.

In preparing this report, the PRB considered the difficult question of whether the target setting for
RP4 should be adjusted to take account of the insufficient performance of a few or whether the few
underperformers must live up to the standards set by others. We concluded that underperformers
must take necessary measures to perform at acceptable levels; in particular ATCO shortages must stop
being presented as a recurring argument for the lack of capacity during RP4 and recruitment and train-
ing must proceed at the maximum rate possible.

In order to achieve the level of ambition set out in this report, all stakeholders within the European
ATM network must work closely together. The PRB will play its part in this process by closely monitor-
ing performance to highlight where capacity issues are resolved and where performance levels are im-
proving across the network.

On behalf of all PRB members, | would like to thank our colleagues from the Eurocontrol Network
Manager and the Eurocontrol Aviation Intelligence Unit, our colleagues from the European Aviation
Safety Agency (EASA), and the PRB Support Team for their invaluable contributions to this report.

% \\kCLV\V\LQ/_\

Cathy Mannion
PRB Chair
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INTRODUCTION

One of the primary tasks of the Performance Re-
view Body (PRB) is to assist the Commission when
setting the Union-wide performance targets un-
der Article 11(3)(a) of Regulation (EC) 549/2004.
The detailed requirements for the setting of those
Union-wide performance targets are set out in Ar-
ticle 9 of Commission Implementing Regulation
(EU) 2019/317 (herein referred to as the Regula-
tion):

e Atthe latest 19 months before the start of the
reference period, the National Supervisory
Authorities (NSAs) should provide to the Com-
mission initial cost data and information
about traffic forecasts.

e Atthe latest 15 months before the start of the
reference period, the Commission shall pub-
lish indicative target ranges for the Union-
wide performance targets.

e Stakeholders shall be consulted on these tar-
get ranges.

e At the latest seven months before the start of
the reference period, the Commission shall
adopt the Union-wide performance targets.

This report is the PRB’s advice to the Commission
on the Union-wide targets for the fourth refer-
ence period (RP4, 2025-2029) for each key perfor-
mance area (KPA) with supporting evidence.
Moreover, it provides advice for the comparator
groups for the assessment of the cost-efficiency
criterion and the alert thresholds beyond which a
Member State may request a revision of the per-
formance targets (i.e. deviation from the instru-
ment flight rules (IFR) movements and from the
service units, and the variation from the capacity
reference values).

1 Detailed references to the source of the data are included in this document.
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Stakeholders have been consulted through an
online survey, which was open from 4™ October to
1°t December 2023, and during a targeted consul-
tation event in Brussels held on 8" November
2023. During the consultation process, some air
navigation service providers (ANSPs) and Member
States raised concerns about issues relating to re-
cruitment and training of air traffic controllers
(ATCOs) at a pace which would allow the resolu-
tion of any shortage by the start of the fourth ref-
erence period (RP4). The PRB followed-up on this
subject within the consultation process.

The PRB’s advice on the targets for RP4 (this doc-
ument) is complemented by five annexes:

e Annex|—Comment response document;

e Annex Il — Update on the impact of Russia’s
war of aggression on horizontal flight effi-
ciency;

e Annex Il — Outcomes from the follow-up dis-

cussions with delay hotspot ANSPs;

e Annex IV — Methodology for the definition of
comparator groups for cost-efficiency; and

e AnnexV — Alert thresholds analysis.

In developing its advice on the targets for RP4, the
PRB used data provided by Eurocontrol (Aviation
Intelligence Unit), the Network Manager, the Eu-
ropean Union Aviation Safety Agency (EASA), and
the Member States.!

The PRB closely collaborated with EASA regarding
the safety KPA and with the Network Manager re-
garding the capacity and environment KPAs. Euro-
control provided an update on the estimation of
the impact on KEA of the Russia’s war of aggres-
sion against Ukraine (Annex Il).
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PRB OBJECTIVES FOR RP4

During the target setting process, the PRB sought
input from stakeholders on the proposed Union-
wide target ranges for RP4. Through an online sur-
vey, a dedicated consultation event (details in An-
nex 1), and subsequent discussions with some AN-
SPs and their NSAs (details in Annex lll), the PRB
presented its advice on the RP4 target ranges with
the aim of gathering feedback and developing the
advice on Union-wide targets for RP4.

The survey, consultation event and subsequent
discussions saw active participation of represent-
atives from:

e Aijrlines;

e ANSPs;

e NSA and Member State representatives;
e Professional staff representatives; and

e Other aviation organisations.

The consultation process resulted in substantial
feedback, with 47 respondents completing the
survey, 71 participants actively contributing to the
stakeholder consultation event, and ANSPs and
their NSAs participating in follow on discussions.
Notably, there was significant alignment among
stakeholders regarding the priorities outlined in
the PRB advice on the Union-wide target ranges
for RP4.

The purpose of the target setting process is to im-
prove performance at a Union-wide and local
level. Taking into account the generally positive
feedback on the PRB objectives for RP4, the pillars
defined in the advice on the target ranges remain
valid:
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Safety remains of paramount importance, to
take account of the impacts from other KPAs,
to control the impact from widespread
changes to ATM functional systems, and to
progress regulatory compliance. This ap-
proach shall continue in RP4.

Environment is the priority for RP4 (after
safety), which is consistent with the EU’s
green agenda. Reducing CO; emissions is a top
priority for the European Union and society as
a whole. ANSPs must offer the best level of ca-
pacity to enable optimum flight efficient tra-
jectories, reduce emissions and reach a higher
level of environmental efficiency by the end of
2029. For the coming reference period, the
PRB considers the environment KPA as the top
priority and advises the adoption of ambitious
but achievable targets.

Environmental performance, traffic recovery
and growth need to be sustained by improved
capacity performance. Member States must
provide the required capacity to minimise the
impact on airspace users in terms of delays,
and on society in terms of avoidable CO; emis-
sions.

Cost levels must support the delivery of
safety, environment, and capacity perfor-
mance improvements, while remaining at an
efficient level.
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TRAFFIC FORECAST
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of RP4.

e The latest service units forecast (end of February 2024) is higher than the March 2023 forecast, which
was the basis of the proposed target ranges.

e The increase in IFR movements and en route service units during RP4 is forecast to be relatively
homogeneous across Member States and slower than experienced in the past.

e Several Member States will not reach the levels of 2019 IFR movements and service units by the end

The latest available traffic forecast was published
by Eurocontrol on 26" February 2024. This follows
the previous forecast published in March 2023,
which provided the basis for the PRB advice on the
Union-wide target ranges for RP4.2 The latest fore-
cast considers the latest flight trends, the updated
economic forecasts, and the geopolitical events
that occurred at the end of 2023.

Similar to the previous forecast, differences be-
tween the scenarios forecast are symmetric for
both IFR movements and service unit forecasts. By
2029, the differences between the values of the
scenarios are +/-9% for IFR movements and
+10/-11% for service units.

As defined in the Regulation, the STATFOR base
forecast is the basis for setting targets. Accord-
ingly, the analysis carried out in this section is
based on the base forecast.

IFR movements forecast

The Union-wide IFR movements are forecast to be
10.6M in 2029. This amount will be the highest
managed by the system to-date. The 2019 levels
(10M), the previous highest recorded level, is ex-
pected to be reached by end of 2026 and in 2029
the Union-wide IFR movements is forecast to be
+6.1% higher than in 2019 (Figure 1).

After the +9.2% increase from 2022 to 2023, the
rate of increase is forecast to decrease to +4.8% in
2024 (+6.2% in the traffic forecast of March 2023).
Thereafter, the Union-wide increase is forecast to
slow, being an average +2.1% per year (from 2024
to 2029) (+1.5% per year in the traffic forecast of
March 2023). By comparison, the average in-
crease for 2014-2019 was +2.8%.

2 A forecast was also published by STATFOR in October 2023.
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Figure 1 — Union-wide IFR movements actuals from 2014 to
2023, and STATFOR February 2024 forecast from 2024 to
2029 (source: PRB elaboration on STATFOR forecast).

When analysed at Member State level, the situa-
tion is more varied. According to the STATFOR
base forecast, seven Member States are not ex-
pected to reach the 2019 level of IFR movements
by the end of 2029 (Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Sweden). Two Mem-
ber States (Cyprus and Norway) are expected to
reach the 2019 levels in 2028, while three Mem-
ber States (Czech Republic, Germany, and the
Netherlands) are expected to reach the 2019 lev-
els in 2029. All other Member States are forecast
to reach 2019 levels no later than in the early
years of RP4.

When analysing the average increase of traffic
from 2024 to 2029, Member States are forecast to
have an average increase of around +2.6% (+1.7%
in the traffic forecast of March 2023). Only four
Member States deviate significantly from the av-
erage: Norway and the Netherlands are expected
to have traffic that will remain relatively flat during
RP4 (+1.2%), while Malta (+3.7%) and Cyprus
(+5.3%) show the greatest expected average
growth. However, these are relatively small differ-
ences compared to what has been experienced in
the past. By comparison, 2014-2019 recorded
wider traffic disparities between Member States.
The forecast average Member State growth dur-
ing RP2 was +4.0%, with the extremes being Nor-
way (-0.9%) and Croatia (+6.6%).



3.2 En route service units forecast
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The Union-wide en route service units are forecast
to be 148M in 2029, higher than the 143M that
was forecast in March 2023. As for IFR move-
ments, these forecasts would be the highest man-
aged by the system to-date. The 2019 level
(125M), which was the highest recorded to date,
is forecast to be reached before the start of RP4
(in 2024). In 2029, the Union-wide service units is
forecast to be +18% higher than in 2019 (+14% in
the traffic forecast of March 2023) (Figure 2).

After the +13% increase recorded from 2022 to
2023, the rate of increase is forecast to decrease
to +5.4% in 2024 (+7.3% in the traffic forecast of
March 2023). From 2024 onwards, the increase is
forecast to be relatively low, averaging +2.7% per
year (from 2024 to 2029) (+2.0% in the traffic fore-
cast of March 2023). By comparison, during the
period 2014-2019 the average increase was
+4.3%.
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Figure 2 — Union-wide en route service units actuals from
2014 to 2023, and STATFOR February 2024 forecast from
2024 to 2029 (source: PRB elaboration on STATFOR fore-
cast).?

3 Service units from 2014 to 2019 are displayed in M2.
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When analysed at the Member State level, ten
Member States are not expected to reach the
2019 level of service units by the end of 2029 (Cy-
prus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, and
Sweden). The other Member States are fore-
casted to reach 2019 levels before the end of RP3,
orinthe first two years of RP4, apart from Slovakia
that is forecasted to reach the 2019 level only in
2027.

When analysing the evolution of traffic from 2024
to 2029, Member States are forecast to have an
average increase of around +2.8% (+1.9% in the
traffic forecast of March 2023). The increase traf-
fic growth is homogeneous across all the Member
States, being within circa one percentage point of
the average, with the only exception of Cyprus
(+5.6%). By comparison, for 2014-2019, the aver-
age Member State growth was +4.6%, with the ex-
tremes being Norway (+1.9%) and Bulgaria
(+8.0%).
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SAFETY
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other EoSM Management Objectives.

e Safety performance area remains of paramount importance.
e Safety performance needs to continue to improve during RP4.
e Targets are advised to be a minimum level of maturity D in safety risk management, and C for the

PRB target ranges proposal

Ensuring a continued, high level of safety perfor-
mance remains the highest priority when propos-
ing targets.

The safety KPI acts both as a vehicle to improve
safety performance and as a control mechanism.
As a control mechanism it helps to manage the im-
pact of actions and decisions taken under the
other three KPAs, known as interdependencies,
and on changes implemented on a wider scale in
the ATM functional system or in airport systems.
When changes occur, it is important to ensure risk
is not transferred, and that risks to safety are not
increased. Widespread implementation may be
challenging to manage and may require, for exam-
ple, strengthening of the methodologies applied,
an increased monitoring to detect degrading
safety levels, and/or increased awareness.

Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine causes
an increased pressure on safety management, no-
tably on the adjacent Member States. Such pres-
sures include the diversion of traffic flows result-
ing from airspace closure, the increased operation
of unmanned aerial vehicle and military flights, in-
creased cyber security risks, and potential cyber
attacks. While it is not possible to predict the evo-
lution of the conflict, the ANSPs need to have a
safety management system that has sufficient lev-
els of resilience. This will enable ANSPs to be agile
and adaptable in the face of challenge and to ef-
fectively identify and control these types of
change. Against this background, the maturity of
the safety management systems needs to con-
tinue to improve, especially in the areas of safety
risk management and safety assurance.

Considering the above and the expected develop-
ments for RP4, the PRB and EASA jointly con-
cluded that, to ensure safety levels are retained
and where possible improved, targets needed to
be set to ensure continued improvements of
safety performance.

26
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Prior to the commencement of the target setting
exercise, an EASA RP4 S(K)PI drafting group pro-
posed to retain the EoSM as the safety KPl and to
align the EoSM to the CANSO standard of excel-
lence (SoE) revision February 2023 and amending
this to reflect European standards. Members of
this drafting group included EASA, the PRB, ANSPs
and NSAs.

The PRB and EASA recommended safety targets
for RP4 as shown in Table 1. The same targets
were proposed for the Network Manager. The tar-
gets are to be achieved by the last year of RP4,
with ANSPs clearly planning the improvement re-
quired during the reference period to achieve the
target and specifying the maturity levels to be
achieve each year of the reference period.

Effectiveness of Safety Management
Management Objectives 2029 maturity
levels
Safety culture C
Safety policy and objectives C
Safety risk management D
Safety assurance C
Safety promotion C

Table 1 — RP4 Union-wide targets for the Effectiveness of
Safety Management.

4.2  Key comments from stakeholders

28

Overall, stakeholders agreed with the objectives
adopted by the PRB and EASA when setting the
targets for RP4 (i.e. safety is paramount and that
safety performance, where possible, should be
strengthened during RP4). ANSPs and NSAs also
highlighted that safety is already at a high level.
Nevertheless, stakeholders agree that further im-
provements should be sought, but noted that
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safety improvements would come at a cost (i.e. an
increased cost base due to additional effort and
staff required).

Stakeholders supported the alignment of the
EoSM to the CANSO SoE and amending this to re-
flect regulatory requirements and European
standards. Some stakeholders noted that regula-
tory compliance should already exist, and not
achieved only at the end of RP4. However, the PRB
and EASA underline that compliance for certifica-
tion and performance management are different
concepts.

Some ANSPs and NSAs argued that it was not pos-
sible to assess the proposed targets given the re-
vised EoSM was not available. However, EASA and
the PRB note that the basis for the EoSM, the SoE,
was available and the level of complexity well un-
derstood and assessable. In addition, a number of
stakeholders raised concerns that the revised
EoSM for RP4 may become too extensive when
combining the RP3 EoSM, the CANSO SoE, and
adding regulatory compliance. These stakeholders
suggested that diverting too far away from the
CANSO SoE compromised the objective to harmo-
nise the EoSM and the CANSO SoE to reduce effort
by the ANSPs in assessing their maturity levels.
Some stakeholders raised concerns that there is a
diversity among NSAs, which may lead to incon-
sistency in the verification between Member
States.

The main concern raised by ANSPs and NSAs re-
lated to the difference in maturity levels between
RP3 and RP4 and the translation of maturity levels
between RP3 and RP4 (where ANSPs are likely to
start RP4 one maturity level lower due to the more
challenging RP4 EoSM). Stakeholders argued that
this was too simplistic an approach, and that dif-
ferences in maturity levels could result in degrad-
ing maturity of the SMS and relieve pressure on
ANSPs to achieve RP3 targets.

Details on the feedback received during the con-
sultation process and the PRB responses can be
found in Annex | of this report.

4.3 Additional evidence available

33

Since the publication of the PRB’s advice on the
target ranges for RP4, two additional pieces of ev-
idence became available to the PRB:

e The development of the RP4 EoSM question-
naire is concluded. The revised draft RP4
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EoSM questionnaire was issued by EASA in
early February 2024, and was subject to an
EASA managed stakeholder consultation
thereby allowing stakeholders to suggest
changes in light of the proposed RP4 targets.
EASA released the final RP4 EoSM question-
naire in early March 2024; and

e [nitial monitoring data from Member States
on the 2023 safety KPA has been received.
This data shows a continuing improvement in
the maturity of the safety management sys-
tems for those ANSPs that still need to achieve
RP3 targets. The PRB, therefore, considers it
realistic that the majority of ANSPs will reach
the RP3 targets by 2024.

4.4  Safety targets recommendation

34
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To support the setting of the safety targets, the
PRB and EASA have taken into consideration the
comments received during the target setting con-
sultation process as well as the additional evi-
dence that subsequently became available.

The targets proposed by the PRB and EASA are
consistent with the PRB advice on the Union-wide
target ranges for RP4, and fully aligned with the
PRB ambitions.

Historical evidence

36

37

In the advice regarding the target ranges for RP4,
the PRB and EASA assumption was that all ANSPs
should reach the RP3 targets at the end of RP3.
Monitoring data from 2023 shows continued im-
provement with additional ANSPs reaching the
RP3 targets. Those providers still below the target
are progressing to improve their minimum ma-
turity levels, with most in line with their RP3 per-
formance plan.

EASA notes that ANSPs should employ change
management principles to alleviate any perceived
dissonance during the transition from RP3 to the
upgraded RP4 metric.

Expected minimum maturity levels starting RP4

38

The RP4 EoSM questionnaire was as described in
the PRB advice regarding the target ranges for
RP4. The EASA led consultation on the revised
draft RP4 EoSM questionnaire provided stake-
holders with an opportunity to comment and sug-
gest changes ahead of the final version being pub-
lished.
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The EoSM maturity levels have, as expected, be-
come more challenging. This is the means by
which the PRB and EASA drive improvements to
safety performance during RP4, thereby protect-
ing and strengthening the safety system against
challenges posed by other KPAs. Based on the dis-
cussions in the EASA S(K)PI drafting group (involv-
ing ANSPs, NSAs, and social partner organisations)
particular focus was placed on ensuring that re-
guirements were achievable. The PRB considers
that this objective has been reached.

With a more demanding EoSM for RP4, the mini-
mum maturity levels achieved by ANSPs at the
start of RP4 may be reduced. This should not be
interpreted as degrading safety performance; ra-
ther the metric has become more demanding. All
things being equal, any difference in safety perfor-
mance levels between RP3 and RP4 should be a
misperception, not actual. Therefore, the PRB and
EASA consider that this approach will continue to
drive improvements.

NSAs are responsible for the verification of the
maturity levels claimed by ANSPs during their self-
assessment. This was the case in previous refer-
ence periods and will continue to be so in RP4. As
the RP4 EoSM questionnaire is derived from the
CANSO SoE which is supported by CANSO and Eu-
rocontrol, NSAs have many opportunities to con-
sult with peers and access supporting explanatory
material. For those parts of the EoSM question-
naire which reflect regulatory requirements, the
means of compliance and guidance material pre-
pared by EASA supports the understanding of
what is required by the EoSM questionnaire.

The concern about NSA diversity is not specific to
the choice of EoSM verification mechanism.
Therefore, it should not cause the development of
a specific EoOSM questionnaire, which would not
fulfil the purpose of driving improvements.

All stakeholders supported the objective that
safety is paramount and that safety performance,
where possible, should be improved. This sup-
ports the role of Member States to ensure that
there is no degradation in the level of safety per-
formance between RP3 and RP4. For RP4, the
EoSM will become more demanding, which will af-
fect the minimum maturity level ANSPs will have
when starting RP4.

The Regulation, in defining targets to be achieved
during the last year of a reference period, allows

45
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in principle ANSPs to report lower maturity levels
in the beginning of the reference period than the
actual maturity level of end of RP3. It is the obliga-
tion of the Member States to ensure that this does
not happen, and this is consistent with the over-
arching objective that safety performance be con-
tinuously improved. The PRB and EASA will care-
fully analyse this aspect during the assessment of
the draft performance plans for RP4.

Arguably, the more challenging RP4 EoSM ques-
tionnaire may have a cost implication for ANSPs
(and potentially NSAs). However, to balance the
targets and achievements in the other KPAs,
which may give rise to pressures on the safety
KPA, it is necessary to incrementally increase the
safety performance to maintain the health of the
system. The PRB and EASA consider that any addi-
tional cost is likely to be marginal given the overall
ANSP cost base.

The PRB and EASA confirm the assessment of the
impacting factors as presented in the PRB advice
on the Union-wide the target ranges for RP4. The
safety KPA as a control mechanism remains essen-
tial and the more challenging EoSM for RP4 re-
mains an important vehicle to ensure this.

PRB and EASA approach

47

48

Considering the analysis underlying the PRB ad-
vice on the Union-wide target ranges for RP4, the
feedback from the stakeholders, and the addi-
tional evidence that became available, the PRB
and EASA recommend the targets to be set to en-
sure continued improvements in safety perfor-
mance.

The PRB and EASA recommend safety targets for
RP4 as in Table 1 and these are fully aligned with
the PRB’s advice on the Union-wide target ranges
for RP4 (Table 2, next page). The same targets are
proposed for the Network Manager.
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Union-wide safety targets for RP4
Management Objectives 2029 mz;tlgrity lev-
Safety culture C
Safety policy and objectives C
Safety risk management D
Safety assurance C
Safety promotion C

Table 2 — RP4 Union-wide targets for the Effectiveness of
Safety Management.
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war of aggression against Ukraine.

e The PRB’s ambition of prioritising environmental performance for RP4 remains unchanged, with tar-
gets to support the EU’s move towards a carbon-neutral economy.

e The targets build upon the original ambition for the end of RP3, network efficiency improvements
within the ERNIP, the interdependency with capacity, and the route extensions following Russia's

e The PRB recommends the Member States to define an environmental incentive scheme and addi-
tional local environment targets based on the most appropriate performance indicator, which best
reflects the contribution ATM makes to improve flight inefficiencies.

PRB target ranges proposal

To align with the European Union’s green agenda,
the PRB proposed to prioritise environmental per-
formance for RP4. In 2019, the European Commis-
sion published the European Green Deal, which
aims for the EU to become the first climate-neu-
tral continent by 2050, and it is accompanied by
an intermediate goal of the Fit for 55 package to
reduce net greenhouse gas emissions by 55% by
2030. The proposed environment target ranges
supported the EU’s ambition of a carbon neutral
economy, to which all sectors are expected to
contribute. Aviation is no exception. Furthermore,
an ambitious environmental performance im-
provement is dependent on ambitious capacity
performance, as adequate capacity provision en-
hances horizontal flight efficiency.

Following Russia’s war of aggression against
Ukraine and consequent airspace closures, traffic
flows and flight efficiency have been negatively
impacted. The PRB proposed to include an in-
creased value of KEA to account for the impact of
Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine. As not
all Member States have been equally impacted,
when defining the local targets, the PRB suggests
that this increase is only allocated to affected
Member States.

Finally, to drive environmental performance im-
provement over RP4, the PRB recommended the
Member States to define an environmental finan-
cial incentive scheme and additional local environ-
ment targets as specified in Article 10 (3) and 11
(4) of the Regulation.

To support the setting of the environment target
ranges, the PRB considered four pieces of evi-
dence:

e Evidence 1: Analysis of the historical KEA per-
formance;
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e Evidence 2: The estimated benefit defined in
the European Route Network Improvement
Plan (ERNIP);

e Evidence 3: The PRB study on the interde-
pendency between capacity and environ-
ment; and

e Evidence 4: The impact on Union-wide KEA of
Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine.

The RP4 Union-wide target ranges proposed are
shown in Table 3.

KEA
Year Upper bound Lower bound
2025 2.71% 2.49%
2026 2.70% 2.46%
2027 2.69% 2.44%
2028 2.67% 2.42%
2029 2.66% 2.39%

Table 3 — RP4 Union-wide target ranges proposed for envi-
ronment KPA.

5.2 Key comments from stakeholders
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The main comments from stakeholders centred
on the suitability of KEA, the prioritisation of the
environment KPA over the others, the level of am-
bition of the targets, and the methodology used
for developing the targets.

Stakeholders supported a balanced focus on KPAs
and, while there was widespread support for min-
imising aviation's impact on the environment,
concerns were raised about how this priority
aligned with the PRB's commitment to safety as
the paramount focus.

Acknowledging the interdependencies, there was
agreement among stakeholders that environmen-
tal performance cannot be isolated but should be
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considered alongside both capacity and cost-effi-
ciency performance, which reinforces the PRB's
view that capacity targets must be set to support
environmental performance and that cost effi-
ciency targets must allow for the delivery of the
necessary capacity.

Concerns about the efficacy of the KEA indicator
were also raised. Both airspace users and ANSPs
expressed the view that they did not consider KEA
as an appropriate indicator, highlighting its short-
comings. Similarly, while incentives are high-
lighted as valuable tools for Member States to en-
courage ANSPs to provide services that minimise
aviation's environmental impact, incentives on
KEA are not considered appropriate by the PRB
and the majority of stakeholders. In its advice to
the target ranges for RP4, the PRB encouraged
Member States to set local incentives on addi-
tional indicators, as specified in articles 10(3) and
11(4) of the Regulation.

Many ANSPs, Member States, and NSAs expressed
concern about the level of ambition of the envi-
ronment targets; given the limited level of control
that an ANSP has towards the performance trade-
offs with other KPAs.

A final concern related to the lack of transparency
in data disclosure, methodologies, and assump-
tions used to develop the ranges and the use of
data from the COVID-19 pandemic, which were
considered to be anomalies in relation to traffic
levels.

Details on the feedback received during the con-
sultation process and the PRB responses can be
found in Annex | of this report.

5.3  Additional evidence available
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Since the publication of the PRB’s advice on the
target ranges for RP4, three additional pieces of
evidence became available to the PRB:

e The 2023 full year environment performance;

e Updated capacity targets; and

e Updated technical note on the impact of Rus-
sia’s war of aggression against Ukraine on hor-
izontal flight efficiency (HFE) indicators.

At the time of writing the target ranges report,
published in September 2023, complete KEA data
for 2023 was not yet available. The 2023 Union-
wide KEA was 2.99%, surpassing its 2.40% target
by 0.59 percentage points. This outcome suggests
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that it would be more appropriate to set the start-
ing point for RP4 at the higher end of the target
ranges proposed as outlined in the following sec-
tions.

The capacity targets were updated due to a refine-
ment of the calculation. Consequently, there is a
slightincrease in the value of the interdependency
factor (between capacity and environment) that is
included in the proposed the environment tar-
gets.

Finally, the PRB received an updated technical
note on the impact of the war in Ukraine on HFE
indicators (Annex Il), which provides updated val-
ues for each Member State and SES area for each
calendar month of 2022 and 2023. As a result of
the update, the allowance included in the calcula-
tion of environment targets has been increased
from 0.24 to 0.28 percentage points.

5.4 Environment targets recommendation
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To support the setting of the environment targets,
the PRB considered comments received during
the consultation processes.

The target ranges have also been adjusted to ac-
count for the evolution of the capacity targets and
the update to the allowance relating to the impact
on the Union wide KEA of Russia’s war of aggres-
sion against Ukraine.

Analysis of historical KEA performance
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In the PRB advice on the Union-wide target ranges
for RP4, the PRB considered starting points of
2.20%-2.40% for the lower and upper bounds, re-
spectively. These figures considered the best the-
oretical efficiency improvements, as laid out in the
ERNIP, and the past environmental performance.
During the consultation, many stakeholders
thought that the target ranges were too optimistic
and challenging to be achieved, particularly given
the geopolitical situation, current levels of perfor-
mance, and the use of COVID-19 pandemic traffic
levels in the data.

The PRB has considered the concerns raised and
proposes to base environment targets on the
starting point included in the upper bound of the
previous report (i.e. 2.40%). In the PRB’s view this
maintains an ambitious yet realistic starting point.
The 2.40% takes into account the environmental
performance achieved during the COVID-19 pan-
demic, characterised by low traffic levels,



demonstrating that the proposed targets could be
achieved if sufficient capacity is provided. There-
fore, the PRB proposes to build RP4 targets on the
original ambition for the end of RP3 (2024) of
2.40%.

Estimated benefits defined in the ERNIP
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Contrary to stakeholders’ concerns about poten-
tial overestimation of the ERNIP benefits, the PRB
considers its estimations to be conservative given
that the benefits of FRA and cross-border FRA
have largely been achieved in terms of improving
the efficiency of the air traffic service (ATS) route
network design. The PRB emphasises that the ER-
NIP benefits are drawn from the ERNIP plan, which
is developed by the Network Manager in coordi-
nation with Member States and operational stake-
holders.

The PRB believes the evolution over RP4 should be
sufficiently ambitious given that environment is a
priority for RP4. Therefore, the PRB proposes to
consider the lower bound (most ambitious) effi-
ciency gain of the ranges as described in the PRB
advice on the Union-wide target ranges for RP4.
Therefore, the targets should decrease of 0.01 pp
in 2025, followed by a 0.02pp decrease per year
starting in 2026, with a linear ramp up of the ben-
efits over RP4. The total expected efficiency gain
is 0.09pp in 2029 (Table 4).

Year Ramp up
2025 -0.01pp
2026 -0.03pp
2027 -0.05pp
2028 -0.07pp
2029 -0.09pp

Table 4 — KEA decrease for each year based on an assumed
ramp up of ATS Route Network (ARN) benefits for the targets.

Capacity and environment interdependencies
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The PRB acknowledges that the current study on
the environment and capacity interdependencies
serves as a starting point and that further research
is required. However, the PRB considers it im-
portant to incorporate the latest information in
the development of the targets. While
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stakeholders expressed concerns on the simplistic
nature of the model, the PRB maintains the linear
regression models to quantify the interdepend-
ency between Union-wide HFE and en route ATFM
delays as there are no indications of non-linearity
in the samples. Additionally, the use of COVID-19
pandemic data is retained within the scope, de-
spite the exceptional nature of the period. This en-
sures a continuous sample enabling the identifica-
tion of trends and providing relevant data insights
on the interdependency between the KPAs.

The PRB proposes to retain the values based on
the current interdependency methodology, and
to maintain the ATFM delay impact on the hori-
zontal flight efficiency. As mentioned above, the
update of the capacity targets results in a change
of the impact on the environment targets. The up-
dated interdependency values are shown in Table
5.4

Year CAP target and ENV adjustments
5025 0.58min/flight
+0.08pp
2026 0.58min/flight
+0.08pp
2027 0.58min/flight
+0.08pp
2028 0.48min/flight
+0.07pp
2029 0.48min/flight
+0.07pp

Table 5 — Yearly KEA adjustments due to interdependency
with capacity.

The impact on Union-wide KEA of Russia’s war of ag-
gression against Ukraine
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Acknowledging the widespread support from
stakeholders on the addition of an allowance to
the KEA targets due to route extensions following
Russia's war of aggression against Ukraine, the
PRB recommends an allowance to be included
when setting the Union-wide targets. The value of
the impact has been revised following the update
of the figures. As detailed in Annex Il to this report,
the revised Union-wide KEA deterioration is esti-
mated at 0.28 percentage points (+0.04pp from
the target ranges). While it is not possible to pre-
dict the evolution of the conflict and the geopolit-
ical climate, the PRB assumes that route

4 The PRB study on the interdependency between the delay and horizontal flight efficiency demonstrated that one minute of delay per flight
results in a 0.14 percentage point increase in horizontal flight efficiency. Therefore, for the target setting the PRB has estimated that 0.58
min/flight of delay translates to an increase of 0.08 percentage points in KEA.
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extensions resulting from Ukrainian, Belorussian,
and Russian airspace closures will remain in place
for the entirety of RP4.

The PRB recommends the Network Manager to al-
locate this allowance only to the impacted Mem-
ber States when developing the reference values.
This ensures that the allowance is adequately con-
sidered when setting local targets.

PRB approach
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As for the target ranges, the PRB recommends pri-
oritising environmental performance for RP4 to
align with the European Union’s green agenda,
which aims to reduce net greenhouse gas emis-
sions by 55% by 2030 and achieve climate neutral-
ity by 2050. By following ambitious environmental
targets, ANSPs can drive sustainable practices
within the aviation industry and contribute to low-
ering its environmental impact.®

It is important to note that an ambitious environ-
ment target is also dependent on the delivery of
ambitious capacity targets, as adequate capacity
provision enables better horizontal flight effi-
ciency.

The PRB recommends a target for 2029 that builds
on the original ambition for the end of RP3 (2024),
while accounting for the benefits of recent and fu-
ture improvements from ATM measures and on-
going updates to the European network, and for
the interdependency between environment and
capacity. The resulting target for 2029 following
this approach are:

e 2029 target: 2.40% - 0.09% (ERNIP benefits)
+0.07% (interdependency) = 2.38%.

As mentioned above, the PRB recommends in-
cluding the updated impact of Russia’s war of ag-
gression against Ukraine on KEA. However, when
defining the local targets, this impact should be
only considered for impacted Member States.
Also, it is not possible to predict the evolution of
the conflict and the geopolitical climate, the PRB
assumes that route extensions resulting from
Ukrainian, Belorussian, and Russian airspace

> Compared to 1990 levels.
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closures will remain in place for the entirety of RP4
The resulting KEA target for 2029 adding the esti-
mated impacts are:

e 2029 target: 2.38% + 0.28% = 2.66%.

To set the targets for the years 2025-2028, the
PRB recommends targets evolving based on the
ramp up of ERNIP ATS route network (ARN) im-
provements and interdependency with the capac-
ity targets. The resulting yearly Union-wide KEA
ranges are shown in Table 6 (next page).

The PRB deems the target proposed for 2025 of
2.75% ambitious yet achievable. In 2023, en route
ATFM delay was 1.83 minutes per flight, 1.25
minutes per flight higher than the capacity target
proposed for 2025 (0.58 minutes per flight). Based
on the interdependency study, the 1.25 minutes
of delay per flight contributed approximately 0.18
percentage points to Union-wide KEA perfor-
mance in 2023. Adjusting the actual KEA perfor-
mance in 2023 (2.99%) for this interdependency,
the KEA performance would have been approxi-
mately 2.81% had the average en route delay per
flight been 0.58 minutes. This demonstrates that
the proposed targets of 2.75% in 2025 is realistic
and not overly ambitious as long as the capacity
targets are achieved.

The PRB recommends that Member States define
an environmental financial incentive scheme and
additional local environment targets based on ad-
ditional indicators as specified in Article 10 (3) and
11 (4) of the Regulation.

Member States should consider schemes that in-
centivise ATM related actions to reduce emis-
sions. Such incentive schemes should relate to the
contribution of ATM to improving flight efficiency
and encourage improvements at local and net-
work levels. For this purpose, these schemes
should assess the effectiveness of ATM in helping
airspace users to achieve their most environmen-
tally efficient route. The PRB remains available to
support Member States during the process.
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Union-wide environment targets
KEA 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029
Analysis of historical KEA performance (starting 2.40% 2.40% 2 .40% 2 .40% 2.40%
point)
Estimated benefit defined in the ERNIP (yearly ramp
up to -0.09pp) 0.01pp 0.03pp 0.05pp 0.07pp 0.09pp
PRB study on the capacity and environment interde- 10.08 10,08 1008 +0.07 +0.07
pendencies (yearly allowance for CAP targets) -oopp PP Lepp L/pp /PP
The impact on Union-wide KEA of Russia’s war of ag-
gression against Ukraine (flat allowance) +0.28pp +0.28pp *0.28pp *0.28pp +0.28pp
Union-wide targets 2.75% 2.73% 2.71% 2.68% 2.66%

Table 6 — Union-wide environment targets.
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Space users.

en route ATFM delay.

e (Capacity provision must enable environmental performance and ensure a low level of delay for air-

e The recommended targets are taking into consideration the uncertainty and the increasing impact
of adverse weather on the operations of ANSPs.
e The PRB recognises that it will not be possible to resolve all existing capacity issues before 2027.
However, it is not possible to quantify the exact impact of these issues for the Union-wide average

PRB target ranges proposal

Given the interdependency between capacity and
flight efficiency, the PRB identified the capacity
KPA as the enabler for better environmental per-
formance. This can be achieved by eliminating
ATFM delays as much as reasonably possible. In its
advice on target ranges, the PRB’s analysis sug-
gested that ANSPs should resolve delays due to
sector-opening gaps and the lack of ATCOs by the
end of RP3 and that ANSPs should be able to elim-
inate most en route ATFM delays by the end of
2027 by implementing the measures included in
the NOP.

However, as achieving zero ATFM delays is neither
reasonable nor realistic, the PRB proposed a ca-
pacity target range calculated as the sum of the
allowance for weather-related delays, the allow-
ance for non-ATC disruptions, and a system resili-
ence buffer which allowed for minor delays.

The PRB’s advice on Union-wide target ranges for
RP4 was to not include any allowance related to
the impact of the war in Ukraine. While it was not
possible to predict the evolution of the conflict,
the PRB assumed that ANSPs fully adapt to the
current status by the end of RP3.

Given the RP3 experience to date, the PRB sig-
nalled to Member States that the local capacity
targets must be supported by strong and impact-
ful financial incentive schemes. Incentives to en-
sure delivery of a specified outcome need to be
set at an appropriate level (especially when a de-
viation from the cost-efficiency trends is re-
guested).

To support the setting of the capacity target
ranges, the PRB considered three pieces of evi-
dence:

e Evidence 1: Historical capacity performance of
ANSPs, especially focusing on delays with ATC
capacity and ATC staffing reasons;
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e Evidence 2: Historical occurrence of non-ATC
disruptions-related and adverse weather-re-
lated delays; and

e Evidence 3: Capacity improvement plans in-
cluded in the European Network Operations
Plan 2023-2027 Edition April 2023 (NOP), the
analysis conducted by the SESAR Deployment
Manager on the expected benefits of the im-
plementation of CP1 ATM functionalities, and
the RP3 performance plans and monitoring
reports submitted by the Member States.

The proposed RP4 Union-wide capacity target
ranges are shown in Table 7.

Average delay (min/flight)
Year Upper bound Lower bound
2025 0.5 0.41
2026 0.5 0.38
2027 0.5 0.35
2028 0.4 0.33
2029 0.4 0.31

Table 7 — RP4 target ranges proposed for capacity KPA.

6.2 Key comments from stakeholders
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During the stakeholder consultation processes,
ANSPs noted the discrepancy between the pro-
posed target ranges and the current performance
of the network. Moreover, ANSPs highlighted the
difference between the delay forecast included in
the NOP and the target ranges proposed by the
PRB, with the forecast delay in the NOP being sig-
nificantly higher than the upper bound of the ca-
pacity target ranges. On the other hand, airspace
users noted that the NOP shows where improve-
ments would be necessary, and that it should not
be used as a baseline.

Stakeholders referred to the economic optimum
level of delays, and how a balanced approach
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between cost-efficiency and capacity targets was
required to ensure a feasible combination of tar-
gets.

Some stakeholders commented on how the inter-
dependency between environment and capacity
performance may be affected in certain situations
by measures proposed by the Network Manager
and how increasing capacity may reduce horizon-
tal flight efficiency. They also noted that unex-
pected traffic growth and the increasing volatility
of traffic levels affected the ability of ANSPs to
provide sufficient capacity, especially when cou-
pled with a significant increase in traffic complex-
ity.

Airlines highlighted that past and present under-
performance should not be used to define the am-
bition of the targets and that more pressure is re-
quired to eliminate underperformance from the
network. They commented that the costs associ-
ated with surplus capacity should not be borne by
airlines.

Several comments highlighted the increasing im-
pact and uncertainty of adverse weather and how
the weather allowance included in the capacity
target should take this into consideration. On the
other hand, others suggested that the impact of
weather may be overestimated, as it is not trans-
parent if capacity problems were already present
before the weather impact.

The benefits coming from system implementa-
tions, in general, and from those related function-
alities included in the Common Projects 1 Regula-
tion were also the subject of comment. Some con-
sidered that these benefits may be overestimated
and may take more time to materialise.

Details on the feedback received during the con-
sultation process and the PRB responses can be
found in Annex | of this report.

6.3 Additional evidence available
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Since the publication of the PRB’s advice on the
target ranges for RP4, two additional pieces of ev-
idence became available to the PRB:

e The capacity performance of 2023; and
e OQutcomes from the follow-up discussions
with delay hotspot ANSPs.

The PRB considered data on capacity performance
of 2023 that now covers the full year, although not
including the post-operational adjustments. Delay
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data from 2023 shows that the capacity problems
at the hotspots remain unresolved, and in addi-
tion, delays related to adverse weather increased
compared to previous years. On the positive side,
ANSPs which suffered a significant impact from
the war in Ukraine managed to adapt and improve
their performance compared to 2022.

During the consultation process, the PRB engaged
with ANSPs experiencing significant delays during
the past number of years to gather more infor-
mation on issues related to ATCO recruitment,
training, and rostering. Details are included in An-
nex |ll of this report. Generally, the PRB concluded
that some ANSPs may not be able to fully resolve
the ongoing issues related to the lack of ATCO
staff by the start of RP4. On the other hand, all AN-
SPs who were consulted reported measures to im-
prove capacity and rectify the situation.

6.4 Capacity targets recommendation
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The PRB carefully considered all the comments re-
ceived during the consultation process, and the
additional evidence that became available.

The targets proposed are above the upper bound
of the target ranges advice for the capacity KPA as
a result of the revised calculation for the weather
allowance. The targets remain fully aligned with
the PRB ambitions for RP4.

Historical capacity performance
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Historical performance, including 2023, was sig-
nificantly worse than the upper bound proposed
in the capacity target ranges. The performance of
2022 and 2023 was largely driven by technical is-
sues, industrial action of ATCOs in ANSPs at key lo-
cations, and the aftermath of the COVID-19 pan-
demic, in addition to the well-known issues of
ATCO shortages. Moreover, traffic volatility and
changes in network flows due to geopolitical
events also adversely affected some ANSPs, driv-
ing higher delays.

In 2023 there were 9.075M IFR movements in the
SES area, with the average en route ATFM delay
being 1.84 minutes per flight (before post-ops ad-
justments), 1.34 minutes per flight above the
2023 target. As a comparison, in 2016 the number
of IFR movements was even slightly higher at
9.085M flights but the average en route ATFM de-
lay was less than half of the 2023 figure at 0.87
minutes per flight. In 2012, 2013, and 2014, the
number of IFR movements were between 8.910M
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and 9.080M each year, while average en route
ATFM delay was between 0.54 and 0.63 minutes
per flight.® This shows that even without the tech-
nological development of the past ten years and
the advanced functionalities now available for
controllers, ANSPs were able to manage traffic
with only one-third of the delay of 2023.

As for the currently existing issues of ATCO short-
age and staffing, the follow-up discussions
showed that the resolution of these issues is
within the control of ANSPs. Rather than requiring
fundamental changes to the staff hiring process,
the issues related to delays in the hiring processes.
These issues have been largely known since 2017
(at least), and their root causes lie within the remit
of the ANSP concerned to resolve. It is clear that
COVID-19 pandemic related restrictions had a det-
rimental impact. However, it is important to em-
phasise that these problems existed before the
COVID-19 pandemic, as pointed out in the annual
monitoring reports of the PRB and were within the
power of the ANSPs to resolve.

The PRB concludes that the performance of 2022
and 2023 should not be used as a valid baseline
for the setting of capacity targets for RP4, despite
representing the current operational reality of
some ANSPs. At the same time, the PRB recog-
nises that it will not be possible to resolve all ex-
isting capacity issues before 2027. At this point, it
is not possible to quantify the impact of these is-
sues on Union-wide average en route ATFM delay
targets.

Allowance for adverse weather and non-ATC disrup-
tions
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In the PRB advice on the Union-wide target ranges
for RP4, the PRB proposed to include a weather
allowance in the capacity target ranges calculated
based on historical averages (0.20 and 0.27
minutes per flight for the lower and upper bound).

Following the comments received during the con-
sultation process on the calculation of the allow-
ance related to adverse weather phenomena, the
PRB considered weather-related delays without
including 2020 and 2021 in the dataset.

This alternative calculation yielded a higher short-
term average weather impact, resulting in 0.35
minutes per flight (+0.08 minutes per flight to the
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original figure). Considering the increasing unpre-
dictability of weather phenomena and their im-
pact on capacity performance, the PRB recom-
mends including a weather allowance of 0.35
minutes per flight in the capacity target for each
year of RP4 (i.e. +0.08 higher than the upper
bound of the target ranges). As a reference, the
weather allowance included in the NOP is 0.28
minutes per flight for the years of RP4, which is
0.07 minutes per flight lower than that proposed
by the PRB.

The PRB understands that uncertainty around
weather is increasing, as the occurrence and se-
verity of weather phenomena affecting aviation in
general. At the same time, uncertainty around the
weather can also result in a significantly lower im-
pact on capacity during the following years. In ad-
dition, ANSPs now have access to more advanced
forecasting tools and services and should make
use of this opportunity to improve their planning
and mitigate the impact of weather.

Weather-related delays cannot be excluded from
the capacity target setting as per the regulatory
definition of the key performance indicator on ca-
pacity. However, Member States have the possi-
bility to define incentive schemes which exclude
weather-related delays from the calculation of fi-
nancial bonuses and penalties, thereby protecting
the ANSPs.

Finally, in the PRB advice on the Union-wide target
ranges for RP4, the PRB proposed to include a
non-ATC related disruptions allowance in the ca-
pacity target ranges calculated based on historical
averages (0.01 and 0.03 minutes per flight for the
lower and upper bound). Given the uncertainty of
possible disruptions not under direct control of
ANSPs, the PRB recommends including 0.03
minutes per flight in the capacity target for each
year of RP4 (i.e. upper bound of the target
ranges).

Capacity improvement plans and benefits of CP1 ATM
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functionalities

The comments received from some ANSPs and
Member States concerning the implementation
and benefits of CP1 and other advanced ATM sys-
tem functionalities suggested that the benefits as-
sociated with these measures may be overesti-
mated in the capacity target ranges. The evidence

6 Data is sourced from the data published by Eurocontrol AlU on https://ansperformance.eu.
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collected on the benefits of CP1 in the PRB advice
on the Union-wide target ranges for RP4 showed
that full and timely implementation of the ATM
functionalities would bring ATFM delay savings in
the order of ten million of minutes (compared to
a scenario in which none of the functionalities
were implemented). The PRB is aware that the
current operational scenario is not equivalent to
the theoretical scenario used for the above calcu-
lation since actual benefit can only be measured
after implementation. Accordingly, the CP1 imple-
mentation benefit could not be used as quantita-
tive evidence in the definition of target ranges.

With respect to the comments received on the im-
plementation of capacity improvement measures
by the start of RP4 and the discrepancy between
the target ranges and the NOP delay forecast, the
PRB reiterates that the 2023-2027 edition of the
NOP was prepared before the capacity target
ranges for RP4 (and thus the targets for RP4).
Therefore, the measures and the delay forecast
established based on those measures should not
be used as a baseline for the target setting. Once
the Union-wide capacity targets are set, ANSPs
should devise capacity improvement plans which
contribute adequately to achieving the targets.
This may require additional efforts to be made and
additional measures to be explored by some AN-
SPs, compared to those included in the current
edition of the NOP.

PRB Approach
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As for the target ranges, given the interdepend-
ency between capacity and flight efficiency, the
top priority for the capacity KPA in RP4 is to sup-
port environmental performance in the European
ATM network by eliminating ATFM delays (which
result in aircraft flying longer distances).

The PRB proposes capacity targets calculated as
the sum of the allowance for non-ATC disruptions,
the allowance for weather-related delays, and a
system resilience buffer which allows for minor
delay.

The PRB recommends including 0.03 minutes per
flight for each year of RP4 as an allowance for non-
ATC-related disruptions. The value should be in-
cluded for all years of RP4 given the uncertainty
around possible disruptions not under the direct
control of ANSPs.
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The PRB recommends including 0.35 minutes per
flight for each year of RP4 as an allowance related
to adverse weather. The latest evidence shows an
increased impact of adverse weather on capacity
performance. Thus, the allowance for weather-re-
lated delays has been increased by +0.08 minutes
per flight compared to the target ranges advice.

The system resilience buffer was included in the
capacity target ranges to allow for unforeseen dif-
ficulties and to acknowledge that targeting zero
en route ATFM delay is neither practically feasible
nor economically meaningful. The PRB discussions
with the ANSPs in the delay hotspots of the net-
work indicated that not all capacity issues related
to ATCO shortage and allocation may be resolved
in full before 2027. However, it is not possible to
guantify the impact of this on delay performance,
therefore, the PRB recommends using the upper
bound of the system resilience buffer, equal to 0.2
minutes per flight for the years 2025, 2026, and
2027 to allow for residual delays resulting from
these issues, and equal to 0.1 minutes per flight in
2028 and 2029. While it could be expected that
the benefits of capacity improvement measures
show a more gradual improvement between
2025-2027, the PRB recognises that some im-
provement measures may also create short-term
constraints. As from 2028 onwards, the PRB ex-
pects the ANSPs to have resolved all currently ex-
isting issues, implement new, state-of-the-art sys-
tems, benefit from investments into advanced
ATM functionalities, and therefore further im-
prove capacity performance.

The resulting capacity targets for RP4 recom-
mended by the PRB for each year are shown in Ta-
ble 8 (next page).
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Union-wide capacity targets
Average Delays (min/flight) 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029
Allowance for non-ATC disruption delay 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Allowance for weather related delay 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
System resilience buffer 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.10
Union-wide targets 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.48 0.48

Table 8 — Union-wide capacity targets.
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COST-EFFICIENCY
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of stakeholder comments.

e The RP4 priority for cost-efficiency remains unchanged: Ensure that environment and capacity per-
formance is delivered at an efficient cost.

e The cost base should gradually become more efficient.

e The PRB revised the methodology to estimate the 2024 baseline and 2029 cost base taking account

PRB target ranges proposal

The RP4 priority for the target ranges was to en-
sure that environment and capacity performance
improvements are delivered at an efficient cost.
The achievement of the environment target needs
to be supported by a consistent capacity target
and facilitated by an appropriate cost-efficiency
target. For RP4, in order to further support the de-
livery of the environmental and capacity perfor-
mance, the PRB proposed to recover a share of
the ANSPs’ cost inefficiency, while leaving a pro-
portion for the ANSPs to use to improve opera-
tional performance. The PRB proposed to reduce
between 5% to 10% (i.e. corresponding to 1/3 and
2/3 of the inefficiency identified in Annex 1) of the
inefficiency in the ANSPs’ cost base by the end of
RP4. The PRB considered that additional means
may be needed by some Member States to im-
prove capacity (under certain conditions). While
these costs were not reflected in the target
ranges, they could be allowed on a case-by-case
basis.

The PRB also included the cost for the NSAs as sub-
mitted by the Member States. This enables the
NSA to further improve their effectiveness as local
authorities, especially in respect to the monitoring
of the implementation of recruitment and invest-
ment plans, and of safety, environmental and ca-
pacity performance.

To support the setting of the cost-efficiency target
ranges, the PRB considered three pieces of evi-
dence:

e Evidence 1 — Cost forecast based on Member
States’ submissions;

e FEvidence 2 — Cost forecast based on historical
data. This evidence applies statistical methods
to forecast the costs for each year from 2024
t0 2029; and

e FEvidence 3 — Cost inefficiency estimated by
the academic group. As for RP3, the PRB asked
a group of academics to estimate, through
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benchmarking, the range of ANSP cost ineffi-
ciency observed in the current system.

The RP4 Union-wide target ranges and the 2024
baseline proposed are shown in Table 9.

2024 baseline: 55.61€2022/ 7,198 M€2022

y-o0-y change of determined costs
Year Upper bound Lower bound
2025 -0.7% -3.1%
2026 -0.7% -3.1%
2027 -0.7% -3.1%
2028 -0.7% -3.1%
2029 -0.7% -3.1%

Table 9—RP4 target ranges proposed for cost-efficiency KPA.

7.2 Key comments from stakeholders
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Stakeholders expressed reservations regarding
the methodologies applied for the calculation of
the 2024 baseline. The main comment related to
the overestimation compared to the submissions
by Member States. Comments received also ques-
tioned the baseline methodology for not including
the impact of geopolitical events, such as Russia's
war of aggression against Ukraine.

While most stakeholders agreed with the cost-ef-
ficiency objective, some expressed concerns re-
garding the ambition of the targets and the meth-
odologies implemented in forecasting. Others
commented on the lack of transparency regarding
the methodology for the calculation of local tar-
gets. Stakeholders also expressed concern about
not considering interdependencies between cost-
efficiency and other KPAs. Some comments were
made about the use of a flat recovery of ineffi-
ciency, as it neglected the heterogeneity among
the ANSPs.

Details on the feedback received during the con-
sultation process and the PRB responses can be
found in Annex | of this report.



7.3 Additional evidence available
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One additional evidence, the STATFOR February
2024 forecast, became available after the publica-
tion of the PRB advice on the Union-wide target
ranges for RP4 (which was based on the forecast
from March 2023). The differences in the traffic
forecast have two impacts on cost-efficiency tar-
gets:

e The Union-wide service units forecasted are -
0.4% lower in 2024, and +3.3% higher in 2029;
and

e The average increase in service units from
2024 to 2029 is +2.7%, 0.7 percentage points
higher than previously forecast, therefore in-
creasing the contribution of the traffic evolu-
tion to the achievement of the cost-efficiency
targets.

7.4 Cost-efficiency targets recommendation
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To support the setting of the cost-efficiency tar-
gets, the PRB has taken into consideration the
comments received during the consultation pro-
cesses. As a consequence, the methodology for
the definition of the 2024 baseline values and the
cost forecasts for 2029 has been revised.

The targets proposed are within the target ranges
advice and fully aligned with the PRB ambitions for
RP4.

2024 Baseline values
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As defined by the Regulation, both a Union-wide
baseline value for the determined costs and a Un-
ion-wide baseline value for the determined unit
cost should be defined in respect to the year pre-
ceding the start of the reference period (i.e.
2024). The baseline proposed in the PRB advice on
the Union-wide target ranges for RP4 was based
on an average between four values: (i) Member
States’ submission, (ii) PRB service units based
forecast, (iii) PRB IFR based forecast, and (iv) max-
imum per Member State of (i), (ii), and (iii). The
resulting values were 55.61€,0,, for the 2024 unit
costs, corresponding to 7,198 M<€,02,.

Considering the comments received from stake-
holders, the PRB decided to revise the methodol-
ogy to estimate the baselines. The revised cost
baseline is calculated primarily on the basis of the
Member States' submissions and, for six Member
States, on the PRB cost forecast for 2024. As de-
scribed in Annex | of the PRB advice on the target
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ranges for RP4 (paragraph 210), the Union-wide
aggregation of the Member States’ submissions
for 2024 may be biased. The Member States’ sub-
missions potentially underestimated costs, given
that six Member States did not update the 2024
nominal costs from the RP4 performance plans
while they updated upwards both the service
units forecast and the inflation index. Therefore,
to correct for the potential underestimation for
the six Member States which did not update the
2024 costs, the PRB applied its cost forecast based
on IFR movements. The resulting revised cost
baseline amounts to 7,100M<€,0,2. This approach is
without prejudice to the assessment of the draft
performance plans that will be carried out from
October. The 2024 revised determined unit cost
baseline is calculated by applying the latest avail-
able STATFOR base scenario of February 2024 (i.e.
55.07€,022). The resulting baseline in terms of de-
termined unit costs is -1% lower than then one ad-
vised by the PRB in the target ranges report. The
revised approach reflects the “actual costs availa-
ble for the preceding reference period”, the “lat-
est available cost estimates” and the “traffic vari-
ations and their relation to costs” (Article 9 (4) of
the Regulation).

2029 Cost base forecast
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Considering the comments received by stakehold-
ers, the PRB decided to revise the methodology to
estimate the cost base for 2029 which, together
with the baseline estimation, are the basis for de-
fining the year-on-year change of the RP4 deter-
mined unit costs.

The revised methodology is a combination of the
evidence applied for the definition of the target
ranges. In terms of cost base for 2029, the revised
methodology considers both the States” submis-
sions and the PRB cost forecast based on IFR
movements (i.e. the cost bases used for the upper
and lower bounds of the target ranges). Some of
the stakeholders’ comments challenged the valid-
ity of the PRB cost forecasts. However, as high-
lighted in Annex | of the PRB advice on the Union-
wide target ranges for RP4, the difference in 2029
costs between the PRB forecast and the Member
States’ submissions (7% difference) was largely
due to a small number of Member States (which
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were identified as outliers in terms of cost in-
crease).’

In order to retain the values as submitted by the
Member States and correct for the biases caused
by the few outliers, the revised approach consid-
ers the aggregation of the 2029 costs as submitted
by the Member States where such costs are below
130% of the 2019 baseline values, while using the
PRB cost forecast for the Member States which
submitted cost above 130% of the 2019 baseline
values. The revised 2029 Union-wide costs before
the application of an inefficiency reduction factor
amount to 7,669M€,0,2, +2.7% higher that the PRB
IFR based forecast and -4.4% lower than as sub-
mitted by the Member States. This approach is
without prejudice to the assessment of the draft
performance plans that will be carried out from
October, where local circumstances or deviations
for the cost-efficiency targets will be examined.

Cost base inefficiency
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Based on the results and recommendations of the
academic study (Annex Il of the PRB advice on the
Union-wide target ranges for RP4), the PRB pro-
posed to recover part of the 16% inefficiency iden-
tified in the ANSPs’ cost base by the end of RP4
(i.e. 5% of inefficiency for the upper bound, 10%
for the lower bound).

In line with the PRB ambitions and considering the
target advice for environment and capacity KPAs,
the PRB recommends recovering 5% of the cost
inefficiency identified in the cost base. Starting
from the 2029 Union-wide determined costs de-
fined in the previous section (i.e. 7,669M€0,,) and
applying the 5% inefficiency reduction to the costs
related to the ANSPs, the resulting 2029 deter-
mined costs equal 7,314M#€,0,,. As indicated in the
target ranges report, the cost inefficiency not re-
covered should be used by the ANSPs to improve
operational performance. In monetary values, the
cost inefficiency not recovered amounts to
843M€,02, only considering 2029 (i.e. 11% of
7,669M%£,072).

The resulting determined unit cost for 2029, fac-
toringin a 5% reduction of inefficiency and divided
by STATFOR February 2024 forecast equals
49.60€2022.
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PRB Approach
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7 Paragraphs 202 of the PRB advice on the Union-wide target ranges for RP4.
8 Excluding the service units for flight segments performed as Operational Air Traffic in Germany.

As for the target ranges, the RP4 priority is to en-
sure that environment and capacity performance
improvements are delivered at an efficient cost.
The achievement of the environment target needs
to be supported by a consistent capacity target
and facilitated by an appropriate cost-efficiency
target.

For RP4, to further support the delivery of the en-
vironmental and capacity performances, the PRB
proposes to recover a share of the ANSPs’ cost in-
efficiency. The amount retained by the ANSPs
should be used by the ANSPs to improve opera-
tional performances. As for the target ranges, the
PRB considered that additional means may be
needed by some Member States to improve ca-
pacity (under certain conditions). While these
costs are not reflected in the targets, they could
be allowed on a case-by-case basis.

With respect to the environmental performance,
the PRB strongly advises the Member States to
make use of the possibility provided by the Regu-
lation to set financial incentive schemes for envi-
ronment targets. The PRB remains available to
support Member States during the process.

Finally, as for the target ranges, the PRB proposes
to include NSAs costs as submitted by the Mem-
ber States. This will enable the NSA to further im-
prove their effectiveness as local authorities, es-
pecially in respect to the monitoring of the imple-
mentation of recruitment and investment plans,
and of safety, environmental and capacity perfor-
mances.

The PRB advises to set the year-on-year change of
the average Union-wide determined unit cost as a
constant and equal percentage over the RP4
years. The target should be based on the average
change from the 2024 baseline to the 2029 fore-
cast determined unit costs, where:

e 2024 baseline calculated following the revised
approach considering the Member States’
submissions and the PRB cost forecast, di-
vided by STATFOR February 2024 base fore-
cast (55.07€,02,);% and

e 2029 forecast determined unit costs calcu-
lated following the revised approach
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considering the PRB cost forecast and the
Member States forecast costs, factoring in a
5% reduction of inefficiency for the ANSPs,
and divided by STATFOR February 2024 base
forecast (49.60€2022).°

142 The resulting year-on-year change of the average
Union-wide determined unit cost ranges is -2.1%
(Table 10).

143 The proposed cost-efficiency targets translate
into 36B€,0,2 Of resources over the five years of
reference period, +2B€,02 (+6%) compared to
RP2, and +3B€50,, (+9%) compared to RP3.%° The
available resources should be fully dedicated to
resolving the capacity constraints and to improv-
ing the environmental performance.

Union-wide cost-efficiency targets

2024 baseline 55.07€2022 / 7,100M€2022

y-0-y change of Union-wide determined unit costs 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029

Union-wide target -2.1% -2.1% -2.1% -2.1% -2.1%

Table 10 — Union-wide cost-efficiency targets.

9 Excluding the service units for flight segments performed as Operational Air Traffic in Germany.
10 RP2 values refer to actual costs, RP3 values refer to actual costs from 2020 to 2022 and determined costs for 2023 and 2024.
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COMPARATOR GROUPS

In accordance with point (c) of Article 9 (4) of the
Regulation, together with the adoption of the Un-
ion-wide performance targets for RP4, the Com-
mission should establish the comparator groups
of ANSPs with a similar operational and economic
environment for the purpose of assessing perfor-
mance targets for the cost-efficiency KPA.

ANSPs experience diverse operational environ-
ments due to variations in ownership and govern-
ance, the economic environment, the configura-
tion and size of the airspace they manage, the
traffic they handle, and their operational practices
and staffing levels. While certain factors can be in-
fluenced or managed by ANSPs in some way,
other factors can be beyond their control in the
short term.

During RP3, the PRB received several comments
from stakeholders regarding the necessity to
modify the current comparator groups to consider
the changed economic and operational environ-
ment (e.g. rise of inflation rates, COVID-19 pan-
demic traffic recovery, Russia’s war of aggression
against Ukraine). In order to take into account the
changed environment, the PRB applied a cluster
analysis expanding on the variables previously
used, and updating the values to the latest availa-
ble. The output of the statistical model has been
corrected to avoid biases not fully considered by
the methodology. Annex IV to this report provides
details on the methodology.
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147 The PRB recommends creating six comparator

groups defined as:

e Cluster A: The air navigation service providers
of France, Germany, Spain, and ltaly.

e Cluster B: The air navigation service providers
of Cyprus, Ireland, Malta, and Portugal.

e Cluster C: The air navigation service providers
of Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Hungary, Roma-
nia, Slovakia, and Slovenia.

e Cluster D: The air navigation service providers
of Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
and Poland.

e Cluster E: The air navigation service providers
of Austria, Belgium-Luxembourg, the Nether-
lands, and Switzerland.

e Cluster F: The air navigation service providers
of Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden.



9  ALERT THRESHOLDS

148 In accordance with point (b) of Article 9 (4) of the
Regulation, together with the adoption of the Un-
ion-wide performance targets, the Commission
should establish alert thresholds beyond which
Member States may request a revision of the per-
formance targets contained in performance plans.
The Regulation specifies that these alert thresh-
olds shall be based on:

The deviation of the actual traffic from the
traffic forecast over a given calendar year, ex-
pressed as a percentage of IFR movements;
The deviation of the actual traffic from the
traffic forecast over a given calendar year, ex-
pressed as a percentage of service units; and
The variation of the reference values as a re-
sult of the seasonal updates of the Network
Operations Plan in comparison to the refer-
ence values from the latest version of the Net-
work Operations Plan available at the time of
drawing up the performance plan. This varia-
tion shall be expressed as a percentage of var-
iation or as a fraction of minutes of en route
ATFM delay, depending on the magnitude of
the reference values.
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149 The PRB has analysed the historical data, the ap-
plications for performance plan revision, and the
latest available forecast (Annex V to this report).

150 The PRB recommends to not change the thresh-
old, maintaining them at the levels applied for
RP3:

An alert threshold for percentage variation of
actual IFR movements in relation to the base
forecast at 10%;

An alert threshold for percentage variation of
actual service units in relation to the base
forecast at 10%; and

0.05 minutes of en route ATFM delay if the
reference value from the latest version of the
NOP available at the time of drawing up the
performance plan is less than 0.2 minutes of
en route ATFM delay; or 0.04 minutes of en
route ATFM delay increased by 5% of the ref-
erence value from the latest version of the
NOP available at the time of drawing up the
performance plan if the reference value is
greater than or equal to 0.2 minutes of en
route ATFM delay.
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10 PRB ADVICE ON RP4 TARGETS
Safety
Union-wide safety targets RP4
Management Objectives 2029 maturity levels
Safety culture C
Safety policy and objectives C
Safety risk management D
Safety assurance C
Safety promotion C
Environment
Union-wide environment targets
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029
KEA 2.75% 2.73% 2.71% 2.68% 2.66%
Capacity
Union-wide capacity targets
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029
Average Delays (min/flight) 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.48 0.48
Cost-efficiency
Union-wide cost-efficiency targets
2024 baseline 55.07€2022 / 7,100M€2022
y-0-y change of Union-wide determined unit 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025
costs
Union-wide target -2.1% -2.1% -2.1% -2.1% -2.1%




