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1

INTRODOTION

In accordance with Article 9 (2)tbe Implement-

ing Regulation (EU) 2019/317 (herein referred to
as the Regulation), the Commission shall consult
stakeholdersand other relevant organisations on

the indicativeUnionwidetarget ranges.

The PRB adwcon the Uniorwide target ranges
for RP4was published on 29 September 2023
Stakeholders were subsequently consulted
through an online survefppen from 4 October
2023 to *' December 202Bas well agluringan

event in Brussels held o' 8lovember2023.1n

addition, there were follovwup discussionsvith six

ANSPs andssociated\NSAs within the consulta-

tion process.
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ThisAnnex provides responses tioe comments
received from stakeholdemduring the consulta-
tion process

ThisAnnex to the PRB advio& Unionwide tar-
gets for RP4 consists of the following sections:

1 Section 2highlightsthe results of the online
survey

1 Section 3 outlines the questions and com-
ments received during the stakeholder con-
sultation event of 8 November 2023;

1 Section 4 inclues the position papers re-
ceived.



2 SURVEY

2.1 Overvisv

5

Following the publication of the PRB advice on the

Uniontwide target ranges for RP4 report, the
Commission launched an online surveygadiect
feedback from stakeholders.

The consultation of stakeholdgis part of the pro-
cess leading to the adoption of Uniauide tar-
gets. Theesponses tthe surveyhave beertiaken
into consideration by the PRB advisingon the
RP4 targets

The survey was open from th& @ctober 2023 to
the 1% December 2023 anthe Commissiorre-
ceived a total of 47 responses:

1 24 ANSRéncludingone association

1 Fiveairlines includingtwo associatiorns

T 16 NSA and Member State representatives
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bied

8

3/216

Respondents werasked to indicate whh stake-
holder categorythey identified with from the list
above Thiscategorisatiorwas used by the PRB to
organise the comments receivedring thecon-
sultation process Stakeholdes were provided
with a set of questions for each KPA anavided
with an opportunityto addadditionalcomments.
In some instances, the PRB receiwedtiple re-
sponses from the same stakeholdeortranspar-
ency purposeshese have been indicated with a
number(e.g. 1 or2f ol | owi ng t he
name

The following setions provide thedetailson the
questions posed and the responses receifad
eachof theKPA.

(



2.2 Safety

10

This sectiopresentsallthe questiongrovidedon
the safetyKPAiIncludedin the surveyThis isol-
lowed by table includingall comments receivk
Four questions were asked

1 CQuestion3.1: To what extent do you agree
with the PRB objective @afetyfor RP4?

1 Question3.2: To what extent do you agree
that the methodology and evidence provided
in the PRB report supports the proposed tar-
get ranges inthe key performance area
safety?

1 Question3.3 A: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach?Alignment
Eo®1 and CANSGtandard of Excellence in
Safety Managemeht

1 Question3.3 B To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach(Reflectregula-
tory requirements with the minimum ma-
turity level)

Question 3.1

11

12

Safety remains of paramount importance in RP4.
Thesafety KPAnables to monitor and drie fur-
ther improvements in safety performanoantrol

the impact from widespread changes to ATM
functional systems, anithproveregulatory com-
pliance.In Question 3.1lrespondentsvere asked
“To what extent do you agree with the PRB objec-
tive on safety for RP4?

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

T 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Fiveairlinesincludingthree associations

1 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.

13

14
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Figurel shows the distribution of replieshe ma-
jority of stakeholders41)agreed with the PBRob-
jective on safety for RH33 fully agred and eight
agreed to some extent)Two respondents disa-
greed to some extentWhen analysing the re-
sponses by stakeholder categorl ANSPs
agreed with the PRBbjective for RP419 fully
agreed and two agreed to some extent), while
ANSPdlisagreed to somextent All the other
stakeholders agreed with the PRB objective (14
fully agreed andix agreed to some extent).

35
30

25

20 4
15

Number of replies

10 19
0 2

Fully agree

——

Agree to Disagree to Fully disagree No opinion
some extent some extent

ANSPs Airlines m NSAs & Member States Professional staff representative bodies

Figurel ¢ Number of replies tquestion 3.1 "To what extent
do you agree with the PRB objective on safety for RP47?"
(source: PRB elaboration).

Individual commenteeceivedarelistedin Tablel
(next page)29 out of 47 respondentsmade a
comment on thequestion, out of which:

1 16 ANSPéncludingone association;

1 Fourairlines,includingthree associations;

1 SevenNSA and Member State representa-
tives;and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bied.
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3.1 To what extent do you agree with theBRdpbjective on safety for RP4?

Stakeholder Comment

Airline Regulatory compliance should not just progress, but simply be achieved. We understa

(IATA) this is truly the intention, although this should be achieskdady through regulatory er
forceme n t (penalties, suspension of certi
safety levels is also supported, therefore the targets need to reflect the right level of am
For a European environment, strongly monitored and regulated, supydbedtafest in the
worl d, the targets should be more ambi
most Management Objectives (MOs) already targeted D levels. We propose RP4 tarc
aim to regain the leveks by RP3 targets by mid RP4 (202nd to target D levels for one |
two additional MOs by 2029.

Airline Focus should be on SMS

(ERA)

Airline KPA needs to be cleait is not about accidents per flight it is abduplementation of SMS

(Easyjet)

Airline KPA needs to be cleait is not about accidents per flight it is about implementation of S

(AdB

ANSP We agree that safety in ATM/ANS is paramount and therefore the industry should aim t¢

(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

tain high safety level and improve it whegewnecessary. Therefore in principle ambitic
safety targets, similar to the ones applicable in RP3, can be supported, provided that t
set at realistic level and widely perceived by the industry as achievable so that the indu
commit to achéving them. RP4 targets should also correspond to latest developmeni
current practices. Due consideration should dsaogiven to any additional costs stemmi
from increased safety targets (to be taken into account in theeftistency KPA).

ANSP Safety always remains paramount. ANSPs have a very good record in this regard, as

(ROMATSA) edged by the PRB Monitoring Report 2022. To keep this level of safety aodrésponding
compliance within a more exigent framework, has its cestsdthis will need to be consid
ered in RP4 as an interdependency

ANSP NAV Portugal fully agrees that safety should be at the core of all activities and servic

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

vided by ANSPs. Considering that the new version of the EASA WGZSepp202024) will
update the EoSM Safety Management Questionnaire for ANSPs to a more demanding
bitious one, and that this questionnaire is not yet available, we can only assess the pr
target ranges once the revised EoSM questionnairaitahle. Given the excellent safety re
ord of ANSPs, it seems reasonable to maintainaigets set for RP3 also for the RP4 per
taking into account that these targets will be more ambitious than the previous ones.

sense, it seems reasonabtedtart RP4 one level down to ensure a direct alignment bety
the level of ambition of the two questionnaires.

ANSP EoSM is, at the moment, the best method to monitor Safety and foster improvements i

(ENAV) area. If we really want to achieve #eeobjectives we must avoid the questionnaire expe
too much.

ANSP Safety remains paramount in the aviation industry. ANSP has a very good record in thig

(EANS)

ANSP We fully agree with this philosophy. However, in order to reachattget, important invest-

(DSNA) ments will be needed (both financial and humesource} and there is absolutely no mea
of making these investmengsiority to those needed to reach other RP4 targets (such a
pacity for example). Since Safety KPA only addrélseeSMS and NOT the actual safety ¢
of day to day operations, the investments needed will probably never be considered a
ority.

ANSP Safetyalways remains paramount. Implementation of new technical and operational soli

(BULATSA) shall bemade only when safety is fully guaranteed.

ANSP Safety always remains paramount. ANSPs have a very good record in this regard, as

(CANSO) edged by the PRB Monitoring Report 2022.

ANSP The safety KPA, as defined today and asitisexpat f or RP4, does

(ANS CR) improvements-from our perspective. For those who take part, the driver for safety mar

“

ment i mprovement (not safety perfor mar
in Safety Management (SMS SoE). géréormance scheme SKPIsnly EoSM today are
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always behind the latest SoE version. ANSPs with mature safety management system
wait for the next RP (and next EoSM). On the other hand, EoSMhetpil(trive improve-
ments for) those with less mat safety management. Taking EOSM as a driver for imp
ment is also hard when both SKIPs and the related targets have always (for every R
been set too late with regard to the start of the relevant RP.

ANSP Safety always remains paramouANSPs have a very good record in this regard, as ack
(LFV) edged by the PRB Monitoring Report 2022.

ANSP Lithuanian ANSP's view: Safety remains
(AB Oro Navigacija) The achievements of ANSPs areverysolid t hi s KPA, but we wj|

attention that safety cannot be compromised and it requires constant effort (including
financial- through investments into proper and modern technologies, human resources

ANSP Safety alwaysemains paramount. ANSPs have a very good record in this regard, as a«

(AIRNAV) edged by the PRB Monitoring Report 2022.

ANSP Safety always remains paramount. ANSPs have a very good record in this regard, as

(skeyes) edged by the PRB Monitoring Re2022.

ANSP Safety Performance is already very high. Seeking further improvements to the level of

(Skyguide) while ensuring compliance to more and more regulations might not be realistic in the cul
challenging economic situation.

ANSP Safety is paramount.

(Avior)

ANSP The Danish ANSP supports the incentive to maintain ambitious safety objectives.

(NAVIAIR)

Member State The response is subject to the concrete wording of the revised EOSM questionnaire (

(Germany) available, see alsmain report on page 10).

Member State The principle to improve safety is supported. As there are no details on the new quest

(Netherlands) what they will cover it is not possible to assess the usefulness of the new questionnai

treatment d states that have not met the RP3 level is not logic and in our understandit
justified. Safety is of paramount importance aldstakeholders/states should be treate
equal.

Member State

Spain is fully committed to achieve the maximum jpbssafety objectives. Both ENAIRE |

(Spain) the rest of Spanish organizations involved, will work during this RP4 to maintain the e)
levels of safety obtained during the current reference period.

NSA We agree that safety remains paramount Ri?4. However, PRB proposal does not proy

(France “ranges” but a final explicit target. \
out the final new questionnaire made available to stakeholders. It should also be note
the EoSM KPI isuge heavy and does not help to identify evolutions needed to the SM
mature ANSPs.

NSA The KPA Safety cannot be negatively affected by any activity related to remaining KP/

(Polang

NSA The evolution of the new questionnaire, bringingldtser to the Standard &xcellence pro

(Italy) posed by CANSO, is considered to be appreciable, consistent with the reality and v
organizational and training perspectives of an ATS unit. EOSM is, at the moment, t
method to monitor Safety and fostanprovements in this area. If we really want to achi
these objectives we must avoid the questionnaire expands too much.

NSA We agree with this general objective and therefore would have appreciated more trans|

(Germany) information and considet®sn in regards to interdependencies between all KPAs whicl

not explained, justified or presented in detail. Just briefly mentioned. Also interlinks to C
not shown or analysed in the reports even though new technologies may bear the risk
being sufficiently mature or proven and therefore might risk safety performances.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

We need to be ambitious on the safety, and the targets might be sufficient.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Theargumentation provided in the PRB report is understood and supported neverthele
revised EoSM questionnaire is not available. More ambitious target for safety is importe
proposal to better integrate fatigue risks is interesting and wilbblked at carefully. Prope
consultation needs to be organized to evaluate the consequences of new safety am|
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What is going to be the level of additional resources for safety departments within ANS
essary to comply with new targets? What are tttnsequences on staff rostering? The
guestions will have to be answered after publication of the new questionnaire

Tablel - Comments received on question 3.1.



PRB analysis

15

16

17

18

19

Overall, stakeholders agree with the objectives
upon which PRB and EABroposedthe targets
for RP4, i.e. that safety is paramount and that
safety performance, where possible, should be
improved during RP&akeholdershighlightthat,
although safety levels areat a high levelthey
agree that further immpvements should be
sought.

The commentgo this survey questiomaise two
main issues:

1 Safety Management as KRéd
1 Intermediate RP4 targetnd more demand-
ing RP4 targets

Some stakeholdeemphasised the importance of
clarifyingthat the KPA relatesotthe maturity of
safety managemerdystemsandnot to the rate of
accidents per flightOn the other handother
stakeholdersstated that a KPI related tdRunway
Incursions RI9 and SeparationMinima Infringe-
ments SMI3 could be discussetirates are om-
parable fromMember State to Member State
throughthe use of automated tools.

Onestakeholderargue that ensuring regulatory
compliance as part of the RP4 EafMstionnaire

is inappropriate as compliance with regulatory re-
quirements should be achieveirespectively
Theyargue that targets could be stt be more
demanding. Thetakeholdeisuggested settinip-
termediatetargetsto ensure that RP3 targets are
regained the third year of RP4 (2027) and that fur-
ther improvements are mandated till the end
RP4to reach maturity level D oadditional man-
agement objectives

There were some additional comments on the
cost of safety and that thRP4EoSMquestion-
nairewas not available to support the assessment
of the proposed targets. Both these aspduise
beenaddressed under questidh2

PRB rsponse

20

On the first concern raised regarding the clarity of
the KPA relatintp the maturity of safety manage-
ment, the PRBhotes that theperformanceand
chargingscheme defines thathe safety KPAco-
vers the matuity of safety management, not to
the rate of accidents per flighRates of incidents
are laggingndicators used for performance mon-
itoring to identify trends (positive or negative).

21

22

23

24
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The PRB and EASA would not recomnssiting
targets on occurrence ras even where compara-
ble rates could be established as there would be a
risk that using occurrence rates as targets may af-
fect the level of occurrence reporting and/or the
classification hereof as safety relatgée. would
undermine the reporting culturen Member
States and ANSP$hesetypes ofindicators tend

to reduce safety to accountancy without repre-
senting theexternal and difficult influenceson
safety performanceThe PRB has monitored the
use of automated safety recording toalsd not
much pra@ress has beeabservedover RP2 and
RP3 in the use of such tools. This may be related
to the cost of thé& implementation and usdt
could also beelated to safety culture concerns
and the fact that automatically recorded data can-
not be used without caextual data from the pi-

lot or controller.

On the proposalo implementintermediateRP4
targets the PRB notes that theP4EoSMques-
tionnairewill be more challengindience achiev-
ingthe same level of matity in RP4 as in RP3 will
be more demandingBetween RP2 and RP3, the
EoSMguestionnairealso became more demand-
ing. The levels achieved in one reference period
should not directly be compared to another refer-
ence period as the EoSkKuestionnaire must
evolve with each successive reference period.

In addition, regulatory compliancé.e. the regu-
lated safety minimumshould not be confused
with safety performanceas inthe performance
scheme. Safety performance measurement in this
case is not just measuring the basic lagging indica-
tors, it is setting lgher levels of safety achieve-
ment or preparedness that will bolster the resili-
ence of the organisation against the demands and
pressures of increased levels of performance in
the nonsafety KPAs that are beyond the normal
evolution of the system.

During RR the EoSMjuestionnairewas defined
with five maturity levels (A to Ejhich was re-
duced to 4 (A to D) for RP3 and RfRzhce having

a target for RP2 at level D did not represent the
best achievablenaturity levelunder the EoSM.
For RP4a level Dwill be the best achievable and
setting targets at this level should be done with
careful consideratioriThe PRB considers that the
proposed targets for RP4 do represent an im-
portant improvement compared with RP3 targets.



25

26

AsEoSM targets arasperthe Reguldion, set at 27
the end of RP4ANSPs hee the option to start at

a lower level of maturity for RP4 than thesn
achieve (i.e. disregarding the maturity level
achievedat the end of RP3

All stakeholders agreed that safety is paramount
and that safety pedrmance should, where possi-
ble and reasonab] continue to improveThe PRB
expects thathe ANSPs and NSAs will ensure that
the maturity of thesafety managementsystem

will not degrade irrespective of thegay the ma-
turity is measured. The PRB also expéuat the
ANSPs will consider the actual/planned achieve-
mentsat theend of RP3 against the RP4 EoSM and
use this as starting level for RFPAis will stilena-

ble the organisation to incrementally progress to
the endof-RP4 target and in balance with #h
other KPAsThe PRB will assess for each AISiP
based on the ANSRelfassessment oheir min-
imum maturity levels for Rp3where the ANSP
should start RP4 and use this expected level when
assessing thBRP4draft performanceplans.
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Where the rexgion of the EoSh4 fullycoveredoy
regulatory requirements, which already should be
complied with by the ANSP, the PRBxpecing
that compliance is achieveat the beginning of
RP4.



Question 3.2

28

29

30

To ensure safety levels are retained and where
possille improved, targets need to be set to en-
sure continued improvements of safeperfor-
mance.Iln Question 3.2respondentsvere asked
“To what extent do you agree that the methodol-
ogy and argumentation provided in the PRB report
supports the proposed targét the key perfor-
mance area of safedy”

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsdncludingone association

9 Fiveairlines includingthree associations

1 14 NSA and Member State representatives
and

1 Twoprofessional staffepresentative boes.

Figure2 shows the distribution of replieB total,

22 stakeholdes agreedhat the methodology and
argumentation provided in the PRB report sup-
ports the proposed targetin the key perfor-
mance area of gaty (10 fully agreed and 12
agreed to some extentyvhile19 respondents dis-
agreed 4 disagreed to some extent afide fully
disagreed).When analysing the responses by
stakeholdercategory the majority of ANSRisa-
greed whileall airlines andhe maprity of NSA
and Member State representativegrreed One
professional staff representatibody agreed that
the methodology and argumentation provided
supportsthe proposed target.
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Figure2cb dzy o SNJ 2 ¥ NXB LJ AoSvhat d@ktént v dzS
do you agree that thmethodologyand argumentation pro-

vided in the PRB report supports the proposed target in the
keyperformancd NB | 2 F(soarte TPRE @akaration).

31 Individual comments aréisted in Table2 (next
page) 30out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 20 ANSPé#ncludingone association;
i Twoairlines,includingtwo associatios, and
1 EightNSA andember State representatives
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3.2 To what extent do you agree thaetimethodology and argumentation provided in the PRB report supports

proposed target in the key performance area of safety?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

IATA agrees that targets should not fall below previously achieved levels. Achievidgrie
some additional MOs, should be possible, as it has been in RP2 and RP3 for many AN
IATA applauds that theuestionnaire itself increases ambition, we believe that targeting
level C in most MOs, when in RP2 most targeted a D, is gatdabBistent with the objectivi
of setting progressively stretching but achievable targets. The PRB monitoring repori
and 2022 indicate that recovery to previous EoSM levels was achievable in less than fi
for many (16/36 ANSPs already achital the targets in 2022, 27 reached a minimum (
in all MOs. In Annex |, Table 2 shows that some ANSPs could dekset B or even A level
which raises concern. Are B levels reflective of the present safety level in Europe?

Airline
(ERA)

SupportRP4 targets that should aim to regain the level set by the target in RP3 targe
reference period.

ANSP
(FABEC)

The availability of the revised EoSM questionnaire is scheduled for "late 2023" (Repo
33). Consequently, the detailed requiremefasachieving the proposed maturity levels a
the challenges associated with meeting the additional requirements of the new areas
far still unknown. Without this information, it becomes impossible to comprehend the
posed targets (EoSM maturigvels). We therefore can only provide our assessment o'
proposed targets upon availability of the finalized Eobktionnaire. To keep the currel
high level of safety does require measures that come at a cost, which are likely to ir
when considring e.g. more ambitious targets, compliance with (EU) regulation 2017/37:
Occurrence and change management), etc.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

While striving to achieve and maintain the agreed safety levels, targets set ie#hisge to
be realistic and achievable. This element can be assessed using new EoSM question!
guidance once they are made available (these are not available yet). Situation when m
bitious targets are set without knowing what the exact leuvtel i achieved (what element
need to be ensured to reach the target level) should not take place. Therefore final
target setting for the safety KPA for RP4 shitaltd place based on review of the new qu
tionnaire and maturity levels defined themeNevertheless, it is important to verify the feg
bility of using EASA threats listed in the European Aviation Safety Plan (EPAS) and re
levels, as well as national safety programs and plans and national SPIs in this case. (
risks andrends in identified risk areas would indeed be the tangible safety indicator.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

We should bear in mind that maintaining high safety levels and the corresponding rei
compliance has its cost s.—whenmiafficinceaseslarel be
comes denser, there are I|likely to be n
questionnaire which contains more difficult questiemmaore effort needed (law of diminisk
ing returns) ¢ The neehe ttoarhgestes mor @o mMfE
2017/373 since it entered into force in 2020, with diffgreosts between Member States. /
this will need to be considered in RP4 as an interdependency and guidelines should
vided.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.B.E

The proposals lack sufficient justification or substance as to how operational stakehold
be able to meet the targets. While the existence of interdependencies between the fo
performance areas is recognised, it is not clear how the interdtpeies between the pro
posed (ranges of) KPIs will be assessed and reflected. For example, it should be borns
that maintaining a high level of safety and compliance may have a direct impact on tt
side. This may be due to the new EoSM questive, which has a higher level of ambiti
than the previous one, and/or the increased level of compliance with Regulation 201
which may require more resources at the organisational level. All this will need to be ¢
ered as interdependenciesrf&P4.

ANSP
(LVNL)

The (detailed) requirements for achieving the proposed maturity levels and the challen
sociated with meeting the additional requirements of the new areas are still unknown.
out this information, it becomes impossible to compreti the proposed targets (EoSM nr
turity levels). Conducting a consultation on the proposed targets without access to the
tionnaire is not feasible.

ANSP
(ENAV)

It should be borne in mind that maintaining high safety levels and the correspondirmgde
compliance has its costs. -—Whensafficiacreasdsean
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becomes denser, there are I|Iikely to be
ity of air traffic management also increases overruns and the tmsftectively manage the
entire SMS (e.g. Change Management) in

tains more difficult questionsmore effort needed law f di mi ni shi ng r
have more people (Safety Specialist/Actors)torhelete t ar get s e« The
Regulation 2017/373, entered into force in 2020, is naturally growing with growing NS
pectation and with different costs between Member States. All this will need to be cons
in RP4 as an interdependendyill PRB provide guidelines on this?

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

Continued safety improvement iecessary, but the cost (resources) associated have 1
proportionate /reasonable.

ANSP
(EANS)

Continued improvements of safety performance has its costs.

ANSP
(DNA)

The only target (EoSM) covers the SMS maturity but fails to highligtaféig level of day tc
day operations. It also fails to reflect the risk exposure. The resources required to answe
guestionnaire are disproportionate and it could be moseful to spend some of these r
sources to measure the level of safety of operations.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Maintaining high safety levels and the corresponding required compliance is accom
with its costs. In order to meet higher safety requirements argkta, there will be a need ¢
additional highly qualified staff. All this will need to be considered in RP4 as an interd
ency.

ANSP
(CANSO)

It should be borne in mind that maintaining high safety levels and the corresponding re
compliance ha@ts costs. This can be due tdnvestigations- when traffic increases and b
comes denser, there are likely to be more occurrences to be investigatkd.new EoSN
questionnaire which contains additional, more demanding questiongre effort needed
The need to have additional resources, including people, to meet the tarGetmpliance
with Regulation 2017/373 since it entered into forc@20, with different costs betwee
Member States: The high pace of EASA regulation development, whichesr@atonstani
challenge to meet relevant compliance. The resources needed to analyze, administri
implement such compliance will eventually be in contrast to the constant requireme!
improved effectiveness. All this will need to be considere®#haR an interdependency wi
analysis of impact on caesfficiency targets. Will PRB provide guidelines on this?

ANSP
(ANS CR)

Neither PRB, nor EASA has ever measur e
these (which is considered good armect). Any target regarding safety levels would leay
unwantedbehaviour (e.g. changes in occurrence classification to meet the targets etc.)
ing to less information about safety and damaging safety culture. Please note that bc
and EoSMara ot ab o u-tt h“es dfoectuys” i s on “safety

ANSP
(LFV)

It should be borne in mind that maintaining high safety levels and the corresponding re
compliance has its costs. This can be dueltovestigations- when traffic increases artak-

comes denser, there are likely to be more occurrences to be investigatbd.new EoSN
questionnaire which contains additional, more demanding questiongre effort needed

The need to have additional resources, including people, to meet the sarGempliance
with Regulation 2017/373 since it entered into forc@20, with different costs betwee
Member States: The high pace of EASA regulation development, which creates a co
challenge to meet relevant compliance. The resources needaddlyze, administrate an
implement such compliance will eventually be in contrast to the constant requiremel
improved effectiveness. All this will need to be considered in RP4 as an interdepender
analysis of impact on cesfficiency targetswill PRB provide guidelines on this?

ANSP
(AVINOR)

Maintaining the high level of safety can be a source of increased cost and should be tal
account when considering interdependencies.

ANSP

(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuani an ANS Rrlies reachirg high safety standaads @ods net come f
granted, therefore requires constant focus, investments and consideration of various {
like traffic increase, new requirements (set in EOSM questionnaire), the need of adc
humanresour@s to ensurdulfiiment of all the requirements, etc. It is important to be al
to manage these interdependencies in clear and measurable way.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

AirNav Ireland will prioritise safety irrespective of the safety target setting process ovi
by the PRB.
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ANSP
(skeyes)

It should be borne in mind thataintaining high safety levels and the corresponding reqt
compliance has its costs. This can be due to:

. Investigations- when traffic increases and becomes denser, there are likely {
more occurrences to be investigated.

. The new EoSM questionnaire which contains more difficult questiore effort
needed (law of diminishing returns)

. The need to have more people to meet the targets

. Compliance with Regulation 2017/373 since ieesd into force in 2020, with differ
ent costs between Member States.

All this will need to be considered in RP4 as an interdependency. Furthetinecaeailability
of the revised EoSM questionnaire is only scheduled for ""late 2023"" (Report, iteror83
sequently, the detailed requirements for achieving the proposed maturity levels and the
lenges associated with meeting the additional requirements of the new areas rema
known.

ANSP
(DFS)

In principle, we agree with the methodology and argumgoradescribed by PRB. Howev,
it should be respected, that the revision of the RP4 EoSM questionnaire (see questiol
currently (as of mig@ct 23) only just being prepared.

A reasonable assessment of the suitability of the proposed target falles “ D" ,
only be made once the actual requirements for the maturity levels have been determi
the revised RP4 questionnaire.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

The availability of the reviséebSM questionnaire is scheduled for "late 2023" (Report,
33). Consequently, the detailed requirements for achieving the proposed maturity leve
the challenges associated with meeting the additional requirements of the new areas
far still unknown. Without this information, it is impossible to comprettbedgroposed tar-
gets (EoSM maturity levels). We can therefore only provide our assessment of the pr
targets upon availability of the finalised EoSM questionnaire.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP awaits the determination of requirements for repomimchievement o
the objectives. This is in order to be able to estimate the potential for improvement of
safety, and additional resource needs to meet the reporting requirements.

Member State
(Netherlands)

The evidence presented does not sugghbis particular conclusion. The crucial part to me
taining safety is to always incorporate it in analysis of changes to the system. The inte
with the other three key performance areas, particularly the changes stemming from th
what will ersure maintained and improved safety.

Member State
(Spain)

Spain agrees that safety improvement is necessary, but it must be associated to spec
nomic resources.

NSA
(Cyprus)

Airtraffic is forecast to increase and therefore the "pressure” to aetiee delay targets wi
also increase. This could potentially have safety implications. It is necessary to est
meaningful association between the different areas: Example "number of safety occur
associated with traffic overloads (i.e. wheeclared capacity was exceeded or "% of ci
allocated to the increase of ATC sectors"). In addition, it should be noted that safety sl
be compromised through implementation oEturdficiently proven and insufficiently matu
technologies and operanal solutions. Therefore, it would be beneficial to receive additi
explanations from PRB whether f all factored in CP1 benefits have been analysed cor
the impact on safety.

NSA
(Francé

As said above, the first methodological flaw is theeabe of the revised EoOSM questionne
which does not help to assess the proposed methodology. This is also an issue beca
topics such as fatigue risk management were not covered in RP3 questionnaire. The |
sumption to adapt the final 2024 gets reached by all ANSPs by one level in 2025 is no
ported and considered tosimplistic and make the comparison between RP3 and RP4
viewed cautiously; in addition, it does not capture diferes in SMS maturity levels at lo
levels for diffeent ANSPs which will be ranked at the same level. Defining targets helps
ing ANSPs to be in a mindset which drives safety improvement. Nevertheless, currer
gets are only associated to EOSM but not to KPIs like Rls & SMIs. There could boabr,
ing about defining targets for those KPIs, but first, they should be comparable from oni
to another (i.e. use automatic tools to detect SMIs for example)

NSA
(Poland

The progress should be in line with the previous RPs achievements. ditisraofrimportance
to use during RP4 methods of assessment and indicators comparable to the previous |
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NSA
(ENAC)

It should be borne in mind that maintaining high safewgls and the corresponding requirt
compliance has its costs. This cardbe to: Investigations when traffic increases and b
comes denser, there are likely to be more occurrences to be investigated; as the con
of air traffic management also increases overruns and the costs to effectively manage
tire SMS increasé&he new EoSM questionnaire which contains more difficult questic
more effort needed (law of diminishing returns); The need to have more people (Safe!
cialist/Actors) to met the targets; The level of compliance with Regulation 2017/373. A
need to be considered in RP4 as an interdependency. We hope PRB will provide guid
this. We also believe that the costs that achieving a higher level of safety required shi
evaluated. These costs should be, at least in part, not counted tottieactual costs. Thi
approach would encourage investment in safety.

NSA
(Switzerland)

As a general comment, FOCA welcomes the future application of a revised EoSM as th
guestionnaire has shown its limitations. However, at this point in iine difficult to asses
the effects of the revised questionnaire, which will be made available only by the end o
Therefore, it is not possible to comment ondtsitent and on the safety objectives in det
itself. It will be key to learn as@oas feasible about the detailed requirements for achie
the proposed safety Management Objectives, their maturity levels and the challenges
ated with meeting them.

NSA (Germany)

It is not clear why there are targets and no ranges provided.

Inthe main report it is stated that the revised EOSM questionnaire will be available late
Therefore, for the time being it is not possible to get an opinion on the requirements fi
maturity levels without knowing the new questionnaire and its ANMC/Gshould be men:
tioned in advance that proceeding of EASA in preparing and creating the questionnair
satisfactory, as instead of opening for the matter for discussion with all relevant stakel
and member states, EASA picked participtortthe working group. Only in a very late sta
the questionnaire was distributed for comments, when general orientation and setup h
ready been decided. In the main report in No 35 PRB makes an interpretation with no
argumentation. Maybe the taefs were not too unambitious but rather ANSPs focused
very good performancén the main report in No 44 PRB is stating that an ANSP is assul
start RP4 one level lower than when ending RP3. The impact of this general assumn
unclear. Eve worse, the way we understand it, ANSPs not achieving the targets for R
Management Objectives other than safety risk management would start RP4 with the
maturity level. This blurs the picture of ANSPs performances. The approach is not [
judtified and cannot be supported. Moreover, it is considered over simplistic. It punis
good performance towards the end of RP3 in regards to targets of RP4 while gratifyir
performance in RP&part from this, our experts would be happy to de&sshow SAF can b
promoted without major duplication of efforts between the implementing regulations
2017/373 and (EU) 2019/317.

Table2 - Comments received on question 3.2.



PRB analysis

32

33

34

35

36

37

There was mixed feedback frontakeholdes:
Some agre@ngto the approach, while othedis-
agreeing

Comments were raised on the following topics

1 EoSMquestionnairenot being available to
support assessmermf the RP4proposedtar-
gets

I Translation of maturity levels between RP3
and RP4

1 Degradng maturity levels

1 Interdependenizs(mainly cost).

Most stakeholdersarguad that since the RP4
EoSMguestionnairewas not available was not
possible to assess the proposed targets and con-
sequences in particular on their realism and
achievement These mkeholders also notkthat
improvement of safety and ensuring regulatory
requirements comes with a cost, which needs to
be taken into consideration for the target setting.
Stakeholdesfurther arguel that how the interde-
pendency with targets proposed fother KPAs
have been considered is uncleparticularlythe
impact oncost-efficiency.

Additionally, comments were raisethat the
method used by the PRB to translate maturity lev-
els betweenthe RP3 and RP4 EoSM question-
naires was too simplisticSomeargued that his
could potentially blur the picture of ANSparfor-
mances and could be seen as punishing a good
performance towards the end of RP3 while grati-
fying poor performance in RPBhisis related to
the comments thathe translationcould be seen
asreducing the requirementsStakeholdersug-
gestedseting intermediate targets to ensure AN-
SPs regain RP3 levdigingRP4 and reach more
demanding levels end of RP4.

Some stakeholders noted that the maturity
achieved during RP3 should not be allowedeo
grade because a revised Eoghestionnaireis
being introduced.

Finally, sveralstakeholders argukthat the PRB
did not clearly explain how thaterdependency
between the KPAs have been used to define tar-
gets for safety.
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PRB rgoonse

38

39

40

The PRBProvided its response on the degrading
maturity levelsin a previousreply. It is not ex-
pected that ANSPs and NSAsdeitirade thema-
turity of the safety management as this would be
detrimental to the objective that all stakeholders
agree to(i.e.safety is paamount and should con-
tinue to improve.

While recogniéng that the RP4EoSMquestion-
nairewas not availablgetfors t a k e hoorl- d e r
sultation the ANSPs should, in general, be familiar
with the CANSO SoE as this was developed by AN-
SPs under the CANSO feamork. ANSPshould

also be familiar with European standards in the
different areas of the EoShguestionnaireand
should have a good basis whichto give a quali-

fied view on the proposed targefwith the nec-
essary reservation against the final wordifges
quirements andhe supporting guidace). Finally,
ANSPs and NSAsre part of the EASAS(K)PI
drafting group drafting the RP4 EoSjdestion-
naireand have been able to influence the scope of
the requirementsand theguidancematerial

A draft RPEoSMguestionnairewas provided, as
planned, to the Commission in December 2023.
Thisversioncovered all the five management ob-
jectives and therelated guidelines. The EASA
S(K)PI drafting group (involving ANSPs, NSAs, and
social partner organisationgyovided a revised
draft EoSMquestionnairefor the EASA managed
stakeholder consultation. This gave ghakehold-
ers the option to consider the revisedaft RP4
EoSMguestionnaireagainst the proposed targets
andto raise any concerns. As part of the disposi-
tion of the staleholder comments, EASANsid-
ered the comments and amended thevised
draft RP4EoSMquestionnairgif comments were
agreed.In this regard, he PRB and EASAvea
used the outcome of thEASAtakeholder consul-
tation and the final RP4 EoSjMestionnairefor

the target setting for RP4 and reconsidered the
proposed targetswhere needed The final RP4
EoSMguestionnaireand associateduidance be-
came available imarly March2024before the fi-

nal targetsfor RP4are to beagreed



41

42

43

44

The PRBacceptsthat the translatiorwassimple,

but it was done to provide a view of the minimum
maturity level ANSPs would start at when applying
the RP4EoSMjuestionnaire The translationaye

a view of how much more demanding thees-
tionnairewas assessed to be.

Comparing performance across reference periods
should be done with caution as the EoSM evolves
with each successive reference period, reflecting
the dynamic nature of the system. Each reference
period should be viewed separatélye PRB does
not support theview that a translation of the ma-
turity levels would punish good performance or al-
low poor performanceAll ANSPsare measurel
against the same SMS requiremeffitsth in RP3
and in RPgand have to reach the targeted ma-
turity levels as measured usingetihespective
EoSMsThe SMS requirements are tfiee EOSM
management objectives appearing in the related 45
reference period implementing regulation. These
objectives remain stabbcross reference periods,
whilethe requirementssupporting each objective
evolve. This practice is mirrored ingustry stake-
holders.

As targets for a reference period are set for the

last year of the period, ANSPs could theoretically
proposea lower level of maturity than what they
actually achieved during RB8gan ANSP could
theoreticallyproposestarting at level A for RP4

even though they achieved level D in RP3 for the 46
same management objectivelhis couldequally

be done for management objectives where the
EoSM requirements have not changed between
RP3 and RP4. The optiorseta degraded perfor-
mance exists irrespective of revising the EoSM and
irrespective of any translation doastargets are

not defined annually

47

ANSP#hat do not reach RP3 targets at the end of
RP3 will have an even more demanding challenge
during RP4s they will have to implement those
improvements not implemented during RP3 in ad-
dition to the additional improvements required
during RP4. This should be an encouragement to
the ANSPs to do their utmost to reach the targets
rather thanroll-over effortto the next reference
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period. ANSPs perfoingwell in RP3 and exceed-
ing the RP3 targetsnay see their maturity level
reduced when starting RP4 duerhore demand-

ing EoSM requirements, but these ANSPs will have
less effort to improve their maturity levehere-
fore, the scheme will benefit good performers
during RP3Any degradation may be viewed as a
perception and not the actual situation. It is in-
cumbent on both ANSPs and NSAs to manage this
perception.As noted under question 3.1, the PRB
expects thatthe maturity of the ANSPs safety
management systens robust enougtto not de-
grade performancebetween RP3 and RP4. The
PRBis expectng the ANSPsthe NSAsand the
Member Statedo ensure that theperformance
plans correctly reflect the actual level tA&SPs
can achieve when using tiRP4EoSMquestion-
nairebased on theifinal RP3performance.

The PRB recognises that ensuring a continued high
level ofsafety has a cost for the ANSRich
could increase for RPfhe PRB considers thhae

cost to susin the current level of safety and per-
formance is already included in the ANSP cost
base.Moreover, he PRB considers thiie addi-
tional effortrequiredto ensure a safe introduction

of changes to the ANSPs ATM functional systems,
introduction of airspae changes, etcwill be in-
cluded in the ANSP cost baard assessed as part

of the costefficiency KPA

The PRB recognises thathere the RP4EoSM
guestionnaireis more demanding than the cur-
rent one, some additional cost may liereseen.
However, sucltoss are negligibleompared to
the magnitude of thecost base

Finally interdependencies have been consetgr
from the view of how potential developments in
the other three KPAs could affect safety and how
the safety KPA could be used to protect agaam
impact on safety margins. This has beehieved
through the revision of the EoSM adoptangore
modern approach to safety management, reflect-
ing current regulatory requirementand setting
targets at a level of maturity ensog improve-
ments implenentation.
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Question 3.3 30
25
48 The PRB and EASA propose the Eq$dtion- g -
naireto be aligned with the CANSO Standard of S
ExcellencgSoE)in Safety Management (CANSO g .,
SoE, revision February 2023) to reflect more mod- 5 . = -
ern safety management approaches and adoid o ! 3 H
plication of effort.In Question 3_3respondent3 Fullyagree  Agreeto  Disagreeto Fully disagree No opinion
. some extent some extent
werea s k €odvhdt extent do you agree with the ANSPs m Airlines ® NSAs & Member States = Professional staff representative bodies
proposed approachi? Figure3 ¢ Number of replies to Question 3% ¢ 2 éxK | {
. . tent do you agree with the proposed approa(BRNSO SoE
49 44 ouft 01;] 4_17hrespondents replied to the questipn alignmen)é (source: PRB elaboration).
out of whic

51 Individualcomments are found ifable3 (next
page) 17 out of 47 respondentsnade a comment
on the question, oudf which:

1 23 ANSPdncludingone association;
9 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;
I 14 NSA and Member State representatives

and 1 NineANSPsncludingone association;
f Twoprofessional staff representative bodies. f Oneairline associationand
. o _ 1 SevenNSA and Member State representa-
50 Figure3 showsthe distribution of the repliesthe tives

majority of stakeholders33) agreed with th@ro-
posed aproach(27 fully agreed and six agreed to
some extent), while two respondents disagreed to
some extentWhen analysing the responses by
stakeholder categorn20 ANSPs agreed with the
proposed approach, while one disagregtl. NSA
and Member State represaativesagreed while
one airline agreed to some exterdand one disa-
greed to some extenOne profesiond staff rep-
resentativebody fullyagreed with the proposed
approach.
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3.3To what extent do you agree with the proposed approd€HNSO SoE alignment)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

Recurreny it seems that the EoSM questionnaire changes based on CANSO modifice
SoE. The measuring tool and targets are, therefore, to a great extent boft@nd ANSP
driven. I't would make more sense to de
regulatory tools (e.g the questionnaire) rather than the other way round. Also, from or
erence period to another we should avoid additional requirements making ANSPs fall b
level from no matter what level they have. It might be senifalethisonly happens with the
highest levels (D, E), to avoid giving the impression that Europe falls back in safety tc
and it is permanently challenging to reach a C. As per Annex | paragraph 29 EASA will
to “avoid unrealriesmeinctasl”l ya nodn eardoaupst rtehgeur
supports the airlines’” view that it sh
by 2029

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

Actionsaimed at streamlining processes used urtierPerformance Scheme with those ¢
veloped and validated by the industry are welcome as they also support avoiding dup
of effort at the ANSPs’ side. RP4 targ
current practices

ANSP We would like to draw your attention to the importance of providing air navigation se

(Port Lotntzy Byd- providers affected by the safety performance targets with specific information rege

goszcz S.A) planned changes to the structure of the EoOSM surveighit the basis for assessing the ley
of safety provided. Without this, it is impossible to properly refer to the proposed ley
objectives for the fourth reference period, because it is not known what level of securit|
will actually define

ANSP Aligning with CANSO SoE helps to avoid duplication of effort. The stated largely consisi

(LVNL) SoE remains an unknown entity since there is no concept PRB EOSM.

ANSP We should prevent the questionnaire expands too much. AlignedwithS d o e s n

(ENAV) have to transform the SoE scale (from A to E) into &&VEone (from A to D) and therel
importing unsustainable goals and/or taking advantage to expand the questionnaire-t
direct related safety areas such as quality or qualititeu

ANSP Fully agree to align both questionnaires. However, the target for performance plan \

(DSNA) difficult to reach if level E SoE questions are set to reach level D in EoOSMjuEstMinaire
should be supported by the same tool as SoB\w¢PApps)

ANSP Unfortunately, based on available information (via CANSO), EoSM will not be fully aligr

(ANS CR) CANSO SoE. When it is only “largely <cag
differences and find and justify alktilifferent answers. Moreover, the related processes
very different—which necessarily creates additional effort. CANSO SoE answers are vi
and moderated by EUROCONTROL and CANSO, and the results are influenced by tf
ation. | moE@®3Mt otrts€ ffarentkno®@lddge andilimited adcess to ga
/best practices as shared within EUROCONTROL and CANSO moderators/members

ANSP Lithuanian ANSP's view: 't brings doshef

(AB Oro Navigacija)

different sources.

ANSP

As the content of the new EoSM hasn't been released yet, it is not possible to judge h¢

(Skyguide) sistent it will be with the SoE.
ANSP Naviair awaits the determination of requirements for reporting driea@ment of the objec
(NAVIAIR) tives. This is in order to be able to estimate the potential for improvement of flight safet|

additional resource needs to meet the reporting requirements

Member State

The response is subject to the concrete wordinthefrevised EoSM questionnaire (not y

(Germany) available, see also main report on page 10).

Member State Alignment with CANSO standards is supported. If this will be the case cannot be col
(Netherlands) from the report as no details on the PRB EoSMéngi

NSA Having a unified questionnaire for EoSM and CANSO Standard of Excellence in Safety
(Francé ment would avoid duplication of efforts aimtonsistencies in the assessment of SMS mat

levels.

NSA Changes concerning many aspeat the air navigation service providers functioning suc
(Poland the human factor, cybersecurity and changes in legislation (for example implementing

lation 2017/373) fully justify plans of verification and update the EoSM question
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Additionally suclupdate should also take into account the interdependencies between ¢
eas of the performance system. The updated/verified questionnaire will increase the
for achieving a Safety targets in RP4

NSA
(Italy)

We should prevent the questionnairepea nds t oo much. Aligne
have to transform the SoE scale (from A to E) into the EOSM one (from A to D) and
importing unsustainable goals and/or taking advantage to expand the questionnaire-t
direct related safety areamich as quality or quality audits

NSA
(Switzerland)

FOCA supports the future alignment with the CANSO SoE. We positively take nogigni-t|
ment of the scoring mechanism with the EASA Management Assessment Tool, whicl
the comparison of the redts reported via the EOSM questionnaire. This is an importani
ment as currently national interpretations of the EoSM lead to discrepancies in the <
among ANSPs.

NSA
(Germany)

Due to the missing questionnaire there is no possibility to get i@mop In the main report il
is stated that the revisedoBEM questionnaire will be available late 2023. Therefore, for
time being it isnot possible to get an opinion on the requirements for the maturity le
without knowing the new questionnaire aitd AMC/GM. How will PRB solve this lack o
formation and period of time missing for the proper evaluation of the safety target (rant

Table3 - Comments received on question 8.3



PRB analysis

52

53

54

55

All stakeholders are in genesaipportive of align-
ing the RP4 EoSHNuestionnairewith the latest
CANSO SoE, howevaifewstakeholders also re-
iteratedthat it is difficult to asseggiven thatRP4
EoSMguestionnaire wagot available. A few res-
ervations have been raised covering:

1 Tooextensive EOSM questionnagire

1 RP3 and RP4 maturity levels

1 Diversion away from the CANSO SoE and dis-
parity of NSA capabilitieand

1 EoSMguestionnairenot available to support
assessmentf RP4 targets.

Stakeholdersrguedthat the RP4EoSMyuestion-
naire when combining the CANSO SoE with the
RP3 EoSMuestionnairemay become too exten-
sive (over and above whet¢asonably should be
required).

Comments wergaised about the fact that the
EoSMguestionnaireoperates with fourmaturity
levels(scale from A t®) while the CANSO SoE op-
erates with five maturity levels (scale from A to E)
and the potential that CANSO level E require-
ments in the EoSiquestionnairewill be allocated

to maturity level D and give overly demanding re-
guirements.

Somestakeholdersalsocommentedthat the RP4
EoSMyuestionnairewill differ too much from the
CANSO Soihd that the benefit of aligning the
two being able to raise replies developed for the
CANSO SoE will be reduced or disapféds.was
complemented by additional commengsating
that, while the replies to the CANSO SoE is as-
sessed by tocontrol and CANSO (moderates),
the EoSMyuestionnairds assessed by NSAs with
different knowledge and different awareness of
good/best practices. Hengan increasinglispar-
ity between theCANSO SoE and tR€4E0SM
guestionnairemay affect the level of verification
of the EOSM.

56
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Finally, dew stakeholdersddressedhe unavail-
ability of theRP4EoSMyuestionnaire

PRB rgoonse

57

58

On the extensivand revisedcoSM questionnaire,

the PRB notethat, in general, the CANSO SoE ad-
dresses at least the same aspects as the RP3 EoSM
guestionnaire From this perspective the RP4
EoSMguestionnairewould not become more ex-
tensive than the CANSO SoE. The CANSO SoE doe
not necessarily fully address Eurapestandards

and requirements may have been added (or in
most cases revised) to reflect these standards
which could lead to more requirements associ-
ated with a levelOn theother hand, some&CANSO

SoE requirementa/ere found not to be needed

for the RP4EASM questionnairehenceremoved.
Overall, the PRB considers that tR®4EoSM
gquestionnaire is not more extensive than the
CANSO SoE.

It is correct that theRP4EoSMquestionnaireop-
erates with four maturity levels (A to D) while the
CANSO SoE operates witle levels. As a general
principle, when developing the revised EoSM
guestionnaire requirements for a particular ma-
turity level in CANSO Saie retainedat the same
level Requirements in the CANSO SoE at level E
were in generahot retained in the EA® ques-
tionnairesincea best practices levelould not be
consistent with the methodology of the perfor-
mance scheme.

Regarding theliversion from the CANSO Stite

PRB notes that the use of the CANSO SoE is volun-
tary. Thus for a particular ANSP, there ynbe or

not verified replies to the CANSO SdBreover,
some ANSPs are not necessarily familidlr the
CANSO SoE and hence would not benefit lom
alignment and would not have a moderated as-
sessment of the SoE achievements.
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60 The CANSO SoE is not reszgily reflecting Euro- 61 The PRB and EASA responstheravailability of
pean standards anid not reflecting the improve- the RPZEoSMjuestionnairehasbeen providedn
ments the RB and EASA wish to ensure during Question 3.2.
RP4.Thus there is a difference between the
CANSO SoE and the EagMstionnaireto sup-
port suchintentions. Neverthelesgshe same or
simiar justification and evidence will bequired
for both the CANSO SoE and the EoB8bstion-
naire Therefore, tiis expected that the verifica-
tion process may be more rigorous than that per-
formed by CANSO/Eurocontr@luring overgjht
visits at the ANSPsNSAs will gain direct
knowledge that can be used for the verification of
the ANSPs EoSM repli@n the NSA capabidit
disparity, he PRB acknowledges that N$#ay
have different level of knowledge and capabilities
and different awareness of godmbst pgactices.

The RP4EoSMquestionnaireincludes guidance
for almost each requirement, which not only will
support the ANSPs when performing their-asH
sessment but alsassistthe NSAs when verifying
the ANSP assessment.



Question 3.8

62

63

64

The PRB and EASA propbtat the EoSMjues-
tionnaireis alignedwith the CANSO SoE (revision
February 2023) and enhanced to better reflect
regulatory requiremsts with the minimum ma-
turity level corresponding to ANSPs being compli-
ant with the requirementsin Question 3.3re-
spondentswere asked“To what extent dg/ou
agree with the proposed approach?

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

9 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;

1 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.

65

Figured4 shows the distribution ahe repliesThe
majority of stakeholder&0) agreed with the pro-
posed approaclill fully agreed anii9 agreed to
some extent), while four respondents disagreed
to some extentWhen analysing the responses by
stakeholder category, he majority of ANSPs
ageed (17), while four ANSPs disagreed to some
extent. Theairlines, NSAsand Member State rep-
resentatives,and the professional staff repre-
sentative bodieswho expressed an opinipn
agreedwith the proposed approach
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Fully agree Agree to Disagree to Fully disagree No opinion
some extent some extent
ANSPs Airlines ®NSAs & Member States Professional staff representative bodies

Figure4 ¢ Number of replies to Question 3.8 B 2 ¢ K| {

t

ent do you agree with the proposed approa(fR@gulatory

requirements) (source: PRB elaboration).

Individualcomments arelisted in Table4 (next

p
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age) 26 out of 47 respondentsnace acomment
n the question, out of which:

17 ANSPsdncludingone association;
Threeairlines,includingtwo associatios; and
IxNSA and Member State representatives.
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3.3 To what extent do you agree with the proposed approach? (Regulatory requsemen

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

IATA agrees that compliance with the regulatory requirements is thdeastyminimum to
achieve. Noncompliance should have consequences. Enhancement of the question
supported. However, changes should benmensurate across reference periods to avoid
impression that targets are permanently kept at average levels of ambition. Avoidance
plication of processes is supported but EASA driving CANSO would be preferable that t
way around

Airline
(Easyijet)

The KPAs and related KPIs need to be aligned with the current best practices and cons
reflect changes in SMS systems due to e.g. digitalisation. If the PRB and EASA conc¢
the CANSO Standard of Excellence in Safety Managememérg best practice, it should b
followed.

Airline
(A4E)

The KPAs and related KPIs need to be alignetheitturrent best practices and consequen
reflect changes in SMS systems due to e.g. digitalisation. If the PRB and EASA conc¢
the CANS@tandard of Excellence in Safety Management is current best practice, it she
followed.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

As indicated above, aligning the EoSM with the latest CANSO SoE is supported. How
targets have to be achiable—and this element can be assessed only when new EoOSM
tionnaire and guidance are made available (these are not available yet). Situation whe
ambitious targets are set without knowing what the exact level is to be achieved (wh
ments neel to be ensured to reach the target level) should not take place. Therefore
EoSM target setting for the safety KPA for RP4 shoulgplaée based on review of the ne
questionnaire and maturity levels defined therein. Due consideration shouldeatfeen to
any additional costs stemming from increased safety targets (to be taken into account
costefficiency KPA).

ANSP We welcome alignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we can only g

(ROMATSA) judgement on the enhanceEM when it is finalised (April 2024). If the questionnaire ¢
a lower score then the target should be reconsidered.

ANSP The CANSO Standard of Excellence in SM&rewhby everyone. More time is needed

(Port Lotniczy Byd- possibly pdate the institution's SMS to the new requirements.

goszcz S.A.

ANSP We welcome thalignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we cannot n

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

final judgement on the enhanced EoSM against the regulatory requirements until iisedit
(April 2024). However, sufficient time must be given to ANSPs to ensure the transitior
compliance with specific requirements, wherever that may be.

ANSP Aligning with CANSO SoE helps to avoid duplication of effort. The stated endwaimesnains

(LVNL) an unknown entity to comprehend since there is no concept PRB EoSM.

ANSP We welcome alignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we can only g

(ENAV) judgement on the enhanced EoSM when it is finalised (April 2024). If élséicqunaire sets
unsustainable or unrealistic goals and gives a lower score then the target should be re
ered.

ANSP SoE is more challenging, and the achievement of the targets will suppose more effort/c

(ENAIRE) ANSPs.

ANSP We agredo this approach. EU regulation should be the common base for SMS maturit|

(DSNA)

ANSP Before giving a final opinion we need to see the final version of the questionnaire. We

(BULATSA) ciate the efforts for alignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence.

ANSP We welcome alignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we can only g

(CANSO) judgement on the enhanced EoSM when it is finalised (April 2024). If the questionnair
a lower score then the target should be reconsidered.

ANSP Any deviations from CANSO SoE would pose an additional burden on ANSPs who w(

(ANS CR) to fill in 2 different questionnaires. Again, as an ANSP, we see the moderated CANSI

the main driver for improving SMS. Always late and older (and difféfeSM is mostly pel
ceived just as a mandatory exercise Wi
provided the given ANSP takes part in CANSO SoE
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ANSP We welcome alignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we can only g

(LFV) judgement on the enhanced EoSM when it is finalised (April 2024). If the questionnair
a lower score then the target should be reconsidered.

ANSP Wewelcomethe alignment but are awaiting the enhanced but not finalized EoSM.

(AVINOR)

ANSP Lithuanian ANSP’s view: alignment with

(AB Oo Navigacija)

however, we see the need to study the changes and new requirements of EoSM to be
discuss targets in relevant way.

ANSP We welcome aligment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we can only giv

(AIRNAV) judgement on the enhanced EoSM when it is finalised (April 2024). If the questionnair
a lower score then the target should be reconsidered.

ANSP We welcome alignment thi the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we can onl

(skeyes) final judgement on the enhanced EoSM when it is finalised (April 2024). If the
tionnaire gives a lower score then the target should be reconsidered.

ANSP Aligning the EoSM to the Bds thaight approach as it avoids duplication of work. Depen

(Skyguide) on the amount of "enhancements" brought afterwards to the EoSM, it might actually

both methods (EoSM/SoE) apart again.

Member State

Alignment with CANSO standardsupported. If this will be the case cannot be conclug

(Netherlands) from the report as no details on the PRB EoSM is given.

NSA We can support the statement if the common understanding is that both questionr

(France would be fully aligned, meaning CANSO Soltvbeuenhanced to integrate compliance w
the regulatory requirements so there could be only one questionnaire as already ment

NSA Changes concerning legislation (for example implementing Regulation 2017/373) justil

(Poland of verification and update the EoSM questionnaire. Furthermore, we should consider i
mentation of the tool to immediate react to the changes in the regulations influencing th
Safety in RP4.

NSA We welcome alignment with the CANSO Standatréxo€llencebut we can only give fini

(Italy) judgement on the enhanced EoSM when it is finalised (April 2024). If the questionnai
unsustainable or unrealistic goals and gives a different score then the target should be
sidered.

NSA Every alignmertf the positions or opinions of different organisations makes it easier to f

(Estonia)

NSA FOCA considers it problematic thats a general rule for the safety target setting in Ritv

(Switzerland) ANSP is assumed to start RP4 one level lower than whigrmgeRP3. This may lead to a sit

tion where one ANSP may barely reach a certain level at the end of RP3 in 2024, \
another is fulfilling it perfectlybut both will be ranked in the same manner at the beginr
of RP4. In another situation, ANSBsathieving the targets for RP3 for Management Ok
tives other than safety risk management wouldtsRP4 with the same maturity level. This
practice means that an ANSP reaching level B in Safety Culture at the end of RP3 and
achieving the ltimate RP3 target would start at level B in RP4. Another ANSP that h:
ceeded in reaching the RP3 target by level C would in turn start at level B. This may n¢
tivize (some) ANSPs to do their utmost for the remainder of RP3

Table4 - Comments received on questionB.3
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PRB analysis 67 One stakeholdr further raisel the concern that
ANSPs mostly would use the CANSQ &othe
EoSMguestionnairds always lateandalways dif-
ferent to the CANSO SdEwas also argued that
EoSMrequirement over a reference periods
graduallyless and lesseflecting up-to-date ap-
proaches to Safety Management.

66 All stakeholders are in general supportive of align-
ing the RP4 EoStyiestionnairewith CANSO SoE,
to include additional aspects (elfmman factors,
cybersecurity)and to ensure that the RAEFOSM
guestionnairereflects regulatory requirements.
However, stakeholders alseiteratedthat it was
difficult to assessasthe RP4EoSMyuestionnaire PRBeasponse
wasnot availableThe replies to this comment can

. : . 68 The Rgulation does not anticipate allow for the
be found in the previous questions.

revision of the EoSlguestionnaireto reflect lat-
est developmentluringthe reference periodt is
important that major indicators, particularid
KP(s), remain stable to enable coherence.



2.3 Environment

69 This sectiompresentsall the questions orthe en- 71

vironmentKPAincludedin the survey This idol-
lowed by table with all comments receivedix
guestions were asked

1 Questiond.1 A: To what extaet do you agree
with the PRB objective oanvirorment for
RP4?

1 Questiond.1 B To what extent do you agree
with this advice?(Environmental incentive
scheme)

1 Question4.2: To what extent do you agree
that the methodology and evidence provided
in the PRB mort supports the proposed tar-
get ranges in the key performance arezof
vironment

1 CQuestion4.3: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approaci{ERNIP benefits)

T Question4.4: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approacHENVCAPriter-
dependency study)

1 Question4.5: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach2llowance due
to the impact of Russi
against Ukraine)

Question 4.A
70 For RP4, the PRB considers the environment KPA

as the toppriority (safety aide)and advises for
ambitiousyet achievable target ranges. Reducing
CQ emissions is a top priority for the European
Union and society as a whole. ANSPs need to
greatly improve in terms of environment. To this
purpose, ANSPs must offer the best levebpiac-

ity aiming at reducing excess flight trajectories and 73
enabling emission reductions to reach a higher
level of environmental efficiency by the end of
2029.In Question 4.1A, respondentsvere asked

“To what extent do you agree with the PRB objec-
tive an environment for RP4.
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45 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsdncludingone association;

1 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;

1 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Two pofessional staff representatimdies.

Figure5 shows the distribution of the repliethe
majority of stakeholderg30) disagreedwith the
PRB objective on environment for RR3 disa-
greed to some extent and seven fully disagreed),
while 14 respondentsagreal (four fully agreed
and 10 agreed to some extenf)he majority of
ANSPsNSAand Member State representatives
disagreed with the PRB objective on environment
for RP4, while the majority of airlines agreed
(three agreed to some extent, while two disa-
greedto some extent)One professional staff rep-
resentative body fully agreed, while one fully dis-
agreed.

25

= o
w o
-

Number of replies
=
o

w
w

;

= 1

Agree to Disagreeto Fully disagree No opinion
some extent some extent
Airlines B NSAs & Member States

Fully agree

ANSPs Professional staff representative bodies

Figure5 ¢ Number of replies to Question 4. B4 2 ¢ K|
tent do you agree with the PRB objective on environment for
wt n(&oéce: PRB elaboration).

Individualcomments are found iffable5 (next
page) 43 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 22 ANSPdncludingone association;

1 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;

1 14 NSA and Member State representatives
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.
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4.1 ATo what extent do you agree with the PRB objective on environment for RP4?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

It should be noted that Environmeis directly linked to Capacity. Hence prioritization of
vironment before Capacity before Cost Efficiency is not adequate. In our opinion thesi
Key performance areas are equally important. We see that in some cases there is alre
cess capacitwith nearly zero delay and free route airspace implemented, which should
trigger the question if the cost efficiency is also fully met? On the other hand, we see
that will also during whole RP4 or good parts nbttbe able to meet their capiy and envi-
ronment targets. Those ANSPs should not be allowed to compromise on cost efficier
them cost efficiency should be priority number one.

Airline
(IATA)

Airlines support that ATM contribution to environment is a priority in RP4, to $teowom-
mitment from the aviation sector to the environment. However, the way targets are de
makes room for inefficiency being driven by delay levels, which is a bit contradictory w
proposed approach. Delay is not the only influence factor, @dth@ relationship betweel
lack of capacity and KEA is acknowledged. PRB 2021 monitoring report shows that 1
ceeding the capacity target (0.32 vs 0.35 min /ft), tBA Karget was not met (2,59% vs 2,35
An optimal KEA level below which we canngirovie has never been officialized, which mi
be necessary to understand the final goal from adown approach. We support the disct
sion on new indicators which could hel
ronment, but in this context dkegulation 2019/317 they should address ANSPs contribL
only.

Airline
(ERA)

Recognise and support focus and close monitoring on ENV KPA which is a key priorit
airlines. But this priority must be delivered in conjunction with the delivehedppropriate
capacity or the cost effectiveness KPI. They are intertwined

Airline
(Easyjet)

The EC, with the green deal, has made environment one of its top priorities. The Avig
dustry is supporting this priority with the D2050 initiative. Cquseatly, we support the close
monitoring of environmental targets.

Where we disagree is to make environment the sole top priority. The challenge for this
that an environmental KPI without the necessary capacity in the correct place is useles
sequently, there isn unbreakable link between the amount and location where capac
provided and the achievement of environmental KPI.

Furthermore, cosefficiency cannot be neglected or-georitised as well, as this is key
reach the necessarapacity targets. For the industry, and according to the regulatory fr:
work, environmental and economical sustainability are equally important as the latter,
quired to support the first.

Airline
(A4E)

The EC, with the green deal, has made enviroiroee of its top priorities. The Aviation i
dustry is supporting this priority with the D2050 initiative. Consequently, we support the
monitoring of environmental targets.

Where we disagree is to make environment the sole top priority. The cleaftenifpis KPA i
that an environmental KPI without the necessary capacity in the correct place is useles
sequently, there isn unbreakable link between the amount and location where capac
provided and the achievement of environmental KPI.

Furthermore, coséfficiency cannot be neglected or-gdoritised as well, as this is key
reach the necessary capacity targets. For the industry, and according to the regulatory
work, environmental and economical sustainability are equally importatitealatter is re-
quired to support the first.

ANSP
(FABEC)

PRB designates "KIEAvironment" as a top priority, unfortunately without any notable
balancing of targets against other KPAs. The sole environmental KPI, the KEA indicat
adequatelywithin the control of ANSPs. Consequently, targets should not be set at tf
tional or FAB level. Referring to the strategic priority outlined above, we ask you to cc
that more capacity likely results in more CO2 emissions. We therefore suggBshglavith
PRB and the EU Commission their aim to improve the efficiencyghewdtiile enabling more
flights altogether (as acknowledged in vision 2050). The recognition of interdependenc
pecially between ENV and CAP, is appreciated. A bigodrmeever is the lack of recognitic
in these target range proposals.
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ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa satiksm

Being a border state to Russian Federation, diverted flights over Baltic neutral waters ¢
itary activity greatly affects the KPA. This is outsidectimtrol of a MS. Therefore incentiv
and vice versa cannot be attributed to one MS only.

ANSP
(FABEC)

While PRB designates "Environment" as a top priority without any notaidgargcing agains
other KPAs, the KEA indicatoas commonly acknowledgeds not adequately within the
control of ANSPs. Consequently, targétsuld not be set at the national or FAB level for
same reason. Assuming that delay could be reduced to the proposed level is unrealis
sidering the increasing traffic demanithe increasing traffic increases traffic complexity
thereby reduces HFE KEA performance, even in the hypothetical absence of delay. Fu
capacity increasing measures is certainly required to drive capacity performance improy

ANSP
(PolishAir Navigation
Services Agency)

While acknowledging and supporting importance of initiatives improving environmente
formance, due consideration must be given to accountability of the players for such ex
improvement. It is widely recognised thdiet environmental KPI under the Performar
Scheme, KEA, is largely impacted by elements external to ANSPs and moreover it is n
reflecting the most ecériendly trajectories. Even in felay environment and with FRA i
plementation, there are muftie external elements that makew KEA value hardly achiev
ble. This has to be duly considered in target setting, which should be based on feasik
of KEA and not aspirational, political goals. Looking at past results, current situation a
sideiing possible improvements, the proposed targets will not be achievable and ANSPs
not be faced with unrealistic targets.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

We urge the Commission to elaborate a better suited indicator for this KPA due to the
comings of KEA. KEAnfluenced by factors beyond the control of AN&Eigihbouringair-
space unavailability due to conflict, upstream or downstream ATM network inefficiencig
space us er sdrivepdecisfonsr TlmaHFE methodology does not differentiati
tweennef ficiencies related to ANSPs and
cording to analysis of data from PRU portal for daily K&atiew, we note, after 24.02.202:
increased crossing distandegaffic flows that were already circumnaviggtthe conflict aree
foll owing the events in 2014 -Wpakwith bee enes
added. This confirms that the geopolitical situation represents an essential trigger for a
as safety is paramourih RP4achieving KEAilbecome more challenging due to large sc
of military activity, the war in Ukraine and increased weather disruptions.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

NAV Portugal is committed to and supportive of the EU's ambitions regarding the Envirg
and Climate étion Plan. In this sense, it is not surprising that the PRB gives priority to ir
ing ENV in RP4. However, the actual KEA indicator has a strong correlation with varial
side the control of ANSPs, such as flight planning, meteorological condffexeting flight
trajectories, airspace disruptions caused by various situations (military activities, indusi
tions, technical issues) which maydermine the defined objectives for this KPA. For RP4
achievement of KEA at EU level will be evererohallenging, mainly due to geopolitical cri
with closure of large parts of the airspace and/or subsequent-Eugle military exercise
limiting the airspace available for civil traffic, with a strong impact on the target give
forecast traffiqgrowth along RP4.

ANSP We support the priority that PRB gives to improving ENV, and we acknowledge that e

(LVNL) mentalperformance is partially influenced by the availability of sufficient capacity. Hov
there are many other factors that inflnce the KEA indicator, such as airspace reserve
military, airspace wusers’ route choi ce
weather events. Therefore achieving sufficient capacity may not lead to a higher level (
ronmental efficiecy by the end of 2029.

ANSP Focus on ENV supported. Urge EC for a better indicator due to the shortcomings-ohigE

(ENAV) considers horizontal distance flown vs geometric, theoretical shortest route, often not

ronmentally optimal:Airlines fight planning based on their needs/conditions for their fli
economy;-not taking account of airspace configuration, ATC Capacity, met conditions,

diversion of flights from original routes. In RP4, achieving KEA even more chalemtiag;

exercises more commonlJkraine war andraffic deviations impacting States and ENV |
CAP: Increased weather phenomena. Link between ENV/CAP (PRB documents para
statement questionable and performance targets not realistic, achievement of K& Ao
sequence of adequate capacity rather demand value below the expectations when |
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were set (i.e. before COVID with traffic demand level 40% lower than 2019). Even m
portant taking into consideration the EC/PRB proposal for applying fihiaceiatives.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

ANSPs are aware of the importance of reducing CO2 emissions, so they are wqmidjagts
focused on improving flight efficiency, both horizontal and vertical. However, KEA dc
reflect properly the performance of AN@B,it depends on many factors, most of them ¢
side the ANSP management, whose influence on KEA is rather difficult to quantify obj
(airspace configuration, meteorological conditions, diversion of flights from original r¢
different trajectores preferred by airlines (wind/time instead distance), military exerc
FRA, traffic deviations derived fromogelitical conflicts and/or congested areas, |
Measures, among others). Actual relationship KEA vs emissions, which is the main gg
known. In term of emissions the most efficient route may not be the shortest one. Due
obvious limitations of the KEA indicator, as indicated above, we strongly recommend |
towards indicators based on actual aircraft consumption savings.

ANSP
(EANS)

ANSP does not meet the ENV targets until the Ukrainian war lasts. The Ukraine war is
substantial traffic deviations and deteriorating performance in environment. Achieving
age KEA targets is mission impossible. The actual relationshipebeKEEA and emissior
which is the main goal, is not clearly established and must be clarified.

ANSP
(DSNA)

DSNA agrees that environmental performance should be a top priority but highlights tf
KEA is not opti mal t o meeafermanee. Theneford, N8 PP
should work on adapting it or finding a more suitable KPI that only describes factors t|
in the hand of the ANSP, or at least take this problem into account while setting the tai

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Environment is wy important but safety is paramount. KPIs for Environment must b¢
proved, as those existing today are inaccurate and misleading (e.g. some 80% KEA |
to network effects which are fully out of ANSP control). Very often airlines do not fly,
shortest route but optimise on cost index. Furthermore, there is a general problem wit
data quality- poor data quality contributes to incorrect values and incorrect targets. We
notified the NM/PRB on numerous occasions on thigishowever nodutions on data im-
provement has been provided, yet.

ANSP
(CANSO)

We support the priority given to ENV,
remain paramount. We urge the EC to el
comirgs:- It only considers horizontal distance compared to the shortest route, which i
necessarily environmentally optimalirlines file flight plans based on specific daily condit
- KEA is impacted by external factors and takes no account odadrspnfiguration, ME’
conditions, VFE or diversion of flighlis relationship with emissions is not established In F
achieving KEA will be even more challengibgrge scale military exercises will be more ci
mon- Ukraine war is causing substahtraffic deviations, deteriorating ENV and CAP pel
mance. We invite PRB to consider all regional cases where reduced traffic does not bi
improvements due to geopolitical reasoriacreased weather events will lead more often
suboptimal trajetories and airport disruptions

ANSP
(Austrocontrol)

The KEA target are unrealistic améchievable.

ANSP
(ANSCR)

The horizontal efficiency of aoute traffic is the outcome of a process in which aircraft of
ators, airspace users, national supesiysauthorities, ANSPs and others are involved. Al
are not "process owners", i. e. in control of the whole process, therefore KEA used as
cator does not measure their performance, but the performance of a wider system, i.e,
pean aviation. Inhat respect, KEA calculations for respective FIRS/ANSPs/countries

make much sense as they give results relateadnly to service provision and airspace str
tures in the respective FIRs along the flights' trajectories, but to a great exterdragtap-
erators’ strategy/route planning. Mor e

environment and capacity KPIs of the performance and charging scheme of the Sing
pean Sky) shows that the KEA performance in small FIRs is fundaniefitalihced by the
situation in surrounding FIRs.

ANSP
(LFV)

We support the priority given to ENV,
remain paramount. We urge the EC to el
comings:= It only considers horizontal distance compared to the shortest route, which |
necessarily environmentally optimairlines file flight plans based on specific daily condit
- KEA is impacted by external factors and takes no account of aigpagguration, MET
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conditions, VFE or diversion of flightis relationship with emissions is not established In F
achieving KEA will be even more challengibgrge scale military exercises will be more ci
mon- Ukraine war is causing substantiafffic deviations, deteriorating ENV and CAP pel
mance. We invite PRB to consider all regional cases where reduced traffic does not bi
improvements due to geopolitical reasoriacreased weather events will lead more often
suboptimal trajectdes and airport disruptions

ANSP We support the priority of the environment. The KEA is however not a suitable indicatt
(AVINOR) has several shortcomings.
ANSP Lithuanian ANSP’'s view: t heésunddrgandabletaadene

(AB Oro Navigacija)

comed. We also agree on the need to be ambitious and datthest to support reductior
of environmental footprint, but every requirement must be assigned to an executer i
relevant way: i.e. setting KPIs that are undertteexu t er * s —AINIBS Pt Isi) s ¢
definition based on clear and transparent data, application of more customized (rathe
one-sizefits-all) approach considering (among all others factors)pgditical factors, evalu
ating operational impreements already in place and real potential to reach new object
In some regionsapacity provision does not guarantee optimal trajectories because of
graphical and geopolitical situation. There is the need to require PRB to establish prop
explain better these KPI's definition a
of historical data, factors considered and suggested new values

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

We support the priority given t o EdeWijstol
remain of paramount importance. We urge the Commission to elaborate a better suite
cator for this KPA due to the shortcomings of KEA:

« It only considers the horizontal distance flown compared to the shortest route, which is
not emvronmentally optimal

« Airlines file flight plans based on specific flight conditions of the day

* KEA is impacted by external factors and takes no account of airspace configuratic
conditions, VFE or diversion of flights from original routes

In RP4achieving KEA will be even more challenging:

* More adverse weather events will lead more often to suboptimal trajectories and a
disruptions

* NM is of the view that ANSPs should not always provide direct routes, which can ac
impact on the K& performance scores. This example alone points to the need for the F
fully examine network effects in terms of capacity (and environment by extension) con
to local KEA scores.

« AirNav Ireland requests that traffic forecasts and developmeniagl&®P3 such as tho
above are fully and transparently addressed ahead of publishing national reference va
KEA targets.

ANSP
(DFS)

We support the priority given to ENV,
remain paramount. AN have the duty to optimise the impact of their actions on the ¢
ronment. The fact that flight efficiency is improved in terms of optimising trajectories dot
necessarily mean that CO2 emissions are reduced. Objectives and targets should lme<
with the aviation decarbonisation roadmap. The flight efficiency ATM delivers, is alread
to maximum (HFE ~97% at European levé&l%-at various national levels); further impro»
ments therefore can only be achieved with epeoportional effortsat high cost. DFS we
comes the recognition of interdependenciesspecially between ENV and GA#big con-
cern however is the fact, that it has not been taken into account in the development of
target range proposals.

ANSP
(skeyes)

We support thepriority that PRB gives to improving ENV in line with the EU decarboni
goals, but this has been done without any notableatancing of targets against other KP
The sole environmental KPI, the KEA indicator, is not adequately within the cbAINSPs
Consequently, targets should not be set at the national or FAB level for the same reas
urge the Commission to elaborate a better suited indicator for this KPA due to the sho
ings of KEA:

. I't only <consi derve campazed to the shartest towdel, whidh
often not environmentally optimal

. Airlines file flight plans based on
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. KEA takes no account of airspace col
of flights from original routes

In RP4, achieving KEA will become even more challenging due to:

. Large scale military exercises wil/l
traffic

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Performance is close to maximum (e.g.HEE performance within CH FIR is above 99%
ciency). Taking into account the interdependencies between KPAs and the sharing of
sibilities between stakeholders for this performance target, the target to "significantl
prove" is not realistic cordgring the plans of the industry (ICAO LTAG, D2050, Pathway

).

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

I is the Danish ANSP's top priority 1t
and we embrace the continued ambitioabjectives on the environmentPA.In 2023 the
Danish ANSP experienced lacking capacity which resulted in a lower performance in
than expected. Hence, sufficient capacity is essential to be able to deliver on the KPA,
therefore paramount that the Danish ANSP buildsuifficient capacity in RP#he Danish
ANSP expects to be able to achieve ambitious performance on the KPA with increase
ity. With increased resources, the Danish ANSP anticipates initiating a project during
period dedicated to identifying &adi t i on al KPl s in areas
tenti al to improve environment al per f
agenda. Eventually, the Danish ANSP will discuss KPI suggestions with Trafiksheeise!
tional civil aviatiomuthority.

Member State
(Germany)

The objective to reduce any negative environmental impact deserves strongest suppol
ertheless, within the SES Performance Scheme thé&km@Nn limitations of the current indi
cators in the environmental KPA in terofisalidity needs to be addressed in the target setf
process. And therefore it is inadvisable to derive the performance of the current KPI
causally from ANSPs’ | e v e Videdoirf there@op doabis and
guestions remaimvith regard to the sustainability and feasibility of the proposed target ra
at local level.

Member State
(Netherlands)

Agree with importance to prioritise Environment. The link between capacity and KEA i
However, KEA is recognised as-gptimal environmental indicator also in relation to C
emission. Specifically when it is used alone. If this is prioritised, including the link to m
pacity, this can be detrimental to other Environmental indicators that we may want to us
example,mprovements in vertical flight efficiency may limit increase in capacity. Additic
KEA is not only dependent on capadéjivered by ANSP but, for example, also on mili
and airspace user’'s needs.

Member State
(Spain)

Spain would like to highligthat achieving the KEA objective does not imply a direct redu
in CO2 emissions or, may even, increase them because, in terms of emissions, the n
cient route may not be the shortest one. In addition, KEA does not properly reflect the
ronment KPA and the improvements implemented by the ANSPs because the indica
pends on many factors and actors. Considering this, the objective on environment lir
KEA is not realistic and achievable. However, Spain agted2RB8 in prioritizing thenviron-
ment KPA and promoting the national AN
gard, Spain proposes to work on other indicators and objectives related to aircraft cor|
tions savings and translate these savings into emissions (CO2,)NOX

NSA
(Croatial)

Interdependencies between environment and capacity are recognized but this object r
that the only way of dealing with excess flight trajectories and emissions is to offer be!
of capacity. As already elaborated during pras consultation periods for RP3, KEA indic
does not represent the ‘best fitted in
ronmental performance as it is achievement is not at full control of ANSP. The Airspac
plan their optimal tajectories based on specific conditions of the day and the indicator
does not take into account vertical flight efficiency, airspace configurations and const
areas on the shortest routes or diversafrflight from original routes. It is noisible from the
target setting methodology that possible greater military activity and large scale exe
might have greater effect on the achievement of KEA as on the network level we migt
more and more airspace restrictions.

NSA
(Cyprus)

The poposed targets may be too ambitious. The EC/PRB should acknowledge that AN
limited control on the flight paths flown by aircraft. Airspace optimisation is generally
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with the NM involvement, hence ANSPs cannot do much more than what thelremdy:
doing and should not be penalised for not meeting the KPI targets.

NSA
(Francé

It is agreed that there is a clear expectation on environment and that this topic is high
social and political agenda. It is also recognized that traffic,leatlsated airspaces, netwol
and/or local capacity bottlenecks have to be addressed in order to optimize flight trajec
and reduce the environmental footprint of air traffic control. Nevertheless, the overal
proposal does not offer a clear bat@ against all remaining three KPAs and the curren
(KEA) has well known limitaticarsd does not allow to measure additional environmental k
efits that will be provided by ATC and is highly influenced by other stakeholders (the n
weather,ai space user economic choice). In a
efits that could result in fuel burnt and CO2 emission reduction due to better procec
vertical efficiency, CCO/CDO implementation etc.

NSA
(Poland

Anthropogenic enviramental changes are increasingly affecting the standard of living ar
the world. AlIl actions taken to | imit 1
ment must be supported by states and by international institutions. Aviation has &argr
share in the total pool of pollutants that have a destructive impact on the Earth's atmos|
To reduce the level of pollutant emissions from the aviation industry, the performance s
must immediately join the efforts to gtect the environment

NSA
(Italy)

We support the priority that PRB gives

means if Safety is to remain of paramount importance. We urge the Commission to ele
a better suited indicator for this KPA due to the shomiogs of KEA: It only considers t
horizontal distance flown compared to the geometric distance, the theoretical shortest |
which is often not environmentally optimal; Airlines file flight plans based on specific
conditions of the day considag their needs and conditions that fawdhe flight economy
as a whole; KEA takes no account of airspace configuration, and availability, ATC Capi
teorological conditions, Vertical Flight Efficieacdiversion of flights from original routes.
RP4, achieving KEA will become even more challenging. It isn't so clear that the achit
of the KEA is not a consequence of adequate guaranteed capacity. We consider the
mance target values set not adequate as not realistic.

NSA
(Estonia)

Safdy, environmental and cost efficiency KPAscagependenbf each other and objective
should consider this. Main objective is to find balance between those three areas. Wh
ting KPI's we should make sure that improvement of the specific area dandoby the state
or ANSP. While measuring horizontal flight efficiency the sanctioned air traffic can’t be
into account (Estonian example of the traffic flying filamssian main land to Kéningsbe
(Kaliningrad)

NSA
(Switzerland)

While FOCA agre@sth the objective that ANSPs should offer the best level of capacity
simultaneouslghould aim at offering best possible flight trajectories, we cannot concur
the simplified notion that by providing sufficient capacity ambitious environmengalttacan
and will be met. The interdependency between ATFM delay and environment as state(
PRB advice is too simplified. Other factors such as traffic complexity, traffic demand, w
airspace users' preferences (route chargeie of aspaae etc. have a substantial effect (
the environment KPA. A thorough understanding of interdepecide between KPAs is k
for a meaningful and realistic target setting. Furthermore, KEA is not fully within the ¢
of ANSPs, therefore the accountapiliin terms of ENV ambition) cannot solely be attribu
to them.

NSA
(Croatia2)

In the performance target setting process PRB can present Environment KPA as a fo
for a target setting, but Safety is always top priority. As already elaborated) guevious
consultation periods for RP3, KEA indi

measuring ANSP’s contribution to the e

at full control of ANSP. The Airspace Users plan thémabptrajectories based on specil
conditions of the day and the indicator itsdtfes not take into account vertical flight ef
ciency, airspace configurations and constrained areas on the shortest routes or diver
flight from original routes. Isinot visible from the target setting methodology that poss
greater military activity and large scale exercises might have greater effect on the achie
of KEA as on the network level we might have more and more airspace restrictions.

NSA
(Austra)

The targets are considered unachievable, whihtradicts the SMART principle for targ
setting. It is acknowledged in the PRB Report that KEA levels have not been achievec
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not be achieved during RP3. Hence starting the RP4 calculatiorhisotarget level, result:
in targets that are overly ambitious and have little to no chance of being achieved in RP<
An unachievable target is not suited as motivation to strive for best performance. Fu
more, the KEA target is set under theumsption of optimum capacity being delivered. whi
in the light of steeply rising traffic levels, is unrealistic in itself

NSA
(Germany)

We agree that environmental improvements in general are of paramount importance f
ciety as such. We understandtronly the political but factuainportance and need for state
ments and as well as actions. We also understand that the KPI will not change for RP
we agree with the objective of reducing excess flight trajectories and enabling emission
tionsto reach a higher level of environmental efficiency, we are convinced that withou
sidering at least the vertical component but also weather and possibly other factors, the
tion calculating fuel burn from HFE is too feeble to build on it and draglusdons from it in
the way the eports do. We also doubt that the major influencing factor is the level of caj
on ANSPs side. We understand that it is an obvious presumption to have ANSPs and V
their excess shar e abbpoecessary Butjushramingshe bnk o
insufficient capacity performance is too quick a step. To conclude fromy@avgithat a tar-
getis reachable, is one way to interpret the existing data. We would tend to think that ar
capacity as durinthe pandemic should on one handveaed to an even better Hierfor-

mance, if the correlation really was the way the reports assume. On the other hand, s
increase in capacity would be rather unreasonably expensive if not in some cases evt
tainable, regardless the investments made. Also, within the study we miss further explar
on interdependencies with and notablefsalancing against other KPAs, even though Env
ment is considered to be of highest priority. Furthermore, we think thiteaipehaviour to
excess flight nates should be taken into consideration and would ask to make availab
material that has been collected or consulted on this matter.

NSA
(Latvia 1)

Environmental targets are inadequate in some airspaces, consiggritigg direct impact o
EU sanctions against RF and Belarus. ANSPs do not have 100% control of environm
gets. In addition to impact of EU sanctions, airlines must also share the burden and re
bility of achieving the environmental targetsawoid unilateral discrimination.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

| fully agree with the PRB, that environment KPA should be top priority. However, | dise
the method the KPI is measured, through KEA. This KPI doesn't take irderatinsimete-
orological conditions, capacity issues etc., thus KEA is not sufficient as KPI.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

"KPA Env" is considered as a top priority". Having Europe as the most environfrartelly
sky to fly in the wrld is a shared ambition. Following that, the question that should be a
is the 317/2019 an appropriate tool to measure ATM/ANS sector efforts to contribute 1
ambition? The answer is no. The reasons are diverse, numerous, well knowRPBysake-
holders and will be later recalled. The initiative to develop a study (the interdependen
tween the env and cap KPIs) looking at irdpehdencies between ENV and CAP was ii
esting. It is stated “it r epsruebsjeenctts’ aanf
“recognizes the need for further resea
This careful approach was welcomed in the study but not identified when reading the
on target ranges. It is not appropriate to dudn ops plan for flight efficiency based
317/2019 and mainly based on conclusions of this first study on inter.

Table5 ¢ Comments received on Question 4.1
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In response to the survey question 4.Imst of
the stakeholders(30 out of 47)expressed disa-
greement with the PRB objectiva the environ-
ment for RP4 while 14 were in greement.The
predominant disagreement came from AN&R$
NSA and Member State representativebereas
the majority of airlinesgreed tosome extent

When it comes to theeomments received, the
main themes addressed by the respondents re-
gard:

1 The prioritisation of the environment KPA
(safety aside)

I The suitability of the environment KPI, KEA,
and

I The ambition of the environment targets.

On the topic obetting environment athe top pri-

ority for RP4stakeholders questioned thmean-
i ng of aStherepoot states thasafety re-
mains paramountStakeholdes also highlighted
the interdependency between the four KPAGt-

ing thatprioritising one over the otherleads to
unbalancedargets—achievinghe environmental
targets depends omoth capacity and cosffi-

ciency Threse stakeholders request all three
KPAs to be of equal priority.

While there is consensus on the importainééhe
environment KPA various stakeholderscom-
mented onthe suitability of the environmental
KPI, KEAas it does not accurately reflect the AN-
SPs’ e n v iperformaneemdr dhe CQ
emitted. Due tothe influence of external factors
not under the controbf the ANSPsuch as, air-
space configuratigrweather conditionsand air-
spaceu s eprefefences, there is a call to change
the KPI.

78
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For the reasons outlined above, most stakehold-
ersperceivel the environmenttarget ranges pro-
posed to beoverly ambitbus and challenging to
achieve They emphasisethe geopolitical situa-
tion, and subsequent increase in military activi-
ties, and increased weather disruptions.

PRB response

79

80

The PB has prioritized environment for RP4
(safety aside) which aligns withE U’ men ¢
agendaandthe overarching goal oéducing C®
emissionswhich isa top priority forboth the Eu-
ropean Union and society as a whdlbe PRB be-
lieves thatair traffic management must focus on
environmenal performanceand must offer the
appropriate level of capacityto redue excess
flight trajectories Ambitious, yet achievable KEA
targets will enabléhemto do so This ighe logic
for focusngon environment in RP#owever, it is
important to note hat the prioritisation of envi-
ronment does noteduce the importance or focus
of the other KPASThe PRB recognises timer-
dependence of these KP#&sd acknowledges that
a balanced approach éssentialPacing environ-
ment as theprimary focusalsoamplifies the need
to improwe capacity performancayhich empha-
si ses t htead@®de8nvionmerntatrhal-
lenges while alsoaddressingther relevant issues
acrosghe KPAs

Whilst the PRB recognises the shortcomings of
KEA, the PRB is bound to udeiitthe target set-
ting process for RPa#s the sa environment KPI
in the performance and chargingegulation.
Therefore, he PRB suggesigtivelyengagingn
the Commi ssi on’ andidentifyk
ing potentialfuture KPIs.

O |
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81 Addressing th@ointsabout the perceivedmbi-
tion, the PRB acknowlgds the concerns raised
by the stakeholdersHoweverthe PRB has taken
into accountthe geopolitical situation in the de-
velopment of these targets. The potential chal-
lenges posed by weather disruptions have been
factored into the development of the target
ranges reporto ensure a ambitiousyetrealistic
and achievabl&KEA target should capacity tar-
gets also be achieveHowever, it is important to
note thatwhile military activities oculd have a po-
tential impact on the sectothey havenot fully
beenconsidered in the development of the target
ranges report as:

1 Airspace structurewhich is a sovereign re-
sponsibilityis done in full cooperation be-
tween civil and military authorities aftelose
coordinaton with the NM.It is noted that the
militarytraining areas are located where there
is less impact on thgeneral air traffidGAY)
flows, both at local and EU levels.

1 Airspace management implementation has
the objective to reduce the impact on the GAT
flows and useor activate segregated training
areas only when necessaryANSPsshould
know in advance the plan and can adapt for
the day of the operation@.e. by opening the
correct sectors and using theppropriate
number of ATCOs (rosteriig)

1 It hasnot beendemonstratedn previous PRB
reports thatmilitary activitieshavean impact
on capacityWhile it is true that military activ-
ities provide more challenges, they do aigf-
nificantlyimpact environmental efficiency as
they are alleviatedo the maximum extent
possibleby efficient Airspace Managemte
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Question 4.B 30

82 To support the delivery of the environmental per- zz -
formance, the PRB strongly advises Member
States to make use of the possibility provided by . 2
the Regulation to set financial incentive schemes ; -
for environmental targetdn Question 4L B, re- o + : .
spon dent s Wwoewhat extest lde ybu “ Fully agree soﬂr\ng:-::x::m ;i;a:;e):::t Fully disagree No opinion

agree with this advicé? ANSPs = Airlines ® NSAs & Member States = Professional staff representative bodies

Figure6 ¢ Number of replies to Question 4. 8B 2 ¢ K|
tent do you agree with this advichvironmental incentive
scheme) (source: PRB elaboration).

15

Number of replies

83 45out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

T 23 ANSPsncludingone association;
1 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;
1 15 NSA and Member State reprasatives

85 Individualcommentsare listed in Table6 (next
page) 43out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

and
f Two pofessional staff representative hied. T 22 ANSPsncludingone association;
_ o _ 1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;
84 Figure6 shows the distribution of the repliethe { 14 NSA and MembeState representatives
majority of stakeholder§39) disagreedvith this and
advice £8 fully disagreed and 11 disagreed to 1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.

some extent), whildive respondents agreed to
some extentWhen analysing the responses by
stakeholder categoryhe majority of ANSPEISA
and Member State representativéisagreed with
the advice as well as the majority of airlin€3ne
professional staff representativeotly agreed to
some extent, while one fully disagreed
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4.1BTo what extent do you agree with this advi¢@fRvironmeral incentive scheme)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

Incentiveschemes should be put in place on ANSPs only, as airénalsesdy bound to CO
emission reductions by EEI'S and Corsia schemes, as well as the FF55 measures.CC
sions are a global topic. A ton of emitted CO2 has a global impact and not a local one
fore, using only national incentive schemes may riggér at least the European optimur
There could be conflicting incentive schemes between neighbouring countries. The Eu
commission and the PRB should check the national incentive scherAdES®s on crobsr-

der effectiveness and compatibility. PstB®uld clearly state that any local measure woulc
not an effective measure. See current dispute on Belgian TNC. There is no effective
duction if e.g. national ANSPs unilaterally implement incentives within their FIRs only
lines operating les CO2 emitting aircratt.

Airline
(IATA)

Incentive schemes on ANSPs are already possible but no State has ever defined therr
seem limited to restrict operations and additionally tax airlines in some airports. Airlin
already subject to CORSANd ETS compensating also the inefficiencies caused by ATN
ulators are invited to consider also ANSPs as parties to compensate their contributior
excess of emissions, as a minimum when not reaching their targets. Incentives scheme
notal | ow f or possi blnee fbfoincuise n cfyo’r, tsaertg ewis
from expected relatively poor performances in capacity. We could fall in a contradiction
a path is followed. Airlines should not be rewarding ANSPs fay theé right thing to do,
Airlines are concerned about current initiatives from States acting just on cutting down
ations but with no impact on ANSPs (neither in cost reductions nor fostering ANSPs ci
tions to emissions).

Airline
(ERA)

KEP/KEA maain incorrect assumptions for flight efficiency and in some cases drive the |
behaviours. If closer monitoring is foreseen, then new KPlIs that Ipeffect environmental
performance should be brough forward as per the ATN/ANS transparency wookipggt-
comes and those potential inputs arising from the current Steer consultation.

Airline
(Easyijet)

Any KPI needs to measure ANSP contribution -emlgt airline contribution. As a resu
KEP/KEA are not suitable for this purpose as they are taggepdhysically nogorrect as-
sumption i.e. great circle = most efficient route. Hence, incentivisation by states of any
two KPIs would actually be degrading the environmental performance of awsgasupport
the call for ANSPesl tof “odpaci theaibmisng
clearly shows the unbreakable link between emmental and capacity performance.

The ATM/ANS Environmental Transparency Working Group Rilandl Report lists a set ¢
possible KPIs (alrea@y use in some states) and strategic recommendations. It is also
lighted that the optimum trajectory concept and the identification thereof is of utmost
portance to ensure environmental efficienye would suggest to PRB &#dtes to use bet-
ter suted KPIs in RP4 for environmental performance and most importantly accept a
dress the linbetween environment and capacity by mutually supportive KPIs.

Airline
(A4E)

Any KPI needs to measure ANSP contribution -emlgt airline contribution. As a selt
KEP/KEA are not suitable for this purpose as they are tagged to a physicaliyrecnas-
sumption i.e. great circle = most efficient route. Hence, incentivisation by states of any
two KPIs would actually be degrading the environmental pediocaof aviationWe support
the call for ANSPs to “offer the best
clearly shows the unbreakable link between emvinental and capacity performance.

The ATM/ANS Environmental Transparency Wofkingp Pillar +Final Report lists a set ¢
possible KPIs (already in use in some states) and strategic recommendations. It is a
lighted that the optimum trajectory concept and the identification thereof is of utmost
portance to ensure environméal efficiencyWe would suggest to PRB &#dtes to use bet-
ter suited KPIs in RP4 for environmental performance and most importantly accept &
dress the link between environment and capacity by mutuafipartive KPIs.

ANSP
(FABEC)

The PRB recommesidhe Member States to define an environmental incentive scheme
additional environmental targets based on the most appropriate KPI. Unfortunately, tk
currently no performance indicator at network and local levels that considers the interde
endes between KPAs and the division of responsibilities between stakeholders. Rese
an appropriate performance measurement therefore still needs to be continued. It also
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to be clarified whabehaviourakthange the environmentaiéentive schemehall reward, or
lack thereof should be penalized.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

Any incentives can be set only with regard to targets/indicators that are under control
incentivised entity (incentives must be clearly linked to adednlity for any targets). It i
wi dely recognized that KEA is in major
cluding geopolitical s i t utheréfaremno incantivessshoal
be set for KEA. As regards possiliiteonal KPIs set at local level, it is also questionable '
indicators could be setthatwall be f ul |y dependeatherefone alsd
in this respect setting financial incentives is not supported. Apart from the issue of acc
bility, any incentives could only be defined for targets that are considered realistic and :
able.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

As long as the KPI for environment does not accurately measure ANSPs performanc
area we cannot accept any incentive scheme. Cosionisimplementing Regulatio
2019/ 317, Recital 18 says that any i nci
or penalising actual performance in re

of analysis have proven that KEA is langéliyenced by factors outside the control of AN¢
and as such these cannot be punished. Romanian airspace i$ eatSEE FRA, one of t
largest free route airspace blocks in Europe comprising Bg, Hu, Sk,Cz, Md as well

border operations wittBaltic FRA. We have H24/7 FRA operations since 7.11.2019 as
ATS routes above FL105 eliminated since July 2021. As such we could not meet the

cator, not even during the pandemic when traffic was at its lowest level.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal EP.

Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/317, recital 18, states that any incentive <
should reward or penalise actual performance in relation to the performance targets ad:
However, the KEA does not properly reflect the actual performancRl®P#, but is heavi
influenced by airline operations, their route choices and other external factors (weathe
itary activities) as expressed above. Therefore, until the European Commission intro(
new, appropriate KPI, no meaningful financiaditive scheme can be introduced at netwc
level since ANSP performance will be misjudged on the basis of the current framewc
therefore unacceptable for ANSPs to be fined for an indicator they cannot méstewould
be a punitive system for A¥s instead of an encouraging one.

ANSP
(LVNL)

Commissionmplementing Regulation 2019/317, Recital 18 says that any incentive scl
should be “for the purpose of rewardin
adopted performancetargets’ Yet KEA does not proper.|l
rather is strongly influenced by airline operations, their trajectory choices, and other ex
factors (weather, military activities). There is no suitable indicator to measure locgh&N
formance either. Until the European Commission introdacesw, appropriate KPI, no meag
ingful financial incentive scheme can be introduced at network level, and ENV perfor
will be misjudged based on the current framework. The same applies iblpd2is at loca
level. Therefore it is not acceptable for ANSPs to be fined for an indicators which they
master—this would be a punitive system for ANSPs.

ANSP
(ENAV)

Reg. 2019/317 recital 18: i ncent penatisingactha
performance inrelatontothae dopt ed per f ormance target
tual performance and strongly influenced by Aus operations/trajectory choices, extern
tors (weather, military activities). ENAV already pexvid RP3 monitoring national regulatc
EC, PRB and NM evidence of mistakes/misbehaviours impacting on actual performar
combination of the unrealistic objectives, with influence of various stakeholders for the
tions and choices and to exogendastors-weather and the lack of control ovehé meas-
urement process by the ANSP, to whom all the performance would be attributed, all this
ultimately translate into an unfair penalization for the ANSP. Until the EC introduces
appropriate I, no meaningful financial incentive scheme can be introduced. Not acce
ANSPs penalized for KPI not under cortpinitive system for ANSPs.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

In order to be able to set financial incentive schemes for environmental targets iessan(
to have a solid KPI and realistic targets. Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/
cital 18 reflects that any incentive s

ising actual performance in relation to the adopted performancegae As sléscribed before
currently, KEA does not accurately reflect actual ANSP performance, so an incentive
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for the KEA that lacks association with thetdbutions of various stakeholders is, in esser
a punitive system for ANSPs.

ANSP
(EANS)

ANSP cannot be responsible for targets that are not under their control and it is not acce
for ANSP to be fined for an indicator which is strongly influenced by airspac®psetons,
weather and external factors like military activities.

ANSP
(DSNA)

The counterpart of this approach is that the targets need to be consistent with what ¢
can’'t be achieved by the ANSP. Commi s s
says that any incenti ve s c wading erpendlising actli
performance in relation to the adopted
flect actual ANSP performance but rather is strongly influenced by airline operations
trajectory choices, and other external factgweather, rilitary activities). There is no suitak
indicator to measure local ANSP performance either. Until the European Commissiol
duces a new, appropriate KPI, no meaningful financial incentive scheme can be introd
network level, and ENperformance will be misjudged based on the current framework.
same applies to possibléskat local level. Therefore it is not acceptable for ANSPs to be
for indicators which they cannot mastethis would be a punitive system.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Given the shortcomings listed above, until an appropriate KPI is introduced, there she
no financial incentive scheme at network level. ANSPs shall not be held responsible
indicator which they cannot fully control and be penalised for that.

ANSP
(CANSO)

IR 2019/317 Recital 18 callsfoncent i ve schemes to be ‘|
nal i sing actual performance in relatio
properly reflect actual ANSP performance but is strongleined by airline operations, the
trajectory choices, and other external
ties, geopolitical). Nor is there a suitably mature indicator to measure local ANSP perfor,
Until the EC introduces a neappropriate and mature KPI, no meaninghaificial incentive
scheme should be introduced, and ENV performance will be misjudged. The same ap
Pis at local level. Any incentive scheme must be clearly linked to accountability for
tic/achievdle targets— any other approach would be punitive for ANSPs. Due to huge
between actual HFE values at European and state level, any potential incentive scher
consider regional circumstances and define relevant $¢atel values.

ANSP
(Austraontrol)

A financial incentive scheme based on KEA, whichimappropriateKPI to measure ANS|
performance, is not adequate.

ANSP
(ANSCR)

Setting financial incentives for ANSPs would not be effective as the trajectory of the
cannot be attrilnted solely to ATC service (ANSPs) because ANSPs ‘@a@oets owner's

i.e. in control of the whole processplease see the answer to 4.1 (first question) above
view of the above, we are fundamentally opposed to the implementation of the ince
scheme. This should only come into consideration when an indicator measuring the re
formance of individual ANSPs is set as a KPI.

ANSP
(LFV)

nN2019/ 317 Recital 18 calls for incenti
nalising actuab er f or mance in relation to the 8
properly reflect actual ANSP performance but is strongly influenced by airline operation
trajectory choices, and ot her ext earymetivi-
ties, geopolitical). Nor is there a suitably mature indicator to measure local ANSP perfor
Until the EC introduces a new, appropriatel mature KPI, no meaningful financial incen
scheme should be introduced, and ENV performance willisigdged. The same applies 1
Pis at local level. Any incentive scheme must be clearly linked to accountability for
tic/achievable targets any other approach would be punitive for ANSPs. Due to huge
between actual HFE values at Europeandat® level, any potential incentive scheme m
consider regional circumstances and define relevant $¢ae values.

ANSP
(AVINOR)

KEAdoes not reflect ANSP performance and it is theeefmt acceptable to be fined whe
not achieving the target séor this indicator

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’'s vVview: Again, the ide
comes prioritized is logically correct. In theory we would support it, but it depends very
on the incentive schemitself and its abilities to consider not only operational enablers
also geopolitical factors. We also doubt that it is possible to establish incentives sche
the state level without seeing some incentive scheme at network level. The current KP
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HFE could be considered relevant at network level, but it is far from relevant at the Sta|
and does not consider ANSPs effort tow
well as presumably all other Baltic region States) case wa fiifiicult to discuss benefits ¢
the any incentive scheme bearing in mi

S ate’ s |l evel (caused by nothing more &b
posed Europavide one. To proceed withotential incentive scheme definition, we would ¢
pect clear stance and acknowledgment that regional circumstances will be consider
relevant statelevel values are defined. Otherwise we will be strongly against any inci
scheme as this would meandefinite and unavoidable punishment just for being what
where we are.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/317, Recital 18 says that any incentive s
should be *for t hepemlsingactual perfaniance ieelaon to the

adopted performance targets.’' Yet KEA ¢
rather is strongly influenced by airline operations, their trajectory choices, and other ex
factors beyond ANSPs’ control (weat her

Until the European Commission introduces a new, appropriate KPI, no meaningful fii
incentive scheme can be introduced, and ENV performance will be misjudged based
current framework. Therefore it is not acceptable for AirNav Ireland pebali®d for a met-
ric we have very limited control over or which cannot be improved any further (as noi
the Network ManagerAny incentive must be clearly linked to accountability for targets w
also must be considered realistic/achievable.

ANSP
(DFS)

ATM can only-given the present regulatory framewotloffer optimisedflight profiles. The
decision for their usage however is in the hands of the airspace users, thus limiting th
ence of the ANSP on the target achievement. Adverse weather ocosdindmilitary activi-
ties do also have a strong influence on the effectiveness of flight profiles which also cal
influenced by ANSPs. As a consequence, ANSPs would be held responsible for envir
inefficiencies they cannot control. Finanai@gkentives therefore should not be applied as I
as there is no indicator, on which the ANSP has full ability to manage target achievem

ANSP
(skeyes)

Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/317, Recital 18 says that any incentive s
s h o u | far thd purpdse of rewarding grenalisiig actual performance in relation to th
adopted performance targets.’ Yet KEA ¢(
rather is strongly influenced by airline operations, their trajectory choicesithadexternal
factors (weather, military activities). Until the European Commission introduces an ap|
ate KPI fully reflective of ANSPs ENV performemagibutions, no meaningful financial i
centive scheme (no bonus nor malus) should be introduced.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Firstly, the intention of the European
prove” environment al perf ormance where
HFEKEA performance within CH FIR is above 99% efficiemmt)ddequate. Moreover, ur|
fortunately, there is no performance indicator at network and local levels that takes in
count the interdependencies between KPAs and the division of responsibilities betweer
holders. Research on performance measurenséould be carriedut first.

ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa satikshn

Being a border state to Russian Federation, diverted flights over Baltic neutral waters ¢
itary activity greatly affects the KPA. This is outside the control of a MS. Therefore inc
and vice versa cannot be attributed to one MS only.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP is not against introducing financial incentives for environmental ta
the long run to measure the actual performance of the ANSP. However, such incenti
constlered premature with regard to the current KPA where the Danish ANSP, and mos
ANSPs, only have |l imited possibility t
free choice of route, upcoming training spaces for new military plands;temges to traffic
patterns due to the war in Ukraine; Naviair rdyoable to affect about 15 % of the targ
performance due to the aforementioned circumstances. These factors all affect the pos
of achieving historical performance.

Member Stag
(Germany)

Given the welknown validity issues of the current indicators in the environmental KP,
implementation of a financial incentive schemerisblematic due to associated misdirect
incentives. Further research on potential new indicatondfpenance measurement coul
contribute to the solution of these issues and are therefore much appreciated
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Member State
(Netherlands)

Since KEA is a saptimal indicator incentivising it is not appropriate. Incentives could b
on other environmentahdicators but the maturity and appropriateness of the indicator i
importance. Incentives on immature indicators run a high risk of leading to inappropria
nus or malus effects.

Member State
(Spain)

According to the previous answer, Spain doessapport a financial incentive scheme t
includes the achievement of KEA objectives. Spain is committed to promoting the e
mental improvements developed by the national stakeholders. However, before consi
the implementation of a financial incire scheme for environmental targets, Spain consi(
necessary to have solid KPIs and realistic targets linked to them.

NSA
(Cyprus)

Achievement of the target is not fully controlled by individual ANSPs. The NM is usl
volved in airspace restruaing efforts in order to take into consideration the needs or ¢
straints of neighbouring ANSPs.

NSA
(Francé

The importance of environment is recognized for RP4 and applying an incentive sch
some additional environmental KPIs (at FAB or locd) lem@ld be a way to put an empha:
on RP4 priority setting. However, as KEA is not fit for such a purpose, as the limits of
are now acknowledged, it remains difficult at this stage to agree on a performance in¢
that would be fully under # control of the ANSPs, which is a basic prerequisite to defini
apply an incentive scheme to ANSPs on airamment KPI. Setting an incentive scheme
an environment KPI implies to have a clear view on its interdependencies with other Kf
shalltake into consideration the share of responsibilities between various stakeholders
ing penalizing the ANSPs where they are not responsible for the underachievement. Ad
work is to be carried out regarding new candidate KPIs at network anékiedalto be ready
for setting a financial incentive scheme on environment

NSA
(Polang

Taking into account the fact that ANSPs do not have full influence on the level of tt
indicator, the introduction of the incentive scheme is not advisabletigualily unpredicta-
bility of the development of the situation related to Russ&ggression against Ukraine-c
ates significant problem for ANSPs from the East Europe. The implementation of ad
financial burdens on institutions providing air nati@aservices (e.g. through an incenti
scheme in the environmental area) may worsentheSAP” s condi ti ons.

NSA
(Italy)

CE 2019/317, Recital 18 says that any i
ing or penalising actual performanceénlrat i on t o the adopted
does not properly reflect actual ANSP performance but rather is strongly influenced by
operations, their trajectory choices, and other external factors (weather, military activ
The listectritical issues of the KEA are quite sufficient to set some doubt about the formt
of financial incentive scheme thads the KEA as an indicatoradidition, KEA indicator seel
to be affected by errors that have an impact on the final value of peafiace achievedlhe
combination of the unrealistic objectives proposed can paradoxicalyecan incentive tc
not invest in ENV promotion. We think no financial incentive scheme can be introdu
network level until the European Commission introdecesw, coordinated, appropriate Ki

NSA
(Finland)

We fully agree with the objective on environment for RP4. It should be noted howeve
the incentive schemes for environmental targets, especially on the improvements on h
tal flight efficiencyare not necessarily suitable for all of the continent. In Northern Eul
ANSPs are delivering capacity and delays have been close to, or remained 0 for the

of multiple reference periods. Finland for example, has delivegsddy capacity fathe en-

tirety of RP3, but the environmental targets éguymped high above the target, meaning t
there are certain elements that are outside of ANSPs control in relation to capacity an
ronment. Currently, the traffic flows due to the Russian aiesglasure have significantly ¢
fected the environmental performance, and it is a factor that the ANSP has no control |

NSA
(Estonia)

Current KPI's doesn’t support that proposal.

NSA
(Switzerland)

Currently, there are no mature (alternative) KPIsnfigasuring the environmental perfo
mance by ANSPs in an adequate way, by means of clearly attributing their environme
pact, neither at network nor at local level. Consequently, setting up financial inci
schemes for environmental targets does seem feasible and fair. Applying financial inc
tive schemes to the current KEA KPA would not be conducive as on average a substa
centage of this metric is outside of ANSBstrol.
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NSA
(Croatia 2

Settingup the financial incentive scheme fandronmental target at Member State level
unreasonable because reaching the target for the current KPér{ffaronment) is not fully
under the responsibility /accountability of the ANSPs and its contribution is somehow li
In addition, if this fiancial incentive scheme with the current environmental indicator wi
be introduced for rewarding/penalizing the environmental target, then the same prir
should be used and imposed at Airspace User level.

NSA
(Austria)

KEA has been identified aswarsuitable KPI to measure environmental performance and
better KPIs would be needed. Buildingrrasentive scheme on this indicator is unsuitable
ther. It comparesd huildinga skyscraper knowing that the ground below is not able to ¢
the weidht. The proposal made that NSAs should come up with their own indicators is ¢
ered unfeasible. On the one hand, it would have to be ensured that these indicators a
contribute to the KEA target, which requires a study to be conducted. Everirflibators
are found to be suitable for this purpose, the difficulty to define the right target vaioasl

remain. On the other hand, the measurement of these indicators would be up to the
which goes beyond what a small NSA can deliver.

NSA
(Germany)

By just adding a financial incentive, performance of HFE will not improve. Also, the KPI
many shortcomings that it would seem reasonable to incentivise. We will not put an inc
scheme on HFE just to make a statement on the importande\df EPA. We will though lox
into the possibility of putting an incentive scheme on possible other indicators on natic
FABIlevel. Although it needs to be said that, due to the dissatisfaction of the FABEC AN
reasons of which we are not goitogrepeat in detail, with the KPI, FABEC states have trig¢
different analyses from their ANSPs which brought up promising possibilities, none o'
are considered sufficiently mature to make it as KPI, even if the implementing regulatis
to be danged in time for RP4.

In the main report No 86 PRB is stating that it remains available for support during this
tive setting process. We might take come back on this offer, but would have hoped fol
support, ideas or examples already from tapart itself.

NSA
(Latvia }

As described above, environmental targets are not 100% under ANSP control. Analysi:
tribution of all involved parties will help to conclude if financial incentives bring any add
value and serve any purpose ataaitl for who (ANSPs, airlines).

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

An incentive could bgood, but a financial incentive scheme will not necessarily contribu
urge ANSPs and airspace users t o fadtoys to
consider.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Flight planning is an Airspace user decision and not an ANSPs one. The volume of tf
distribution can evolve according to AU strategies and commercial decisions. Politi(
commercial decisions can make an airport becoming very attractive or completely unatt
in months. The war of Ukraine has also changed military strategies all over Europe.
troops movements, more and unpredictable activity is seen everywhereiZe, the locatior
and the use of military areas is a decision dfonces. Air Defender exercise greatly impac
operations during the busy Summer. Orion military exercises blocked French airspace
several weeks. Zena Perigord (new militaeapawill block south west of French airspace. ]
new area can be activated 3 times / week for 1h30. All these elements make ANSPs ¢
to react to adapt afterwards the network and make it efficient. Is not considered as re
to build a virtuousncentive scheme based on actual 317/2019

Table6 ¢ Comments received on Question 4.1.
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PRB analysis 90 Some stakeholdeemmphasisd the importance of

86 In response to the survey question 4.1 B, most of distinguishing betweerANSP performancand

the stakeholders @out of 47) expressed disa-
greement with the PRBdvice toimplement an
environmental incentive schem/lost airlines,
ANSPs, NSand Member State representatives
disagreed with the advice.

airline performance, hich already ha environ-
mental obligationsinder differentregulations If
an incentive scheme is to be applied, it shaydd
ply exclusively t)ANSPs and ndb other stake-
holders.

PRB response

87 As highlightethythe comments, the main reasons
for disagreemenidentifiedare: 91 As peranswer to question 4.A the PRBaknowl-
I The suitability of KEA for tle@vironmentin- edgesthe shortcomings of KE@ndadvises_Mem—
centive schemeand ber Statedo developlocalenvironmentalincen-
. tive schemesand additional environmeat tar-
T The lack of a KPI that is fully under ¢atrol gets basedon indicators which are considered
of ANSPandthat reflects thenterdependen- most suitabl@nd reflect he ANSPs', pe
CIES. as perarticles 10(3) and 11(4) of tliRegulation
88 The stakeholdersommentedon theimplement- The incentive scheme is_not limited to the use of
tion of an environmental incentive scheme that KEAand should encourageprovementsat both
makesuse of the current KPKEAIt is caonsidered local and networkevels
to be unsuitabldor evaluat_ing theenv_ironmental o2 In response to the feedback regarding the rele-
performance of ANSPs giverternalinfluences vance of indicators exclusively to ANSPs, the PRB
including geopolitical - factors, airspace user acknowledges the importance of keeping indica-
choices airspace closures, military activities and tors pertinent to the responsibilities and perfor-
ANSPshould not be penalisefdr indicators that mance of ANSPs. While recaiyn the interde-
are beyond their control pendencie®f the aviation ecosystem, the PRB re-
89 The majority oftakeholders also stade¢hat there mains committed to ensuring that indicators accu-

is currently no other suitable indicator which
would lend itself to the implementatioof an in-
centive schemgbut would welcome the ideaf
an incentive scheme with an appropéandica-
tor.

rately assess the environmental impact of ANSPs.



Question 4.2

93 The PRB proposes the target ranges for 2029
built upon the original ambition for the end of RP3
(2024, with adjustments made to incorporatiee
benefits of recent and future improvements from
ATM measures and ongoing updates to the Euro-
pean network as set out in the European Route
Network Improvement Plan (ERNIP), and for the
interdependency between emehment and ca-
pacity in the environmental target rangek
Question 4. 2,
extent do you agree that the methodology &nd
idence provided in the PRB report supports the
proposed target ranges in the key performance gg
area of ernironment?.

94 44 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;

T 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies

95 Figure7 shows the distribution of the replieghe
majority of stakeholder§33) disagreed that the
methodology and evidence provided in the PRB
report supports the proposed target ranges in the
key performance area of environme(&s fully
disageed andeight disagreed to some extent)
while six respondents agreed (one fully agreed
and five agreed to some extent)hen analysing
the responses by stakeholder categohng major-
ity of ANSPINSAand Member State representa-
tives as wellas all the airlines and pexdsional
staff representative bodieglisagreedthat the
methodology and evidence provided supports the
proposed targets.
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Figure7 ¢ Number of replies to Question 42t 2 ¢ K| (i
do you agree thiathe methodology and evidence provided in
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Individualcomments arelisted in Table7 (next
page) 37 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 18 ANSPsdncludingone association;

9 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;

T 12 NSA and Member State representatives
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.



45/216

4.2 To what externdo you agree that the methodology and evidence provided in the PRB report supports the pr

target ranges in the key performance area of environment?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

European airlines enlarge their effort to meet thre&h Deal and Fit for 55 targets. A corn
stone therefore is an increased Flight Efficiency, whéside reduced fuel burn will contril
ute to CO2 savings. The KEA targets must reflect our effort for the en route flight phe
even more we would apprete a Gateo-Gate approach, knowing that future CO2 savi
could be materialized in the TMA area. Air Traffic Control should contribute to a reduc
emission by facilitate fuel optimum routes through improvedgleaning and better balanc
ing demandIimplementation of full cross border free route airspace must be achieved ag
as possible

Airline
(IATA)

To show commitment to the environment, targets should not relax the ambition of cu
RP3 targets. 2,4% is above what has been consideregivable in the past; therefore,
should not be the starting point to calculate the target. How KEP and KES improvemel
help to improve KEA seems like not explored enough. The expected benefits from
actions seem underestimated. Airlines acklamige the impact of the war. But the correcti
value is based on the current situation, which is not necégsgriimal, and acknowledge
that the results could vary with future data (page 16 Annex lIll). Uncertainty about how
flows could be restred even if the conflict ends is acknowledged.

Airline
(Easyijet)

As outlined above, any KPI needs to measure ANSP contributienatrdyrline contribution.
Consequently, KEA as is, is not suitable for the purpose of measuring environmental
marce. Airlines are incentivised to fly the optimum routes which are by common admit
not the same as great circle distance.

A KPI for ANSP environmental performance should monitor if and how ANSPs suppc
optimum routes e.g. by providing the reqdrcapacity at the right time and the right locatic
Without prejudice of the above, we believe that the proposed target range for horizontal
efficiency lacks the necessary ambition. The 2021 PRB's suggestion for revised RFi8i&J)
environmentétargets indicated a 2.37% target by 2024, while the more optimistic targe;
posal for RP4 is expected to not reach that level at 2.39% even five years later (2029),
ering the suspension of crucial investments supporting capacity and fligharefficduring
RP3, we anticipate that their resumptiorRP4 could potentially result in more direct en ro
flight trajectories when there are no capacity constraints.

Airline
(A4E)

As outlined above, any KPI needs to measure ANSP contributienardyrline contribution.
Consequently, KEA as is, is not suitable for the purpaseaduring environmental perfol
mance. Airlines are incentivised to fly the optimum routes which are by common admi
not the same as great circle distance.

A KPI for ANSenvironmental performance should monitor if and how ANSPs support
optimum routes e.g. by providing the required capacity at the right time and the right loc
Without prejudice of the above, we believe that the proposed target range for htaifioght

efficiency lacks the necessary ambition. The 2021 PRB's suggestion for revised RRig&Ji
environmental targets indicated a 2.37% target by 2024, while the more optimistic targe
posal for RP4 is expected to not reach that level at 2e3@% five years later (2029). Cons
ering the suspension of crucial investments supporting capacity and flight efficiency
RP3, we anticipate that their resumptiorRP4 could potentially result in more direct en ro
flight trajectories when therare no capacity constraints.

Airline
(ERA)

See abovegeditor note:see ERBommentin 4.1B)

ANSP
(FABEC)

The methodology to calculate the Uniatide targets is not sufficiently disclosed and the i
dence is incomplete. It is therefore of utmost impoxa that all underlying material is di
closed, including calculations, simulations, all assumptions, and parameter configure

ensure a meaningful consultation. PRB’
portant influencing factors: Largeale military exercises likely become more common it
ture. 't remains t he aonsibilitg wharcselecting their flight pat|

Climate change research strongly supports the assumption that weather events will m
ten disrupt & and airport operations (e.g., increased occurrence of storms, changes i
patterns and disruptions of ground infrastructures).
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ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

Bearing in mind the current difficulties of majority of States to achlevsat targets, includ
ing the significant impact of external factorsKBA, which is expected to continue in RF
the benefits resulting from the improvement of ATM and the implementation of ERMNIP
not be sufficient to reach such ambitious targatRP4. RP4 targets should consider as sta
point actual performance in 2022 and 2023 and not previous ambition at the end of
which proved to be not realistic. Years 22221 should not be taken into account as {
level of traffic was very lownd geopolitical situation was different. Values of KEA over-z
2023 canfirm the need for a deep analysis of the range of the KEA indicator for RP4
must be set at a realistic and achievable level and not based on political ambition. A
up appoach should be considered for target setting, starting with analysis of feasibility |
values for each State and then aggregating them intavige

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disahals
the evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulati
sumptions and parameter configurations. The targets set for RP4 build on the unmet |
from RP3. The two Reference Periods should remain independehgt$®P4 can start witl
some expectation that the targets can
tem rather than an incentivising one. The estimdiedefit from ERNIP cannot be supporte
For example <« Air sp atakeimpavemerds ofroue network, SooE
NI'P i mprovements cannot be transl ated
FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal effect on KEA

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

The methodologyised to calculate the EU target range proposal is rather opaque an
level of evidence is not sufficient to assess it properly. In this sense, more robust n
needs to be disclosed, including calculations, simulations and used assumptionsy,Shmil
targets set for RP4, which build on the unmet targets of RP3, seem clearbmiigous.
Therefore, the two reference periods should be treated independently so that RP4 ca
with the right level of ambition and expectatiorattihe targets an actually be met.

ANSP
(LVNL)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclos
the evidence is incomplete. For example the effects of more and larger scale military e»
are not included. All material mulke disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations, assumpt
and parameter configurations. The targets set for RP4 build on the unmet targets fror
The two Reference Periods should remain independent, so that RP4 can start with s(
pectation that tke targets can actually be met. @t wi s e, it owi || be
than an incentivising one.

ANSP
(ENAV)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclos
the evidence is incomplete. All material mbe disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations,
sumptions angarameter configurations. The targets set for RP4 build on the unmet te
from RP3. The two Reference Periods should remain independent, so that RP4 can s
some expectationthatth t ar gets can actually be me
tem rather than an incentivising one. The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be sup
For example « Airspace Users are not o

NIPimp ovements cannot be trans]| atesmdproved thaf
FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal effect on KEA

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

EUtarget ranges methodology lacks disclosure, with incomplete evidéticeaterials, in-
cluding calculations, simulatiorsssumptions, and parameters, must be disclosed. RP!
gets remain unmetkRP4 must start with clear and justified targets which can be me&ab
traffic forecastwith the current high volatility scenarioged to be more accuratgyith justi-
fied different ranges between ACCs(averages are no valid in the new scenaciovi)sind
fully align with NOP initiatives. Network measures need to be gradually incorporated
targets to accommodate the individugoals to a network benefit approadilM projet ben-
efits extend beyond ANSPequiring equipage or of the airborne certificati@omnmon con
ops at network level, among others, so benefits are gradually being applied. Efficien
dimension managemeris crucial, to maintain an adequate traoi with CEF indicators
apart from the time frame derived from Initial and Unit training periods needed form
ATCOs

ANSP
(DSNA)

The main evidence is that during COVID, with high capacity offer, the Kiiel thaecargeted
value. Even if true at EU level, it was not the case at FABEC level. Therefore the referer
values used to buillp the RP4 ranges are therefore not adequate for FABEC
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methodology to calculate the EU target range proposabissufficiently disclosed and th
evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations, &
tions and parameter configurations.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

There is a lack of transparency regarding the methodology used fordgie¢ $etting. Further-
more, neither data sets nor calculations/evidences have been provided to the stakehol
support the realistic setting of the proposed targets.

ANSP
(CANSO)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is notentffiailisclosed anc
the evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, including calculations, simu
assumptions and parameter configurations. RP4 targets should not be based on RP3 ¢
but take into account actual results of 262@23and be based onidepth analysis of feasibl
improvements and their realistic impact on KEA. Looking at past results, the current si
and considering possible improvements, fireposed target ranges will not be achieva
and ANSPs should not lzeéd with unrealistic targets. The two RPs should remain indej
ent, so that RP4 can start with some expectation that the targets can actually be met.
wi s e, it owi || be a “shaming” system r &
from ERIP cannot be supported as explained below (4.3).

ANSP
(Austrocontrol)

The target ranges were not met in RP3 and therefore should not be the base foaoverly
tiousRP4 target ranges. In addition the increasing traffic levels should be taken inteico
ation, and if capacity can match demand, Air space users SHALL make use of the i
route network and thus improve KEA. KEA performance depends on the Airspace Use
choice

ANSP
(ANSCR)

The last year when the values of upper bound targetpgsed for RP4 in SES area w
achieved was in 2015 (except for the years 2020 and 2021 when the traffic was great
enced by a pandemic), the trend is flat or (moderately) increasing. Given the predictec
growth in SES area in RP4, the impnoent expected in the proposed upper bound targ
(0,05 %) might be (and according to the predictions will be) heavily outweighed (in te
greenhouse gas emissions from the air traffic) by mefédrsolume which is (by far) the ma
environmental fator in terms of the amount of greenhouse gas emissions. Key factor 1
trajectories are the decisions made by aircraft operatdlight planning is within their remit
RP4 targets should not be based on RP3 ambition but take into account acttslofe20®2

2023 and be based on indepth analysis of feasible improvements and their realistic im
KEA.

ANSP
(LFV)

The methodology to calculate the EdJget range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed |
the evidence is incomplete. All materiaishbe disclosed, including calculations, simulatic
assumptions and parameter configurations. RP4 targets should not be based on RP3 ¢
but take into account actual results of 202223 and be based on-depth analysis of feasibl
improvements ad their realistic impact on KEA. Looking at past results, the current sitt
and considering possible improvements, the proposed target ranges will ramthievable
and ANSPs should not be faced with unrealistic targets. The two RPs should rerpairdin
ent, so that RP4 can start with some expectation that the targets can actually be met.
wi s e, it owi || be a “shaming” system r&
from ERNIP cannot be supported as explained below (4.3).

ANSP
(ABOro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’'s view: I n general, th
values to define the targeted ones should be explained better. It is not crystal clear nc
it does not give the feeling if for RP4 regional differeaceso be considered or not. Lookil
at the proposed networvi de v al ues acoregctHFE (aboeed B),me doyn
have confidence that Lithuania will be assigned achievable targets. Again and again, w
more customized approach in targifinition. Geographical location and geopolitical fact
have always been an issue for us ancliment reality they are even more difficult, unavoic
ble and uncontrollable.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

AirNav Ireland is of the view that the PRB needs to coosute proposed local referenc
values for RP4 in tandem with the Union wide reference values. The PRB has acknowl
the consultation meeting that ielied on local parameters to inform the proposed union w
ranges, and AirNav Ireland requestattthese are consulted upon in a transparent man
before any local reference values are finalised/published. Otherwise, we may find tF
consultation on local reference values is procedurally flawed as it does not give stake
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an opportunity tareview or comment on the proposed targets at local level. The same a
to local reference values that will be set for capacity.

ANSP
(DFS)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclos
the evidence is immplete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulation
sumptions and parameter configuratiofi$e targets set for RP4 use the unmet targets fi
RP3. RP4 plannings should consider shortcomings in defining RP3 targets and inchale
factors (e.g. growing traffic volumes, increased military activity and a likely continuation
circumnavigation of Ukrainian, Russiarg 8elorussian airspace) more effectively so that
can start with more realistic targets.

ANSP
(skeyes)

Themethodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclose
the evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulati
sumptions and parameter configurations.

The targets set for RP4 buildthe unmet targets from RP3. The two Reference Periods st
remain independent, so that RP4 can start with some realistic expectation that the targe
actually be met. PRB’ s evi de n clargetcalé rhilgary
exe ci ses | i kely become more common in
when selecting their flight path. Climate change research strongly supports the assu
that weather events will more often disrupt aind airport operations (e.gndreased occur;
rence of storms, changes in wind patterns and disruptions of ground infrastructures).
experts warn against translating pure horizontal route length variations measured-B&8
variations into HFEEA gains

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Targets rast be realistic at the point in time when they are set. PRB bases its entire
evaluation exercise on the RDES indicator, translating the gaatbieved on it into HHEEA
on a 1:1 basis. Correlation between them isn't established. When comgeingriation of
past perf. of these indicators, differences can be observed. It is not appropriate to use
RTEDES improvement to set HREA targets and the whole PRB approach for the EN
target setting should be reconsidered. A good underditey of the interdep. between factol
influencing performance (capacity, weather, costs) is essential for meaningful target <
Aspects that havereimpact on KEA but are not considered by the PRB include large sci
exercises that become moreefgu e n't airspace users’ ct
impact and strike$?RB's acknowledgement that this understanding has not yet been act
should trigger a critical review of the methodology used to set targets

Member State
(Germany)

Giventhe heterogeneityof the European network it seems evident that interdependen
between environment and capacity vary considerably from country to country. With th
dence proided it is difficult to assess whether all relevant operational benefitstzlbnges
were sufficiently taken into account. (This comment is also valid for points 4.3 to 4.5 b

Member State
(Netherlands)

The principles to take future improvements into account is supported in the text. Hoy
the conclusions drawn fronié Covid traffidevels are not appropriate as the situation w
extreme. Why the performance asituation with extreme low traffic is an appropriate ba
for target setting is not argued or supported.

Member State
(Spain)

As a remark and following thpeevious answers, Spain considers that KEA does not pr¢
reflect the environment KPA and the improvements implemented by the ANSPs beca
indicator depends on many factors and actors. In addition, it is important to highligh
achieving the EA objective does not imply a direct reduction in CO2 emissions or may
increase them because, in terms of emissions, the most efficient route may not be the s
one. Considering the comments exposed above, the obgoti environment linked toBA
is not realistic and achievable.

NSA
(Croatia?)

Environmental EU Wide target setting methodology is not appropriately elaborated thu:
ing area for different interpretations as material presented during the Consultation me
cannot be considereds adequate and is incomplete. Estimated benefit from the ERNIP
supported as Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network.
mentation of FUA is at 69% and FRA is 64% on the European level, as per the LSSIP+
Many countries have also implemented crbssder FRA ¢gl. BALTIC & SEE FRA, BOR
FRA) and for those countries there is not much room for improvement and gaining be
This can be reflected to a great part of Member States

NSA
(Francé

The methodtogy, related assumptions and underlying material are not sufficiently disc
to assess the PRB proposal. In addition, KEA is not fully under control of the ANSPs (d
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on the military, weather, airspace user choices etc.) and according to mamsesmo more
relevant to assess ATC environment improvements. Experts are also warning against
tions based on translating horizontal route distance variation measured d3HBSTéariation:
into HFEKEA benefits on a o#®-one basis. FRarguing liat, if during the pandemic KE
target was reached when there were fewer capacity issues due to the low traffic, the
would mechanically improve when capacity issues will be solved in RP4 is oversimplist
other factors such as military airspaeservation and traffic flow organization were also
volved. Reaching the target only when traffic was exceptionally low should on the c¢
demonstrate that targets set in RP3 were unrealistic

NSA
(Polang

Changes in the European network and implatagon of the modern ATM systems shot
largely contribute to improving the Environment targets. Taking the 2024 ambitions as i
ing point for the 2029 target should be considered as an acceptable proposal. Howev
tors beyond the ANSP control agdopolitical situation should be also taken into accol
Their impact on the conditions to achieve the targets in 2029 is currently difficult to ass

NSA
(France)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disohols
the evidence isn't complete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulatic
sumptions and paramet@onfigurations. The interdependency between ENV and CAP s
be more investigate and experienced before setting a financialtpbneéntive scheme.

NSA
(Estonia)

Above mentioned example with horizontal flight efficiency is a good examplehitiy that
methodology as well as the KPI's must be revised and significantly improved.

NSA
(Switzerland)

FOCA agrees that the Evidentebapplied (and combined) by the PRB to support the ta
setting of the @vironment target ranges are adequate as methodology. However, the
balancing/weighing of these evidences leads to a proposal of environment targets ranc
is not realiic, considering the current / monitored environment values combined with
prospect of an increasing traffic in the coming years. There is a high probability that |
the upper not the lower bound will be met overallrithg RP4. Furthermore, the celation

between RTIDES and HREEA is not established. When comparing the variation of pas’
formance values for the two indicators, differences can be observed. We find it inadeqt
use the full RTFBES improvement to set the environment targéislast, the bedafits con-
tained in the ERNIP may be overestimated.

NSA
(Croatia )

Environmental EU Wide target setting methodology is not appropriately elaborated thu:
ing area for different interpretations as material presented during the Corisultateeting
cannot be considered as adequate and is incomplete. Estimated benefit from the ERN
supported as Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network.
mentation of FUA is at 69% and FRA is 64% on the Europeaadeaithe LSSIP+ databa
Many countries have also implemented crbssder FRA ¢gl. BALTIC & SEE FRA, BOR
FRA) and for those countries there is not much room for improvement and gaining be
This can be reflected to a great part of Memb@tes.

NSA
(Austria)

As stated above, starting from the RP3 target levels renders any further calcutsiess.
The calculation approach as such is understandable, while the evidence values ca
checked in all details. The impact stemming fromititerdependency with capacity is bas
on the equally unrealistic capacity target.

NSA
(Germany)

We disagree with the used methodology and evidence due to the fact that explanatiol
assumptions are made with no-depth derivation. When building dhe targets for 2024,
the foreseeable actual status of implementation can from our point of view not just sim|
ignored as the report does for example when it comes to the continued staffing proble
top of delays in ATGaining from the pandemj@enerations entering the work force pref
to work parttime and cannot be forced to do otherwigénancial incentives only have limit
effect on those individuals. This is a new phenomenon occurring to an increasing

through which one successtuinee does not translate into even close to one FTE any r
The quantification of benefits from improvements to design and handling of airspace
route network and supporting AFsystems and components made by the report canno
followed and undrstood. While the details from the simulation by NM on the benefits of
should be made available for better understanding, we have doubts about the transla|
the results of the simulation into the values in the report. The quantification of thefite
from ERNIP does not conform with the explanation from ational experts, so we wonde
if they have been sufficiently consulted on the matter. Also regarding ERNIP and the ev
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used by PRB regarding the Evidence 2 we would have expectest pirda (in footnotes) t
values and derivations from ERMPBfor the benefits of CP1 the simulation by NM should
only be made available, it should be adjusted to compare the current status of implemet
with the status of full implementationstead of comparing implementation to a fictional st
of do-nothing. While we support the measures of the Aflikictions, we expected that durin
the existence of CP1 if you wanted to (
should have beea more transparent and reliable/retracealdes to the details, for evidenc
1 PRB says in the Annex 1 No 47 that during covid low traffic and low delays led to si
improvements in KEA. In fact, only in the year 2020 (achieved value 2,52) acwhwiitlering
the former EU target (2,53) there was a target achiexa. Even the revised EU target (2,.
2,4) would not have been and was not achieved. As it is, we can only expect that unrea
over-capacities would be needed from ANSPs to achieveethered improvement in HFE,
in some cases at all possible. We also tend to conclude fromtboegithat indeed HFE ce
only be influence by ANSP to a lesser extent than we used to think. Therafbistodcal
evidence should not only consider aerdependency between capacity and environm
(which is as statd before not adequately described and therefore not retraceable) but
the historical EU targets should be critically examined. For RP3, too many factors infli
the performance suchs the pandemic and its repercussions or political situations and
airspace users choice regarding the flight path and weather phenomena. In our opinion
factors are not considered (although even named by PRB in Annex 1 No 59 as exar|
sufficient way such as rising military airspace reservationsictafmpositions that change
during and past covid as well as weather phenomena. When it comes to the allowal
delays and disruptions caused by weather, we consider it insufficiengider historical
data, even if the number of years to go back is limited compared to other impacting f:
Very recent years and dp-date climate research indicate that an increase in adv
weather phenomena in frequency and intensity would haviet factored in. It seems quil
asymmetrical to point out importece of ENVI KPA and deny the very real and practical
ence on aviation in general and ANS performaiWe.are not going to go back into the cri
cism on KEA KPI, but why is the targage on top of the shortcomings of the KPI itself tl
provided with evidences, methodologies and values which are not fully retraceable ¢
away from historical performances. A good example for the missing retractability is in th
report No 69 inconjunction with footnote 8. Why is there no further proof ontthiaan a
bilateral discussion. Why are there no minutes or anything else provided for transparen
sons? And also a brief analysis mentioned in the main report No 75 should have biku(
to improve transparencyt is also not explained if and why/why not there is a weighting
proach considered for the used evidences.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

The improvements planned on ATM measures and updates to the Eufdpteork are gen-
erally good, but they are also too optimistic, in my opinion. Introdueipgpvements usually
comes with temporary capacity constraints, which, with the interdependency between ¢
ity and environment, also will affect environmental tasge

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

One of the bases of this study for the drawing of conclusions was the analysis of capa
flight efficiency during covid crisis. Traffic was 50% lower, resources available were fa
the needssame for capacity, most of the flight planning restrictions were lifted, aircraft
empty allowing them to have a better vertical performance reducing complexity for ATC
elements make extremely hazardous to use this period to draw conclusienslefntent to
be kept in mind is: for RP3 flight efficcy targets were reached when traffic was 40% of 2
Original RP3 ambition are unrealis'kcRB’ s c al | for a caref
pendency study conclusions is not taken into accoutited PRB target ranges report. Furth
more, it is not understood how an increased lasgale military exercises and new oversi:
military areas are taken in consideration. The same need of clarification remains with 1
pact of weather and changes asmted with climate change

Table7 ¢ Comments received on Question 4.2.



PRB analysi
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98
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100

In response to the survey questior2,4most of
the stakeholders @out of 47) expressedisa-
greementwith the methodology anavith the ev-
idence provided to support the environmental tar-
get ranges This view was prevalent across all
stakeholder categories.

The main reasons for conceittentified by the
PRBnclude:

1 The methodologynot being fully disclosed
and incomplete evidence;

1 The consideradn of the COVHR9 pandemic
period; and

1 The translation of RTBES into KEA.

The stakeholdersommented thathe methodol-
ogyfor calculating the environment target ranges
lackstransparency and completene3herewere
callsto discloseall the material,including the cal-
culations, assumptions, and simulations, used to
derive the target ranges. Additionally, was
stated thatthe evidenceprovided isot sufficient
as it lacks considerationslafge scalemilitary ex-
ercises, airspace usemmeferencesweather dis-
ruptions, traffic growth and flow organisation,
among others.

Stakeholders alsoommented onthe use of as-
sumptions relating to th€OVIEL9 pandemige-
riod, whichcould contribute to theunrealistic am-
bition of the targets. The COVID pandenic pe-
riodisdeemedaa n “extr eme”
the stakeholders due to the low traffic levels that
characterise itSome stakeholders suggegtus-
ing the postpandemic period as a starting point
for the RP4 targets instead.
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101 Finally, another main #me addressed by stake-

holders in this question regards the etoeone
translation of RMDESnto KEA Stakeholders ar-
gued that the right approach was not usedths
correlation between the two indicators is res-
tablished yet.This leads to inaccuratearget
ranges.

PRB response

102

103

104

period

The PRBasprovideddetails ofthe methodology
and evidence useth Annex Bnd Annex libf the

P R Batvee on theUnionwide target rangedor

RP4eportand inthe relevant referenceshe An-
nexes providextensive informatin and justifica-
tion on the datautilised offering the readersa

thorough understanding dhe rationale.

As mentioned in the evidencd)e PRB analysed
the KEA valuesf 20202021, during the COWD
19 pandemicas one of the pieces of evidence to
help cetermine the target ranges. This evidence is
not used in isolation but is one factor used to un-
derstand how the ATM systeshould perform
when there isufficient capacityo meet demand.

Furthercomments relating to th&RNIRand the
geopolitical situatin are addressed in the follow-
ing sections, where relevant.

of

by many
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Question 4.3 20
105 The PRB proposes the ramp up rate of the ERNIP g1 -
benefits to be gradual over RP4, for both the up- E "
per and lowetarget bounds. The resulting yearly ¥ - e
. £ 13 a
lower and upper bound allowances P4 are il- 55 F
- . s
lustrated in the _table below, ramping up to the ex- JR— C
peCted ValueS in 202M Questlon 43, reSpond— Fully agree  Agreeto  Disagreeto Fully disagree No opinion
en t S we rTe WMtsektmudo you agree ANSPs Airlines lNssAosrgeMe:::o::SrsaotZ:eex;reor:';ssionalslaffrepreseman‘vebod\'es
with the proposed approach? Figure8 ¢ Number of replies to question 43t 2 ¢ K| (i S

do you agree with the proposed approaffBRNIP benefits)

106 45 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn (source: PRB elaboration),

out of which:

108 Individual comments aréisted in Table8 (next
page) 350ut of 47 respondets made acomment
on the question, out ofvhich:

1 23 ANSB,includingone association;
1 Five @&lines,includingthree associations;
I 15 NSA and Member State representatives;

and 1 19 ANSPéncludingone association;
1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies. 1 Four arlines,includingthree associations;
1 10 NSA and Member State representatives

107 Figure8 shows the distribution of the replieghe
majority of stakeholders3Q) disagreedvith the
proposed approacHhL fully disagreed and 11 dis-
agreed to someextenf), while six stakeholders
agreed(one fully agreed anfive agreed to some
exten)). When analysing the responses by stake-
holder categoy, the majority of ANSPBISAand
Member State representativelisagreed with the
proposed approactOne professional staff repre-
sentative body disagreed to some extent and one
fully disagreed, whilere airline agreed to some
extent

and
1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.
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4.3To what extent do you age withthe proposed approacdh(ERNIP benefits)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

Our understanding is that ERNIP is calculating benefits based on the existing planned
The targets should be tegiown, more ambitious than current plans chargedERNIP data
base (bottoraup), therefore driving further action. Also, as per ERNIP 2023, in the shor
the number of contributing projects is higher than in the long term, so we could expect |
benefits reached in the first years of RP4 than aoplated in the rampup. Probably, as wi
move along the period more contributing actions will appear. Opp (zero benefits) in 202,
projects in the target upper bound are not understood when 2025 is the implement
deadline for full FRA, Crdssrder FRAand FRA connectivity with TMAs by CP1. We sk
therefore reconsider the rampp benefits and consider benefits higher and possibly flat
files. Such an approach would also incentivize further improvements and be more cor
with the expected beefits profile presented in Annex IV Figure 6.

Airline
(Easyjet)

See above.
Not agreed-see 4.1

Airline
(A4E)

See above.
Not agreed-see 4.1

Airline
(ERA)

See above(editor note: see ERA comment in 4.1B)

ANSP
(FABEC)

The ERNIP benefits avgerestmated: KES/KEP gains seem to be mixed up with KEA
mentioning FRA and route network design improvements. FRA implementation has a |
impact on KEP, but the impact on KEA is only marginal! FABEC Experts warn against t
pure horizontal rate length variations measured as FOES variations, into HREA gains
particularly on a 1:1 basis. Neither simulations nor pen & paper exercise consider r
knockon effects. Asking if a certain pp adjustment is appropriate without uratetistythe

calculation of the base value does not enable a meaningful assessment! In any case,
posed HFE EU KEA target ranges are too ambitious and the indicator is not sufficient
ANSP control. ANSPs are committed to continuously improve therrewterk but e.g. the
share of overflights or gegoolitical events will continue to cause traffic shifts that are outt
of ANSPs’ contr ol

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

It seems reasonable to consider ERNIP benrefispresented in thaipper bound column o
the table above-0.04pp)- for the purpose of target setting for RP4, provided that it is (
firmed (preferably by NM) that the RDES value expected for 2029 is the same as for |
(1.80%). Assumption of gradual improvement aksems reasonable. However, the impro
ment assumed in the lower bouné (09pp) is not based on ERNIP but on some theore
maximum efficiency calculated (not referred to in any documents) and as such should
used. For the purposef doth, upper ad lower bound the ERNIP value (IRHES at 1.80%
should be used. Moreover, the RP4 target should consider actual data, not only est
forecasts the starting point for KEA deviates significantly from the PRB expectations

ANSP The estimatedenefit from ERNIP cannot be supported. For example

(ROMATSA) e Airspace Users are not obliged to ta
ments cannot be translated to KEA improvements 1:1
e it has been proved t hat p&tfoAKEP budnlganearyi
effect on KEA

ANSP The estimated benefits of ERNIP depend on the degree of synchronisation between

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

plementation of free route and other airspace improvements. Furthermore, it is not
where IRB and NM draw the line on how far we can continue to improve the network
figures seem unrealistic and inconsistent with the current reality and future developmel
there is not much room for manoeuvre on the ANSP side to contribute more thahahe)
done so far. However, it would be interesting to have a better fatios of how each of the
activities included in ERNIP translates into percentages. On the other hand, airspace
not obliged to implement route network improvements, so ERNIprovements cannot b
directly translated into KEA improvements. Furthermore, the implementation of FRA ha
shown to have a positive effect on KEP, but only a marginal effect on KEA.

ANSP
(LVNL)

The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be suppods ERNIP improvements cannot
translated to KEA improvements on a @mmeone basis. Airspace Users are not obliged to |
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the shortest available route, and will often make other choices. Hence they will not full
efits from the available, improvetktwork. It has been proven that FRA implementation
a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal effect on KEA.

ANSP
(ENAV)

The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be supported. For example

e« Airspace Users are not utehbdtwor,saERNIBIimpray
ments cannot be translated to KEA improvements 1:1

e it has been proved that FRA i mpl ement
effect on KEAN more detail, para 59 highlights how the connection betweenaxwgments
introduced by ERNIP and benefits to the KEA is far from certain.

With this it becomes clear that ERNIP cannot be the key to solving the KEA problem
theless, in para 61 reference is made to a hypothetical "new ERNIP," which was ne
cus®d in detall, falling into the same error. The estimates calculated by the Network Me
are totally theoretical.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

To support the rate of increase of ERNIP benefits, it is necessary to demonstrate that ¢
in the ATM system have a ré@luence on the KEA. On the other hand, it would be neces
to know the needs of the stakeholders that have an influence on the KEA in order to e
these target ranges, for example, increased use of military areas in the near future.

ANSP
(DSNA)

The mixup between KES/KEP, and KEA is made also when mentioning FRA and route
design improvement. Therefore tli@provement expected from evidence 2 cannot be ¢
sidered as idt has been proved that FRA implementation has a positive impactRyrb K
the impact on KEA is marginal. Moreover, PRB bases its entire target evaluation exe
the RTEDES, translating the gains achieved on thelPH% into HFEEA on a 1:1 basis. T
correlation between RTBES and HREEA is not consolidated. Whesmparing the variatior
of past performance values, differences can be observed. It is therefore not appropriate
RTEDES to set HREEA targets

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Airspace Users make use of route network improvements on their own discretions, thias
improvements cannot be fully translated to KEA improvements; in addition FRA imple
tion has a positivenpact on KEP but only a marginal effect on KEA.

ANSP
(CANSO)

While assumption of any improvement to be gradual seems to deserve support,ithatedt
benefit from ERNIP is considered too optimistic and therefore cannot be supportedik.
space Users are not obliged to take the shortest available route, and will often make
choices. Hence they will not fully benefit from the availablpréoved networklit has been
proven that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal e
KEAIt must be demonstrated that ATM system changegeha real, quantifiable influence ¢
KEAMoreover, the expected improvement uskd the lower bound estimation is not su|
ported by any document or feasibility analysis but seems to be only a theoretical expe
mate and as such should not be referred to in the target setting process. While ERNIP
a helpful roadmap in providinthe measures and projects to improve ENV performance
call for an explanation of how this would be converted to quantitativeteffec

ANSP
(Austrocontrol)

KEA is outside the level of influence of the ANSP especially with a free route systen
mented ANSPs do not have control over the usage of ERNIP improvements.

ANSP
(ANSCR)

Given the predicted traffic growth in SES area in RP4, the improvement expected in t
posed upper bound target (0,05 %) might be (and according to the predictions Wwéblvéy
outweighed (in terms of greenhouse gas emissions from the air traffic) by mere traffic v
which is (by far) the main environmental factor in terms of the amount of greenhous
emissions (please see also the answer to 4.2 above). As Al abtiged to take improve
ments of route network, so ERNIP improvements canadtanslated to KEA improvemen
1:1. It has been proved that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but onl
ginal effect on horizontal efficiency.

ANSP
(LFV)

While assumption of any improvement to be gradual seems to deserve support, the est
benefit from ERNIP is considered too optimistic and therefore cannot be supportekir£
space Users are not obliged to take the shortest available route, arafterillmake other
choices. Hence they will not fully benefit from the available, improved netWdr&ks been
proven that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal e
KEAIt must be demonstrated that ATM system changee fzareal, quantifiable influence ¢
KEA Moreover, the expected improvement used for the lower bound estimation is nc
ported by any document or feasibility analysis but seems to be only a theoretical
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estimate and as such should not be referredtthe target setting process. While ERNIP |
be a helpful roadmap in providing the measures and projects to improve ENV perfort
we call for an explanation of how this would be converted to quantitative effect.

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

LithuanianNSP’' s vi ew: Whil e ERNIP does prov
measures and projects to lrplemented in order to improve environmental performance
should be explained better how it is monetized to quantitative effect.

ANSP While asumption of any improvement to be gradual seems to deserve support, the estil

(AIRNAV) benefit from ERNIP is considered too optimistic and it does not require Airspace Users
improvements of route network

ANSP While assumption of any improvemeatbe gradual seems to deserve support, the estime

(DFS) benefit from ERNIP is considered too optimistic and cannot be translated into a 1:1 irr
ment of KEA. Among other factors, it is the AUs decision to use them.
It has also been proven that FRA impmetation has a positive impact on KEP but only a1
ginal effect on KEA

ANSP Theestimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be supported. For example:

(skeyes) . Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network, so ERI
provements cannadbe translated to KEA improvements 1:1
. it has been proved that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP bu
marginal effect on KEA

ANSP The PRB bases its entire target assessment on th®RS khdicator and translates the R]

(Skyguide) DES gains into HIKEEA on a 1:1 basis. However, the correlation betweerDEBEand HFE
KEA is not established. Differences can be observed when comparing the variation of f
formance values for the two indicators. It is therefore not appropriateséotine full RFPES
improvement to set HFEEA targets and the whole PRB approach to setting ENV KPI
should be reconsidered.

ANSP The Danish ANSP supports the intention, but some notice needs to be given to the c

(NAVIAIR) content of the RNIP, as the operational reality is not at a standstill. This means things

prerequisites can change over time due to various circumstaheese affecting the ex
pected benefits determined sometimes before the project is started.

Member State
(Netherlands)

The ERNIP is a rolling plan, as stated in the report, and using it todktfiiled targets five
years ahead is not appropriate. Although not fitting into the performance regulation, ut
as a base for rolling updates of the targets wouldnoee appropriate. As PRB strongly ri
ommends incentive schemes on environment the basis for target setting must be ap|
ately stable, even at the end of the period. In addition the variability that airspace user:
to Environmental KPA is not acated for by ERNIP. If ERNIP is used for the Europear
targets it must also be takdnto account when producing the breakdown values.

Member State

Following the previous comments, Spain considers that as a first step we should est

(Spain) solid KPI rather than the use of KEA, and a realistic target to establish an appropriate
tween environmental KPI and ERNIP.

NSA Estimated benefit from the ERNIP is not supported as Airspace Users are not obliged

(Croatial) improvements of rowd network.

NSA Mixing up KES/KEP and KEA when mentioniniggfiefts and route network design improv

(Francé ment leads to an overestimation of the ERNIP benefits assessment in the report. It is
that FRA implementation has a positive impactBR Kut the resulting impact on KEA is n
ginal in most airspaces concerned. In addition, it remains unclear how allowance coulc
and benefits measured in a consistent way when only part of the KPI is not under col
the ANSPs. For example, therease of largscale military exercises which should beca
more frequent in the future and the increased impact of adverse weather conditions d
climate change should also be considered. It leads to RP4 target ranges which are not
and camot be supported.

NSA Assuming a gradual increase in benefits resulting from ERNIP throughout the entire RP

(Poland is acceptable. Nevertheless, the methodology for calculating specific values in subs
years of RP4 requires additional dieation by the PRB

NSA The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be demonstrated, at present. For example

(Italy) e« Airspace Users are not obliged to ta

ments cannot be translated to KEA improvements 1:1
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« it has been proved that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a 1
effect on KEA. In more detail, para 59 highlights how the connection between improve
introduced by ERNIP and benefits to the KEA is far from certain.

With this it becomes clear that ERNIP cannot be the key to solving the KEA problem,
theless, in para 61 reference is made to a hypothetical "new ERNIP," which was ne
cussed in detall, falling into the same error. The estimates calculated by the Nieglavager
are totally theoretical

NSA
(Croatia 2)

Estimated benefit from the ERNIP is not supported as Airspace Users are not obliged
improvements of route network.

NSA
(Austria)

It can hardly be assumed that benefits materialize on a lineb. $&en if the 2029 value
considered realistic, the uptake by airspace users will be slower. This results in a lowe|
in the beginning of RP4 that would more exponentially increase towards the 2029 valu
a Free Route Airspace implementdtk influence of the ANSP on the chosen route is nel
ble, which also means that ENRIP improvements cannot be simply added to the calcu

NSA
(Germany)

NM estimates that the RTBES in 2023 is estimated to be 1,84 and the minimum achie
RTEDESs approximately 1,75%his is stated in the main report No 69. As evidence is qu
a bilateral discussion in footnote 8 (footnote 10, 11 Annex 1 as well). It should be cleal
no evidence when there are not even minutes attached and such anest be considere(
in any further calculation. PRB also explains thattHEIEis a theoretical value (Annex 1
59). As regards RTIES there is so much anticipation, estimation, approximation (ont
read that e.g. in Annex 1 No 58, 59, 60, 61, 62)ird a theoretical valugith a derivation of
its influence to KEA as given in a really brief angr@imaceable way as given by Annex 1
59 is not sufficient at all. This "“Ev
therefore be elimiated from the calculations and in consequence from the report.

NSA
(Switzerland)

Seecomment in par. 4.2.

Professional staff repre
sentative body
(IFATCA)

As mentioned, | agree with the focus on environment, but | find the targets too optin
They shald be more realistic, which | believe will have a positive impact on stakeholdel
their effort to reach the targets.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Same as above, the methodology and how figures are calculated need additionalt éter
be understood. Maybe a practical use case should be developed to help understandin
route implementation will have a positive impact on flight planning, but the impact on
efficiency KEA will not be the same as direct points in neighlgosettors are already give
by ATCOs on a daily basis. As explained above, the proposed RP4 target ranges a
garded as achievable and realistic. The PRB targets ranges, except for the year 20
never even close to be reached in the past tearyeHowto imagine that in 13 months, nc
only actual trends will be reversed but also flight efficiency performance records v
beaten.

Table8 - Comments received on question 4.3.
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110

111

112

113

114

In response to the survey gst@n 43, most of
the stakeholders30 of 45 expressed disagree-
ment with theproposed approach to ramp up the
ERNIP benefitvhile six agreed.

The main themes raised in the comments regard:

1 The gradual approach to ramp up the ERNIP
benefits;

I The estimted impacs on environment de-
rived from theERNIP benefits are too optimis-
tic; and

1 RTEDES and KEArrelation

Whilst there is large support on thgradual ap-
proachtaken to incorporate the benefits into the
targets the estimatedERNIP benefitsanslated
to KEAare considered to be tooptimistic, leading
to lower supporty the stakeholders

In particularstakeholders argukthat the overes-
timationis due tothe assumption thaFRA imple-
mentation has significant implications on KEA
while in reality tle improvements are marginal
compared to the improvements expected on KEP.
Addtionally, airspace users are not obliged to
make use of route network improvemenasd
this variability is not accounted for in the ERNIP

On the other handsome stakeholdersrgued
thatthe ERNIP benefits at the beginning of the ref-
erence period have instead beenderestimated.
As the regulatory deadline for full FBrAssbor-
der FRA and FRA connectivity WitMAs is 2025
significant improvementsre expected particu-
larlyat the beginning of RP4.

Finally,stakeholderccommented onthe correla-
tion betweenRTEDESand KEA They argue that
RTEDES improvements cannoé directly trans-
lated into KEA improvements and doing so leads
to inappropriate unrealistidargets
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PRB resptse

115

116

117

118

The PRB notes the large support on the gradual
approach and recognises that stakeholders are
concerned about the overestimation of the bene-
fits. The ERNIP is established and implemented by
the Network Manager in coordination with Mem-
ber States and stakolders. This plan provides a
network-consolidated picture of network and lo-
cal projects and the evaluation of their contribu-
tion to the European network performance tar-
gets and local reference values.

Based on the ERNIP plan, which estimates the ex-
pected RTEDES reduction to be achieved by the
end of R P&stimateshf ERNFPR&nefits
are low (Opp te0.09pp).This is because, as noted

in the target ranges report, the benefits of FRA
and crosshorder FRA have largely been achieved
in terms of impoving the efficiency of the route
network design. It now remains for the benefits in
route network design to manifest in actual envi-
ronmental performance.

Furthermore, in Annex | of the target ranges re-
port, the PRB acknowledges that FOHES is not
the sane as KEA. However, the PRB has used the
scale of the RTBES benefits projected for the
20252029 period to indicate the scale of im-
provements that might be expected in KEA. These
forecasted KEA improvements are marginal, re-
sulting in a limited impact dhe environment tar-

get ranges.

The PRB believes the judgment used to allocate
the benefits relating to the ERNgMot materially
sensitive given the relatively small scale of the ER-
NIP benefits.
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Question 4.4 25
119 The PRB study into the interdependency leetw 2%

capacity and environment demonstrates that Air f 15

Traffic Flow Management (ATFM) delays have a n 10

negative impact on horizontal flight efficiency. The 5, — 12 1

PRBconsiderecthe inputs given by this study for . w2 s T3

setting the environment target ranges for RP4. It Fullyagree  Agreeto  Disagreeto Fully disagree No opinion

is estinated that an increase of one minute of av- AN @ Alings 8 NSe & Mo St Proessonal af representative b

erage en route ATFM delay per flight causes an in- Figured ¢ Number of replies to Question 44t 2 ¢ K i S

crease of 0.14pp to en route horizontal flight effi- do you agree with the proposed approa¢BRVCAP inter-

ciency (KEA)n Question 4.4, respondents were dependency)(source: PRB elaboration).
a s k €odwhdt extent d you agree with the pro-

posed approach? 122 Individualcomments aredlisted in Table9 (next

page) 37 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment

120 44 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn on the question, out of which:
out of which: . . -
1 20ANSPsncludingone association;
1 23 ANSPsdncludingone association; 1 Four arlines,includingthree associations;
1 Five @&lines,includingthree associations; 1 11 NSA and Member State representatives
I 14 NSA and Member State representatives; and
and 1 Twoprofessional staffepresentative bodies.

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.

121 Figure9 shows the distribution of the replieghe
majority of stakeholder§28) disagreed with the
proposed approact2@ disagreed to some extent
and six fully disagreed), whiled2 respondents
agreed {wo fully agreedand 10 agreedo some
extend). When analysing the responses by stake-
holder category, te majority of ANSPs and NSA
and Member State representatiiisagreed with
the proposed approach, while the majoritytbé
airlines agreed. All thprofessional staff repre-
sentativebodies disagreed with the proposed ap-
proach.
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4.4To what extent do you agree with the proposed appr@4EINVCAP interdependency)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

The interdependencies report tries to model the relationship between capacity andrengirb
linearly. We acknowledge the simplicity of linear models but, as delay grows exponentia
traffic, maybe a linear model is not the best one (R2=0.31, when perfect adjusted model
have R2=1). The report also points out that different caakdslay affect HFE differently, al:
with different network impact depending on the originating State. Such impacts and how
on specific causes could impact results has not been considered. The proposed ineffici
lowance for target setting, ggopaosed, seems, therefore, oversimplified. More importantly, |
approach allows horizontal inefficiency to be driven by the expected delay levels. This s|
bit contradictory with the overall intention to prioritize the environment and providecgerft
capacity to allow the targeted reduced emissions

Airline
(ERA)

Capacity and environment are inextricably linked. Delays result in inefficient trajectories.
ability to fly the most carbon efficient route is throttled by capacity constraints.

Airline
(Easyjet)

While we agree that environment and capacity are linked KEA (as outlined before) is not a
indicator.Airline ability to fly optimum trajectories mandates that ANSPs provide capacity |
demand is and in the planned amountl&ys, based on the approved flight plan, do have
impact on efficiency. Again it has to be ensured that no perverse effects will materialise b
wrong environmental KPI assumptions.

Airline
(A4E)

While we agree that environment and capacitylanieed KEA (as outlined before) is not a suite
indicator.Airline ability to fly optimum trajectories mandates that ANSPs provide capacity |
demand is and in the planned amount. Delays, based on the approved flight plan, do t
impact on efficieny. Again it has to be ensured that no perverse effects will materialise bas
wrong environmental KPI assumptions.

ANSP
(FABEC)

The methodology to calculate the Uniatide targets is not sufficiently disclosed and the
dence is incomplete. Again kagy if a certain pp adjustment is appropriate without understa
ing the calculation of the base value does not enable a meaningful assessment of the pi
It is urgently required to find effective ways to take these interdependencies substant@l
account in the EU/FAB/national target setting process. For both CAP and ENV, it is obvi
the target setting methodology inming the consideration of interdependencies does not re
in achievable EU target range proposals. Please note, th®ometd 1 minute delay leads t
0.14pp circumnavigation, which is an average that is differing with the scale of the exerc
chosen timeframe, and the area and traffic volume that is selected for the assessment. |
you plan this to be broken dovam a national level?

ANSP

(Polish Air Naviga-
tion Services
Agency)

Experience from previous years shows thataute delays, which, as PRB points out, have
impact on KEA, are much higher than the proposed capacity targets, which also go much
agreed and operationally justified NOP values. Therefore, it is expected that the real im
delays on KEA will be much higher than assumed by PRB. Increased military activities ar
weather impact, together with their ngpredictability, also féect airspace capacity and fligl
efficiency and they are not sufécitly considered. Traffic volatility and changing geopolitica
ality lead to need for constant optimization and changes to airspace structures. Impleme|
of new solutions and ajsce changes will also periodically affect airspace availability, ar
generate delays. Therefore the value of KEA is significantly underestimated, which is a ¢
sult of the incorrect estimation of capacity targets for RP4.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

Thereare still many unknown factors which cannot be captured in figures; the PRB ap
equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is simpligticing COVID reconfiguration in
neighbouring airspace was also a factor, as demonstrated in Romanianeaihspaues of higl
demand (summer, etc.), NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Play
ence rules, avoiding any direct routing so that there is better capacity planning / predictak
network level, even though it knew thtais would have negative impact on KEA. This show
opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP improvements supporting ENV improveme
would also like to know how the GERYV interdependency will be monitored.

ANSP
(NAVPortugal E.P.E

NAV Portugalgrees with the proposed approach to include the impact of capacity constr
at network level, in the calculation of the target ranges by reflecting it by allowances to the
ranges. Yet, the methodol ogy p rited thefiguees anc
its results; as a consequence, the presented percentages are impossible to be disputed.
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ANSP
(LVNL)

We welcome that PRB has endeavoured to factor in the interdependency between capar
environment. However, there are still maonknown factors which cannot be captured in
ures; the PRB approach equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is simplistic and toc
The effect of insufficient capacity on environment performance of the whole route netwol
pends on where th bottleneck is, even though two bottlenecks may have the same av
ATFM delay.

ANSP
(ENAV)

RP3 targets not met despite COVID; evidence 1, 2, and 3 not robust enough to justify
increase in the ambition in KEA. Benefits predicted by ERNIBrahg theoretical; in RP3 the
were not helpful in achieving targets. Many unknown factors that cannot be captured in fi
the PRB approach equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is sirghlistig COVID recor
figuration in aneighbouringpirspace was also a factor. In periods of high demand (summer
iday periods, sky season, etc.), KNdduested ANSPs to operate under Flight Plan Adher
rules, avoiding any direct routing for better capacity planning /predictability, this had ne
impad on KEA. Showing the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP improvements su
ENV. Table 10, to be revised considering a review in defining the KEA. To clarify how e
on which States are impacted by the RUIKR war, to consider the domieéfect on adjacent
States. Also other conflicts affecting the RegiliD

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

There are still many unknown factors which cannot be captured in figrgighpouringuirspace,
route structure, network measures, among others. NM has strongliested that ANSPs ope
ate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, avoiding any direct routing so that there is better ¢
planning / predictability at network level, even though it knew that this would have negati
pact on KEA. This shows the opposifect anticipated by PRB of CAP improvements suppg
ENV improvements.

ANSP
(DSNA)

This is an interesting study, with an attempt to quantify a-kredlvn interdependency, amon
other ones. But a good understanding of the interdependencies betwel€éRAad is essential f
meaningful target setting. The PRB's acknowledgement that this understanding has not y
achieved should trigger additional analyses.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Calculations/evidences have not been disclosed to the stakeholders to sagpeiter grip of
the defined interdependencies. It is worth further exploring airlines preferences in times ¢
demand (summer, etc.) and the impact of NM recommendations to avoid any direct rol
even though these would have negative impact oA.KE

ANSP
(CANSO)

We wel come PRB’ s e f-ENVVintesdependendy.aHovwewer, equating trd
decrease with KEA decrease is simplistic. During COVID, reconfiguration in a neighbol
space was also a factor and 282121 cannot be cotidered as reference for ENV target settir
The effect of insufficient CAP on ENV performance of the whole route network depends or
the bottleneck is. Interdependence is not linear. COVID proved that with low traffic it was p
to improve HFE Waes; but the Ukriae war shows that even with reduced traffic and no cape
restrictions HFE trends could be negative. In times of high demand, NM has strongly rel
that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, avoiding direct routintpcengmthis
negatively impacts KEA. ENV targets should consider realistic delay levels for RP4: N
serve as a basis rather than unachievable CAP target ranges. Lastly, how wilEh/QAtBr-
dependency will be monitored / addressed?

ANSP
(Austocontrol)

Both target ranges are unrealistic and unachievable.

ANSP
(ANSCR)

The ATFMlelay is not a cause of horizontal flight inefficiency. It is the effect of a situation
the demand for a given airspace is higher than its capacity. Then, theitgafls up (whict
means that ensuring separation in a dense traffic situation requires (besides vertical hoi
manoeuvring, which can decrease horizontal efficiency). Therefore, both decreased ho
efficiency and delay are the effects of th@me cause- excess demand (which can never
eliminated, because the demand is potafiyi unlimited, in contrast to the capacity).

ANSP
(LFV)

We wel come PRB’' s e f-ENVWintesdependendy.aHowewer, equating trd
decrease with KA decrease is simplistic. During COVID, reconfiguration in a neighladur
space was also a factor and 2221 cannot be considered as reference for ENV target se|
The effect of insufficient CAP on ENV performance of the whole route networkiddepewhere
the bottleneck is. Interdependence is not linear. COVID proved that with low traffic it was p
to improve HFE values; but the Ukraine war shows that even with reduced traffic and no ¢
restrictions HFE trends could be negativeirtres of high demand, NM has strongly reques
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that ANSPs operate undergfi Plan Adherence rules, avoiding direct routing, even thougk
negatively impacts KEA. ENV targets should consider realistic delay levels for RP4: N
serve as a basistheer than unachievable CAP target ranges. Lastly, how will th&Mihter-
dependency will be monitored / addressed?

ANSP Because Norway is situated in the outskirts of Europe, we see that redapacitymay not

(AVINOR) necessarily result in a longgistance flown in Norwegian air space. The delays are absorb
the ground and the horizontal efficiency ends up as the same or even improved.

ANSP Lithuanian ANSP's view: There ar e sedinlfig-

(AB Oro Navigacija)

ures; the PRB approach equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is sinthiigtig COVILC
reconfiguration in a neighbouring airspace was also a factor. In times of high demand (s
etc.), NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operateriidgnt Plan Adherence rules, avoid
any direct routing so that there is better capacity planning / predictability at network level,
though it knew that this woulddve negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effe:
ticipated by PRB of €Amprovements supporting ENV improvements. We would also li
know how the CAENYV interdependency will be monitored.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

Ireland has had very little ATFM delay but has nonetheless faced some deterioration to
score in RP3 due tadtors outside of its control including changed airline beha¥amlawing
airspace reconfiguration in neighbouring airspace. AirNav has engaged with NM extens
relation to this and is available to discuss in more detail with the PRB. In timgk démand
(summer, etc.), NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Ad
rules, avoiding any direct routing so that there is better capacity planning / predictability ¢
work level, even though it knew that this would haveatieg impact on KEA. This shows °
opposite effect anticipated ByRB of CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements

ANSP
(DFS)

Although the interdependency between ENV and CAP hasdoéeowledgedit has unfortu-
nately not been addressed in the tatgange proposal, thus leading to wrong assumption
the proposal. It is urgently required to find effective ways to take these interdependencie
account in the EU/national target setting process.

Interdependence is not linear. COVID proved thdt leiv traffic it was possible to improve H
values; but the Ukraine war shows that even with reduced traffic and no capacity restrictio
trends could be negative. In times of high demand, NM has strongly requested that ANSI
ate under Flight PleAdherence rules, avoiding direct routing, even though this would nega
impact KEA. ENV targets should consider realistic delay levels for RP4, for which NOP c(
as a basis, rather than unaetable CAP target ranges.

ANSP
(skeyes)

Althoughthe interdependency between ENV and CAP has been acknowledged, it has t
nately not been addressed in the target range proposal, thus leading to wrong assumpi
the proposal. It is urgently required to find effective ways to take these interdepeias into
account in the EU/FAB/national target setting process.

There are still many unknown factors which cannot be captured in figures; the PRB ay
equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is simpligticing COVID reconfiguration in
neighbouringairspace was also a factor. In times of high demand (summer, etc.), NM has s
requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, avoiding any direct rg
that there is better capacity planning / predictability at netweslel, even though it knew the
this would have negative impact oA This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PF
CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Thank you for recognising the interdependence between KPAs. HoW&Eeis not only influ
enced by capacity but also by ottHfactors such as weather and cost efficiency: Adjustm
should be made taking all relevant factors into account. Taking only capacity into accol
only lead to mistakes in the adjustment figaire

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

In 2023, the Danish AN8Rperienced a lack of capacity which resulted in a lower perform
in the KPA than expected. Hence, sufficient capacity is essential to be able to deliver on |
and it is therefore paramount for the DahiANSP to achieve sufficient capacity in RP4.

Member State
(Netherlands)

The PRB study indicates the interrelation between capacity and environment but is notst
be exhaustive. Other interactions between the areas and indicators are realissband be
considered before the results are used for target setting, especially if used in an ing
scheme.

Member State
(Spain)

Spain agrees with PRB in considering the interdependency between capacity and envir
however, there are still manynknown factors that cannot be captured in figures and need n
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studies (traffic, airspace structure anf¢
A good example to highlight is that Spain only achieved the KEA objective during the CO

NSA
(Croatial)

Itis an opinion thathere are still many opened questions that need to be answered before t
ing final conclusions and quantifying the capagityironment interdependency. Especially w
the notion that this kind of quantification iggformed with Key Performance Indicators that i
not adequate for both Capacity and Environment Key Performance-AscATFM enoute de-
lay per flight is an indicator of lack of capacity and not capacity offered, while KEA does |
various elementthat have even greater effect on tleavironment.

NSA
(France

It is recognized that environment, including KEA values, is impacted by traffic levels and
cases by resulting capacity issues, which can also generate delays. However, a congrle
standing of interdependencies between all KPAs is needed for target setting and impleme¢
balanced approach, which is not yet the case today. KEA is highly influenced by many
outside the control of ANSPs (military activity, airspace useceshonveather disruption etc
which are not directly linked to thys. In addition, based on information provided in the rep
it is quite unclear how such UE level assumption could be broken down at local level. T
meaningful consultation for Bdrget setting also implies to provide an insight on the metho
ogy applied to breakdown these values at local level, which has not been done neither f
ronment nor for capacity. Only the full information would have enabled stakeholders to |
the robustness of the methodology

NSA
(Polang

The PRB study provides to some extend information on the link between capacity and €
ment and what the overall network benefits should arise from the adoption of such an app
It would be also highlydaisable for the transparency of the process and for the conduct of fu
consultation with stakeholders that the PRB makes available key data, methodologies, pr
applied, and the justifications of all key assumptions for the derivations of K&Irtarges and
proposals. This is related td 4IKPAs.

NSA
(Italy)

There are still many unknown factors which cannot be captured in figures; the PRB af
equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is simpligticing COVID reconfiguration in
neighbouring airspace was also a factor. In different periods of the year of high demand (s|
holiday periods, sky season, etc.), NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate und
Plan Adherence rules, avoiding any direct routing so that thdyetier capacity planning / pre
dictability at network level, even thgh it knew that this would have negative impact on k
This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP improvements supporting ENV
ments. We would also like to know htve CAFENV interdependency will be monitored.

NSA
(Switzerland)

The interdependency between ATFM delay and environment as stated in the PRB advice
simplified. Other factors such as traffic complexity, density, traffic demand, weather, ai
users' preferences (route charges), sizaitdpacestc. have a substantial effect on the envirc
ment KPA. A thorough understandingmiérdependenciebetween KPAs is key for a meaning
and realistic target setting. Furthermore, since KEA is nowfitliin the control on ANSPs, tt
accountability (in terms of ENV aitidin) cannot be solely attributed to them. Therefore, to ¢
relate an increase of one minute of average en route ATFM delay per flight causes witl
crease of 0.14pp to en route horigal flight efficiency (KEA) is not considered as adequate

NSA
(Croatia 2)

The methodology used to quantify the capacity KPI contribution to the achievement/ur
chievement of environment KPI contains elements that could have an influence for sutsh
EXPL. during the 2022 and 2023 summer period atgoteeal and tactical capacity plannil
|l evel, NM requested the | ocal ANSP’'s to
erate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, which resulted with Hfégkt distribution on the net-
work level and ensuring greater predictabjligss volatility and less delay. This highly influer
the possibility to use direct routing and reduced the possibility for achieving the environr
target. There are stithany questions that need to be answered before quantifying the cap:
environment interdependency. Especially with the notion that this kind of quantification i
formed with KPIs that are not adequate for both CAP and ENV KPA.

NSA
(Latvia 1)

Probably methodology and assumptions for this estimation should be necessary, just to be
parent.

NSA
(Austria)

We agree with the approach to interdependency as such. We disagree however with the
being used, as they are based on the equally unreatiapacity targets

NSA
(Germany)

In the main report RPB is stating that the capacity targets have to be challenging to minin
i mpact of delay and to support the PRB’
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proposes targets to minimigbe adjustments to the environment targets by setting ambitic
but realistic, capacity targets. In our view, the capacity target ranges as well as the envir
target ranges are too ambitious. Although it is understood that delay has an influerogio
ronmental performance, targets ghld be realistic which they are not due to several misin
pretations and inadequate evidences as further described in our replies to e.g. the metr
gies. If for any reason, the expected optimum is too far away vireat is realistically and wit
great ambition possible, targets should at least be reasonable, especially from an econorm
of view. In this case the proposed ranges are instead overambitious as not properly deriy
determined.

Annex 1 No 64 ®ating that during covid KEA decreased with sufficient capacity. Many tin
the reports covidyears are stated as a time not considered in evidences due to its speci
ture. Is considered that the years of covid are not benchmark at all. Thetevss less traffic
no airspace congestion. This is with-paad past Covid times simply not comparable. In
whole report the timeframe considered should be streamlined,

We can also not understand why in the interdependency study only sample dagssicered
and those even just for the years 2018 until end 2022. Why is not the same timeframe con
for all KPAs and evidences? This is not a scientific approach if one chooses with no furth
nation for several KPAs different timeframes ofsideration of historical or values or to shc
interdependencies in the past. Please provide us with studies and their results using th
timeframes. Otherwise evidencesc@mt be further considered due to their arbitrariness.

Professional staff
representative body
(IFATCA)

Asmentioned, | agree with the focus on environment, but | find the targets too optimistic.

Professional staff
representative body
(ATCEUC)

One of the bases of this study for the drawing of conclusions was the analysis of cayh
flight efficiency during covid crisis. Traffic was 50% lower, resources available were far at
needs, same for capacity, most of the flight planning restrictions were lifted, aircraft were
allowing them to have a better vertical performamneducing complexity for ATC: these eleme
make extremely hazardous to use this period to draw conclusions. The element to be
mind is: for RP3 flight effemcy targets were reached when traffic was 40% of 2019. Origine
ambition are unrealigt.

Table9 - Comments received on Question 4.4.
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In referenceto the surveyQuestion 44, stake-
holdersacknowledgehe correlation between ca-
pacity and environment and the importanceati
dress it. Howeverm majorityof stakeholderg28
of 44) expressed disagreement with the PigB
proach to use the CAENV interdependency
study as inpytwhile 12 respondents agreedost
ANSPSNSAandMember State representativess
well as professional staff representative bodies
disagreed with the proposed approachkhilethe
majority of airlines agreed with it

As highlighted by the comments, the main reasons
for disagreement identifiedy the PRBegard

1 The incomplete disclosure dfie methodol-
ogy and evidence;

1 Theneed to bette understand therelation-
ship between ENV driCAPand

1 The consideration of the COVIB pandemic
period.

Stakeholders caltl for the disclosureof available
data, methodologies, processasplied,and justi-
fications of all key assumptions used to derhe t
environment target ranges

When it comes to thenodelused to define the
relationship betweerthe capacity and environ-
ment KPIs many stakeholderf®und that the lin-
ear modelis too simplisticand variousfactors
such as the reconfiguration in neighbimg air-
space, traffic growth, airspace structures, and net-
work measuresannot be captured

Additionally, theelation ofoneminute ofaverage
en route ATFMielay resulting in 0.14 gpcrease
in horizontal flight efficiencis an average of the
study. $akeholders questioed how this figure
can be broken down to national level.

Furthermore, the interdependency study exer-
cises are based on data during (B®VIEL9 pan-
demic period, which represents an anomaly in
terms of traffic levels, and therefore del&jence,
the COVIEL9 pandemicperiod should not be
usedto form the basis on which targets are set
upon.Sane stakeholderadditionallystated thag
while the COVIEL9 pandemicproved that with
low traffic HFE valuesuld be improved, thRus-
s i wdr gfaggression against Ukraisieows that

129
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even with reduced traffic and no cajiscre-
strictions HFE trend®me negatively impacted.

Sakeholders agrathat there are stilhumerous
open questions regarding theapacity and envi-
ronmentinterdependencyemphasising theneed
to be fully understoodbeforeincorporating the in-
put into the targets.

PRB response

130

131

132

133

134

In Annex | of the target rangeeport, the PRpre-
sentedcomprehensiveinformation on the meth-
odology andsupporting data from the interde-
pendency studpn capacity and environmerior
more detail on the methodologyjustifications
and data used in the environment and capacity in-
terdependency study, please referttee “The in-
terdependency between the environment and ca-
pacity KPIs of the performance andarging
scheme of the Single European¢SkigBreport
and its annex.

Given thatthere were no indications of ndime-
arity, the studymade use oflinear regression
modelsto quantify the interdependency between
UW HFE and en route ATFM del#dys impactof
seasonal changesn the interdependencyand
the different impacts of ATFM delays on HFE

Adknowledgingthe anomalyintroduced by the
COVIRL9 pandemicthe PRB maintained the data
from year 2020 in the scope tnsure acontinu-

ous sample enabling thdentification of trends
and providing relevant data insights on the inter-
dependency between the KPAws the case of
lower traffic levelsand more capacityFurther-
more, rather thana reduction in traffic  Ru s s i
war of aggressioted to a shift in traf€ flows,
which had aegativeimpacton KEA

In terms ofbreaking down the interdependency
value amationallevels the PRB is working closely
with the Network Manageio ensure thatthe na-
tional reference valuesconsider local circum-
stancedo the maxinum extent possible

The PRBiasacknowledgd that the currentstudy
serves aastarting pointand that further research
is requiredto better understand the relationship
between the CAP and ENWPAs Stakeholders
have consistentlgmphasisedthe importane of
accounting for interdependencies betweliRAs

1PRB reporThe interdependency between the environment and capacity KPIs of the performance and charging scheme of the Single Eur
pean Sky



https://eu-single-sky.transport.ec.europa.eu/news/prb-report-interdependency-between-environment-and-capacity-kpis-2023-06-06_en
https://eu-single-sky.transport.ec.europa.eu/news/prb-report-interdependency-between-environment-and-capacity-kpis-2023-06-06_en

when setting targets under the performance and
charging scheme. Threfore, the PRBconsiderst
important to incorporatethe latest information
regarding interdependencies to support the de-
velopment of theargets for RP4
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Question 4.5

135
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While it is nopossible to predict the evolution of
the conflict and the geopolitical climate, the PRB
assumes as a starting point that route extensions
resulting from Ukrainian, Belorussian, and Russian
airspace cloges and airspace restructuration in
neighbouring Member States will remain in place
for the entirety of RP4. The PRB proposes to in-
clude a Uniofwide allowance for the impact of
Russia’ s war of
Such an impact should be Igrconsidered for a
limited number of affected Membe$tates when
setting the local target$n Question 4.5, respond-
ent s we rTe whatsektenddo Yyou agree
with the proposed approach?

45 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;

T 15 NSAand Member State representatives;
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.

Figure10 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majaity of stakeholderg34)agreed wih the
proposed approach(nine fully agreed an®5
agreed to some extent), whikight respondents
disagreed five disagreed to some extent and
three fully disagreed)When analysing the re-
sponses by stakeholder categattye majority of
ANSPs and NS#nd Member State representa-
tivesagreed with the proposed approach, as well
as all the airlines. One professional staff repre-
sentative body fully agreed with the proposed ap-
proach, while one disagreed to some extent.

aggressio
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Agree to Disagree to Fully disagree No opinion
some extent some extent
Airlines ® NSAs & Member States Professional staff representative bodies
Figure10 ¢ Number of replies to Question 45t 2 ¢ K I (i
ent o g),laa'grere; with the pfdpased ajppmat{)@dﬁmamne KE.
RdzS 02 0UKS AYLI OO 2F wdzaaAl
Ukraingé (source: PRB elaboration).

Fully agree

ANSPs

Individualcomments ardistedin Table10 (next
page) 36 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 20 ANSPsdncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;

1 10 NSA and Member State representatives
and

1 Oneprofessional staff representative bpd
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4.5To what extent do you agree with the proposed appr@4cih | | owance due to the i
sion against Ukraine)

Stakeholder Comment

Airline The impact of the Ukraine war affects ymlcertain number of States, there are concel

(IATA) about the inclusion of this impact at EU wide level, since it could mask other inefficienci
would like clarity on how this impact can be identified and separated in the reference
when presentedThe following could be consideredefine the EU target with and withol
the impact of the war (separate allowane®gefine 2 EU targets one for the States recogni
as affected, another for those who are not Even if the conflict ends, sanctionsasbialdger,
the Ukrainian airspace could still be avoided (security perception).

Airline The states should have adopted to the new geopolitical situation in the meantime

(Lufthansa Group)

Airline Itis safe to assume that tmepercussionsf the Ukraine war are limited to specific states. ]

(Easyjet) inclusion of this inefficiency at Etdde level raises obvious concerns. We seek clarificatic
how this impact can be discerned and isolated from other sources of inefficiency. Th
ments under 41-3 apply as well.

Airline It is safe to assume that the repercussions of the Ukraine war are limited to specific stat

(A4E) inclusion of this inefficiency at Bldde level raises obvious concerns. We seek clarificatic
how this impact can beisterned and isolated from other sources of inefficiency. The i
ments under 4.13 apply as well.

Airline With the caveats noted abovgditor note:see ERA commeint4.18

(ERA)

ANSP The impact on Unicwide KEAOJRU s si a’' s waagaimstfUkraing ¢ nat te Beiul

(FABEC) derestimated. States close to the conflict area are carrying most of the burden. States !
already saturated airspace also struggle to accommodate the shift of flows without any
delay impact. Therefore, a relatiyesmall figure showing a small % of the overall traff
impacted, simplifies the struggle to provide the capacity where required and the risk of
nential increase of delay. The negative KEA impact in most cases canvaitibd due to the
achieveddistance approach. National/FAB targets based on KEA therefore are not ap
ate.

ANSP We strongly support taking into account the impact of the War in Ukraine on KEA. Ha

(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

the proposed value of 0.24pp seetasbe underestimated as 1. it is calculated for the y
2022 (where over Jareb the flights were not yet impacted by the war) 2. impact of s
restrictions (e.g. Belarus) was visible already earlier. It is unclear how-thield=bllowance
will be alloated to States-and this is crucial to assess the PRB proposal. Poland had a ni
impact on KEA long before the outbreak af thar (restrictions after the shooting down
MH17 in July 2014 and further after the forced landing of FR4978 in May 20B24¢. factors
were not taken into account when setting KEA targets in recent years. It is of utmc
portance that the KEA target values are realistic and achievable and the PRB report ¢
analyse the issue of achievability of the proposed targsther at Unionwide level, nor at
local level, including States directly affected by the war.

ANSP The whole network has been impacted by the Ukraine / Russian/ Belarusian closures, €

(ROMATSA) this is very different between Member States depagdbn where they are geographica
positioned. The European Commission should therefore generally provide flexibility in t|
cess to breakdown the EU targets to FAB / local reference values.

ANSP The whole network is affected tye Ukrainian / Russian closures, although the degree of

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

impact differs between Member States depending on their geographical location. Thel
the European Commission should generally provide flexibility in the process to break dc
EU targetsnto FAB/local reference values. This flexibility should also include break dt
KEA at local level when FIRs are affected by lack of capagighbouringA CC’ s .

ANSP
(LVNL)

The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Rukssares, although
this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geograp
positioned. We however strongly oppose setting local targets for KEA, but only keepini
network KPI. The disadvantages of this KPI are ewargstrat local level than at netwol
level, because what happens downstream or upstream of a State influences the perfoi
at local level without being in control.
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ANSP
(ENAV)

The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Russiares|athough
this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geograp
positioned. The EC should therefore generally provide flexibility in the process to bres
the EU targets to FAB / local reference values

ANSP
(ENARE)

The impact of Russia’'s war of aggressi
be properly quantified to consider all affected States when setting the local targets, inc
Spain.

ANSP
(EANS)

The European Commission should provideilfility in the process to breakdown the EU t
gets to local reference values

ANSP
(DSNA)

Also an important impact to be taken into account. For FABEC countries, the impact is
ered limited, thus the locadhrgets will not be notably influenced iy Yet, the rerouting of
traffic flows has an impact on the whole network. The countries that aren't close to the ¢
won't be able to bear an additional burden, knowing that their own objectives are extre
challenging

ANSP
(BULATSA)

The wholenetwork is impacted by the war in a different way and as a follow up Member ¢
depending on where they are geographically positioned. Greater flexibility is to be ens
the process of breakdown of EU targets to local reference values, takirgaotant the ad-
ditional rerouted traffic especially in Solhst Europe.

ANSP
(CANSO)

The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Russian closures, a
this is very different between Member States depending on where they areagédocally
positioned. The European Commission should therefore generally provide flexibility in tl
cess to breakdown the EU targets to FAB / local reference values/targets. The allowe
the Ukraine war impact (0.24%) seems underestimated asstd=rs the whole of 2022, bt
for January and February this impact was not yet visible.

ANSP
(Austrocontrol)

The allowance for the war impact seems underestimated as it considers the whole 2022
for January and February this impact was not ydilgisi

ANSP

The benefit of using KEA is limiteplease see the answer to 4.1 (first question) above, €

(ANSCR) cially in case of local (FIR) use. In the SES area-@identhe indicator should refleceal
situation, although it is influenced bynar.

ANSP The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Russian closures, a

(LFV) this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geograp
positioned. The European Commission should therefore genprailide flexibility in the pro
cess to breakdown the EU targets to FAB / local reference values/targets. The allowe
the Ukraine war impact (0.24%) seems underestimated as it considers the whole of 20
for January and February this impact wasyet visible. Sweden must be one of the counti
given extra allowance in this regard.

ANSP The whole network has been affected by the Ukrainian war although the impact vari

(AVINOR) pending on where in the region the ANSP is situated.

ANSP Lithuanian ANSP’'s view: LT is support.i

(ABOro Navigacija)

ranges of the KPI. It would reflect EC and PRB understanding thiit-alhapproach does
not suit anymore. Still, in the current report there g confidence on the methodology a
plied on the measuring the effect of the war and the corrected KEA excluding the effect.
fore, EC is expected to collaborate and provide transparent explanations on the value
tion approach.

ANSP
(DFS)

We do spport the proposal to foresee an allowance for the impact of the airspace
suresfrer outings caused by Russia’'s war of
support the proposal tforesee such an allowance only in a limited number of affected-c
tries, as we believe that the majority of countries in Europe is somehow affected. The
in fact is very different within Europe. In Germany, an increase in complexity needs to
dressed due to the reoutings towards the soutbast axis and thencrease of military ai
traffic. Those effectdefinitelydo also have an impact on KEA and need to be consider
the target development at EU as well as later on at FAB/national level.

ANSP
(skeyes)

The whole network has been impacted by the impédilraine / Russian closures, althou
this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geograp
positioned. The European Commission should therefore generally provide flexibility in tl
cess to breakdown the EU targetsRaB / local reference values.
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ANSP
(Skyguide)

The PRB suggests that efforts to achieve Uwide targets should be more ambitious f
countries not bordering the conflict than for those bordering it. This would be unfair
would penalise all Europea&ountries given that traffic diversions and military exercises
an impact on the whole network.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Dani sh ANSP agrees that Russia’s w;
i sh ANSP’'s target p eforé, the impact sheuld berincludbdan séttl
the local target for Denmark.

Member State
(Netherlands)

The whole network has been impacted by the war. Obviously, some states moothtbizn
This effect should be included. When KEA is measured atdoehit loses some of its us
the smaller the area the less relevant it is. Use of KEA is best in the setting of the wh
work. Other Environmental indicators are better suited for local use.

Member State

Spain agrees with PRB in conditgthe impacton Uniowi de KEA of Rus

(Spain) sion against Ukraine as it has an impact iBLatipean traffic flows.

NSA Agree to some extent, if during tleavironmental targets local breakdown, European C

(Croatial) mission and the PRB ®ures adequate evaluation of the local circumstances and assigr
effect in a proper way to those Member States that are affected.

NSA Regarding i mpact on KEA of Russia’s wa

(France by PRB is padtly shared. It is true that a limited number of Member States will be conce
by major route extensions due to related airspace closures and/or restructuration. Nev
less, the overall impact at EU level shall not be underestimated. The depictiis iofgact
on KEA as a pp of the overall traffic is not the most relevant way to measure it. In add
highly congested airspace, where ANSRe litifficulties to provide the requested capaci
even a small percentage of rerouted traffic can impey isk of an exponential increase
delays and has impact on KEA, which is difficult to estimate at local level, based on tf
mation provided in the report. Another related impact which is not properly addressed
largescale military exercisdisat will be organized more frequently in the future and coulc
more longstanding than the war itself.

NSA The Russian aggression against Ukraine do not affectmiémiber states equally. Countri

(Poland located in Eastern Europe are sufferiegi@s negative effects of this situation. Therefc
the functioning of ANSPs in different regions of Europe is depending on the localisatic
should present a mechanism to compensate the effects of the situation in Ukraine. It
be emphasized ajn that the introduction of the Incentive Scheme in KPA Environment
supported.

NSA The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Russian closures, a

(Italy) this is very different between Member States depending on wheeg &re geographicall
positioned. The European Commission should therefore generally provide flexibility in t|
cess to breakdown the EU targets to FAB / local reference values.

NSA The PRB suggests that the efforts to achieve theilé/targets shold be made more ambi

(Switzerland) tious for countries like Switzerland than for countries bordering to thdicbafea. However
the impact on Unionwide KEA of Russi a’ ¢
estimated. The approach chosentbe PRB is considered inadequate as theuging of traf-
fic flows and largscale military exercises have an impact on the entire network. This r|
in an additional burden in terms of addinghe already ambitious environment targets.

NSA Agree to some extent, if during the environmental targets local breakdown, Europear

(Crodia 2) mission and the PRB ensures adequate evaluation of the local circumstanessignd this
effect in a proper way to those Member States that are affected.

NSA The individual allowance is not reflected in the unidde targets and in our opinion cann

(Austria) be reflected properly.

NSA We agree with thassumption that the war is unpredictable and a further inclusion of a U

(Germany) wide allowance ithe computation of local reference values for the states affected is str(

recommended. And while the member states considered affected and possibly affec
Annex Il to the report as shown in Figure 1 on page 10 are certainly the ones with th
severe effects not only on their airspace and ATM. Concluding that in all other states
contrary is a rather short statement and contradicts the fact thete is a chain of relevar
effects originated in the war. This chain influences the whd@e &Falso stated in Annex 1
71. In our opinion the Annex 3 is not explaining the impact sufficiently as one can only ¢
flight plans were considered, which is again a historical vhased calculation. And agai
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there are more influencing famts like congestion and airline behaviour, which affect diffe
states differently. Please show, how these have been considered here as well since jus
impacted flights in % of the total flights seems oversimplified.

Professional staff rep-
resentdive body
(ATCEUC)

The proposal to includeaUniani de al |l owance for the im
against Ukraine on KEA for the entire RR4eisome. Nevertheless, the magnitude of t
impact should be precisely identified not only on theghbouring Member States but also ¢
more regional level due to knock on effects. Furthermore, not only airspace closure &
space restructuration in neighbouring States but also the impact of evolving military
should also need to be considereawHairspace is use by military forces is used in the n¢
bouring states? What is the level of military traffic in the neighbouring States? These qu
should also be considered when looking at the consequences on KEA at local level an
quently atEU level.

Tablel0- Comments received on Question 4.5.
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PRB analysis 143 Furthermore when it comes to théocal break-
down valuesstakeholdes caled for greater clar-

edges that most stakeholders (841 45 support ity on how the break_down has been undertal_<en
the proposed approach to allocateUnionwide and whether they will have a chance to review

allowancefortheimact of Russi a’ s t\p/e%ﬁrbefogefthe m@lt&apg%gx e_publlshedStake—_
sion against Ukraine on KE3n the other hand, hp ers requesid that'the B and_the Commis-
eight respondents are in disagreemeANSPs, smnt_mdertakean adequaFe evaIL_Ja_t!on_ of the lo-
NSAand Member State representatives, and air- cal circumstanceand provide flexibility in the val-
linesaregenerallyaligned in their response, while ues given the uncertainty that the war brings.
some differing opinionsexist within the profes- PRB response

sional staff representative bodies.

139 In response to question 4.5, the PR&knowl-

144 The PRB notes the large suppfrtincluding an

140 The main themesmerging fronthe responses in- all owance in the target:
clude: war ofaggression against Ukraifidhe PRBecog-

nisesghesignificani mpact t hat Rus:

gression against Ukraine haisboth Unionwide

and local KEAThe methodology foralculating

1 Large supporfor the inclusion ofan allow-
ance;

T The overall impact on the network; and KEAindicatesthat there is a real, material and un-
T Requests for more clarity on the breakdown avoidable impaabn KEA for Member States in the
M vicinity of Ukraine and one which must be ac-
141 Stakeholdersargelysuppored the approachon counted for.The PRBbased on Eurocontrahlcu-
adding an allowancas a result ofhe impact of lations updated the Uran-wide allowancein the
Russia’'s war of aggress.i igetgperttougflechthelptest cscymstrness .
However, some stakeholdersonsiderthat the and establishedthe local refeence valueghat
0.24pp allowance might be underestimatddhis capturethe impact on aMlember Stateby-Mem-
may be due to the fact thdlightsof January and ber State basigresulting in an increase from
February2022were not impacted yet and certain 0.24pp to 0.28pp)The informatioris availablein
restrictions (e.g. Belarus) were already in place Annex Il of theargetsreport. The PRBensured

that the full impact of he geopolitical situatiois
accurately reflected in the advice on the environ-
mental targets to the Commission

142 While all agreé that some Member States have
been directly impacted and face a greater chal-
lenge ttan others,stakeholders emphasidehat

the war has a significaithpact networkwide as 145 On the topic of how the local breakdown values
well. Suggestions includpresentingtargets with are calculated, the local breakdown will be pro-
and without the allowanceallowing fordifferent vided during the target process and are not part
targetsto be developed for the impacted andmo of the target ranges congtation. The local break-
impacted Member States. downvaluesof the environmental targets are cal-

culated by theNetwork Manager based on the-

gets proposedThe PRB is in contagith the Net-

work Managerto ensure thatthe allowancere-

| ated to Russia’s newdlr o°
beconsidered for the local targets of the impacted
Member States



2.4 Capacity

146 This sectiopresentsall questions otthe capacity
KPAincludedin the surveyThis isfollowed by a
table with all comments receive&ix questions
were asked

1 CQuestiomn 5.1: To what extent do you agree
with the PRB objective aapacityfor RP4?

1 Question5.2: To what extent do you agree
that the methodology and evidence provided
in the PRB report supports the proposed tar-
get ranges in the key performance arezaf
pacity?

1 Question5.3: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approachATC capacity &
staffing)

1 Question5.4: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approaciATC related de-
lays)

1 CQuestion5.5: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed apprach?(Investment in
ATM/ATC systems)

1 Question5.6: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach2llowance due
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149 Figurel1l shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders @ agreed with the
PRB objectives ocapacityfor RP4(sevenfully
agreed and22 agreed to some extent), whiled 1
respondents disagreedive fully disagreed and
nine disagreed to some extent)/hen analysing
the responses by stakeholder categong major-
ity of ANSRsirlines,NSAand Member State rep-
resertativesagreed with the PRB objectivesaan
pacityfor RP4. One professional staff representa-
tive body agreed to some extent, whaae fully
disagreed.

25

20
15

10

Number of replies

= [+]
5 11
- 5
0 2 - 2

Fully agree Agreeto  Disagreeto Fully disagree No opinion
some extent some extent

ANSPs m Airlines m NSAs & Member States = Professional staff representative bodies
Figurell ¢ Number of replies to question 5.1: "To what ex-
tent do you agree ith the PRB objective on capacity for

to the i mpact aggressiBrus s i aRP&" (sqyreerPRBRpration).

against Ukraine)

Question 5.1

147 Given the interdependency between capacity and
flight efficency, the objective for the capacity KPA
in RP4 is to enable and support the environmental
performance in the European ATM network by
eliminating ATFM delays as much as reasonably
possible and ensure a low level of delays experi-
enced by airspace uselsQuestion 5.1, respond-
ent s we rTe whatsektenddo Yyou agree
with the PRB objective on capacity for RP4?

148 45 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree associatios;

T 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.

150 Individualcomments ardistedin Table11 (next
page) 38 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 20 ANSPsncludingone associdon;

1 Four arlines,includingtwo associations;

1 12 NSA and Member State representatives
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.
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5.1 To what extent do you agree with the PRB objective on capadRiPA&

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

Nonsufficient capacity will force airlines to-pkan their flight trajectories, which leads
longer flight routes and efforts to stabilize operation. Therefore, the capacity targeta-a
portant to meet. Besides the economic burden for anral i ne, t he pas
affected badly, and this could lead to additional secionomic losses for the European Un|
and its citizens. Bottlenecks need to be addressed and structural improvements incent

Airline
(IATA)

Airlines agre on better enforcement for delivery of capacity, as they sustain the full con
sation to passengers. Capacity planned and paid for in previous RPs is missing in soi
Results in RP3 woulhve been even better than 0,5 min/ft if structural issuad been re-
solved. In 2022, 17 States reached their targets, many with zero or close to zero delay
underperforming States are causing immense disruption. However, airlines should not
excess capacity where not needed (dasfficient) and/orfor previous measures that hay
been financed but have not been delivered. Expect in RP4 better adaptation to traffic
tions. Expectation that capacity is not used just as an excuse forsimgydlae cost base as
happened in RP3. Targets in the e@ppound can be supported, unless lower is necessa
achieve KEA. To better address gate to gate, arrival delays should also have EU targe
reference values to also minimize environmental impact in TMA

Airline
(Easyijet)

An appropriate implemeation of the Free Route Airspace concept and the set up of af
priate incentives for ANSPs to deliver a high quality service at an appropriate cost leve
space users s houllThconments BnBer 4.4 nevarthelessgappdy lacc

ingly.

Airline
(A4E)

An appropriate implementation of the Free Route Airspace concept and the set up of
priate incentives for ANSPs to deliver a high quality service at an appropriate cost leve
space user s shoullTe comment3 & 4.4 nevedhieless applyaatcor

ingly.

ANSP
(FABEC)

The methodology to calculate the Uniauide targets is not sufficiently disclosed, which he
ever is essential to enable meaningfahsultation! For example, it is not clear how the e
nomic optimal bance between cost and delay in detail led to the Umidde target pro-
posals. Historically, the PRB calculated targets were only reached in 2020 and 2021 w
traffic levels were exceptionally low. When traffic levels were high (i.e.;Z19, theen-
route ATFM delay was very far beyond the target as recognized in evidence 1 (Repc
85). With this track record, it is difficult to understand why PRBs methodology is ndisfu
closed. Also, the delay forecast in the Network Operations Pl&2B827 is a factor 2 highe
than the proposed target ranges. FABEC experts judge the proposed enroute target ra
unachievable considering the expected increase in traffic demand.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

While in general ENV ai@AP are considered important KPAs and providing high qua
service is crucial, any targets set at EU and local level must be achievable and reali
currently proposed CAP targets are not only lower than those proposed for RP3 and ci
observed actual performance, but also much lower than latest delay forecast presen
NOP. This huge discrepancy may | ead to
defending the local targets vs. Network achievementking into account capity con-
straints in the network, changes in ATM systems/airspace reorganisations, traffic rei
increasing military activity and expected traffic variability, the proposed targets seem i
sible to be implemented. This seems to be confirmed by BAh2023 workshop where
was said that targets need to be ambitious even if are considered not fully achievable
known that such efficient local performance will not be possible to be delivered.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

CAP improvements can support Efficiency, but it should not be assumed that this is alw
the case. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Al
rules during periods with high traffic demand, avoiding any direct routing so that there

ter cgpacity planning / predictability at network level, even though it knew that this w
have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of
provements supporting ENV improvements.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

The proposahides the intended increase in capacity behind a more consensual and b
lent goal of improving environmental efficiency. Although the proposal may be in line w
EU'spolitical agenda, the focus must remain on correcting the structural capacigt gap

work level, which was "dormant" during the pandemic years and is now being accentus
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the rapid recovery of traffic after the pandemic. The PRB's proposal remains out of tou
present reality and is based on a series of assumptions thabthe solved by the end ¢
RP3, like ATCO training and recruitment to close the respective gaps. In addition, the
is manifestly at odds with the work of the NM ahd values published in the NOP. It reme
to be seen whether the PRB/COM wouldfer to maintain targets that are designed to fe
the political agenda, but are inconsequential, or instead carry out a thorough gap analy
see how far it is realistically possible to set the level of ambition

ANSP
(LVNL)

Improvements in capacifyerformance can support environmental efficiency, but it shc
not lead to unrealistic targets for capacity.

ANSP
(ENAV)

The assumption "If capacity can matiedmand, flights can make use of the improved ro
network and improve KEA" is uncorrecisihot true that satisfying demand allows the K
target to be met, as demand can be met through tactical FMP measures (STAMS) th.
traffic to more unloaded operational sectors resulting in longer routes and less flight effi
oriented profilesThis year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flig}
Adherence rules during periods with high traffic demand, avoiding any direct routingt <
there is better capacity planning / predictability at network level, even though it kathis
would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PR
improvements supporting ENV improvements.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

ATFM must ensure optimal traffic flow when demand is expected to exceed the availg
pacity, omprising activities related to traffic management in a way that is safe, orderly,
ditious and kept within the capacity.
mance, priority of ATFM is SAFETY. Capacity increases have to be achiggedvmagvirom
the optimal flight efficiency. Extremely demanding targets for both capacity and fligh
ciency, in a very constraint airspace, is not acbhieveeeping altogether levels of Safety. E
performance cannot be left under responsibility lné tANSPs. AOs establish their Flight |
according to aspects as wind, congested and/or regulated sectors or air navigation fe
quently not following the most environmentally efficient routes. If the cooperation of A
taken to the extreme, theyoald schedule flights at necbngested areas or times withol
needing any ATFM measures.

ANSP
(DSNA)

The statement could be true if capacity increases were earmarked (and therefore ear
ble) for environmental improvements to trajectories. In practisethe increase in capacity
entirely consumed by the increase in traffic, it only leads to an increase in net CO2 em

ANSP
(BULATSA)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but it should not be considered as the
is worth furtherexploring airlines preferences in times of high demand (summer, etc.) ar
impact of NM recommendations to avoid any direct routings, even though these woul¢
negative impact on KEA.

ANSP
(CANSO)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, mutldmot be overestimated and cann
be taken as a general fact. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs opera
Flight Plan Adherence ruldaring high traffic demand periods, avoiding any direct routin
that there is better capacity plaimg /predictability at network level, even though it knew tl
this would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by
CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements. The priority of ATFM is SAFETY.
increases havto be achieved moving away from optimal flight efficiency. Extremely der
ing targets for both capacity and flight efficiency, in a very constrairsgrhae, are not achiey
able while maintaining high levels of Safety. From the network perspectiyepfiwsed over-
ambitious CAP targets, transferred into local reference values, can have negative ef
ANSPs would give priority to national needs against the Network.

ANSP
(Austro Control)

Target ranges are unrealistic and unachievable

ANSP
(ANSCR

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but it should not be assumed that this i
the case. In our case, we are not sure what influences the development etiggpke the
implementation of additional-KRA steps, the indicator is deteriimg. As recognised by th
PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved ir?2@20vhen actual traffic levels we
extraordinarily low and far below the forecasts. We believe in setting demanding but ac
ble targets, setting unachievable targetmdave negative influence on perception of t
whole scheme. Moreover the translation of the local targets into the network one is not
and vice versa.
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ANSP
(LFV)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but should not be overestimated atd
be taken as a general fact. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs opera
Flight Plan Adherence rules during high traffic demand periods, avoiding any direct rot
that there is better capacity planning /predictability at networleleeven though it knew tha
this would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by
CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements pfibaty of ATFM is SAFETY. Cap¢
increases have to be achieved moving away fiptimal flight efficiency. Extremely deman
ing targets for both capacity and flight efficiency, in a very constrained airspace, are not
able while maintaining high levels of Safety. From the network perspective, the propose
ambitious CAP targettransferred into local reference values, can have negative effec
ANSPs would give priority to national needs against the Network.

ANSP
(AVINOR)

On a network level capacity and environment, to an extent, are correlated. There are hq
individualdifferences. And with the principal of flight plan adherence, in order to incr
capacity, the KEA weakens

ANSP
(AB OradNavigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’' s vVview: We agree that
period proved that with lowraffic it was possible to improve HFE values; but the Ukraine
case shows that even with reduced and distorted tréifico ws even when
problems and everything else in operational setup remained ceteris paribus that HFE
come een worse and worse by few at affected States. Therefore, the interdependencie!
be addressed carefully.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but it should not be assumed that this i
the case. This year NM has strongtyuested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adher
rules during periods with high traffic demand, avoiding any direct routing so that there
ter capacity planning / predictability at network level, even though it knew that this v
have negativémpact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of C
provements supporting ENV improvements.

From the network perspective, the proposed overambitious CAP targets, transferred th
local reference values, can have negative effastANSPs would give priority to national ne
against Network achievements.

ANSP
(DFS)

Reducing delays for airspace users as well as passengers and thereby improving fl
ciency is one of the main permanent objectives of ANSPs. However, tii Ishsupported
by seeking for realistic and achievable capacity targets. Assuming that existing capaci
will be solved by the end of RP3 is not realistic. The pandgelaied reduction in training
capacities has led to a delay in the plannedemishment of staff. Despite the rarup of
ATCO training to its maximum capacity since 2024l take several more years before t
gap can be closed. The priority of ATFM is Safety. Capacity increases have to be achie
ing away from optimal flig efficiency. Extremely demanding targets for both capacity
flight efficiency, in a very constrained airspace, are not achievable while maintaining h
els of Safety

ANSP
(skeyes)

The PRB objective to minimize ATFM delays to support ENV perderimaicknowledged bt
delay targets are excessively ambitious and unrealistic. The methodology to calculate
ion-wide targets is not sufficiently disclosed. A consultation is meaningless without this
mation. For example, it is not even clear ltheveconomic optimal balance between cost ¢
delay in detail led to the Uniemide target proposals. Historically, the PRB calculated ta
were only reached in 2020 and 2021 when thedfic levels were exceptionally low. Wh
traffic levels were higli.e., 2018019), the erroute ATFM delay was very far beyond |
target as recognized in evidence 1 (Report, item 85). With this track record it is diffi
understand why PRB’s methodol ogy is no

work Operations Plan 202927 is a factor 2 higher than the proposed target ranges.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

The targets sedre not SMART (Spec#itleasurable- Achievable- Relevant- Timed) in the
sense that they are too optimistic and cannot be reached. tha NOP 2022027, with a
delay forecast which represents the double of these PRB proposals, underlines this

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP supports the PRB objectives on capacity as it greatly affects both
ronment and airlines. The Danish ANSt#mates that with increased operational resourc
the Danish ANSP will be able to deliver ambitiously on the objectives on capacity. Hi
new training areas for F35 and their influence on en route capacity should be taken ins
sideration in locktarget setting.
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Member State
(Germany)

The objective is supported when completed by the interdependency with safety arefc
ficiency. With the evidence prigled in the report doubts and questions remain, especiall)
suitability of the potential tayets proposed to solve the optimisation problem at unigde

and at local level. With the details provided it seems reasonable to assume that relev
rameters are neglected, and the analysis is not deriving optimal (balancing) results; n
proposeal targets will most likely lead to misdited incentives.

Member State
(Netherlands)

Improved capacity carlearly support environmental performance. This interaction betw
the two key performance areas contains more aspects than the straightfoomardnen-
tioned, “more capacity gives better en
Environmental performance may also restrict capacity growth and performance. If cap
to support performance all aspects need to be taken into account.

Member State
(Spain)

Spain considers that targets proposed are extremely demanding, as they are for both ¢
and flight efficiency, in a very constrained airspace, high levels of safety may not aly
achievable. The PRB objective on capacitiRix, where the targets are 0.5 or lower, di
not seem realistic taking into account the current values of the net during the last yea
ropean targets have taken into account the last STATFOR traffic forecast. However, ti
great disparity in facasts between Stateghere, for example, in Spain, gpandemic figures
will be obtained by 2023. This should be reflected when European targets will be by
down to the Member States objectives. European averaging system could penalise
countiies, as Spain

NSA
(Croatial)

During the 2022 and 2023 summer period at-faretical and tactical capacity planning ley
NM requested the | ocal ANSP’'s to offer

under Flight Plan Adherence rules, vahiesulted with better flight distribution on the ne
work level and ensuring greater predictability and less delay. This highly influenced the
bility to use direct routing and reduced the possibility for achieving the environmental t

NSA
(Frarce)

The objective to put priority during RP4 on environment is shared. However, traffic leve
volatility, changes in flows, which are main drivers for capacity are not under the con
ANSPs, and this should not lead to artificially set unreakstiets for capacity. The interd,
pendencies between traffic / delays / capacity and environment is recognized (even if
rect link proposed by the PRB study between delays and KEA is considered too simp!
straightforward). In addition, the ntteodology used to calculate resulting capacity tar
ranges is not sufficiently disclosed, inahgdcalculations and simulations and all assump
and parameter. To run a meaningful consultation for EU target setting also implies to [
an insight a the methodology applied to breakdown these values at local level, which h
been done.

NSA
(Polang

The assumption to support the environment performance by eliminating the ATFM dela
positively influence the situation, however it is only &aetor among others. The PRB targ
proposal should also indicate the benefits resulting from other initiatives. It should b
underlined that requirements within KPA Environment are politically driven with lack of
cient rationale or substance drow the operational stakeholders may be able to meet
targets both within KPA Environment and KPA Cagpathile we recognize the existence
interdependencies between the four key performance areas, there is no clear explanatic
interdependenciebetween the proposed ranges of KPIs are assessed

NSA
(Italy)

The assumption "If capacity caratch demand, flights can make use of the improved rc
net work and i mprove KEA" isn’t demonst
KEA targeto be met, as demand can be met through tactical FMP measures (STAM
force traffic to more unloaded operational sectors resulting in longer routes and less
efficiency oriented profiles. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs opelitt
Flight Plan Adherence rules during periods with high traffic demand, avoiding any ditel
ing so that there is better capacity planning / predictability at network level, even thol
knew that this would have negative impact on KEA. This shewepposite effect anticipates
by PRB of CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements.

NSA
(Estonia)

Safety, environmental and cost efficiency KPAs adependant of each other and objectivi
should consider this.

NSA
(Switzerland)

The interdependencbetween capacity in terms of ATFM delay and environment as sta
the PRB advice is oversimplified. Other factors such as traffic complexity, density, tre
mand, weather, airspace users' preferences (route charges), sizesgHcairetc. have
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substantial effect on the environment KPA. Therefore, by simply making the capacity
more ambitious, this will in turn not improve the environmental performance.

NSA
(Croatia 2)

During the 2022 and 2023 summer period at-faretical and tactical cagity planning level
NM requested the | ocal ANSP's to offer

under Flight Plan Adherence rules, which resulted with better flight distribution on the
work level and ensuring greater predictability &b delay. This highly influenced the po
bility to use direct routing and reduced the possibility for achieving the environmental t

NSA
(Austria)

Overall the target ranges are considered unrealistic and unachievable, which contradi
SMARTPrinciple for target setting. An unachievable target is not suited as motivatsbrivie
for best performance. PRB acknowledges in the report that ANSPs are falling behind s
in the implementation of new ATM systems and ATCO training. At thetisaentne PRB as
sumes that these issues are resolved by the end of RP3. How realistic is this assump
sidering that there is 1 year left in RP3? Nevertheless RP4 targets are based on this ass
Furthermore, we would like to contradict the statemt that "ANSPs are offering less capa
than at the beginning of RP1". This igsdiee significantly increased and still increasing tri
levels and the fact that capacity cannot be added ad infinitum to balance the traffic inc
Each system hasbottleneck, which defines the achievable maximum.

NSA (Germany)

We understand that the improvement of environmental performance is of paramoun
portance. We also understand that there is a certain interdependency between capac
environment, whib unfortunately is not explained and derived in a satisfying way due t
the unprescribed selection of examined sample days and years. We also miss further ¢
tions on the interdependency of the remaining KPAs. Several times in the reportglit i
lighted that interdependencies between all KPAs do exist, brg th@o comprehensive ane
ysis or series of analysis on how all KPAs influence each other.

From the report and its annexes, we cannot understand why PRB is stating here the
delays experienced by airspace users as an additional objective. Although wediissaee
users at the receiving end of capacity KPA, we think that if the delays they experiel
focused here, airspace users’ i nsitiered asnwvell
Delays generated by airspace users also influence the environmental performance.
other hand, we expect airspace users to accept capacity improvements without

whether they were created in the name of ENVI KPA or as a dertlieen. What we do nol
expect is for them to support the increase in costiiwvould be necessary to generate t
capacity needed to come even close to the proposed environmental targets. From ou
of view this is no longer a question of feasipiiton ANSPs’' side bul
nomically reasonable target setting.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

| believe, given the interdependency between environment and capacity, that capaci
main driver to improve the enviromental targets, and agree to being ambitious on this is
But the assumptions regarding capacity are too optimistic/unrealistic. One thing is AT
tems, but a main factor is staffing, and staffing comes with a cost. And it takes time to
gapsthat are a reality all over the network. So even though there is a focus on the ca
its not enough to put assumptions on papee need that PRB will face the realignd the
ANSPs who reports that things are under control should be questioned.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

As explained above, the P&&I for a careful approach with the interdependency study (
clusions is not considered here. Using the Covid period as an element to prove and n
this interdependency linkisot appropriate. The wordin
as reasonably possible” is important b
flight for 2023. The traffic increase will be very high next year, around 7%. Traffic incree
consi dered as “moderate” f or 20 2wihis2ali end
not moderate. It is good to bear in mind that when already close to your actual capacity’
complexity increases exponentially and consequently ATFM det@yasJumption used fo
the calculations on this subject that staffing shortages will be resolved by the end of RF
13 months from now) is utterly unrealistic.

Tablell- Comments receive on Question 5.1.
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In respmse to question 5.1, the majority of the
stakeholders (29 out of 45) expressed their agree-
ment (ncludingall the airlines), while sonud the
ANSPs, Member Statasd NSA, and one profes-
sional staff representative body were in disagree-
ment.

Stakeholderssubmitted some diverging com-
ments around the following topics:

1 The achievability of thiearget rangesind the
val i dity oduettvg he PRB’ s

I The interdependency between capacity and
environment performanceand the lack of
transparency on the methodlmgy used for its
calculation

I Thebalance between cost efficiency and ca-
pacity, and

I Therelationship between Uniewide targets
and local breakdown values.

On theachievabilityof the targets and the validity
of the objective, some stakeholders agreed tha
longstanding issuewhich arehindering capacity
performance must be resolved in RP4, amak
therefore current performance should not be re-
garded as a valid baseline. On the othand,
other stakeholders expressed contradictory
views, noting that thessumption of the PRB re-
garding the reslation of the ATCO shortage was
not realistic until 2025 and that traffic growth, in-
creasing complexity and systemplementations
would not allow the capacity targets to be reached
in early RP4. Stakeholders ateted that thede-

lay forecast included in the European Network Op-
erations Plan (NOP) was substantially higher than
the target ranges proposed by the PRB.

Regardinghe interdependency between capacity
and environment, some stakeholders suggested
more elaboation of the topic, while others noted
that the approach may be oversimplified and also
highlighted cases where the improvement of ca-
pacity may be at the expense of deteriorating en-
vironmental performance, and vice versa. Some
stakeholdersstated there wa insufficientinfor-
mation explaininghow the interdependency be-
tween capacity and environment was assessed by
the PRB.
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Stakeholders commented on how a balance be-
tween costefficiency and capacity targets should
be achieved in theetting of RP4 targetsoting
that further improving capacity may increase
costs and this might be a constraint to delivering
capacity performance. Some stakeholders com-
mented that overly ambitious capacity and envi-
ronment targets may be in contradiction with
safety targetsAtthe same timeother stakehold-
ers noted that the resources to improve capacity
have been in the system since RP3.

Several stakeholdersuggested thathe relation-
ship between Uniowvide capacity targets and the
local breakdownvalues was unclear, anithat
overly ambitious capacity targets may lead to con-
flicts between local interests and network optimi-
sation. Stakeholders also noted that disparity in
traffic growth should be considered in the break-
down of the Uniorwide targets and that local
breakdown vales should have been published to-
gether with thetarget ranges.

PRB response

157

In response to the comments on the overall level
of ambition, historical performance provides am-
ple evidence that traffic demand similar or even
higher than that of the past twgears could be
handled by significantly lower levels of delays. In
2023 there were 9,075 thousand IFR movements
in the SES area while the average en route ATFM
delay was 1.83 minutes per flight (before pops
adjustments), which was 1.34 minutes perhtlig
above the targetin 2023. As a comparison, in 2016
the number of IFR movemts was even slightly
higher at 9,085 thousand flights but the average
en route ATFM delay was less than half of the
2023 figure at 0.87 minutes per flight. Further-
more, in 20122013, and 2014 the number of IFR
movements was between 8,910 and 9,080 thou-
sand each year, while the average en route ATFM
delay was between 0.54 and 0.63 minutes per
flight. This shows that even without the techno-
logical development of the past ten yearsl the
advanced functionalities now available for con-
trollers, ANSPs were lalto handle similar traffic
demand with only on¢hird of the delays than
that of 2023.
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The undemerformance of 2022 and 2023 was
largely driven by technical issues, industaiel
tions of ATCOs in ANSPs at key locations, and the
aftermath of the COVHD9 pandemic. However,
by 2025 ANSPs will have had three years to re-
cover from the crisis of the pandemic and adapt to
the new operational situatiorthe PRRyathered
further eviderte and informatiomverthe current
difficulties and future plans of ANSPs, antdse-
guentlyengaged with the Member States and AN-
SPs with high delays to follow up on this tdjric
particularin relation to the topic oATCO short-
ages) The outcome of thee discussionss in-
cluded in Annex Itif this report.

Regardingthe discrepancy between the delay
forecast included in the NOP and the target ranges
proposed by the PRB, the NOP calculations were
carried outbefore RP4 capacity targdts target
ranges)were proposed. Thereforethey should

not beused as a term of comparisorhe NOP de-

lay forecast is based on the measures the ANSPs
committed to during the planning process, but
that does not excludéhe possibility of introduc-
ingfurther measures to impve capacity.

On the topic of thdack of clarity on thénterde-
pendency between capacity and environmdimg,
PRB providda detailed overview of thenethod-
ologyand resultsn its report.?

On the views expressed by some stakeholders re-
garding how capdty improvement measures
may result in decreasing fligifficiency the cases
guoted by the stakeholders are already in the con-
text of a capacitgonstrained networkThe re-
guest from the Network Manager (NM) to apply
flight plan adherence (instead of efing moredi-

rect routings), the introduction of tactical air traf-
fic flow management (ATFM) measyiwd other
operative initiatives are necessary because there
are strategically unresolved capacity issues in the
network. If capacity constraints were obged, the
need for such measures negatively affecting flight
efficiency would be significantly lower (if neces-
sary at all)Regardinghe overall balance between
the targets in all KPAand in particulabetween

the costefficiency and thecapacitytargets, the
target setting processllows ANSPshave suffi-
cient resourcsto provide the required capacity in

2PRB reporThe interdependency between the environment and capacity KPIs of the performance and charging scheme of the Single Eur
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the network.Furthemore, there isa mechanism

in the Regulatioto allow ANSRgeviatefrom the
Unionwide costefficiency targetsfor capacity
reasms, and thisprovides further financialflexi-
bility.

On thecommens raised by stakeholders about
how ambitious targets in capacity and environ-
mentcouldbe in contradiction with safety perfor-
mance, the PRB emphasises that safety is and
must remain the tp priority of theEuropearATM
Network and that ANSPs should follow the neces-
sary safety management procedures when im-
proving theircapacity and environmental perfor-
mance.

3 On the topic of how the local breakdown values

are calculated and the potential dtiat between
local interests and network optimisation, the local
breakdownwill beprovidedduring the target pro-
cess and are ngdart of the target ranges consul-
tation. The Unionwide targets should not be
based on local views, as such an approach would
compromise the network perspective. On the
methodology used by the NM to calculate the lo-
cal breakdown values, the PRBitesthe stake-
holders to consider theapacity assssment and
planning guidance documepublished by Euro-
control, which provides description of the pro-
cessand includedraffic growth and distribution
as keyparameters’®

pean Sky

3 Capacity assessment and planning guidance document, June 6th 2013.



https://eu-single-sky.transport.ec.europa.eu/news/prb-report-interdependency-between-environment-and-capacity-kpis-2023-06-06_en
https://eu-single-sky.transport.ec.europa.eu/news/prb-report-interdependency-between-environment-and-capacity-kpis-2023-06-06_en
https://www.eurocontrol.int/publication/capacity-assessment-and-planning-guidance-document

Question 5.2

164 To define the target ranges, the PRB considered
three pieces of evidencedistorical performance,
expected values of weather and disrupti@a
lated delays, to which the expected benefits of
various capacity improvement initiatives have
been added. Based on these, the PRB defined two
levels of ambition in reducing delays: The less am-
bitious approach assumes that ANSPs with the
most delay minutes caniglinate 75% of delays
by 2029 compared to 2022nd the more ambi-
tious approach assumes that the same ANGRSs
eliminate 90% of delays by 2029, compared to
2022.In Question 5.2, respondents were asked
“To what extent do you agree that the methodol-
ogy andevidence provided in the PRB report sup-
ports the proposed target ranges in the key perfor-
mance area of capacity.?

165 45 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn

out of which:

T 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree assoditions;

T 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.

Figurel2 shows the distributions of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders 8but of 45 did not
agree that tle methodology and evidence pro-
vided in the PRB report supports the proposed tar-
get ranges in the KPA oépacity(15 fully disa-
greed andl18 disagreed to some extent), while
nine respondents agreed (three fully agreed and
sixagreed to some extent)Vhen aralysing the
responses by stakeholder categoflye tmajority

of the ANSPINSAandMemberSate representa-
tives disagreed that the methodology andi-e
dence provided in the PRB report supports the
proposed target ranges. The majority of airlines
(four) agreel to some extent, with one airline dis-
agreeing to some extent. Orprofessional staff
representativedisagreedto some extent while
one fully disagreed.

166
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167 Individualcomments ardistedin Table12 (next
page) 38 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 19 ANSPsdncludingone association;

1 Four arlines,includingthree associations;

1 13 NSA and Member State representatives
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.
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5.2To what extent do you agree with the proposed approach?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

Historical performance has not been gotigsrefore, we agree on its use just up to a point
should be interpreted that the best value achieved isifda, and same with the best in cla
But we must avoid a method where poor past performance supports the idea that only
performance can be achi ev e d-routddapmacity: dosumnen
tation of PRC trial with ANSPstoimp®m t r ansparency in ATFC(
relevant for a downwards festimation of the proposed weather delays. These have
recertly investigated, the research showing that delays allocated to this code are often r
to other capacity @nstraints e.g. collapsed sectors and staffing availability. We propc
increase the ambition, and penalties, for underperforming ANSPs, by the end or RP4 t
have spent ten years trying to solve capacity issues.

Airline
(ERA)

Historical data hasome limitations (eg / cross border FRA implementation not fully tak
to account)

Airline
(Easyjet)

Historical data without complete FRA implementation are inherently flawed as they co
different ways of flight planning and flight performantevauld be more useful to take int
account the rolling NOP and identify if the promised capacity was delivered. In lieu del,
be used- but need to be supplemented with other available d&ie2022, some ANSPs ha
been able to meet their capacitsrgets, with many zero or close to zero delays, while s
others did not manage to improve their capadtikie to longstandingtructural issues. Som
others en route ATFM delays resulted from ANSPs being unable to provide the require
ber of sectorsin response to traffic demand, despite having offered them on other

throughout the year. Airlines should not be charged for surplus capacity in areas ol
where it is unnecessary, as this is gostfficient. This shows that a 0.5 capacity tafgethe

first years of RP4 is realistically achievable by most ANSPs. While some states achi
already with considerablaiscess, the overall goal should be to minimise-&Ted delays
to the point of being the exception. This is the reason weeate for a more aggressive |
vision in capacity targets compared to the levels of RP3, transitioning from the propose
imum target of 0.5 delays to a more ambitious one. Moreover, we expect that capacity
merely used as a justification for estilg the cost base, as observed in RP3 (the PRB
shows the little statistical significance of delays in explaining ces)ldhe existing bonus
malus scheme may also need improvement to better incentivize and penalize perforr
as the currenframework does not seem to adequately reflect the desired service quality,
when financial incentives are provided. Achieving optimal performance requires a mi
fined approach to encourage excellence and address any shortcomings in service
through incentives

Airline
(A4E)

Historical data without complete FRA implementation are inherently flawed asdheare
different ways of flight planning and flight performance. It would be more useful to taki
account the rolling NOP and identifghe promised capacity was delivered. In lieu delays
be used- but need to be supplemented with other available d&ie2022, some ANSPs ha
been able to meet their capacity targets, with many zero or close to zero delays, while
others did nomanage to improve their capacities due to longstanding structural issues.
others en route ATFM delays resulfedin ANSPs being unable to provide the required n
ber of sectors in response to traffic demand, despite having offered them on othel
throughout the year. Airlines should not be charged for surplus capacity in areas ol
where it is unnecessary, as this is dosfficient. This shows that a 0.5 capacity target for
first years of RP4 is realistically achievable by most ANSkRs s@the states achieved th
already with considerable success, the overall goal should be to minimisel®&&g clays
to the point of being the exception. This is the reason we advocate for a more aggres
vision in capacity targets compared to theels of RP3, transitioning from the proposed n
imum target of 0.5 delays to a more ambitious one. Moreover, we expect that capacity
merely used as a justification for escalating the cost base, as observed in RP3 (the P
shows the little wtistical significance of delays in explaining cost levidig) existing bonus
malus scheme may also need improesinto better incentivize and penalize performani
as the current framework does not seem to adequately reflect the desired service, ety
when financial incentives are provided. Achieving optimal performance requires a
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refined approach to encourage excellence and address any shortcomings in service
through incentives

ANSP
(FABEC)

The PRB’'s assumptswibhe savédantRP3 ¢am dnfortumately mosbs ¢
ported: The delay in training during the Corona pandemic (social distancing and not ¢
traffic for required training situations) will not be entirely overcome by end of RP3, or
challenges witheacruiting and system implementations will continue to play a role in
Moreover, CP1 implementations are delayed due to supply chain issues. Additionally,
atility of traffic demand can be so high, that gpective of the strong efforts of the 8Rs,
the capacity increase cannot keep up with demand, especially in certain sectors. E.g
that now manage to handle the increased traffic due to the Ukraine war have only ac
this by adchoc measures, at the expense of other activities. Thisatacontinue. Future, ye
unknown, significant shifts of traffic flows are hardly accounted for in the target ranges

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

The conclusions from evidence3lindicate a highly simplified and "light" approach to |
target setting. Ev. 1 shows that the proposed targets are not achievable and still surp
the PRB concludes the opposite. Higher delays over past years cannot be ignored a|
20202021 should be excluded from the analysis as they are noableaieference (pandemi
and very low traffic). Year 2023 and analysis of delays linked to the geopolitical situat
increasing MIL activities should be includedhe analysis. Traffic increase should be ta
into account as well as periodic deldipked to implementation of new systems or airsps
reorganisations. Assumption of eliminatingd®xb of delays is arbitrary and not based on
feasibility analysis. The targets should take into account the NOP delay forecast and
supported by fasibility analysis bottom-up approach to be considered (analysis of feas
delays for each State and then aggregating them intavid¥).

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

As recognised by the PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved2id2a0afen
actualtaf fic | evels were far below the for
challenge theindicator as much as the ANSP performance. The lowdéffect from the
Ukraine war creates bottlenecks in States that have to handle much more traffidahaed.
This will not be resolved in short term. There is uncertainty that CP1 will be implemen
time and its benefits will be delivered to the whole network by 2027. We believe a gap a
is needed in relation to where we stand today in termsagfacity performance and wh
realistic actions are to be undertaken to reach the target in 2029.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

As recognised, CAP targets were only met in-202@hen traffic levels were well below for,
casts. This is a clear symptom of hibw gap between demand and installed capacity
widened in recent years. Therefore, the PRB proposal remains out of touch with current
and is based on a number of assumptions that cannot realistically be achieved by the
RP3. Particularhegarding CP1, there is great uncertainty that it will be implemented on
and that the associated benefits will be delivkte the whole network by 2027; even if sor
Member States are fully compliant on the target dates, synchronization at netwellslé&ey
to deliver all CP1 benefitsinally, because we're not starting from scratch, since today C
at 60% of the functionalities already deployed the benefits should only be considered |
remaining 40% which, given the level of uncertaimyA&6, may be even lower. Recomm
dation: to disregard CP1 contribution and to consider it only for RP5

ANSP
(LVNL)

Both approaches |l ed to unrealistic tar(
be solved and system implementations izzd by the end of 2024, cannot be supported:
delay in training during the Corona pandemic (social distancing and not enough traffic
quired training situations) will not be entirely overcome by end of RP3. Ongoing cha
with recruiting and ystem implementations will also play a role in RP4. Moreover, CP1 |
mentations are delayed due to supply chainessihdditionally, the volatility of traffic demat
can be so high, that irrespective of the strong efforts of the ANSPs, the capae#géncan-
not keep up with demand. E.g. States that now manage to handle the increased traffic
the Ukraine war have only achieved this bynhad measures, at the expense of other activit
This cannot continue. Future, yet unknown, significantssbiffttraffic flows are hardly ac
counted for in the target ranges.

ANSP
(ENAV)

ENAYV always provided excellent results in CAP since beginning of the EU Performance
As recognised by PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved2@2202@ertraffic

|l evels far below the forecasts. This *
much as the ANSP performance. The krmockffect from the UKR war creates etiecks in
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States that have to handle more traffic than planned. This wilbaeatsolved in the shor
term. Uncertainty on CP1 full implementation on tinmel &s benefits delivered to the whol
network by 2027:

e« Even if some States are on time, syn
benefits;

e Ma n u fsaverd struckeby COVID restrictions and delayed in delivering their prod
e When CP1l is applied, related ATCO tr
e Some CP1 functionalities already wid:¢
twice; others are implaentable only in some States, generally in the core area

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

How can be considered as evidence the expected values of weather? ATFM weather rr
are fully based on MET certified information/predictions and safefysis, according wit
MET scenario. And another question would be, if the value of weather could be expec|
future, the value could be discounted of the amount of the target? Nevertheless, his|
performance is real good evidence and considering last reference pehiedsyitience has
shown that targets are ideal but indeed not realistic. If we pay attention to 2018 and
values the ideal but unrealistic target is more than obvious.

ANSP
(DSNA)

The intention is laudable, but 2022 is not a good reference yeardtaaffinly 88% of 2019
No obvious consideration of how massive Special Event regulations are handled wh
ATM systems are introduced. Our proposals include objective elements such as strik
agement, ATM system implementation and HR flexibilitg. Sftauld eliminate roughly 30
(resp 20% scn pessimistic) of the 2022 delays, or 50% (40% scn pessimistic) of the 20
Moreover, for DSNA, delays caused by sector openingagaew compared to other ANS
meaning that there are nearly no gaimshie expected without large investments and str
tural changes.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

A gap analysis is missing in relation to where we stand today in terms of capacity perfo
(2.74 min per flight in 2022) and what realistic actions are to be undertakeadi 0.310.40
min/flight in 2029. The overall net benefits from adopting anidé targets which are beloy
the notachieved target 0.5 min/flight should be justified. The proposal suggests that a |
be done in terms of capacity by overcoming afrinal ANSPs weaknesses only, which is
well proven statement (at least indgfcurrent document) while at the same time it sugge
little in terms of necessary operating and investment costs to be incurred by the AN
deliver capacity. In additipthe document does not give any hint on the benefits stemn
from prevention of exponentially growing delays.

ANSP
(CANSO)

As recognised by PRB, EU CAP targets were only achieved-202020hen traffic level
were very low and far below forecastiTh “under perfor mance”

targets as much as ANSP performance. Traffic volatility can be so high that irrespectiv
SPs' strong efforts, the capacity increase cannot keep up with demand. Future unkno
nificant shifts oftraffic flows are hardly accounted for in the target ranges. There is a
uncertainty that CP1 will be implemented on tiaral its benefits delivered to the whole ne
work by 2027: Even if some States are on time, synchronization at network lews} i® |
deliver all the benefitsManufacturers supply chain issues due to COVID restrictions hay
been fully resolved yetEven if CP1 is applied, related ATCO training will take Soree CP!
functionalities are already widely deployed e.g. FR&eiobenefits should not be counte
twice; others are implementable only in some States

ANSP
(Austro Control)

The methodology of identifying Sec@pening Gaps as ATFM Delay generator is not acc
ble, because theomparison between maximum numberagen sectors at the same tim
over the year (nota bene for traffic peaks!) versus daily maximum number of concurre
tors (for periods with less traffic) is not legitimate.

ANSP It is not possible to anticipate local targets from the dradtdative target ranges. The met

(ANSCR) odology for determining local targets is not clear to us. What may make sense ciarpa
pean level may be completely unfeasible from the point of view of individual FIRs an
(local conditions).

ANSP As recogised by the PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved-20202@hen

(LFV) actual traffic |l evels were far below t

lenge the indicator as much as the ANSP performance. The-dématfect from theUkraine
war creates botenecks in States that have to handle much more traffic than planned
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will not be resolved in the short term. There is a huge uncertainty that CP1 will be
mented on time and its benefits will be delivered to theolgmetwork by 2027:

T Even if some States are on time, synchronization at network level is key to deliver all’
benefits

1 Manufacturers were struck by COVID restrictions and delayed in delivering their proc
T Even if CP1 is applied, related ATCiitrg will take time

Some CP1 functionalities are already widely deployed (e.g. FRA), so their benefits sh
be counted twice; while others are implementable only in some States, generally in th
area

1 The benefits of CP1 is also varyingyeen states

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP's view: As recognised
achieved in 202021 when actual traffic levels were far below the forecasts.“This ¢
performance” is heriemadioonator casal meolgea:
knockon effect from the Ukraine war creates Hetiecks in States that have to handle mu
more traffic than planned, others address the opposite effect and this situation apparen
not be resolvedn the short term. It is fully recognized that CP1 seeks for coordinated il
mentation of various functionalities that improve capacity (and other performance KPI:
there is risk that implementation wilbt take as synchronized as expected (thesoea are
communicated to SDM and PRB by all stakeholders). In addition to the need to imp
technical functionalities, there are factors like the need of more ATCOs (due to new A
tem requirements), ATCO training, more military traffic (exercmesions— especially in
NATGRussi a’s border countries) that make
plex

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

From the perspective of Il reland’”s rece
how it differs to the Union wide avage, we consider it very important to consult on Ic
reference values before they are finalised. AirNav Ireland therefore requests that the
transparent (from a methodology and evidence perspective) in the manner in which it
at a local réerence value for Ireland. We recall at the consultation meeting the PRB note
the local reference values would be made avéalafter the consultation period even thoug
they were used to shape the proposed Union wide targets. AirNav Ireland requestisul-
tation on these.

ANSP
(DFS)

The methodology to calculate the flite target range proposals is not sufficiently disclo
and the evidence is incomplete. All the underlying material needs to be disclosed, incl
lations, simulations, allssumptions, and parameter configurations. E.g., it is unclear h
detail the economic optimum between capacity and delay led to the target proposals.
It is neither realistic nor does it make economic sense to push the delay target at Eu
level © a level of 0.4 minute/flight (or even lower). The findings of the current RP show
clearly that such values are highly unrealistic and not at all targgited.

Traffic volatility can be so high, that irrespective of the strong efforts of thesAM® capacity
increase cannot keep up with demand. Future unknown, significant shifts of traffic floy
hardly accounted for in the target ranges.

ANSP
(skeyes)

As recognised by the PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved2id2202ten
actual traffic |l evels were far below t
lenge the indicator as much as the ANSP performance.

The knoclon effect from the Ukraine war creates bottlenecks in States that have to h
much more trafit than planned. This will not be resolved in the short term.

There is a huge uncertainty that CP1 will be implemented on time and its benefits will
livered to the whole network by 2027:

 Even if some States are on time, synchronization at netewekis key to deliver all the Cl
benefits

» Manufacturers were struck by COVID restrictions and delayed in delivering their proc
« Even if CP1 is applied, related ATCO training will take time

* Some CP1 functionalities are already widely deploygdRRA), so their benefits should r
be counted twice; while others are implementable only in some States, generally in th
area

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Buffer computed on weather should be based only on years that could be similar to wi
STATFOR tfaf forecast foresees for RP4, i.e., 2018 and 2019. An average over the 5
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not adequate, an average over 10 years neither. The approach should build buffer be
traffic evolution. Industrial action is to a limited extent under ANSP managercenttsl,
and cannot be eliminated so easiDelays evolve exponentially with traffic be it due
weather, industrial action (in doaded ANSPs forstance) or in case of any other bottlenel
higher traffic volatility, higher uncertainty on trafficdoast, etc. all these elements concur
increasing delays. This is not taken into consideration in the PRB approach.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANS#timates that with increased operational resources, the Danish ANS
be able to deliver ambitioushn the objectives on capacity. The Danish ANSP plans to in¢
the number of ATCOs. The plan to increase the net number of ATCOs is based on rec
and education of enough ATCOs to replace ATCOs that will retire within the RP4 peri
bined withefficiency improvements that have already been included in the increase.

Member State
(Germany)

With the details provided it seems reasonable to assume that the assumptions used
analysis lead to inefficient targets respectively target rangesxaanple the assumption the
staffing issues will be solved and relevant system implementations realized by the enc
cannot be supported. Also the statistical findings from the sector opening gap analysi
to be validated and rassessed in closmoperation with local experts, otherwise the conc
sions drawn by the PRB would be misleading ahllysis also seems to assume almost pel
model conditions for ANSPs (perfect information regarding future traffic flows/deman
airspace users,unlimt ed resources (time, staff, ¢
applicable. Thus the question remains, how thetf®mroughly interesting statistical findings
could be used to set efficient targets at unieitle respectively at local level.

Member State
(Netherlands)

Including factors not under ANSP control and then making an allowance for them is uf
sarily complicated andpens up for undue bonus/malus effects. Exclusion of these fa
makes for a simpler and more straightforwardasurement and clearer system. Taking
velopments into account is valid, however, the assumption on delivery of capacity effe
not supported in enough detail. At least some of them must be considered uncertain ¢
ering the current issues arouné Cimplementation

Member State
(Spain)

The UniorAwide capacity results are currently far from achieving the objectivesorise-
quence, it should be reviewed the starting point to establish a demanding but achieval
get.

NSA
(Croatial)

The histortal performance and underachievement of capacity targets shows that Eurt
Commi ssion and PRB did not take the "'
when setting up capacity performance targets.

NSA
(Gyprus)

As a general, the proposadpacity targets are unrealistic and too ambitious (or, in 0|
words, they are more "political" rather than operational). There is no information rege
how the operational stakeholders may be able to meet the targets and close the curre
(2.79min delay per flight in 2022). In short, what realistic actions could be taken to react
0.40 min/flight in 20297 The potential capacity benefits of various initiatives package
CP1) are not sufficiently justified.

NSA
(Francé

The methodologysed to calculate capacity targets is not sufficiently disclosed, includin
culations, simulations, assumptions & parameters. Methodology and allowance used
unrealistic EU targets and would translate in inconsistent values at local levékesulilin
local targets set for many ANSPs at more or less 0 delays for the share of delays ul
control of ANSPs (CRSTMP) including Industrial action, as from 2025, when EU 2022
ment is 1,69 min/flight and NM acknowledgesagidbrecast at 28 min/flight for 2025, more
than the double of proposed target, including part of CP1 benefits and measures ¢
planned by ANSPs. At the same time PRB acknowledges major ATM system implemel
2025/2026, full benefit from CP1 not before end 2030Gs quite low (for example 26%
DSNA) meaning gaining structural capacity implies medium to long term changes. P
posal is unrealistic and unachievable at EU and local level for many ANSPs.

NSA
(Polang

The PRB methodology of determining EpaCity target for the RP4 based on various avi
ble sources (e. g. historical results, ERNIP, studies, actual results, etc.) is understooc
ceptable. At the same time the targets set at EU level are considered to be very ambiti¢
the other handthere is no indication of measures, activities and costs that air navigatio
vice providers will incur to provide the required capabilities. This makes the proposals 1
justified and described. The infortiem how interested ANSPs will be ahbbeachieve their
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objectives is missing. Furthermore, the overall benefits of adopting such ambitiauidee
targets need to be more detailed explained and justified.

NSA
(Italy)

As recognised by the PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achievéd2ip220&hen
actual traffic levels were far below t
lenge theindicator as much as the ANSP performance. The loroekfect from the Ukraine
war creates botenecks in States that have to handle muatrertraffic than planned. Thi
will not be resolved in the short term. There is a huge uncertainty that CP1 will be
mented on time and its benefits will be delivered to the whole network by 2027: Even if
States are on time, synchronization atwetk level is key to deliver all the CP1 benefits; E
if CP1 is applied, related ATCO training will take timeg StPd functionalities are alreal
widely deployed (e.g. FRA), so their benefits should not be counted twice; while othi
implementableonly in some States, generally in the core area.

NSA
(Switzerland)

Looking at the historical capacity performance of the past years (Evidence 1), ATFM d
gets were reached only in 2020 and 2021 when traffic levels were exceptionally low. Th
of the increasing traffic demand in recent months clearly suggests that thaedgldapacity
targets will not be met for the remainder of RP3 (1.79 min delay per flight in 2022). Fu
more, the delay forecast included in the NOP 2PQ37 is consideraplhigher than the pro-
posed target ranges. The allowance to be faatdrefor weather may be underestimate
considering the increase of disruptive weather phenomena in recent years and the ex
tial effect of weather on delay, especially in case of tnagffic numbers. The effects of CI
cannot be easily translated into capacity improvements of this magnitude, system impl
tations may take longer and ATCO staffing issues will not be resolved by the end of
ANSPs in Europe struggle to recruit &rath new staff in adequate numbers.

NSA
(Estonia)

Safety, environmental and cost efficiency KPAs adependant of each other and objectiv:
should consider this

NSA
(Croatia 2)

The historical performance and underachievement of capacity targetssstnat Europear
Commi ssion and PRB did not t a kaebittousapproact
when setting up capacity performance targets. Years 2020 and 2021 are not used in €
as valuable benchmarks (NM still uses 2019 as a ref&xeout in the provided report the
are used as firm evidence that proposed targets are achievable.

NSA
(Austria)

While we recognize that the methodology supports the result provided, we do not agre
the approaches on the evidences (see below).

NSA
(Germany)

In the report the 0.5 minute per flight as economic optimum level of delays is mentione
eral times. This was in previous RPs the value for theptistised capacity value. This val
was provided for RP2, which is nearly 10 years ipakt but even if it originated only frol
the running RP, the past years have had shown so many developments which would he
considered impossible before, we think an evaluation was due. Besides this it should

sidered, that the closest to thimlue was the@erformance in 2013 with 0,54 (not mentionit
that during the pandemic there were the only years actually meeting the value were 20!
2021-the years with significantly low traffic). Since then there were many evolutions,

cally, eonomically, pandemirtelated, ecological, rising traffic (by more than 1 Mio in
movements since 2013 (2025 STATFOR forecast value)) and more. This value and its i
should have been continued, updated and/or evaluated, of which we have fo@vitleoce.
We have reasonable doubt on whether it can continue to be considered as an optim
starting point or in any other way and would like to ask to give access to any evaluati
has been made by PRB on the matter.

We also miss a gap anafyaf where we are on EWide level today (SES 2022 1,74 min/flig
to where is supposed to be reached (current proposal-0,8Land with what actions the
could be reached. In the main report in No 94 PRB mentions that there were (the e
refers to the year 2018) that there were structural issues and significant unresolved ca
problems in some of the ANSPs. Why are these not further taken into consideration es
as to how to address and improve these during RP4?

Furthermore, we find a numbearf delay reasons have not been taken into consideratio
the three pieces of evidence or at least it has not been documented. PRB focused for
dence 1 on delay codes C and S. For Evidence 2 PRB considered delay codes A, E, N
So there sem to be missing delay codes I, G, P, M, R, T, V which accounted ft
minutes/flight in 2022. Unfortunately, explanations of PRB are rather fragmentary. The
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we would like to know how these remaining delay codes amsidered in the historicalep-
formance analysis.

As regards evidence 1 in Annex 1 No 86 is mentioning that during RP1 ANSPs wer
manage more IFR flights with lower average delays than in 2022. Did PRB also consi
that due to Covid, ANSPs might have had in 2022tkf§sgailable and had besides this h
to catch up with significant rapid increases in traffic? We could not find an explanatio
traffic levels are not further taken into consideration, since traffic is a major influencing 1
We also miss infornti@n on interdependenies with all KPAs and how they are conside
Besides this, is there a weighting of the evidences used by PRB?

Our doubts concerning the use of mere historical data for prediction of the expected wi
disruptions have already bedémcluded above, as have been those on the correct or at |
transparent quantification of the benefits of CP1 implementation and ERNIP.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

As mentioned above, | find that the assumptions are not correctthatdaffects both evi-
dence and methodology.

Professional stafep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Staffing issues will not be solved within the next 4 years: additional ATCOs are needel
traffic but also to prepare the massive number of ATCOs goingnsiop(end of RP4). Adde
to that, ATCO blaming, decreasing attractiveness of the job, competition with other s
make the recruitment difficult. Training organisations also need time to adapt: recruitm
additional instructors, simulators and eskted facilities are needed. CP1 implementati
deadlines are at risk, E C has written sahMeafringement letters to Member States to inves
gate. Furthermore, the compliance with the regulation should be distinguished to havil
full benefits of he new systems/solutions implemented. When a new system is impleme
it also needs several months or even several years to have an optimized use of these
logical changes. Considering these 2 elements, added to the uncertainty of the models
uate the benefits, CP1 expectations are regarded as over optimist

Tablel2 - Comments received on Question 5.2.



PRB analysis
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In response to question 5.2 the majority of stake-
holders (33ut of 45 expressed at least some de-
gree d disagreement: 18 stakeholders indicated
some level of disagreement, while 15 stakehold-
ers fullydisagreedNine stakeholders were show-
ing full or partial agreement, most of them air-
lines. ANSPs, Member StaseslNSA, and profes-
sional staff representativbodies tended to disa-
gree at least to some extent.

Responses from the stakeholders included the fol-
lowing key themes:

I The use of historical performance as a basis
for setting the RP4 targets

1 The difficulties experienced in the resolution
of ATCO shortag

1 The impact of adverseieather on capacity
performance and how this should be consid-
ered in the target setting

I The methodology used in the calculation of
sectoropening gaps and the use of the eco-
nomic cost optimum level of delgys

I The calculation anceésibility of locabreak-
down valuesand

I The consideration of benefits from the imple-
mentation of CP&nd concerns about the tim-
ing of implementation

Stakeholders expressed diverging views as to how
historical performanceshould be considered in
the target setting for capacity. Most stakeholders
notedthat difficulties in recent years experienced
by ANSPs in resolving capacity issues should be
recognised andhat the targets should be closer

to the performance of 2022 and 2023. On the
other hand,a fewstakeholders commented that
the situation of the past two years was a result of
not resolving issues that wekaownlong before,
implying thatthese yeas should not form the
baselinefor setting targets Some stakeholders
noted that historical data is neuitable as a basis
for setting RP4 targets as it does not include the
impact from the implementation of crof®rder
FRA.

171

172

173

174
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On the assumption used by the PRB concerning
the resolution of ATCO shortage issues by the start
of RP4, many stakeholders noted tthhis as-
sumption was not entirely correct and that such
issuescouldnot be fullyresolvel by 2025. Some
stakeholders also noted that underperforming
ANSPs should be put under more pressure to re-
solve these issues and that stronger incentive
schemes forapacity should be introduced.

As for the impact of adverse weather, stakehold-
ers notedcthat, giverthe risinguncertainty around
the evolution ofweather, its impact should be ex-
cluded from the target settingxercise Other
comments noted that the methodimgy for calcu-
lating the weather allowance in the target ranges
should not consider the results from 2020 and
2021 as those years were not representative in
terms of traffic levels, and that the calculation of
the weather allowance should be based on icaff
forecasts.

As for the methodology applied by the PRB for the
calculation of the target ranges, stakeholders
noted that the calculation of the sectopening

gap delays was not appropriate, as it was based on
the number of concurrent sectors, rather than
daily sectoopening hours, and thus could result
in misleading interpretations. Some stakeholders
also referred to thédeaof the economic cost op-
timum level of delays, as it was used during the
target setting for RP3, and posed questions about
how this was consited in the target ranges of
RP4. Further inquiries were made as to how the
traffic forecast was considered and how the PRB
considered ATFM delay codes not highlighted in
the target ranges report (codes |, G, P, M, R, T, V).

On the topic of bw local breakdown values are
calculated, and the possible results of the break-
down calculations, stakeholders noted that the
breakdown values could not be anticipated from
the target ranges, the calculation methodology
was unclear, and ambitious Uniaride targets on
capacity may lead to locally unfeasible breakdown
values. Stakeholders also inquired if and how local
breakdown values were considered in the target
setting.
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Finally, stakeholders expressenir views as to
how thebenefits stemming from thienplementa-
tion of ATM functionalities included in the CP1
regulationwere overestimated. Some stakehold-
ers noted that this ibecausesomeof the func-
tionalities are already implemented, and thus
some of the benefits should already be visible in
the current performance. On theother hand,
some stakeholders noted the significant delays in
the implementation of CP1 functionalities and ar-
gued that potential benefits will onlye realised
late in RP4 or beyond.

PRB response

176

177

On the comments received about hovstorical
performance is recognised in the target setting,
the PRB reiterates the answers provided under
guestion 5.1. However, as for how the impacts of
crossborder FRA is considered, the PRB confirms
that historical data does not fully include its im-
pads, even though some impacts may already be
part of the data observed, as some ANSPs already
implemented crossborder FRA. On the other
hand, as crosborder FRA is part of the CP1 regu-
lation and is mandatory to implemeny all ANSPs

in the SES area undil® December 2025, the full
impact is considered as part of the CP1 benefits.

In relation to the current situation of the ATCO
shortage experienced by some ANSPs thed
view thatthese issues cannot be fully resolved by
RP4, the PRB highlights that AS&RId have
taken significant steps in resolving such issags
from 2022 and 2023Following the consultation
event in November 2023and given the im-
portance of the topic, the PRB engaged in discus-
sions with thesixANSPs that had high delays due
to ATO shortages in 2022 and 2023. The out-
comes of these discussions are summarisethi

nex llito this report.In relation tothe comments

on how ANSPs should be subject to more incen-
tivisation tomeetthe required capacitythe PRB
notes that the parametersof the incentive
scheme are set by the Member Stateagl NSAS
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In response to the comments received on how the
weather allowance was calculated and the overall
guestions about the impact of adverse weather,
the PRB provides the following points.

1 The PRHIid consider the increasing uncer-
tainty in the occurrence and severity of ad-
verse weather phenomena in certain parts of
Europe, which lead to increased weather
lated delays.

1 The PRB recognistf®e important of reflect-
ing this in the target setting proas andto
this end applieda calculation based on the
shortterm average of the pagive years for
the weather allowance.

Based on the feedback received from the stake-
holders the PRBas decided toevise this short
term average calculatioto exclude2020 and
2021 data from the average weather impact. As a
result, the revisedshortterm average weather
impact is calculated at 0.35 minutes per flight,
0.08 minutes per flight higher than the valime
cluded in the upper bound of the target ranges
(0.27). This is 0.13 minutes per flight higher than
the value used in the 2023027 edition of the
NOPand 0.07 minutes per flight higher than the
value proposedin the latestedition ofthe NOP

The calculatia is based on the historical actual
delays generatedue to weathefrelated reasons

by each area control centre (ACC) in the SES area,
and these historical values are extrapolated to RP4
years using the traffic forecasts for each ACCs.

Onthe topic of weathetrrelated delays, the PRB
notes that theRegulationdoes not allow for the
exclusion of weatherelated delays from the tar-
get setting. However, Member Stataad NSAs
have the option to modulate the pivot values of
capacity incentive schemes so that ANSPs are not
subject to advantages or disadvantageslexc
sively due tahe impactof weather

On the methodology used for the calculation of
the sectoropening gap, the PRB considered the
feedback provided by the stakeholders amd
visedthe amount of en route ATFM delays due to
sectoropening gaps in 2022abed on daily sec-
tor-opening hours. Theevisedcalculation consid-
ers the maximum number of sectopening
hours each ACC was able to offer on any given day
in 2022 and compares the daily sum of sector
opening hours against this figure for each ACC for
eac day in 2022. The outcome of the cadtion
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is largely the same as with using the number of
concurrent sectorsAround 45% of delays re-
ported under delay codes C and S are considered
sectoropening gaps, compared to 43% of the pre-
vious methodology.

In response tothe comments receivedbout an
economic cost optimum level of delays, the PRB
notes that the economic optimum level of delays
referred to by the stakeholders during the consul-
tation process was estimated between 0@&6
minutes per flight durig the RP3 target setting
process, and as such is lower than system resili-
ence buffer included in the target ranges for ca-
pacity in the first two years of RP4.

The PRB also notes that the calculation of the eco-
nomic cost optimum of en route ATFM delays did
not consider costs associated with delays borne by
passengers, nor the external costs associated with
the environmental impact of delays. Even without
updating all financial parameters of the calcula-
tion and consideringhese two factors, the eco-
nomic optmum level of delays is possibly below
the originally calculated range of 0-086
minutes per flightNevertheless, given all the un-
certainty around the applicability of the calcula-
tion, the PRB did not rely on the economic opti-
mum of delay when considag the capacityar-
gets andranges for RP4.
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On the topic otraffic forecastin additionto the
information provided under the topic of the
weather allowance, the PRBiderlinesthat the
growth of the traffic forecast was considered for
each ACC and wesmparedo the existing capac-
ity improvement plans until 2027 (as that was the
timeframe of the NOP). Beyond 202f7e traffic
growth was translated into a required capacity in-
crease for each AG@etails inAnnex | to the PRB
advice on the Unionvide taget ranges for RP4

As for the specific delay codes raised by the stake-
holders, the PRB notes that codes | (ATC industrial
action) and T (ATC technical equipment failure)
are both disruptiorrelated delays under the con-
trol of the ANSP and as such theipected value

is zero. As for the other codes mentioned by the
stakeholders (G, M, R, P, V) the delays generated
under these are included in the target ranges un-
der the system resilience buffesh,he PRB’ s
sponseto comments orhow local breakdown val-
uesare calculatedand their values are addressed

in the replies toquestion 5.1.

Regardinghe benefits stemming from the imple-
mentation of CP1 ATM functionalities, and in ad-
dition to the points made related to crebsrder
FRA implementation, the PR#terates thatthe
benefit calculation for CP(s provided by the
SESAR Deployment Manggenot applied inthe
calculations of the target ranges. The basis on
which the CP1 benefits acalculateddoes not al-
low for this, and thus this information was only
used as qualitative evidencehebenefits of CP1
largely stem from the synchronised deployment,
meaning that the benefits cannot be realised until
all the stakeholders which fall within the scope of
the Regulation have implemented the required
functionalties.



Question 5.3

187 Over thepast years, ATC capacity and ATC staffing
reasons were the main reasons of en route ATFM
delays. Both of these reasons for delay are related
to how ANSPs are able to recruit and train ATCOs

188

and how they are able to allocate rpennel to
open enough sectors as required by traffic de-

mand. The PRB assumes that these delay causes

are fully under the control of ANSPs, furthermore,
these issues have been weflown since 2018.

Therefore, the PRB assumes that most of the AN-

SPs will reolve delays due to sectopening gaps
and lack of ATCOs by the end of RPRuestion
5.3, respond el what extentrde
you agree with the proposed approath?

45 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;

T 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.
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189 Figure13 shows the distribution of the replies.

The majority ofstaketolders (34ut of 45 did not
agree with theassumption of the PRB on these de-
lays (27 fully disagreed andevendisagreed to
some extent), whilenine respondents agreed
(four fully agreed and¥eagreed to some extent).
When analysing the responses bgkstholder cat-
egory, he majority of ANSPBISAand Member
Sate representatives disagreazh the assump-
tion of the PRB The majority of airlinesth{ree)
agreed to some extentwhile two airlinesfully
agreed The twoprofessional staff representative
bodiesfully disagreed

30

25

20 .

15

10
16

Number of replies

5 — 3]
] 3 4
0 2 1 2

Agree to Disagree to Fully disagree No opinion
some extent some extent

Fully agree

ANSPs Airlines  m NSAs & MS Professional staff representative bodies

Figurel3 ¢ Number of replies to question 5.30"what ex-
tent do you agree witproposed approach(ATC capacity
and ATC staffingeasons for delay)source: PRB elabora-
tion).

190 Individual comments arbsted in Table13 (next

page) 41 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 21 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;

1 13 NSAand Member State representatives
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodie
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5.3Towhat extent do you agree with the ppmsed approach@ATC capacity and ATC staffing reasons for de

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

We agree that the staffing problems should have been geshdy ANSPs since the years
2018/19. We acknowledge that in some cases training capacities where not enough to
full number of much needed ATCOs in place. Nevertheless, at the same time we hav
of enhancing the training in order to havet-down the time needed of the 2,5 to 4 yee
training time. At the same time in our opinion too less has happened to automatize AT
transition the role of an ATCO from the traditional monitoring and instructing role to a
tial conflict resolutionale

Airline
(IATA)

Intheai rl i nes’ opinion more can be done
weather (worsened by staff shortage). The codes under ANSP responsibility (CRSTMI
include ATC industrial actions, and new codes reftptti@a combination of bad weather ar
lack of staff. Both targets and incentives must address all codes, since adaptation ar
ence is expected from ANS. With better flexibility, rostering and allocation of prese
sources, delays could be reducedt all capacity improvementseed more staff. Peak per
ods during day, weekends and season can be better handled, monitoring and actiol
pected in that sense. Airlines support that these issues are known since 2018, their res
should not be furtkr postponed. This fact should be reflected in the targets and the ir
tives’ schemes. No bonus should be all
pacity excess or for generous delay allowances (both are still inefficiencies).

Airline

(ERA

Assumption for resolution of delays due secteopening gaps and ATCO by end 2024 is
bitious, however agree that delays are fully under the control of ANSPs.

Airline
(Easyjet)

The requirement for additional staff to address capacity issues haslmenmon theme foi
the entirety of RP3. Staffing levels are a business decision under the control of the
ment of the ANSPs. This decision is influenced by factors such as demographics, ack
ing that individuals may retire earlier, but this miistconsidered a part of the business pl
ning process in control of the ANSPs. However, the PRB must closely monitor that the
ment for additional ATC staffing does not beconpeetext for ANSPs to escalate staff ca
in order to enhance attractaness or above optimal levels. Wages should align with the
cient level essential to attract the required talent without excessively exceeding market
The PRB shall make sure that each ANSP should establish allowances that mirror the
levels necessary and those applicable to an entity operating in a competitive environn
is then for the regulated entity to decide upon its own actions and how it wishes to oy
its business within the allowances established and benefit from theigtivity gains it might
achieve.

Airline
(A4E)

The requirement for additional staff to address capacity issues has been a common the
the entirety of RP3. Staffing levels are a business decision under the control of the
ment of the ANSPs. Thiecision isnfluenced by factors such as demographics, acknowl
ing that individuals may retire earlier, but this must be considered a part of the busines
ning process in control of the ANSPs. However, the PRB must closely monitor that the
ment for additional ATC staffing does not become a pretext for ANSPs to escalate ste
in order to enhance attractiveness or above optimal levels. Wages should align with tl
cient level essential to attract the required talent without excessesalgeding miket rates.
The PRB shall make sure that each ANSP should establish allowances that mirror the
levels necessary and those applicable to an entity operating in a competitive environn
is then for the regulated entity to decid@an its own actions and how it wishes to operi
its business within the allowances established and benefit from the productivity gains it
achieve.

ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa
satiksme,)

Latvia been hit by negative effects twice: covid pandemic and thanwHraine. It was ver
challenging to maintain the amount of staff needed for safe provision of services. Alt
the traffic dropped (and hence the ATCO demand dropped) one cannot consider that
would have resolved the ATC capacity issues astprRP3. We understand that the flig
levels are planned lower in RP4 than even in RP2, but one must plan for recovery as v

ANSP
(FABEC)

PRB does not seem to acknowledge that ANSPs are fully committed to constantly del
improving performancelso in the light of many ATCOs retiring in the coming years an
during the pandemic, they also were subject to social distancing and supply chain pr
while the lack of traffic demand did not allow to adequately train operational staff. |
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measures could not be implemented at these times and are now competing with whe
regularly planned for now and in the next years.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

Assuming that ATC staffing and capacity delays will cease to exist by theR#8l ignot

supported by any factual/feasibility analysis and based on information currently availal
to be considered unrealistic. Difficulties related to ATCO hiring and training are widely
and cannot be ignored. The PRB analysis of seatoirgpschemes is very hitgvel and sim-
plistic—it does not take into account where exactly (in what sectors/sector groups) the (
occurred and whether changing the number or configuration of sectors open would im
the delay value (e.g. majorit§ delaysn PL in 2022 was generated in SE part of airspace
required airspace reorganisation and changes to ATM system to improve the situaiiion
out those changes opening more sectors would not help). ATC staffing and capacity de
also lirked to changes in ATM systems/airspace configuration, changes in traffic flow
activity.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

We do not agree with the PRB’'s assumpt
an ATCO and the process of selection and trainingnibes ever more challenging due to
bour shortages in several EU countries
effect of the age pyramid (many ATCOs and ATSEPs are of the retiring generation)
difficulty of attracting young canditiés (Aviation does not have anymore the appeal it
before, young generations hesitate to enter a professitnat wor ks 24/ 7)
effect on training and investments due to the need to cut costs and to comply with the |
restrictions.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

NAV Portugal has already commented on the assumptions underlying the capacity pr
This unrealistic ambition is due to the fact that the PRB/COM has never carried out a g;
ysis of the current situation and therefoteetproposed targets only reflect the end goal wi
out acknowledging the starting point. It is not clear what kind of information the PRB ha
ered from the ANSPs that would allow it to state that the recruitment and training plar
be completed byhe end of RP3, nor is it stat what the gap is between the existing AT(
and those planned for the start of RP4. Finally, there is a direct correlation between
opening and costs. ANSPs will continue to have sector open gaps whenever it is dahatu
it is more efficient to regulate than to use ATCOs overtime to implement capacity op!
configurations. ATCOs are an expensive and scarce resource and therefore it shouls
ployed in the most efficient way.

ANSP
(LVNL)

PRB does not seem totedhat ANSPs are fully committed to constantly deliver and imprc
performance, also in the light of many ARCetiring in the coming years. However, duri
the pandemic ANSPs were subject to social distancing and supply chain problems, w
lack of traffic demand did not allow to adequately train operational staff. Many meas
could not be implemented at these times and are now competing with what was rec
planned for now and in the next years.

ANSP
(ENAV)

We do not agr ess umpthi otnh ebePcRaBu sse:a ¢« |t |
ATCO, and there is a high failure rate
resources issue, combining the effect of the age pyramid (many ATCOs and ATSEPs
retiring generation), the fact that several ANSPs let staff go as part of their effort to de
costs during the pandemic, and the difficulty of attracting young candidates (Aviation dc
have anymore the appeal it had beforeupg generations hesitate to eata profession tha
wor ks 24/ 7). e COVID had a delay effec
costs and to health restrictions « Sec
configuration has to take into consideration theshoptimal one to accommodate demar
as well as the most cost efficient.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

ATC Capacity and Staffing aren't only dependent on ANSPSs' recruitment & training o’
or how they allocate them to open enough sectors based on denmdady factors, as
changes in traffic flows due to geopolitical situations (glgaine war, Algeria's overflig|
prohibition to Morocco AO) are beyond ANSPs control at local level ANSPs may nee
unexpected airspace structures, requiring time of study, analygilementation, procedure
definition, training, ENV evaluation & approvals in periods with high flights volatility & u
tainty as the current ond2rojects might be stopped or delayed for a better & certain situe
in the full context Even operg themaximum configuration of available sectagspace is
limited. The schedules preferred by AOs often overlap or the demand is clearly dis
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during the day. These examples support the argument that, this is NOT ONLY respons
ANSPsThe explaation regarding sector openings and ATCO hiring is too simplistic

ANSP
(EANS)

We see that there is difficulty in attracting young candidates to come to work as an A]
ATSEP. Young generations hesitate to enter a profession that works 24/7 andesition
where this is an industiyide issue

ANSP
(DSNA)

In France, the ANSP's organizational position within a central government adminis
means that the FTE ceiling is not only in the hands of the ANSP, but also has a politice
sion. Oveand above the quality of lortgrm traffic forecasts, the organization of traffic its
within the European area can be greatly modified by particular events, such as the imp
tation of a major system or an international geopolitical situation.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

The assumptions of PRB are not appropriate due to a number of important circumstanc
should be taken into account. ATCO recruitment is more and more diiidslvery difficult
to find sufficient number of applicants, training isd¢isonsuming (app. 2.5 years), failure ri
is high, the effect of age pyramid, etc. COVID brought additional challenges and press
to cancellation of recruitment campaigns, delay in training and investments due to hee
strictions and costs cuttin

ANSP
(CANSO)

We do not agree wi t- ANSPshfaxe algpBingsesairses isqugy tu
the age pyramid (many ATCOs and ATSEPs are of the retiring generation), staff losse
eral ANSPs to decease costs duringotimedemic It takes at least 2.5 years to train an AT(
recruiting of new ATCOs is increasingly difficult and there is a high failureC@YED socie
distancing restrictions and the lack of traffic demand had a delay effect on training and
ments due to the needtcut costs and supply chain issu8gctor opening gaps will continu
since an ANSP' s sector configuration h
accommodate demand as well as the most cost effici@qtimizing airspee structures anc
introducing technological changes in ATM also involve periodic capacity limita@omer
factors are beyond ANSP control, e.g. changes in traffic flows due to geog®litosopening
the maximum sector configuration, airspace is limited

ANSP
(Austo Control)

Experience from previous crisis shows that ramp up time of capacity increasing measu
least 23 years from the end of crisis (impact of COMI2nded in 2023)

ANSP
(ANSCR)

The mentioned causes are under thHSPs control, but in lotgrms only as it takes coupl
of years to train a new ATCO. The COVID period had a negative effect on ATCOs ti
there were not enough traffic to complete the full training. Training new ATCOs espec
current period of volatile traffic devgdments has adverse effects on the cost efficiency
other words the optimal staffing and sector configuration from the operational perspec!
often not optimal from a cost efficiency perspective. The PRB approach alsotizd® mnto
considerationsudden changes of traffic flows triggered by events far behind ANSPs (¢
(like COVID or geopolitical situation).

ANSP
(LFV)

We do not agree wi t-ANSPshface algRBingIesaurses issug ¢
the age pyramid (many ATCOs andE¥ESare of the retiring generation), staff losses by
eral ANSPs to decease costs during the panddtrtikes at least 2.5 years to train an AT¢
recruiting of new ATCOs is increasingly difficult and there is a high failureC@YED socie
distarcing restrictions and the lack of traffic demand had a delay effect on training and i
ments due to the need to cut costs anghply chain issuesSector opening gaps will continu
since an ANSP's sector conf i gumosadptimalmne lc
accommodate demand as well as the most cost effici@mtimizing airspace structures ai
introducing technological changes in ATM also involve periodic capacity limita@tmsr
factors are beyond ANSP control, e.g. changeafiictflows due to geopolitiec€ven opening
the maximum sector configuration, airspace is limited

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’'s view: do not agree w
e |t takes at | east 2 .eGsayighdaillserdteo t r ai n
e It is known and documented that ANSP

combining the effect of the age pyramid and the difficulty of attracting young
candidates Aviation does not have anymore the appeal it had before, young
gererations hesitate to enter a profession that works 24/7).

e Sector opening gaps will continue, s
take into consideration the most optimal one to accommodate demand as well as
the most cost efficient.
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ANSP
(AIRMV)

We do not agree with the PRB’'s assumpt
« Despite issues being well known since 2018, the PRB did not issue any guidance di
pandemic in relation to assurances in relation to ATCO training or recruitment

« Since 2018 there have betmo RP3 Planning Processes and the PRB did not empowe
to permit the recruitment of ATCOs which were deemed to be required by managemer
» The PRB has not, but needs to, tackle the issue in relation to traffic variations in the fc
For exampleluring RP3 ANSPs were required in the NOP to plan for the High Statfor S
+10% buffer, whereas the PRB insisted on RP3 Plans being developed on the basis of
Case scenario.

 AirNav requests the PRB to consider this topic in more detadrrithn simply saying th
issues were known since 2018 e.g., the PRB should acknowledge unexpected losses
due to lifestyle choices, for example, which impact on planning.

e The PRB should also examine the realities surrounding requirements dim@wamnd
whether a better alternative existsthe Network Manager has recognised Overtime as b
the best available method of managing traffic variations, but at the same time a reliar
overtime or certain restrictions on annual leave need to baidened.
« AirNav Ireland requests guidance from the PRB in relation to the interdependency be
the required number of ATCOs to 2029 and the cost efficiency targets being applied.

ANSP
(DFS)

DFS efforts to increase staffimbers are continuously atmaximum level of 136 new OJT
year. Nonetheless, the unexpectedly high volumes in traffic increase for parts of DFS’
responsibility (e.g. Karlsruhe sector family Sotuh at 124% of 2019 traffic) could not be fc
beforehand (thus not in 2@las the PRB assumes according to the question)
Due to this development the PRB’s assumption is only correct for those parts, in whicl
development was in line with the expectation. E.g. all Tower Units and maoytersector
groups will have sfi€ient stafflevels by RP4. The pandesgtated reduction in training ca
pacities has led to a delay in the planned replenishment of staff. Despite theippof A TCC
training to its maximum capacity since 2022, it will take several more years befgeptban
be closed. Nonetheless, due to necesdemining efforts for system improvements also
balanced sectegroups temporary regulations are inevitable.

ANSP
(skeyes)

We do not agree with the PRB's assumpt
. It takes at least 2.5 yeats train an ATCO, and there is a high failure rate;

. It is known and documented that ANSPs face a growing resources issue, cot
the effect of the age pyramid (many ATCOs and ATSEPs are of the retiring generation)
that several ANSPs let Stgb as part of their effort to decrease costs during the pande
and the difficulty of attracting young candidates (Aviation does not have the appeal
before, young generations hesitate to enter a profession that works 24/7).

. COVID had a del&jffect on training and investments due to the need to cut ct
and to health restrictions
. Sector opening gaps wil/l continue,

into consideration the most optimal one to accommodate demand as well as thtecosi
efficient.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

During the COVID period, training could not be ensured as appropriate any more (due
of traffic and the impossibility to open many secterg c i a | di stance,
tivity was strongly reduced dugrat least 2 years and the process of qualifying ATCOS i¢
So even if the issue was known in 2018, there were unexpected events in between tF
vented ANSPs from continuously recruiting new trainees.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP has drawn yea for ensuring sufficient ATC capacity as soon as pos
The plan implies that the number of ATCOs will increase. The plan to increase the net
of ATCOs is based on recruitment and education of ATCOs also taking into account the
of ATCOthat is expected to retire within the RP4 period. This in combination with effic
improvements that have already been included in the increase. The Danish ANSP e
that there will be sufficient capacity from 202baiccordance with the estimatebsts in the
RP4 period (initial data).

Member State

(See comment under 5.2)

(Germany)
Member State The assumptions miss the problem of retaining ATCOs in some areas. Assuming that t
(Netherlands) lem will be completely solved in the remaind&R#®3 when the current situation is knowr
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unrealistic. Being unsatisfied with the progress sins 2018 is not a valid argument for b
it will be solved. An analysis of the reasons, which can be expected to vary between cc
would be a good Isis for target setting.

Member State
(Spain)

In the same way of the previous question, it should be considered the actual figures i
to propose challenging bugalistic objectives.

NSA
(Croatial)

Sector opening gap methodology represents thehuodoblogy that does not look at the o
fered capacity during the whole day but rather at the sector opening at the maximum |
level, thus not giving the real representation of the offered capacity during the day. B
the results presented inthecenu |l t ati on period are ‘cor

target setting purposes. Once the PRB

opening gaps’' then the r eettinglptrgoses. Also| reduchc
of costs per uit of service provided with a need of achieving greater number of ATCO lic
(that takes around 2.5 to 3 years) does not show the related understanding of the co
ciency and capacity related interdependency.

NSA
(Cyprus)

Some ANSPs are publicteedState entities (operating in the context of a State budget)
cannot directly control the recruitment process.

NSA
(France

The PRB assumption that staffing issues will be solved in RP3 is not supported. At mal
maximum recruitment level isigoing but covidl9 impact at academies and OJT training h
delayed the rating of ATCO in OPS. This impact as to be considered: full ATCO qualific
materialize only during RP4. In many cases, it remains a challenge to recruit and train
considering failure rates and reduced candidate numbers, and ensuring at the same ti
ditional training for new ATM system implenteion (which does not end in RP3). Some ,
SPs, through ongoing discussion, foresee organizational & working conditiogeschhe
outcome of negotiations will have an impact on staff recruitments, levels and working
tions. In addition, ATCO availability is not a stlode item: one of the main factors for no
adequate sector opening scheme remains changes in tiaffit dr flows at the fday when
roster have already been published according to traffic forecast

NSA
(Polang

The problem of ATCO training is the issue knowm#éory years, as it was indicated by P
ANSPs planned to solve this issue in the past, Fwethout a spectacular success. Tak
into consideration such experience and looking at the problem with recruitment of contr
it should be questioned the very optimistic assumption that this issue will be solved by t
of RP3.

NSA
(Italy)

Wedonotcompét el vy agree with the PRB’s assur
to train an ATCO, and t her e dacemerded that NSF
face a growing resources issue, combining the effect of the age pyramigt &A&Os an
ATSEPs are of the retiring generation), the fact that several ANSPs let staff go as par
effort to decease costs during the pandemic, and the difficulty of attracting young cand
(Aviation does not have anymore the appeal itbeftbre, young generations hesitate to ent
a profession that works 24/ 7). . Sectag
configuration has to takinto consideration the most optimal one to accommodate dem
as well as the most cost efficten

NSA
(Estonia)

| believe that those assumptions are superficial and root cause of ATC staffing issues
where

NSA
(Switzerland)

PRB's assumption that all staffing issues and system implementations will be resolvel
end of 2023 is not sygorted. The effects of the COVID pandemic (economic and oper
tional) will not be entirely overcome by the start of RP4, the issues in terms of ensurir|
quate recruitment levels will persist in the coming years. Basing capacity solely on th
mum rumber of open sectors may also be oversimplified and disregards any improvem
sector productivity and throughput achieved in previoesry.

NSA
(Croatia 2)

Sector opening gap methodology does not look at the offered capacity during the whc
but rather at the sector opening at the maximum sector level, thus not giving the real |
sentation of the offered capacity during the day. By thisyéiselts presented in the consu
tation period are invalid and cannot be used for the target settinggaas. Once the PR
uses adequate methodoopgryi fporgaepxa’l uahe
used for the target setting purposes. Also, reduction of costs per unit of service provide
a need of achieving greater number of ATCO lice(that takes around 2.5 to 3 years) dc




97/216

not show the related understanding of the cost efficiency and capacity related interde
ency.

NSA
(Austria)

Contrary to what is stated above, these factors are not fully under the control of the .
The lastyears have shown that theiis a lack of workforce in all sectors of the economy
air navigation is no different. ANSPs cannot influence how many people want to b
ATCOs and they can only to a certain extent influence how many actually passithg.1
Based on the fact that the data shows that delay targets were not achieved in 2022 an
by many ANSPs, one cannot assume that 2024 will totelhyge the picture. This is notto s
that ANSPs should not be 100% ambitious and committed to ¢oeds, but basing the targe
setting on tkese unrealistic assumptions inevitably leads to unrealistic targets.

NSA
(Germany)

We disagree about the claim, that the stated delay causes are fully under control of the
As mentioned by PRB in Annex 11RO, only the year 2022 is considered as regards the si
opening gap. Firstly, we consider it too little evidence, to build the assumptignstane
year. Secondly, this was the to date last year with remains of-éstitttions and the yea
with the start of the Russian war in Ukraine. It is therefore even less suitable to draw (
sions from. We can also not retrace how SOG values are calculated since further desi
and data sources are missing. Assuming that only the number of seatorssdpoked at, i
is not a useful parameter since it shows no productivity or throughput. Also, theteimor
possibility to open a certain nurabof sectors with existing staff doing extra shifts etc. car
lead to the conclusion, that permanent opegiof this number of sectors would be feasil
(or even cost neutral). Additionally and at least relevant for central European airspace
gestion will not be resolved by opening sectorerg no movements occur. A sufficient ¢
planation on why for DFSvalue of 58% was interpreted as the amount/ratio of delays
can be resolved or avoided in a relatively short time frame (Annex 1 No 102hcbbiel
discerned from the report or its annexes. We would although have expected to read \
relatively ort timeframe is supposed to be, how these values are supposed to be re¢
(actions/measures) and again how these values are calculated since evidence is missil
13 of Annex 1) and the value shown is unrealistic according td & sumptiothat ANSPs
are able to resolve ATC staff issues within the RP3 timeframe is also not supportec
provided evidence or the reality of ANSPsvida PRB take into consideration that regard
staffing, due to Covid there were3®years of restrictionsaving as a result lowered trainir
capacity which now needs to be caugipt on? Also, beyond recruitment and training
ATCOs, for the number of available FTEs the (lacking) willingness of licensees to work
is becoming a more and more relevédacttor. It seems that generations entering the AT
work force at the moment are not sufficiently motivated by money to do so. Lastly, we
like to draw attention to the fact, that while performance measured in delay per flight m
deteriorating, peformance measured in throughput may have been improving. This doe
eliminate the delay caused by ATC, but it should still be taken into consideration for cor
ness sake, also when judging the efforts made.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

This is one of the assumptions that are most faulty in my opinion. We see lack-oAE@ds
and ATSERsSn most ANSPs, and thiésue is definitely not ‘'under controficcording to the
PRB assumption, all staffing issues should be solvedioritBs; but we are not even clos
to that. On the contrary, this is the main issue for many ANSPs, and by the way, a rest
last years, where ANSPtrough incentives have been urged to reduce cost, and in tt
context have minimised recruitmgrand training of ATCOs. Today we see the result of t|

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

The statement that ATC capacity and ATC staffing delays causes are under control (
cannot be considered as true when considering cost reatucti EU policies for RP1, RP2 i
RP3. In the last 10 years, political pressures from different aviation actors make ANS
restrictive in their recruitment policy. The current situation of lack of ATCOs with assc
ATC capacity and ATC staffietags is the result of these financial cost cutting policies. S
opening gaps methodology appears totbe simplistic to be used as an element to def
targets for RP4. Being able to have a certain number of ATCOs on a certain day of
does nt mean it is also possible to do the same every day of the year. Fatigue, workir
dition, minimum holidays period during summer, balanced working life: all these ele
have to be considered when looking at rostering. National labour law, EASAioaguksc-
torial social agreements: all these elements intervene in ATCO rostering.

Tablel3- Comments received on Question 5.3



PRB analysis

191

192

193

Response from stakeholders on question 5.3. was
mostly negative as Jdut of 45)stakehddersex-
pressed ateast a partial disagreement, while only
nine stakeholders agreed with the approach at
least to some extent. Airlines were in largely in
agreement of the proposal, while ANSPs, Member
Statesand NSAs, and professional staff repre-
sentative bodies were disagreeing mostly.

Stakeholders provided commemgerthe follow-
ing topics:

I The lack and/or simplistic and unrealistic na-

ture of the background analysis conducted by
the PRB;

The impact of the COMVI® pandemic and
how it affected the recary of ANSPs;

The tradeoff between sectoopening gaps
and ATCO overtime, and the lack of guidance
related to ATCO training and interdependency
between cost efficiency and ATCO numbers;
and

Variousaspects related to the target setting,
such as the incomstent approach to traffic
variations, and the
onl vy’ modul ation of
scheme with additional delay codes.

e

In terms of thebackground analysis of delays due
to ATC capacity and ATC staffiegsons, stake-
holderscommented that the PRB did not conduct
a feasibility analysis and/or a gap analysis that
would support the assumption of the delays re-
lated to staffing issue#n addition several stake-
holders noted that the background analysis was
too simplistic andlid not consider all the aspects

of the operational reality of ANSFakeholders
also argued that traffic volatility was detrimental
to capacity improveent measures and that ATC
capacity and ATC staffing delays and, in general,
shortage of ATCO resourcesrgvaot fully under

the control of ANSPs, due to the general lack of
human resources in the European economy. Sev-
eral stakeholders noted that the time required to
resolve such issues is longer than what was left un-
til the end of RB, due to the length of th ATCO
training process. Stakeholders even noted that
some ANSPs are not in full control of their recruit-
ing plans due to being part of the state adistira-

tion.
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194 Sakeholdersalso arguedhat the aftermath of
the COVIEL9 pandemi@and the associated crisis
in aviation was still affecting their ability to im-
prove capacity performance. Stakeholders re-
ported that restrictions introduced by govern-
ments during the pandemic years caused delays in
the training process, resulting in lowered success
rates of trainigs, loss of trainees, or even years of
delay in the ATCO training plans. Some stakehold-
ers believedthat 2022 was not a representative
year for the calculation @ectoropening gaps, as
it was the first year after the pandemitich was
close to the prepandemic, normal operations
both in terms of traffic levels and other aspects as
well.

Stakeholders also noted that a trad# between
ATCO overtime and seciopening gaps may ex-
ist, making it economically more efficient to cu-
mulate delays due to sectapening gaps than us-
ing overtime of ATCOs to provide more capacity
and avoid delays. Some stakeholders noted that
the current shortage of ATCOs was a result of the
pressure and focus on cesiitting measures in
RP1, RP2, and RP3. Further to this, few stddkeh

X t erg glso ;entioped the Iack of guitianseT\terial
t h enrelat@mt@AT CQ tyaining, asthasthe interde-
pendency between cost efficiency and ATCO num-
bers.

195

196 Finally, stakeholders commented on different as-
pects and parameters of the performance and
charging esheme, not necessarily related to the
target setting. Stakeholders pointed to what may
be a discrepancy between the recommendation
from the NM regarding using the STATFOR High
forecast scenario for capacity planning and the re-
qguirement to use the STATFC&s&forecast sce-
nario as the basis for the performance planning.
Further to this, some stakeholders expressed
views about how the modulation of the incesi
scheme on capacity performance should be ex-
tended, to include delays due to ATC industrial ac-
tion and potentially, delays due to the combina-
tion of lack of capacity and weather impact.



PRB response

197

198

199

200

Regardingthe background analysis of delay re-
lated to ATQapacityand ATC staffing, the PRB
highlights that the methodology appliedtte an-
alyseof these delays relied on all the information
provided by Member States and ANSPs in the con-
text of the performance plans and monitoring re-
ports of the past years, as well as the publicly
available databases of Eurocontrol and the NM.
The PRB also notes that tiesues around ATCO
shortage have been raised in every anmahi-
toring report of the PRB since 201&)d ANSPs
have committed to resolving these issues since at
least the beginning of RP3. The PRB is of the view
that if ANSPs and Member States had imple-
mented all the measures as planned in their per-
formance plans, most of the existirggpacity
problems could have been resolMeygithe end of
RP3. Nevertheless, having considered the feed-
back of the stakeholders, the PRB engagdur-

ther discussions witsix ANSPs which generated
high delaysto further explore the situatioifAn-

nex lllof this repor).

As for the volatility of traffic and how this affected
adversely the efforts of improving capacity perfor-
mance, the PRB reiterates its position from the an-
nud monitoring reports of 2020 and 2021, where
it emphasised the importance that ANSPs prepare
for a faster trafficgecovery angblan their capacity
accordingly.

The PRB acknowledgie fact that some Mem-
ber States imposed restrictions during the COVID
19 pandemic that suspended or delayed the train-
ing of ATCOs and that any potential backlog accu-
mulated during this period requires time to be re-
solved. However, the PRB also notes that ANSPs
did not yet fully explore all the possibilities to
overcome ATCO shiage (such asmproving the
rostering schemes of ATC(@s)d that there is still
surplus capacity available in some parts of the net-
work that could be utilisetb mitigatethe impact.

Further to this, using 2022 as the basis for the
analysis of sectespening gaps was the onbp-

tion available to the PRB, as 2019 was already four
years in the past, and datd 2023 was nofully
availableyet. Evenif 2022 data included the re-
maining impact from COVI, this would be rep-
resentative of the operational réty, and thus
cannot be disregarded.
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On the possible tradeff between sectoopening
gaps and the overtime of ATCOs, the PRB high-
lights that this concept relates back to the eco-
nomic optimum level of delays, as the comparison
should be made between thetal costof one mi-
nute of en route ATFM delay and the costs associ-
ated with avoiding that delay. The PRB considers
that a theoretical level of delay and cost may exist
where it is more beneficial to generate delays than
it is to provide moreapacity However, at current
levels of delaythe total costs associated with de-
lays greatly exceed those of improving capacity.

The PRB points out that the focus of the Union
wide performance targets has been on improving
capacity and resolving the delay issues @rtat-
work since these issues became apparent in 2017
During the performance planning of RP3, ANSPs
were provided with the option to deviate from
costefficiency targets for the sake of achieving
their capacity targets.

Overthe lack of guidance materisdgarding the
interdependency between ATCO numbers and
costefficiency, the PRB notes that such infor-
mation is at the core of the operation of the ANSPs
and as such the PRB should not advise ANSPs on
this matter.

4 Regardindhe recommendation of the NM tose

205

the high scenario of the STATFOR forecast for the
planning of capacity and the requirement of the
performance and charging scheme to useltage
scenario of the forecast to plan unit costs, the PRB
doesnot find these to be in contradiction. The PRB
invites stakeholders to consider that in the con-
text of capacity planning, the prudent approach is
to account for unexpected traffic growth (within
the range of the forecast scenarios)awoid dis-
rupting the network, while in the financial plan-
ning, the prulent apgoach is to plan based on the
most likely scenario, which is thase scenario of
the forecast. Furthermore, this point has already
beenraised during the target setting of RP3, and
stakeholders have been advised to adhere to the
recommendations ahe NM in capacity planning.

As for any potential changes in the delay codes as-
sociated with different options of the incentive
schemes on capacity performantee PRB notes
that this is outof the scope of thdarget setting
process



Question 5.4

206 Aiming at and anticipating zero Afélated delays
is neither reasonable nor realistic. Therefore, the
PRB proposes the capacity target range as the sum
of the allowance for weathaelated delays, the
allowance for the no\TC disruptions, and a sys-
tem resilence buffer which allows for minor de-

laysl n Question 5. 4, ﬂ'oespon%aé(’\ﬁ'cfld

what extent do you agree with the proposed ap-
proach?.

207 The PRB proposes that the allowance for weather
and nonATCrelated disruption delays is calcu-
lated on the basisf historical averages. The al-
lowance for weatherelated delays is estimated
between 0.20 and 0.27 minutes per flight at the
Unionwide level, while the allowance for n&TC
disruptions is between 0.01 and 0.03 minutes per

flight.

45 out of 47 respondeits replied to the questign
out of which:

208

T 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;

T 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.
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209 Figurel14 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders 1B did not agree
with the sum for thecapacity target rangero-
posed by thePRBf{ve fully disagreed an@6 dis-
agreed to some extent), whilg2 respondents
agreed (four fuy agreed andeight agreed to
some extent)When analysing the responses by

r c%e‘gcgwge rr&aggr&y of ANSPN,SA

er Jate representatives d|sagreed on

the proposed approachf the PRB. The majority
of airlines four) disagreed to somedent, while
one airline agreedo some extent One profes-
sional staff representative fully disagreemdhile
oneagreed to some extent

30

; El
20
4

15

10

.
5
0 ' 3 2 2

Fully agree

Number of replies

Agree to Disagree to Fully disagree No opinion
some extent some extent

ANSPs Airlines  m NSAs & MS Professional staff representative bodies

Figurel4 ¢ Number of replies to question 5.Z0"what ex-
tent do you agree witproposed apprach?(Allowance for
adverse wather) (source: PRB elaboration)

210 Individualcomments ardisted in Table14 (next
page) 37 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment

on the question, out of which:

1 19 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Four arlines,includingthree associations;

1 12 NSA and Member State representatives
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies
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5.4To what extent do you agree with the proposed approdéilidwance for adverse wteer)
Stakeholder Comment
Airline The weather allowance for RP4 seems overestimated when considering historical
(IATA) which a part of weather delays could have been avoided with further capacity/staff. IAT

ports the introduction of new repting codes, aproposed in the PRC technical note pre
ously mentioned, to increase transparency. The system resilience buffer needs bettel
nation and potential reconsideration downwards. Traffic growth is not so sudden (it is [
ically forecastedand NM does a good work supporting ANSPs with measures to cop

demand) and “minor” issues should not |
of delay with the expected traffic i nes
(usingid00®himch is | ower than expected
creasing with inflation)). The value gets greater as the traffic increases
Airline More transparent reporting on weather as per the PRC technical note 202arshould per-
(ERA) haps be taken into consideration and in principle is supported.
Airline On the basis that there are no alternatives considered the approach can be used. In ¢
(Easyjet) considering base rates can be a rational and statistically spprdach to forecasting. Th

values for weather and neATC disruptions must to be reviewed, as historical data often
ceals staffing issues.

Airline On the basis that there are no alternatives considered the approach can be used. In ¢
(A4E) considering base rates can be a rational and statistically sound approach to forecasti
values for weather and neATC disruptions must to be reviewed, as historical data often
ceals staffing issues.

ANSP Climate change research stronglpgarts the assumption that weather events will more
(FABEC) ten disrupt air and airport operations in future. The proposed allowance for delays relg
adverse weather (Report, item 119) does not sufficiently acknowledge this. In additic
also cannot supgrt computing an average of the last 5 years, be it for weather delay or ¢
opening gap, considering that 2020, 2021 and to a lesser extent 2022 are not represe
years, and the figure 5, page 20, is a perfecgtiation of this situation.

In this context, the proposed 10 years approach seems to cumulate several drawback:
2021 are not representative years, 2012 to 2015 and 2022 were years with significan
traffic than 2016 to 2019. Delay evolves exponentially with traffic and de&ayo weather
regulation follows the same trends. The allowance for weather delays is therefore clee
derestimated as also underlined by climate research

ANSP As indicated by the PRB both in the report anti@tvorkshop on 8.11.2023, weathexlated
(Polish Air Navigation | delays increase. This is not duly considered in the target seftiicgease should be include
Services Agency) in the weather allowance which should not be based only on historical average. The

resilience buffer does ndake into account the most important and interfering aspects (i
cated in the answers to the above questions) that affect the delays. It makes the targ
realistic and not achievable. This buffer dddbe based on feasibility analysis and cons
bottom-up approach. Due regard must be given to MIL impacts, periodic capacity limil
during implementation of operational changes, tispan of expected benefits stemmit
from OPS improvements (mid to long term). Targets must be realistic andadbbhiand not
based on theoretical assumptions only.

ANSP We agree that agoal of zero AT@ | at ed del ays is neither
(ROMATSA) proposal for a resilience buffer does not take into account (or in the absence of dis
transparent methodology, it is unclear how it does) the increasing volatility/unpredictab
the context of climate change or differences within an ACC. The allowance for we#itest
delays has been calculated based on treml 10 year averagd-owever, the two years 202
and 2021, which were characterised byuaprecedented pandemielated decline in traffic
should not be included in the assessment. In these two years, there was a huge su
capacity that cannot be offered in this fommthe future.

ANSP The PRB's proposal for a resilience buffer does not take into account the increasing
(NAV Portugal E.P.E) | ity/unpredictability associated with climate change: the number of weather phenomen
increased with a diredtnpact o the volume of airspace available for flight, increasing
complexity and therefore the need to implement regulations to manage traffic safely
hough historical data can be used to calculate the allowance, it must also take into a
the increasean traffic along RP4 and its impact in terms of delays and should therefore |
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a constant value but a sliding allowance directly related to traffic. On the other hand, |
lowance for weatherelated delays has been calculated on the bastheb axd 10 year
average. However, 2020/21 were characterised by an unprecedented decrease in traf
should therefore not be included in the assessment; these two years should be consid
outliers of traffic patterns with a scenario of overcapacityedwvork level.

ANSP
(LVNL)

We agree thatagoal of zero AT@ | at ed del ays is neither
proposal for a resilience buffer does not take into account (or in the absence of dis
transparent methodology, it is unclean it does) the increasing volatility/unpredictability
traffic demand or differences within an ACC. The allowance for weathéed delays ha
been calculated based on thedihd 10 year average. However, the two years 2020 and 2!
which were chareterised by an unprecedent@édndemicrelated decline in traffic, should n¢
be included in the assessment. In these two years, there was a huge surplus of capa
cannot be offered in this form in the future. Additionally, climate change reseatciylst
supports the assumption that weather events will more often disrupt air and airport o
tions (e.g., increased occurrence of storms, changes in wind patterns and disrupti
ground infrastructures).

ANSP
(ENAV)

Agree that zero AFelateddely s i s nei ther reasonabl e

a resilience buffer not taking into account (or without a disclosed transparent methodol,
is unclear how it does) the increasing volatility/unpredictability in the context of cli
charge or differences within an ACC. The allowance for weattegied delays has been ce
culated based on the-&nd 10 year average. The allowance 3(2@7 at network level is nc
consistent with the level of weather relatddlays faced today (end Novregtwork level 0,62
m/f weather related delays). To be highlighted that since 2 years in Italy facing an ur
dented drastic increase in “weather r¢
al |l reasons” . Her e f 02022 atvDj10v s tdrdete0,1k wemth
2023 until 26th November at a level of 0.169 vs target 0,11), therefore by far the major
to be considered for the future and extremely volatile.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

We agree on the basis that zero A&lated delayis neither reasonable nor realistic. But |
garding weather and considering the great changes in last years, it seems not easy to ¢
right values or right ranges for weather values for next five or six years.

ANSP
(DSNA)

Situation inFrance: 2023.@3' delay W per flight 2022 0.24' 2019 0.25' 2018 0.38" Histc
data show great geographical and temporal disparity, the impact and frequency of ph
ena tend to increase. The allowance package appears to be underestimated by at leas

ANSP
(BULATSA)

The allowance for weather and né Crelated disruption delays should be calculated tak
into account only years with normal traffic levels. 2020 and 2021 are exceptional ones

ANSP
(CANSO)

We agree that a goal of zero Afelated delaysisneiher r easonabl e 7
proposal for a resilience buffer does not take into account (or in the absence of dis
transparent methodology, it is unclear how it does) the increasing volatility/unpredictabi
traffic demand or diffeneces within an ACC or even at sector level. The allowance for we
related delays has been calculated based on tten8 10 year average. However, the tw
years 2020 and 2021, which were charasegliby an unprecedented pandernéated de-
cline in taffic, should not be included in the assessment. In these two years, there was
surplus of capacity that cannot be offered in this form in the future. Additionally, cli
change research strongly supports the assumption that weather events vélbfitem disrupt
air and airport operations (e.g. increased occurrence of storms, changes in wind pattel
disruptions of ground infrastructures).

ANSP
(Austro Control)

Future impact of climate change on weather delay must be taken into account tcha
greater extent. Historical data is not sufficient in this case.

ANSP

The PRB's proposal for a resilience bu

(ANSCR) disclosed transparent methodology, it is unclear how it dibes)ncreasing vatility/unpre-
dictability in the context of climate change or differences within an ACC. As well as itd
consider impact of increased MIL activities due to current geopolitical situation in certait
of airspace.

ANSP We agree that a goaff zero AT€ el at ed del ays is neither

(LFV) proposal for a resilience buffer does not take into account (or in the absence of dis

transparent methodology, it is unclear how it does) the increasing volatility/unpreititgtab
traffic demand or differences within an ACC or even at sector level. The allowance forw
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related delays has been calculated based on then8 10 year average. However, the tw
years 2020 and 2021, which were charasttiby an unprecedésd pandemierelated de-
cline in traffic, should not be included in the assessment. In these two years, there was
surplus of capacity that cannot be offered in this form in the future. Additionally, cli
change research strongly supports the agstiom that weather events will more often disru
air and airport operations (e.g. increased occurrence of storms, changes in wind pattel
disruptions of ground infrastructures).

ANSP We agree that a goal of zero Afelated delay is not @sonable. The two pandemic ye:
(AVINOR) 2020 and 2021 should not be included in the assessment.
ANSP Lithuanian ANSP's view: The PRB's prop

(AB Oro Navigacija)

(or in the absence of disclosed transparentimeology, it is unclear how it does) increas
volatility/unpredictability in the context of climate change or differences within an AC(
allowance for weatherelated delays has been calculated based on the 5 and 10 year av
However, the two yars 2020 and 2021, which were characterised by an unprecedentec
demicrelated decline in traffic, should not beciuded in the assessment. In these two ye,
there was a huge surplus of capacity that cannot be offered in this form in the future

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

Due to AirNav Ilreland’ s track record i
that it is possible to achieve low levels of delay and more importantly to acknowledg
there is no appetite among airspace users for increased lelg in Irish airspace.
AirNav Ireland requests the PRB to consider the request from IATA at the consultation r
along the lines of suggesting that the delay target should be closer to zero.

We also request the PRB to acknowledge there are gatgntinintended consequences wi
stating the following: Aiming at and anticipating zero-fel&@ed delays is neither reasonak
nor realistic

AirNav Ireland requests transparency in relation to the local reference \thhtelsave in-
formed the proposedUnion wide capacity targets.

ANSP
(DFS)

The allowance for weatheelated delays has been calculated based on the 5 and 10
average. However, the two years 2020 and 2021, which were characterised by an ul
dented pandemigelated decline in traf€, should not be included in the assessment. In th
two years, there was a huge surplus of capacity that cannot be offered in this form
future. In addition, as research demonstrates, climate change will lead to an increase
verse weather thaimpact capacity. The proposed allowargrat considering that effect an
needs to be increased.

ANSP
(skeyes)

We agree that a goal of zero Afetated delays is neither reasonable nor realistic.

The PRB's proposal f or @to aceosnit (oriiretimecalesenbeu
disclosed transparent methodology, it is unclear how it does) the increasing volatility/t
dictability in the context of climate change or differences within an ACC. The allowal
weatherrelated delays has been calated based on the-&and 10 year average. Howeve
the two years 2020 and 2021, which were characterised by an unprecedented panele
lated decline in traffic, should not be included in theeasment. In these two years, the
was a huge surplus oapacity that cannot be offered in this form in the future. Delays ey
exponentially with traffic and delays due to weather regulation follow the same trend
allowance for weather delays is therefore clearly underestimated as climate researchss
too.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

The weather buffer based on a 5 year average or 10 year average is not in line with the
weather deterioration (stronger phenomenon) and an average is not in line with how the
evolve with traffic (delay evolves expotialty with traffic, and therefore a regulation due
weather has not the same impact if applied in 2020, in 2013 or in 2019).

Member State
(Germany)

With the details provided it seems reasonable to assume that the allowance for weathe
is underemating the future delay. The statistical findings on allowance for delays relal
adverse weather should be tested again within a larger data set and should take into ¢
latest climate research suggestions on theililkeld of adverse weathertsations

Member State

Recognising weather as not part of ANSP influence is realistic. Excluding it form the

(Netherlands) would be more straight forward and transparent.
Member State Spain agrees with PRB in the statement of weathen@inena are expected to worsen in tt
(Spain) coming years. For this reason, it may be necessary to allow a wider weslted delay.
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NSA
(Croatial)

Thequestion is should the last two years where we had COVID and war effected traffic d
be included in thd0-year statistical representation of the target setting?

NSA
(Francé

The computation made to establish the weather allowance for both ranges is based o
riod of time which does not fit for purpose: years 2020 and 2021 are not represental
wedaher delay evolution and years between 2012 to 2015 and 2022 were years with sigr
less traffic than years 2016 to 2019, where major delays were experienced in areas
network (delays evolve exponentially with traffic in congested areas, andelés/s due tc
meteorological cause). In addition, the weather delaysdgémate change should be high
in the coming year and the weather allowance proposed seems underestimated due
methodological bias. It should also be noted that suchvatices should be extended to i
dustrial action as it used to be the case. In most case and in certain countries the instil
setup and the political culture, which are out of the remit of the ANSPs. Providing no
ance at all in the capacity tatdger industrial action is not realistic.

NSA
(Polang

It should be accepted that weather conditions have a negative impact on the Capacity
is recommended that PRB present details regarding the adopted methodology for calc
the range of tle lower and upper ranges of the weather allowance. This will allow stakehi
to better understand the planning process at the local level.

NSA
(Italy)

We agree that agoal of zero AT@ | at ed del ays i s neither
proposal for a resilience buffer does not take into account the increasing volatility/unpr
ability in the context of climate change or differences within an ACC. The allowar
weatherrelated delays has been calculated based on tfan8 10 year averge. The allow-
ance 0,260,27 at network level is not consistent with the level of weather related delays
we are facing today. It has to be highlightbdttsince 2 years in Italy we have been facing
unprecedented drast i c ddelas,rwhichge evenibeydnavtbear
tional target “all reasons Here foll
target 0,11; weather 2023 until 26th November at a level of 0.169 vs target 0,11), the
by far the major factor to be osidered for the future and extremely volatile

NSA
(Estonia)

It is going to be quite complicated to measure. Airspace users cdiffantly in the same
meteorological conditions

NSA
(Germany)

In general, we support the approach of considering hitsitbdelays but again the procedu
is fragmentary. As stated before already, for #arC disruptions PRB considered the di
codes A, E, N, O, NA. Besides these for evidence 1 codes S and C are considered. Bl
P, M, R, T, V, | are not noticgatdken into consideration even though these added up
delay of 0,41 minutes/flight in 2022. Why are not all delay codes considered and ba
what reasoning are several delay codes ignored?

For the weather allowance, we miss a SESVIEE historicavalues view. Annex 1 table !
provides values on ANSP level only. Looking up the values in the PRU Dashboard, on
that from 2013 until 2022 Weather delay values were rising significantly from 0,07 t(
minutes/flight. This development as wall upto-date climate research make it more like
that added to the historical value an allowance for expected future development wol
state of the art. To establish the necessary allowanaoejex done or requested with or k
MET providers could haween considered. As a consequence, the proposed allowanct
not be retraced and should be higher, also due to the fact that is an element which is |
a very limited degree under ANSPs control.

NSA
(Switzerland)

Europe experienced extreme weathieduly 2023 and the weatheglated ATFM delay durin
this summer was over two and a half times the 2022 figurepposed allowance for delay
related to adverse weather does not sufficiently acknowledge the increasing severe w
phenomena, as gigested by climate research. In addition, a computing of an average

last 5 years for weather delay may not be adequate considering that 2020, 2021 and to

extent 2022 are not representative years. Delay evolves exponentially with traffielanc
due to weather regulation follows the same trends. Thus, the allowance for weather de
underestimated.

NSA
(Croatia 2)

Should the last two years where we had COVID and war effected traffic demand be ir
in the 1Qyear statistical represntation of the target setting.

NSA
(Austria)

Related to weather induced delays 1) Historical data showsvikather related delays sho
an increasing trend over the past years. For realistic data this trend has to be extray
rather than using an \@rage over the past years for the future, which will cle
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underestimate the reality. 2) Historical data shows that weather delays have impacted
tries to very different degrees in the past. Nevertheless a uniform average is applied
unionwide targets without taking into account the differences. This leads to-gsmeerous
delay allowances for some cdtias while for other the averages are way too low

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

I'm not sure if the weather related delaye @et correctly, but it should definitely be include

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

The 10 years approach cannot be considered as relevant: 2012 to 2015, 2020, 2021
not be used to calculate historical averages. Traffic wasypi@it and for a same weathe
phenomenon the consequences with a low traffic situation is not the same. Weather ph
ena should be much more significant in intensity /severity to produce a similar effect on
delays in low traffic situation. Climate diga produces also consequences on the freque
intensity/severity of bad weather. Difficult to evaluatestiiend but weather delays allowant
needs to consider this. Globally, weather delays allowances are considered as underes

Tablel4 - Comments receivath Questiorb.4.



PRB analysis

211

212

213

214

215

216

Stakeholders once again expressed diverging
views about question 5.4Vhile 12 stakeholders
were in partial or full agreement, 27 stakeholders
partially disagreecandfive stakeholdergully dis-
agreed with the proposed approach. Airlines, AN-
SPs, Member Statesd NSAsand professional
staff representative bodies all had mixed views,
often in contradiction to each other.

Among the key points raised in the comments
were:

9 Various aspectsfthe weather allowance

1 Composition and basis of the system resili-
ence buffer and

1 Delay reasons included in the analysis and the
allowances.

Comments and views expressed by stakeholders
which are already addressed under previous ques-
tions are not listechere for the sake of concise-
ness, unless raised most ofthe respondents.

On the allowance for weatherelated delays
some stakeholders noted that the allowance is
overestimated and that new delay codes should
be introduced in order to increase transpacy.
Other stakeholders noted the changesadlatility
and impact, and how this was not considered by
the PRB, andighlighted that2020 and 2021
shouldnot be representative years.

Regardinghe system resilience buffestakehold-

ers noted the lack obmsidegation forthe impacts

of traffic volatility,climatechange, the impact of
geopolitical situations, differences across ACCs
and other operational elements.

Finally, one stakeholder noted thadustrial ac-
tion to ANSPshould also be considered aarpof

the delay allowance, as ANSPs had no control over
ATC staff joining general industrial actions.
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PRB response

217

218

219

220

The PRB acknowledged the comments orctie
culation of the weather allowance andas de-
cided torevise the methodologip disregarddata
from 2020 and 2021. For details, stakeholders are
invited to refer to the response provided under
question 5.1.

In relation to the commentsn the overestima-
tion of the allowance for weathetelated delays,

it is important to notethat current information
suggests an increasing impact of severe weather,
and itismore prudent to plan for thisendencyin

the target setting than to disregaid

In response to the comments raised by stakehold-
ers around the system resilience buffer, the PRB
highlights that tle impact of climate change is al-
ready considered in the weather allowance. Fur-
ther to this, traffic growth, the impacts of geopo-
litical situationsand operational differences be-
tween ACCs were all considere@oth the
weatherrelated allowance and the capity im-
provement plans were analysed for each ACC,
considering differences between these to the
maximum extent possible allowed by the avdda
data.

Finally, @ the allowance for delays due to indus-
trial actions at ANSPs, the PRB understands that
the ANSE may not have control over how local
legislatiors govern the rights of ATCOs to partake
in industrial actionHowever, the PRB highlights
that the ultimate responsibility of ensuring that
the ANSRan performconsistently with the Un-
ion-wide targets reisles with the Member States
and so ATC industrial actions cannot be regarded
as external factors in the context of the target set-
ting.



Question 5.5

221

222

Most ACCs which, historically, were significant
contributors to en route ATFM delays are planning
to implement stateof-the-art, new ATM systems

and advanced ATC tools in the timeframe of the

current NOP. The PRB expects that these invest-

ments will result in significant improvements in
the capacity offered by these ACCs, allowing them
to minimise en route AMrdelays in the last two
years of RP4. Moreover, it is expected that the im-
plementation of CP1 projects in due time will be a
major contributing factorto capacity improve-
ment and delay reductionn Question 5.5, re-
spondent s iwewhat extestidgod “
agree with the proposed approaéh?

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;

T 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Two pofessional staffepresentative bodies.
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223 Figure15 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders 48) did not agree
with the assumption of the PRB iomprovements
offered by the ACQ49 fully disagreed andine
disagreed to ame extent), whilel3 respondents
agreed (vefully agreed anéightagreed to some
extent). When analysing the responses by stake-
holder categorythe majority of ANSPs, Nss#d
Member Sate representatives disagreed onigh
assumption of the PRB. The jority of airlines
(four) fully agreed, whileone airline agreedto
some extent One professional staff representa-
tive fully disagreedwhile one disagreed to some

extent
20
B
4 4 5

Agreeto  Disagree to Fully disagree No opinion
some extent some extent

Number of replies
= =
o w

v

Fully agree

ANSPs Airlines  m NSAs & MS Professional staff representative bodies

Figurel5 ¢ Number of replies to question 5.5:0"what ex-
tent do you agree witlproposed approachapacity im-
provement plangnd benefits of CPATM functionalitie$)
(source: PRB elaboration)

224 Individual comments arbisted in Table15 (next
page) 41 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 21 ANSPdncludingone association;

9 Four arlines,includingtwo associations;

1 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.
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5.5To what extent do you agree with the poged approachfCapacity improvement plans and benefits of CP1 A

functionalities)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

For the 1st time we read the contribution of CP1 results, supporting the target setting ¢
We appreciate this inclusicand are expecting evémncreased support for future periods, €
pecially the usage of full trajectebased operation should be reflected in the target settir

Airline
(IATA)

Airlines support the NOP as the collaborative framework between ANSPs &id theplan
for achievement, and also as a tool to calculate whether the current planned measures
to meet the targets. However, as it happens with ERNIP, it is more accurate for the sho
for which most actions are planned. Forecasted dedhgsild be used to identify addition
improvement measures, not to relax the ambition of capacity targets, which should st
down. Mechanisms to encourage/enforce ANSPs tdeimgnt the NM suggested remedi
measures are supported. Airlines agree thih the current CP1 planned projects as wel
the levels of investment in Europe, ANSPs should be able to achieve ambitious targets

Airline
(Easyjet)

As stated before, capacity needs to be available where demand is. If the new systems
now dlow for this i.e. appropriate implementation of Free Route Airspace, these syster
have no positive environmental impact. The assumption that the capacity increase will
rialise remains to be see@onsidering theontribution of CP1 and the exteof investments
in Europe, ANSPs should have the capacity to attain more ambitious targets in RP4.

Airline
(A4E)

As stated before, capacity needs to be available where demand is. If the new systems
now allow for this i.e. appropriate implementatiohFoee Routdirspace, these systems w
have no positive environmental impact. The assumption that the capacity increase will
rialise remains to be see@onsidering theontribution of CP1 and the extent of investmel
in Europe, ANSPs should have tapacity to attain more ambitious targets in RP4.

ANSP
(FABEC)

The statement of the PRB assuming that ANSPs will resolve delay issues by the end o
eliminate them by the end of 2027 is not supported by the current NOP, which sets ¢
forecast for Europe in 2027 ranging 0-827 min/flight. With the new ATM systems in pla
delays eventually will be reduced, although with increasing traffic, it is unclear to which |
total delay will be impacted. Currently, the ongoing lack of ATGsrisain reason for the
delay. With the measures in place,delaywi be reduced during
mi zed?” . Pl ease also consider that dur i
needs to be reduced to guarantee safety, this crealgays which need to be accounted f
The additional CP1 impact on delay performance is expected to be very low in RP4. T
appreciate and understand Capacity performance, a Throughput Indicator would be a v
addition to improve performancmeasurement.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

The benefits stemming from planned implementation of new ATM systems and ATC tc
already included in the NOP delay forecasthich is much higher than the target rang:
Moreover, as indidad by the PRB in the report and by SDM at the 8.11.2023 workshop
efits stemming from CP1 are calculated againstatbing scenario and are already includ
in NOR-these are not benefits expected on top of the NOP assumptions. Therefore NO
be considered as realistic delay forecast that includes benefif r om CP1 a|
plans. Itis unclear how the large discrepancy between the proposed targets and the NC
forecast can be eliminatedthere are no indications on this in the PRBoré Therefore the
proposed ranges are considered too ambitious and not realistic. With a target of 0.5
capacity incentives will be ineffective and even more punitive for ANSPs, discouragir
from providing more capacity for the Network

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

The statement of the PRB assuming that ANSPs will resolve delays issues by the er
and eliminate them by the end of 2027 is not supported by the current NOP, which sets
forecast for Europe in 2027 ranging between 608 min/flght. As stated in our answer {
5.2, there is a huge uncertainty that CP1 will be implemented on time and its benefits
delivered by 2027. Moreover, implementation of CP1 is taken into account by ANSPs
capacity plans underlying the curré®P. So thdelay forecast contained in the 2023 editil
of the NOP must be considered as already including the benefits stemming from the (
plementation.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

As commented before, the assumption that ANSPs will solve the deltdgmps by the end o
RP3 and eliminate them by the end of 2027 is not supported by the current NOP, whic
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a delay forecast for Europe in 2027 of 6827 min/flight. (See comments above on CP1
NOP figures)

ANSP
(LVNL)

The statement of the PREBsuming that ANSPs will resolve delays issues by the end |
and eliminate them by the end of 2027 is not supported by the current NOP, which sets
forecast for Europe in 2027 ranging G@27 min/flight. This is a factor 2 higher than t
proposed target ranges. There is a huge uncertainty that CP1 will be implemented on til
its benefits will be delivered by 2027. Moreover, implementation of CP1 is taken into as
by ANSPs in their capacity plans underlying the current NOP. So thiodsdast contained
in the 2023 edition of the NOP must be considered as already including the benefits ste
from the CP1 implementation. To better appreciate and understand capacity performa
Throughput Indicator would be a valuable additiothi performance scheme.

ANSP
(ENAV)

Comparing PRB proposal with Delay forecast from-fposed targets are not realistic ai
achievable. Due to characters limits only references: 1)TablBédlay forecast for the Eurc
control NM area (source: NOP 202027 Edition April 2023). 2)Table-21Inionwide capacity
target ranges. PRB assumption that ANSPs will solve delays issues by end of RP3 anc
them by end of 2027 is not supported by evidence (current NOP), which sets a delay {
in 2027 anging 0.820.97 m/f. As in 5.2 aboyancertainty that CP1 will be fully implement
on time and its benefits will be delivered by 2027. Moreover, implementation of CP1 is
into account by ANSPs in their capacity plans underlying the current N@dtaysdorecast
contained in the 2023 edition of the NOP already including benefits from CP1.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

We (as an ANSP) also expect that the investments will result in significant improvemen|
capacity offered by the ACCs, allowing them to mgg&nen route ATFM delays. Moreov:
that the implementation of CP1 projects in due time will be a major contributing fact
capacity improvement and delay reduction, but it is also important to consider that exg
benefits of the ATM projects are nmly managed by ANSPs, due to some of them nee
equipage and in some cases certification of the amb@ide, common con ops ant netwg
level, among others, so the benefits are gradually being applied.

ANSP
(DSNA)

Timelyimplementation of CP1 prjts does not imply immediate capacity gains, as the
necessarily a time lag between implementation and translation of the expected perforr
gains. For example, looking at a new system commissioning, capacity gains spread ove

ANSP
(BULASA)

It seems that aiming at setting of ambitious wishful CAP targets, all benefits of variout
tives packages (e. g. CP1) withoutlie pt h gap analysis bety
transition to tomorrow” hav euldbereafisticc dncealig
tically low RP4 EWide targets for capacity following the delay distribution process at nety
level is linked to the risk to allocate targets at ACC level which automatically would
penalties for nonmeeting capacity ¢gtsthrough incentive mechanisms.

ANSP
(CANSO)

The statement of the PRB assuming that ANSPs will resolve delays issues by the er
and eliminate them by the end of 2027 is not supported by the current NOP, which sets
forecast for Europe i2027 ranging 0.82.97 min/flight. This is two times higher than t
proposed target ranges. As stated in our answer to 5.2, there is a huge uncertainty tr
will be fully implemented on time and its benefits will be delivered by 2027. Moreover, i
mentation of CP1 is taken into account by ANSfPgincapacity plans underlying the curre
NOP. So the delay forecast contained in the 2023 edition of the NOP must be consig
already including the benefits stemming from the CP1 implementatiatsasconfirmed al
the recent workshop. In light of the above we consider the proposed ranges as overar
and not realistic. For ANSPs, it is of great importance to get the information on the met
ogies to break down the European level to the FABnational level.

ANSP
(Austro Control)

In our understanding the current NOP covers only the period until 2027 and does not
latest developments from 2023. Hence the NOP does not support the statement by
resolving delay issues by the endréf4.

ANSP
(ANSCR)

Gradual implementation of the CP1 projects has potential to contribute to capacity imj
ment. But their effects will not be evenly distributed across Member States, what need:
reflected whilesetting the local targets. We kndwom history that the implementation o
state-of-the-art systems is often delayed, and not necessarily due to any fault on the [
ANSPs, which may weaken this assumption. However, selection of right common targ
harmonised implementation supged by CPs is the right approach.
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ANSP
(LFV)

The statement of the PRB assuming that ANSPs will resolve delays issues by the e
and eliminate them by the end of 2027 is not supported by the current NOP, which sets
forecast for Europe in 2@2ranging 0.8®.97 min/flight. This is two times higher than t
proposed target ranges. As stated in our answer to 5.2, there is a huge uncertainty tF
will be fully implemented on time and its benefits will be delivered by 2027. Moreover, i
mentation of CP1 is taken into account by ANS®eincapacity plans underlying the curre
NOP. So the delay forecast contained in the 2023 edition of the NOP must be consid
already including the benefits stemming from the CP1 implementation asaafoned at
the recent workshop. The benefits of CP1 vary between states. In light of the above v
sider the proposed ranges as overambitious and not realistic. For ANSPs, it is of g
portance to get the information on the methodologies to brdakvn the European level t
the FAB and natiohével.

ANSP
(AVINOR)

We do not agree with the conclusion that CP1 will result in a considerable increase in ¢
during RP4 as this will take time. In the period of transition, we will probably semde
capacity.

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’'s view: The statement
delays issues by the end of RP3 and eliminate them by the end of 2027 is not supports
the current NOP, which sets a delay fatdor Europe in 2027 ranging 0:8237 min/flight.
As stated in our answer to 5.2, there is a huge uncertainty that CP1 will be implemente
time and its benefits will be delivered by 2027. Moreover, implementation of CP1 is tak
into account by ANPs in their capacity plans underlying the current NOP. So the delay
forecast contained in the 2023 edition of the NOP must be considered as already inclu
the benefits stemming from the CP1 implementation.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

AirNav Ireland would be happo engage with the PRB in relation to its plans for a rsggor
tem upgrade in line with the European ATM Masterplan. COOPANS will endeavour to {
the system towards the end of RP4 but with staggerethi®s for practical reasons. On tf
basis alonghe assumption by the PRB is not valid. The statement of the PRB assumi
ANSPs will resolve delays issues by the end of RP3 and eliminate them by the end g
not supported by the current NOP, which sets a delay forecast for Europe in 29&¥%1
0.820.97 min/flight. There is a huge uncertainty actessope that CP1 will be implement
on time and its benefits will be delivered by 202ii fact, the latest developments in relatic
to AF6 show that this is very unlikely. Moreover, implenmentaf CP1 is taken into accou
by ANSPs in their capacity plans underlying the current NOP. So the delay forecast ci
in the 2023 edition of the NOP must be considered as already including the benefits ste
from the CP1 implementation as atsanfirmed at the workshop on 8.11.2028.light of the
abovethe proposed ranges have to be considered and overambitious and not realistic

ANSP
(DFS)

Although capacity increases are expected through new systems or new functionalities
will typicaly only materialise in small steps. They will only be able to partially compens;
the staffrelated capacity restrictions. Although the delay forecast in the NORPZBZZ3does
already include CP1 implementation projects, it indicates a delay fagigihe than the pro-
posed target ranges. This clearly indicates a discrepancy between the two which nee(
analysed and solved. Since the end ofthedemic, traffic volatility has been increasing,

only at ACC, but often specifically at sectoellein those cases, irrespective of the str¢
efforts of ANSPs, the often unexpectedly high capacity demand cannot entirely be cov
ANSPs. Future, yet unknown significant shifts of traffic flows (e.g. in the context of |
geopolitical developmds) need to be further accounted for in the target range proposal

ANSP
(EANS)

ANSP does not have capacity issues.

ANSP
(skeyes)

The statement of the PRB assuming that ANSPs will resolve delays issues by the end
and eliminate them by the end 0027 is not supported by the current NOP, which seks-g
lay forecast for Europe in 2027 ranging 60827 min/flight.As stated in our answer to 5.2,
there is a huge uncertainty that CP1 will be implemented on time and its benefits will b
livered by 20Z. Moreover, implementation of CP1 is taken into account by ANSPs in th
capacity plans underlying the current NOP. So the delay forecast contained in the 202
tion of the NOP must be considered as already including the benefits stemming from t|
implementationIn order to measure KPA Capacity mmmprehensively and more
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relevant for airspace users and ANSPs, a Throughput Indicator would be a valuable a(
to the performance scheme.

ANSP CP1 will bring some benefits, but it cdexifies the systems a lot and this comes with a ¢

(Skyguide) and certainly with some implementation delays-{EE). To believe that all benefits will be
harvested before the end of RP4 is over optimistic. The current view of the NM onlGiE
implementatonbr esees a R1 depl oyment by the
be any gain expected during RP4.

ANSP While the Danish ANSP mainly agree with the approach, we also caution that the expe

(NAVIAIR) benefits from CP1 is not equally distributedaang all ANSPs. Some will indeed experienc

benefits, while others will experience no gains from the investméfgsalso need to high-
l'ight that new technology to a certain

the realization of benefitseed to be delivered by subsequent changes to the remaining
of the functional system (Human and procedures). Thosenare often identified after the
system change has been concluded and evaluated.

Member State
(Germany)

With the evidence pnadedin the report do not explainthé i scr epancy be
f orecast and the ANSP' s delay forecast
measures to reach the proposed targetsstimformation should be made available to Sta
and ANSPs.

Member State
(Netherlands)

The implementation of systems always carry uncertainty, both time and effect. Also the
of system implantation is often dependent on the environment in which it is implemente
surrounding systems. The NOP does notrsesupport the targets proposed. It suggest
much higher expected delay. It is not convincingly argued why they differ. CP1 are |i
overestimation as many of them may be included in the current NOP. It is not shown hi
possible effect has e delt with.

Member State
(Spain)

Spain considers the implementation of CP1 projects essential for improving capacity
ducing delays in the network. However, it is important to note that, although the regule
(CP1, PBN..) mo s thdreyare athep $takehdlders idvbl\iedR, such as airpc
airlines or manufacturers.

NSA
(Croatial)

The current NOP does not foresee the achievement of the capacity targets until the enc
RP4. The calculation of CP1 expected benefits and the médigydesed, is not at all disclosi
to all the stakeholders and cannot be taken as a valid proof until there is a deeper unde
ing of the whole process of evaluating the CP1 benefits. In the previous reference |
similar evaluations were used angeatification of results were presented, but both the S|
and PRB never elaborated the methodologgdtail and never monitored the CP1 contrik
tion in such manner, thus the question
setting.

NSA
(Cyprus)

The level otontribution of CP1 to reducing delays is quite subjective. The PRB's out
optimistic.

NSA
(France

The PRB proposal is not consistent with the NOP. Underlying assumptions and calcula
not provided. Current NOP 2022027 shows delay forecast a factor more than twice hig
than proposed target ranges. This NOP version already considers new ATM system im
tation and CP1 benefits. Looking at the NOP delay forecast and at the current capacity i
ment for 2022 & 2023 i t' s not wunderstood how any
could lead to the ranges provided for years 262027. 15PRB assumption that, if capac
targets were met in 2020/2021 when traffic was exceptionally low, it means that proj
valuesare achievable, is not supported: it only demonstrates that such a target is unachi
in normal circumstances. Proposed target levels for 2025 to 2027 are not achievable ir
text where major ATM system implementations are still expected and Cefitbéwhich
seem overesti mated) won’'t be yet avail

NSA
(Polang

The development of the new, state of art ATM systems should result in improvement
KPA Capacity. CP1 as one of the major projects will lggaikecaint influence in this proces
The most interesting factor in this case is the time of implementation the new projects.

NSA
(Italy)

With reference to the proposed target ranges, if we compare the PRB proposal with the
forecast from NOP, we sdhat the proposed targets are not so realistic and really har
achieve. The statement of the PRB assuming that ANSPs will resolve delays issues b
of RP3 and eliminate them by the end of 2027 is not supported by the current NOP, wh
a celay forecast for Europe in 2027 ranging 60827 min/flight.
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NSA
(Finland)

We are having some doubts on the level of improvement in capacity in relation to impl|
tation of new ATM systems and ATC tools. Proposed approach is based on expectagioi
than studies or results from the past.

NSA
(Germany)

According to the current NOP (p. 209) Union wide delay forecast shows the following \
2025 1.131.28, 2026 1.04..19, 2027 0.8®.97. It cannot be retraced why EU target rang
are supposed tbe by factor 2 lower than the NOP delay forecast. A clarification on thai
crepancy would be highly welcomed. We disagree, as stated before, on the quantifical
improvements from CP1 and ERNIP, at least on the basis of information made availab
the time of the consultation.

NSA
(Switzerland)

The current NOP 2028027 which suggests a realistic capacity planning among ANPSs
sets a delay forecast estimation for Europe in 2027 ranging betwee® @B2nin/flight.

Therefore, it is rather dikely that the ambitious targets proposed by the PRB (lower an(
per range) will be met during RP4. It can be acknowledged that new ATM systems an¢
functionalities to be implemented under the CP1 will improve the capacity situation, hg
ever- overall- not to the extent of the proposed targets. Fuetimore, the ATCO staffing sit
uation will not be resolved by the end of RP3 and will continue to be an issue during R

NSA
(Estonia)

Safety, environmental and cost efficiency KPAs adependant of eeh other and objec-
tives should consider this. It is possible to reduce delay's significantly but what will be
cost of it?

NSA
(Croatia 2)

The current NOP does not foresee the achievement of the capacity targets until the en
the RP4. Thealculaton of CP1 expected benefits and the methodology used, is not at &
closed to all the stakeholders and cannot be taken as a valid proof until there is a deej
derstanding of the whole process of evaluating the CP1 benefits. In the previous referg
periods similar evaluations were used and quantification of results were presented, bu
the SDM and PRB never elaborated the methodology in detail and never monitored thi
contribution in such manner ,alcuatedi $ gtulm & s
target setting.

NSA
(Austria)

PRB states that many ACCs will implement new ATC systems and tools until 2027, wk
enable them to improve capacity and minimise delays in 2028 and 2029. A few commg
related to this:

1) The use ahe word "minimise" alludes to the fact that these delays cannot be expect
to be 0.

2) Not all ACCs will replace their systems by 2027 and experience also shows that prc
this magnitude tend to be delayed. Hence the conclusion drawn is not valid.

3) Even if all implementation are concluded by 2027, the benefits will only materialize |
ally. Assuming a full impact in 2028 is unrealistic. Further it is acknowledged that the £
calculation on delay savings is not directly applkctbthe targé setting. At the same time

it is concluded that CP1 will deliver a significant capacity improvement. We cannot unc
stand and follow this conclusion. Finally, this evidence leaves aside the fact of increas
fic, which will absorb some of the improvents

Professional staff repre
sentative body
(IFATCA)

Investment in new ATM systems and ATC tools are really welcome, and will bring a
effect on capacity and consequently environment. But...if these investments are plal
within RP4, the asswd improvements will most likely not minimise delays in the last
years of RP4. Implementing new systems takes time, and will result in periods of capac
straints, which, with the interdependency between capacity and environment, also will
environmental targets.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Level of delay is pretty high for 2023. The PRB targets ambitions, except for the yee
were never even close to be reached in the past ten years. ATCEUC doesgiree that in
13 months, not only actual trends will be reversed but also low delay performance recol
be beaten Lack of ATCOs could be solved, if appropriate measure are taken, but no
the end of RP4. Automation/digitalisation will produce effects makingANS sector able t¢
face next year 7% increase and around 7% increase between 2025 and 2029 of trai
expectations, as explained above (too optimistic consideration of deadlines and be
should be partially considered for RP4.

Tablel5- Comments received on Question 5.5.
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225

226

227

228

Stakeholders mostly expressed disagreement,
with nine stakeholders disagreeing partially and
19 stakeholders expressing full disagreenteat

of 45, most of them ANSPslember Statesand
NSAsAiIrlines were mostly in agreement with the
proposed approach.

Stakeholders commented on
themes:

the following

1 The relationship between the target setting
process and the NOP;

1 The expected benefits of investments and
their timeframe;

1 The benefitstemming from the implementa-
tion of CP1and

1 The overall approach to the target setting and
possible new indicators.

Regardingthe relationship between the target
setting process and the NOP, some of the stake-
holders noted that capacity plans included ig th
NOP already included the benefits from the
planned investments, as well as the benefits from
CP1, until the end of 2027, thus the difference be-
tween the delay forecast of the NOP and the pro-
posed target ranges cannot be explained by the
benefits of new ystem implementations. Other
stakeholderarguedthat the delay forecast of the
NOP indicates thdeficienciesn the network, ra-
ther than a baseline for target setting.

On the potentiabenefits of the implementation

of new ATM systemstakeholders prodied com-
ments about how capacity performance may be
negatively affected during the transition periods
to safely train ATCO and test the systems. Stake-
holders also pointed out that several ANSPs post-
poned the implementation of their new ATM sys-
tems to 2027 ad beyond, due to technical diffi-
culties and issuesxperiencedvith the availability

of the system manufacturers, and how the bene-
fits of these will hardly be realisedRP4. Contrary

to the above, some stakeholders expected signifi-
cant benefits from newgystem implementations,
and noted that the benefits dfrajectory-based
operations (TBO) should also be considered. Fi-
nally, some stakeholders noted that improve-
ments from the new systems will a@sorbedby
traffic growth andhatthis is not considereieh the
calculations.

229

230
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Regardinghe benefits of implementing function-
alities from CPIstakeholders expressed views
how these benefits are dependent on the equi-
page rate of airline fleet®n how the realisation

of benefits may be spread over even thyesars,
and will be realised with delay, aond how the
distribution of the benefits across different stake-
holders should be considered in the breakdown of
the Unionwide targets. One stakeholder noted
that the implementation of CP1 will reduce capac-
ity during RP4.

On the overall approactof target setting one
stakeholder noted that the process should remain
top-down, asopposed to being based on local as-
pects Other stakeholdersuggestedhat the in-
troduction of a new performance indicator for ca-
pacity mesuring airspace throughput would be
necessary

PRB response

231

232

Regardinghe comments about the NOP and the
target setting benefits from the implementation
of CP1 cannot be captured in full due to the
timeframe of the implementation, and that the
PRB onlgonsiders the impact of CP1 for 2028 and
2029 which are beyond the current plans of the
NOP.This is alsthe case forthe benefits of the
ATM system implementations of ACCs, as system
transitions during 2027 will produce benefits
startingasfrom 2028. Fially, the PRB reiterates
its position that the capacity improvementpb

in the NOP were developedefore the target
ranges (and targets)n capacitywere proposed
and, thus, cannot be used as a baseline for the tar-
get setting.

In response to comments abt the challenges of
transitioning to a new ATM system and having
seen thepotential disruptiveimpacs andtech-
nical issues during such transitions, the PRB main-
tains its view thasignificantoverhauls and new
ATM system implementations can be managed
smoothly if both the technical and the human as-
pects of change are managed appropriatBlyr-
ingrecent yearsthere have been examples in Eu-
rope when the implementation of new ATM sys-
tems did not affect the networgignificantlyand,
thanks tothe implemeration, sector capacities
were increased by the ANSP. The BEWoOwI-
edges however, that the benefits of TBO are not
yet expected to be realised in RP4.
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233 Regardinghe benefits of CP1, the PRI2ognises 234 Lastlyregardingthe overall approach of theat-
the dependency on fleet equipment but also high- get setting the PRB agrees that the process
lights that there is no reason to assume that air- should remain togown, with the addition that
lines are not interested in realising the benefits. the underlying data analysis should be as granular
Overthe potential delayed and incremental reali- as possible, as was the case with the calculation of
sation of the CP1 benefjitsome of the function- the target rangesOnthe potentialnew indicator
alities have implementation deadlines at the be- for measiring airspace throughput, the PRB notes
ginning of RP4 a@reven earlierThe PRB therefore that the topic is out of the scope of théarget

expecsthat benefits wilbeginto materialise dur- ranges process
ing RP4emphasisingas expressed earliethat

CP1 benefits were not quantified in the calculation

of the target rages.
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Question 5.6 25
235 While it is not possible to predict the evolution of P G

the conflict and the geopolitical tensions, the PRB fg‘ 15

proposes to not include anyl@vance related to § 10

the impact of the war in Ukraine. The PRB notes £ . “

that ANSPs have already adapted to the new op- . 5 = 3 p

erational CirCUmStanceS in 2023, W|th reSpECt to Fully agree  Agreeto  Disagree to Fully disagree No opinion

the capacity KPA. In Question 5.6, respondents ~ someextent some extent o
. ANSPs Airlines ® NSAs & MS Professional staff representative bodies
wer e dcwhat dxterit do you agree with the

proposed approach? Figurel6 ¢ Number of replies to question 5.8:0"what ex-

tent do you agree witproposd approach?Allowance due
G2 GKS AYLI OG 2F wdzaaral Qa o1

236 44 outof 47 respondents replied to the questipn (source: PRB elaboration),

out of which:

238 Individual comments arbisted in Table16 (next
page) 39out of 47 respondents made @eomment
on the questionput of which:

1 23 ANSP#cludingone association;
1 Five airlinesincludingthree associations;
1 14 NSA and Member State representatives;

and 1 20 ANSPsdncludingone association;
1 Two professional staff representative Il 1 Five airlinesncludingthree associations;
1 12 NSA and Member State representatives;

237 Figure16 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders (31) did not agree
with the proposition of the PRB to not include any
allowance related to the impact of the war in
Ukraine (21 fully disagreed ai® disagreed to
some extent), while nine respondents agreed (five
fully agreed and four agreed to some extent).
When analysing the responses by stakeholder cat-
egory, the majority of ANSPs, N&A&l Member
State representatives disagreed on this proposi-
tion of the PRB. All of the airlines é€jivfully
agreed. One professional staff representative fully
disagreed, while one agreed to some extent.

and
1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.
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5.6 To what extent do you agree with the proposed approgétibva nce due t o t he in
aggression against Ukraine)
Stakeholder Comment
Airline The evaluation of the situation is that
(Lufthansa Group) |cumst ances i n 20 2 &stheimpdctsmoald be hawdied byallodation of
equate reference values by the NM, 15 as sother ANSPs are currently impacted by the
uation with lower traffic than initially planned. The latter supports the request to avoid boi
in RP4, whichauld materialize just because geopolitical impact derives in an excess of res
in some areas while reference values account for potential return to normality. Airlines &
pay for the excess of capacity, which causes a degree of inefficiensyranidruly driven by
additional capacity improvement measures.
Airline The evaluation of the situation is that
(IATA) cumstances in 2023". I f not, wh e roeationf ad
equate reference values by the NM, as some other ANSPs are currently impacted by the ¢
with lower traffic than initially planned. The latter supports the request to avoid bonuses i
which could materialize just because geopolitiogpact derives in an excess of resource:
some areas while reference valuesaunt for potential return to normality. Airlines already |
for the excess of capacity, which causes a degree of inefficiency and is not truly driven
tional capacitymprovement measures
Airline Sadly, with no end in sight to the conflict, the situation today must be considered 'ops nc
(ERA)
Airline The current situation is the new normal. It can be expected that ANSPs have adapted.
(Easyjet)
Airline The current situation is the new normal. It can be expected that ANSPs have adapted.
(AdB
ANSP Possible worst scenario for ANSP (not the situation itself) is that the sanctions are lifted ¢
(Latvijas gaisa movement tefrom Russia (includingverflights over Russia) is allowed. In this case delg
satiksmé Latvia is to be expected. The impact on EU wide targets, however will be immaterial.
ANSP The impacton Uniowi de KEA of Russia’s war of agi(
(FABEC) estimated but the depiction as % of overall traffic like provided by PRB seems to be doing
that. No doubt, the countries close to the conflict are carrying most of the burden. Hoy
countries with an already saturated airspace also struggle torawodate the shift of flows
without any KEA or delay impact. Therefore, a figure that for example indicates that 1%
overall traffic is impacted, simpli§i¢he struggle to provide the capacity where required and
risk of exponential increase ofldg. The negative KEA impact in most cases cannot be ay
at all, due to the achieved distance approach. In addition to traffic shifts and a further c«
tration of traffic in the South/East axis, military requirements are increasing (new a/c typ
mand more space, more and larger exercises), thus further increasing the complexity in
space.
ANSP The impact of the war should be considered in target setting in all areas, including CA
(Polish Air Navigatior] element is réated to possible adaptation of ANSPs to new traffic flotisre is no evidence il
Services Agency) the PRB report showing that this will be fully possible by end of REB3vould expect furthel
feasibility analysis of such assumption for all affected ANSPs. Sedmndgnse geopolitica
situation led to significant increase in military activity what has direct impact on airspace
bility and on capacity HE PRB report does not refer to that and therefore it must be concli
that this element is not considerefis there are interdependences between ENV and CAP ¢
if it is assumed that the war impacts the ENV area, its impact should be also taken into i
in the CAP area. Moreover, even if in a given period there are no delays attributed dire
the wa, changes introduced in the airspace due to the war may generate delays in tr
Capacity area.
ANSP The PRB's assumption is unrealistic. Th
(ROMATSA) only to a certain extent can be planned.fdhe evolution of the war, if it will either end, escal
or remain in the same parameters as well as the unfolding of military activities are still
dictable on the medium and logrm and impacting ANSPs capacity performance for RP¢
ANSP It is not possible to identify how the PRB assumes that the cistatois of the conflict will be
(NAVPortugal E.P.E)| the default scenario for the planning of the most affected ANSPs. In a pessimistic scen
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could see the continuation of the conflict ks eventual worsening with collateral effects
other Member States. In a more optimistic and desirable scenario, we could see the enc
conflict, with the progressive reopening of currently closed airspace and the comeback
conflict air trafic patterns, which may have an impact on other neighing ANSPs. In thi
sense, tiwould be reasonably fair to calculate an allowance for both scenarios to be us
cordingly by the ANSP most affected.

ANSP
(LVNL)

The PRB’' s as s unThereiisdoo muclsvolatility aadancreased complexity, w
only to a certain extent can be planned for. States that now manage to handle the inc
traffic due to the Ukraine war have only achieved this biiameasures, at the expense
otheract vi t i es. This cannot continue. Mor e
end, continue on the same |l evel or escal
and security purposes

ANSP
(ENAV)

The PRB’' s as s u mpeteistoamuctsvolatilityrardantréaset! Gomplexity, vl
onlytoacertae xt ent can be planned for. For ex
wi || end, continue on the same | evel or
militaryand security purposes « what the i m
impact of other conflicts in the Middle East and south eastern part of the region

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

The Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine (or the evolutionoointtict) cannot be con
sidered now as the only situation that could change the operational circumstances of the
The IsraeHAMAS conflict and related politics issues and its evolution or nepodjgoal crisis
could affect on Uniowide en route AFM delays even more widely in the coming period.
sides, the increase in daily military activity across Europe has to be taken into account |
it constraints even more the alable airspace for commercial operations. For this reasc
would be dsirable to include any allowance respect to the capacity KPA.

ANSP
(EANS)

There must be allowances because there is too much volatility and it is unpredictable w
the war will, continue on the same level or escalate. Due to that unpredictabilityo wet
know the impact on the airspace, or whether there will be additional reserved areas for n
and security purposes.

ANSP
(DSNA)

The measures taken by the ANSPs to accommodate the reorganization of traffic due to
war of aggression aget Ukraine are only temporary. Should the conflict continue, this
distribution will have to be taken into account over the long term, particularly in terms of ¢
ing staff recruitment. Similarly, the effects of increased military activity anccteteaation of
rearmament and training programs have not yet been fully taken into account.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

The PRB’s assumption is not wel/ ground
complexity, higher number of military flights, Roege of significant portions of airspace, unus
structural changes of traffic flows which altogether make the planning process very diffici
uncertain.

ANSP
(CANSO)

The PRB's assumption is wunreal i st iaexity. Shtes
that now manage to handle the increased traffic due to the Ukraine war have only achiev
by adhoc measures, at the expense of other activities. This cannot continue ANSPs can ¢
to a certain extent, for example, they do not knewhether the war will end, continue on th
same level or escalatevhich unused airspace will be reserved for military and security pury
Increased military activéts are expected to continue over RP4, impacting airspace avail
for civil flidits what seems not to be sufficiently considered in the PRB analysis.

ANSP
(Austro Control)

The volatility of the crisis shall be taken into consideration and an allowance due to tl
should be included

ANSP

The PRB’' s as s uimgd totally incorect. Thenme é& @b mugch volatility amd

(ANS CR) creased complexity, which only to a certain extent can be planned for. For example, AP
not know: e whether the war wild/l end, Cc
airspace Wl be reserved for military and security purposes Increased MIL activities are ex
to continue over RP4, impacting airspace availability for civil flights what seems not to £
ciently considered in the PRB analysis. Even STATFOR took inevatimssdmpact of the wa
in Ukraine for next ten yearso Which proposed position of PRB completely opposite, mit
any justification.

ANSP Difficult situation as we do not know:

(LFV) - whether the war will end, continue on the same level or eszala

- which unused airspace will be reserved for military and security purposes
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Increased military activities are expected to continue over RP4, impacting airspace avs
for civil flights what seems not to be sufficiently considered in the PRBianaly

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’'s view: The PRB’'s assur
increased complexity, which only to a certain extent can be planned for. For example, Al
not know whether the war will endpntinue on the same level or escalate and/or which unu
airspace will be reserved for military and security purposes

ANSP
(DFS)

The war in Ukraine affects the performance of ANSPs on several levels. In addition to traf
and a further concemation of traffic on the South/East axis, military traffic and activities
increasing, thus increasing the complexity in the airspace. At the same time, the requir
from the military side to conduct largeale exercises with numerous partners oaglar basis
are increasing. We therefore do not support the assumption of PRB that countries will a
Ukraine war by the endf &RP3-there is too much volatility and increase in complexity wi
only to a certain extent can be planned (potentiale of t he war vs ri

ANSP
(skeyes)

The PRB's assumption is unrealistic. Th
only to a certain extent can be planned for. For example, ANSPs do not know:

. whether the war will endcontinue on the same level or escalate

. which unused airspace will be reserved for military and security purposes

The war in Ukraine affects the performance of ANSPs at several levels. In addition to traf]
and a further concentration of traffiin the South/East axis, military traffic and activities
increasing, thus further increasing the complexity in the airspace. At the same time, the |
ments from the military side to conduct largeale exercises with numerous partners on a |
ularbasis are increasing.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

The war will continue to have a major impact on Eastern European countries. Measures
load these countries will need to be taken, with a snowball effect on all their neighiddl of
this will produce delay

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP agrees that impact from the war in Ukraine should be implemented if
evidence for it for certain states. It should, however, not be to the detriment of lesser img
states when distributing the uniemide capaity target—in other words, it should not be use
to set more ambitious targets for lesser impacted states.

Member State
(Netherlands)

The war causes volatility in the network and how this will impact the capacity, especially
later years of RP# very uncertain. To take not account of this seems to leave out a k
unknown. It would be reasonableiteclude some allowance for the unpredictability at netw;
level.

Member State
(Spain)

The Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine (or theievalf this conflict) cannot be cor
sidered now as the only situation that could change the operational circumstances of the
The IsraeHAMAS conflict and related political issues and their evolution or new geop(
crisis could have an effemt Unionwide enroute ATFM delays even more widely in the con
period. Besides, the increase in daily military activity across Europe should be taken into
as it constrains the availaldérspace for commercial operations. Due to the reasonsiequl
above, Spain considers that it would be desirable to include any allowance respect to the
ity KPA.,

NSA
(Croatial)

This part of the methodology presents that the PRB is not presenting the realistic target
as volatil i tsyongrteem pdabhneng depend omtheSEssible end or greater es
tion of the war.

NSA
(Cyprus)

Geopolitical tensions are often the main reason for the volatility of air traffic demand and ¢
not be ignored. We understand that it is difficult to poedhe exact impact of such events, k&
to assume that they do not have an impact is incorrect. This factor should be considered
inevitably lead to a reduction in the ambition for the capacity target. The amount of redt
could rely on histora evidence (e.g. how many "tensions" per 5 yr period, impact of delay
event etc).

NSA
(Francé

Some ANSPs in the Eastern part of Europe have already announced they expect to ex
increased delays during RP4 and have asked the NM to provigelated assessment of the
situation in order to define adoc measures. In addition, in highly congested airspace, w
ANSPs have difficulties to provide capacity at the requested level, a small percentage or r
traffic due to unpredicted evolign of the traffic in the Eastern part of Europe due to the F
sia’'s war of aggimplissshe dask of argeaporerstial indelase afidelag
accommodate changing flows, which is difficult to estimate at local level. This should |




119216

taken into consideration when setting the RP4 capacity target ranges for capacity. Such
istic low values proposed by the PRB cannot accommodate such an impact.

NSA Similar to the comments in the KPA Environment, it is almost impossibediotghe situation

(Polang concerning the war in Ukraine. It is questionable that ANSPs have fully adjustisyub&ons
caused by the conflict. The situation depends on the geographical location of the AN
should provide information/methodology how tieal with the delays and negative impact
the aggression against Ukraine at the local KPA Capacity level.

NSA The PRB's assumption is not so realisti

(Italy) which only to a certain extent can pnned for.

NSA I'm sure that ANSPs have already adapted to the current situation but nobody knows h

(Estonia) war of aggression develops and what will be the impact 2024+.

NSA We cannot support this assumption. Based on what evaleioes PRB note that ANSPs h

(Germany) adapted to the situation? As regards environment KPA, allowances are considered, for
this is not the case. As we could not find an explanation, this seems like a rather imbi
approach. Were ANSPs consulted g Traffic is still shifted, sectors are additionally loa
more staff is neededa chain of effects which would seem rather evident. Also, with the w
the Ukraine came larger and more frequenilitary exercises, which also and often upon skt
notice have to be incorporated in the existing airspace and handled with the existing ste
dence that this has been taken into consideration could not be found in the material made
able.

NSA The impact on Uniowide ATFM delays dieo R u s s iaggressionvagamst dkfaine on t

(Switzerland) entire network should not to be underestimated While the countries close to the conflic
carrying most of the burden, States with an already saturated airspace also struggle to
modate the shifof traffic flows, having an impact on their delay situation. Traffic shifts, a fu
concentration of traffic in the South/East axis and military requirements need to be take
account, thus further increasing the complexity in the entire Europ@&a metwork.

NSA It's about defining the "new normal”. some allowance must be included, as military confli

(Latvia 1) not predictable.

NSA We consider it inappropriate and unrealistic to assume an adaptation of ANSPs to the si

(Austria) while the KPI evidence shows that this is not the case and due to the volatile nature of

like this cannot be the case. A buffer for this should be added.

Professional staff rep
resentative body
(IFATCA)

It's important to keep a close look at thepeaity in thearea around the Ukraine, as MIL and ¢
traffic shares small areas with a lot of traffic. So there might be a need for an allowance
to the impact of the war in Ukraine.

Professional staff rep
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

ATCEUC doesnothnder st and this choice. How to
when 1/3 of your airspace is impacted by the war? The same concern exists with the ¢
needs of military forces all over Europe. Oversized military areas are now implementee
tary forces. This is particularly true in areas neighbouring the conflict zone but also in the
Europe. Some of the EU ANSPs, especially but not only those in the Mediterranean pa
Union, provide ATM/ANS in FIRs that comapnist only its gvereign airspace (the airspal
above its land areas and adjacent territorial waters) but also airspace over the high sea:
FIRs are constantly affected by military flights and exercitations, sometimes held by the d
Air Forces withoutany coodi nati on with the Civil Aut
have a huge impact on the paths of the flights crossing those airspaces. This has increa:
February 2022, NM NOP figure show this.

Tablel6- Comments reéeed on Question 5.6.
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PRB analysis PRB response

239 Nine stakeholders expressed views in agreement 244 The PRBcknowledgeshe uncertainty of the sit-
with question 5.6. out of which five airlines were uation and the unpredictability dhe impact of
in full agreement, while two Member Statasd R u s swiaraf aggression againkkraine on the
NSAs, one ANSP, and one professional staff repre- SES area as well ather potential new conflicts
sentative body agreed paatly. Ten stakeholders affectingthe European ATM Networkheimpact
disagreed to some extent and 21 stakeholders cannot be determinedor forecasted Therefore,
fully disagreed. an allowance cannot be introduced within the ca-

240 Stakeholders provided comments on three key as- pacity target ranges.

pects of the approach of the PRB: 245 As for the allowance included in the environment
target ranges, the PRB highlights that the impact

T The analysis of the curregeopoliticalsitua- on horizontal flight efficiency is entirely different

tion; from that oncapacity, as the closure of blocks air-
T ;Zepe:;;r%ptlons and the approach udsd space have an unavoidable impact on trajectories,

irrespective of traffic levels and airspace capacity.
Evidence shows that the impact on horizontal
flight efficiencyremainedfollowing an initial adap-

1 How the ANSPs were able to adapt to the sit-
uation and whether that adaptatidasustain-

able. tation period after the outbreak of theonflict,

241 Asregardsthe analysis of the current situatipn while the capacity impact diminished significantly
stakeholderemphasised thathe complexity and for most of the affected ANSPs.
the unpredictabilityof the situation should be ;.5 Overthe adaptation of ANSPs, the PRB highlights
takeninto considerationSome stakeholders also the contradiction in the iews of stakeholders re-
notgd that emerging conflicts an_d new geopoliti- garding ANSPsdaption to changed circum-
cal issues may cause fu.r_ther dlstu_rbance to the stancesAs shown by the examples of some of the
network, by changing military requirements and ANSPs and supported by evidence of delay data,
shifting traffic flows. there are possibilities to mitigatiese impacts,

242 On theapproach of the PRB and the asstions even if the situation remains uncertain. THeBP
taken some stakeholders noted that the ap- acknowledges that when sectors are already satu-
proach did nosufficientlyconsider the impact of rated, shifting traffic flows and additional traffic
military airspace use and that the already satu- might cause further delaysHowever, in these
rated blocks of airspace could not handle addi- casesit was not clearly demotisited that the
tional traffic without delays and/or impact on hor- saturation of the airspace was not alreatiye to
izontal flight efficiency. Some stakeholders ex- existing capacity problems which were not re-
pressed the need for an allowance related to the solved in previous years. Indeed, wheaising
of impact of R u s swarof aggression against with NSAs and ANSPs on the impacRefs s i a’
Ukraine, arguing that adaptation was impossible war of aggression againslkraine, both NSAs and
andthat if the allowance was propogén the en- ANSPs expressed difficulties in isolatthgther it
vironment KPA, it shouliisobe proposed for ca- was exclusively due tbin many cases.
pacity. 247 Finally, the PR&ncouragesANSPs$o seek coop-

243 Finally, related more closely to thalaption of eration with each other and the NM to explore po-
ANSPssome stakeholdersoted that the adapta- tential commonly executed ATFM measures to re-
tion of ANSPs to the impactRfu s swiaraf ag- duce network disruptions stemming from the im-
gression againstkraine was not supported by ev- pactofR u s swaraf'aggression againgkraine.

idence and it was not possible duegjgerational
reasons. Other ANSPs noted that the adaptation
was only temporary and was achieved through
measures that were not sustainabl@her stake-
holders noted that ANSR&ould havemanaged

to adapt Howeverasthe situation remained un-
certain and iis difficult to plan howo adapt



2.5 Cogs-efficiency

248 This section presents all questions on the -ebst

ficiency KPA included in the survey. This is fol-
lowed by a table with all comments received. Six
guestions were asked

1 Question 6.1To what extent do you agree
with the PRB objective on cesfticiency for
RP4?

1 Question 6.2To what extent do you agree
that the methodology and evidence provided
in the PRBeport supports the proposed tar-
get ranges in the key performance area of
costefficiency?

1 Question 6.3To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach(Btatistical anal-
ysis)

1 Question 6.4A: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach{Academic
study)

1 Question 6.4 BTo what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach(Recovery of in-
efficiencies)

1 Question 6.5To whatextent do you agree
with the proposed approachBaseline 2024)

Question 6.1

249 The RP4 priority farostefficiency is to ensure the

delivery of environment and capacity perfor-
mance improvements at the most efficient cost.
The achievement of the environmehttargets
needs to be supported by consistent capacity tar-
gets and facilitated by an appropriate ceeffi-
ciency targetln Question 6.1, respondents were
a s k &odwhat extent do you agree with the PRB
objective on costfficiency for RP4?

250

251

252
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45 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsdncludingone association;

1 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;

1 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.

Figure17 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders (28) agreed with the
PRB objectives on cesfficiency for RP4 (nine
fully agreed and 19 agreed to some extent), while
15 respondents disagreed (six fully disagreed and
nine disagred to some extent)When analysing
the responses by stakeholder categoig major-

ity of ANSPs and NSAs agreed with the PRB objec-
tiveson costefficiency for RB4vhile the majority

of arlines disagreed to some extent. One profes-
sional staff representatvbody agreed to some
extent, while one disagreed to some extent.

20

2]

. [H

4 > 5

=
wn

=
o

Number of replies
w

o

Agree to Disagree to Fully disagree No opinion
some extent some extent

Fully agree

ANSPs Airlines ®NSAs & MS Professional staff representative bodies

Figurel7 ¢ Number of replies tougstion 6.1"To what ex-
tent do you agree with the PRB objective on-effigiency
for RP47?(source: PRB elaboration)

Individud comments ardistedin Tablel7 (next
page) 40out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 23 ANSP#ncludingone association;

1 Fourairlines,includingtwo associations;

1 11 NSA and MembeState representatives;
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.
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6.1 To what extent do you agree with the PRB objectivamskefficiency for RP4?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

Lufthansa Groups opinion is that cost efficiesbould not be regarded as an inferior tar¢
during RP4. It remains to be an equally important KPA as the other thréef@ynance Ar-
eas, especially when we see that there is still significant inefficiency in the system and th,
is only limiteccoherence between cost efficiency and delay levels. We want to highlight
cially the finding 7.10. of the academi

ciency, but indicated that mini miWeiareofthd
opinion that this is one of the most important statements of the academic study, as it (
showsthattody ' s system i s not setting the ri

between cost and delays. This shows that cditieficy and punctuality can be delivered at |
same ti me, on the other hand it also st
motivation to minimize delays

Airline
(IATA)

RP3 has not only been cagefficient (insufficient cost reductio despite drop of traffic) bu
al so cost ineffective (the promised “opr

is back” did not happen). We have not b
at any cost to the users and hgather cost increases for additional capacity already paid fi
RP3 should be allowed. The regulation needs to address the excess of capacity whel
demand is still low, as wel final prices, which continue increasing despite the lack otse!
The system seems more oriented to revenue assurance than to cost efficiency, and sor
it is not even costelated (e.g. inflation on unmaterialized 16 planned costs, charged cos
truly dimensioned to traffic levels, etc). The transfer ofsmapacity costs to the users do
not support efficiency. States must step up and finance any temporary excess of resou
costs when and where applicable

Airline
(Easyijet)

It can be agreed that all targets need to support efficiency in capadtyrevironment but they
also exist on their own right. ANSPs work in a monopolistic environment, hence cost ef
is an important target to ensure that services are provided at an appropriate cost level
ever, it is the PRB that must ensure thawgees are provided at an appropriate cost level. |
PRB shall make sure ANSPs incorporate only efficient levels in their cost bases. Addit
shall implement measures tocentivize ANSPs to enhance efficiency and productivity thrc
out RP4. Thiis essential for promoting consumer benefits and productivity at levels comp
to those anticipated in a competitive market environment. Finally, the necessary capacity
should not be imposed on users at no additional cost increases, asidraglready largel
funded in RP3 should unfold in R want to highlight especially the finding 7.10. of
academicstudythai 5 St F 284 RAR y 20 &A Bnty Bukindicayed thad min
imizing delays might incur higher costs fof ANaM® are of the opinion that this is one of tl
most i mportant statements of the academ
setting the right incentives for ANSPs to find the right balance between cost and delay
alsoimpliesthat the effectiveness of bonumalus systems is questionable. RP3 has not ¢
ered on either cost efficiency or effectiveness as the ATC system did not provide a prc
satisfatory quality to airspace users.

Airline
(A4E)

It can be agreed that alirgets need to support efficiency in capacity and environment but
also exist on their own right. ANSPs work imoaopolistic environment, hence cost efficien
is an important target to ensure that services are provided at an appropriate costHevel
ever, it is the PRB that must ensure that services are provided at an appropriate cost le|
PRB shall make sure ANSPs incorporate only efficient levels in their cost bases. Addit
shall implement measures to incentivize ANSPs to eefefficiency and productivity througk
out RP4. This is essential for promoting consumer benefits and productivityattawparable
to those anticipated in a competitive market environment. Finally, the necessary capacity
should not be imposed amsers at no additional cost increases, as it has been already |i
funded in RP3 should unfold in R want to highlight especially the finding 7.10. of
academicstudythat 5Sf @4 RAR y20 aA3ayAFTFAOl yift @in-/
AYAT Ay3 RStlFe&a YAIKI Wea® dimhk dpibiaghKhithdis @ are of
most i mportant statements of the academ
setting the right incentives for ANSPs to find the righarze between cost and delays. T
also implies that the effectiveness of bonmmlus systems is questionable. RP3 has
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delivered on either cost efficiency or effectiveness as the ATC system did not provide a
of satisfactory quality to airspacsers.

ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa
satiksm@

Convergence between western and eastern Europe should be taken into account.

ANSP
(FABEC)

While PRB designates "Environment" as a top priority without any notabédanecing agains
other KPAs, the KEA indicataas commonly acknowledgeds not adequately within the cor
trol of ANSPs. Consequently, targets should not be set at the national or FAB level for tl
reason. Assuming that delay could be reduced to the proposed level is unrealistic con
the increasing traffic demand. The increasing traffic increases traffic complexity and tt
reduces HFE KEA performance, even imyipothetical absence of delay. Funding of capa
increasing measures is certainly required to drive capacity performapceviement.

ANSP

(Polish Air Naviga-
tion Services
Agency)

We welcome the recognition that CEF targets should support SAF, ENV and CAP perft
although as stated above ENV KPI is rat
Unfortunately the PRB report does not include any analysis of interdependencies betwe:
and those other areas, does not quantify how much delivery of higher SAF level may
how improving CAP (including provision of required No of ATCOs, investments and
woul d i mpact ANSPs' ¢ o sdsedtafgetin Sk ENVyarsdiCAP ¢
on CEF). The PRB refers only to theoref
better performance in other areasbut there is also no evideacthat the not recovered ineffi
ciency is sufficient to deliver proposed performance in other areas. The proposed CEF
do not take into account the starting level of ANSPs and additional (on top of existing) ret
needed to reach the OPS and SApeetations.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

We believe that CEF targets should support and reflect the ambitions for capacity and €
ment, while guaranteeing the needed resources for meeting the required safety level. In
pendencies between cost efficiency andtladl other KPAs should be recognized not onl,
theory but also in the assessment of performance plans.

ANSP
(Port Lotniczy Byd-
goszcz S.A.

The report states that safety and environmental issues are the most important for the
reference period. Alo, the capacity is the key 1is
Therefore, in our opinion it is not possible to expect significant improvements in these
crucial KPAs and at the same time force ANSPs to achieve ambitious targetefiiicizosty,
ranging even to the level e8.1% CAGR within the RP4, which results in ca. 15% decre
DUC over this period. The interdependeadietween the KPAs are crucial and if the main
of the EU is to improve the safety levels and environmentaatide same time improve thi
capacity in a ‘green way, it cannot be

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E

We agree with PRB objectives -Efficiencyidftdensurt
the delivery of the afety, environment and capacity performance improvements at the r
efficient cost” and “the achievement of
consistent capacity target and facilitated by an appropriate-edstf i ci ency t
the level of ambition of the proposed cost efficiency targets does not reflect the intent of
statements. In particular, at the lowbound, the average annual reduction of 3.1% does
allow for the necessary investment to support the targetedrenmental and capacity im
provements.

ANSP
(LVNL)

CEF targets must support the availability of adequate resources to deliver and invest ir
quality of service to meet stakeholders demands in all performance areas in RP4 and in
term. Safetyis paramount. LVNL encourages the initiative to improve the environmenta
formance. Awellbalanced target setting reflecting the interdependencies and developr
among all performance areas should facilitate all this.

ANSP
(ENAV)

Costefficiency isa key driver to ensure that the overall Performance Scheme works app
ately. With safety that is a paramount and should never be compromised, as following sl
targets should support the delivery of CAP/ENV targets. Without a suitable balance wAlN
not be able to invest in the necessary resources to deliver the capacity sought by airspac

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

Targets on cost efficiency are too ambitious, taking into account the challenging targe
posed for other areas such as capacitg anvironment. Although the report mentions th
need to balance targets between KPAs, a more specific analysis and evidence is neede
refer to the document “ ENAI RE C cefficienay taget
ranges” fails. further det
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ANSP
(EANS)

In general, targets on cost efficiency are too ambitious, taking into account the challeng
gets proposed for other areas such as capacity and environment.

ANSP
(DSNA)

We fully agree with the approach and with the fact that,newre environmental and capaci
targets, major investments are needed, setting costs as a mean to achieve other target
ever, it is not clear how this approach translates in the target setting process: would it £
sible to think about some flexiityl between the targets expected KPI or Pl related to each ¢

ANSP
(BULATSA)

The lack of interdependency methodology makes the proposed target ranges soundin
level and declarative, without giving sufficient confidence to the operational stadkehdhat
those target ranges araterdependently sustainable. The existence of interdependencie:
tween the four key performance areas has been recognized while at the same time t
neither clear model how interdependencies between the proposetgés of) KPIs are a
sessed and reflected therein. There is no common denominator against which the interd
encies and the related tradgffs are to be looked at in their integrity when a choice mus|
made. The document sheds light on the link betwespacity and environment, but doast

contain justified explanation of the most natural interdependency between capacity anc
efficiency.

ANSP
(CANSO)

CANSO has always advocated for CEF targets that support delivery of CAP targets. \
suitabk balance, ANSPs will not be able to invest in the necessary resources to deliver
pacity sought by airspace users. This was the experience of many of our members dur
Current target range proposals on cost efficiency are too ambitious, takingccount the
challenging target ranges proposed for other areas such as CAP and ENV. Although tt
mentions the need to balance targets between KRA®ore specific analysis and evidenc
needed on how this can be assured. The PRB reportdagkanalysis of resources needed
improve CAP and ENV performance, as well as SAF compliance, and their impact on F
It does not include any analysis of interdependencies between CEF and those othe
CANSO suggests that PRB should comigdateaterial with an analysis of such interdepend
cies and how it intends to consider them.

ANSP
(Austro Control)

The interdependencies are still not adequately considered for target ranges in RP4.

ANSP
(ANSCR)

Especially in a period when all KPrsaapriority, it is necessary to build on the vaascribed
and understood interdependency between them when setting the targets. We are afrai
this is not the case as the PRB report lacks any analysis of resources needed to improve
ENV peidrmance and their impact on RP4 costs and it does not include any analysis of i
pendencies between CEF and those other areas.

ANSP
(LFV)

It is important that the CEF target support delivery of the other targets. It is also import
take into cosideration the locatircumstances in the target setting. Without a suitable bala
ANSPs will not be able to invest in the necessary resources to deliver the capacity sc
airspace users. Current target range proposals on cost efficiency are bitmas) taking into
account the challenging target ranges proposed for other areas such as CAP and ENV.
the report mentions the need to balance targets between KPAs, a more specific analy
evidence is needed on how this can be assuredPRireport lacks aayalysis of resource
needed to improve CAP and ENV performance, as well as SAF compliance, and their i
RP4 costs. It does not include any analysis of interdependencies between CEF and thc
areas. CANSO suggests that BfiRiBId complete its material with an analysis of such inte
pendencies and how it intends to consider them.

ANSP
(AVINOR)

It is of the utmost importance that the target setting is balanced. When setting the cos
ciency target, the incentives andilitly to invest to secure the safety and capacity targets n
be maintained. The report does however not present any evidence to support the adap
the cost efficiency target in order to secure the operational performance. How do we knc
adaptionis sufficient?

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP's view: Co mp | e tgsafety anc menfoe
mance delivery at efficient costs should always be an aim and an ambition and overall
of any business and anyganization. No doubts. 2. The second part about environmenta
gets is also a fundamental basic truth, however, neither current KPIs of this KPA-dexale
oped and right for the purpose, nor can they be influenced by ANSPs substantially. An
especially vivid and targets are especidifficult to achieve in the Baltic region (or Eastt
NATO border wi th Russia St aneighdgurhoad distered
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routes due to war in Ukraine and closures of airspaces as well éieissuiand increased an
further increasing military activities.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

AirNav Ireland fully agrees and requests full transparency from the PRB in how this
achieved, including from a KPA interdependency perspective. The burden of prddfraitg
be solely placed on ANSPs after a target setting process that is not fully transparent.

ANSP
(DFS)

Besides an appropriate (realistic and achievable}eaftistency target, it is essential that al;
the targets set in the other KPlIs are realiatid achievable.
Otherwise;money al one®“ will not
ments.

Current target range proposals on cost efficiency are too ambitious, taking into accol
challenging target ranges proposed for otheraareuch as CAP and ENV. Although the re
mentions the need to balance targets between KPAs, a more specific analysis and evi
needed on how this can be assured.

The PRB report lacks any analysis of resources needed to improve CAP and EN&hper
as well as SAF compliance, and their impact on RP4 costs. It does not include any al
interdependencies between CEF and those other areas. DFS therefore suggests PRB to
its material with an analysis of such interdependencies andthntends to consider them.

ensure the ¢

ANSP
(skeyes)

While PRB designates "Environment" as a top priority without any notabédamecing agains
other KPAs, the KEA indicator is not adequately within the control of ANSPs. Hence|
should not be set at theational or FAB level for the same reason. Assuming that delay
be reduced to the proposed degree is unrealistic considering the traffic forecast. The int
ing traffic increases traffic complexity and thereby reduces HFE KEA performance, ese
hypothetical absence of delay. Little jlisation is provided whether the decision to use 5%
10% from the theoretical inefficiency calculation of 16% would suffice to fund capacity a
vironmental measures. The global cost inefficiency estimatigeih does not consider the sps
cific situation of each countrye.g. wage indexation is automatic in Belgium, high vertical
horizontal traffic complexity, etc.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

After 3 RPs and the slowdown in activity (Covid), massive investii®deie innovation anc
for obsolescence. Skyguide has underinvested in infrastructure to meet its CEF target
nanced VC at the expense of obsolescence to extend life cya@ipmentto a point that is
no longer sustainable. SG invested half oAtwhwould have cost to renew the asset ba
Investments in innovation are low compared to other tech companies: they invest 7%
revenues, SG has invested only 1/3 of thippriion. CEF targets are not compatible with t
costs required to impiment a modernized technical architecture, which is necessary to pri
a better service quality & efficiency. An ANSP could cause much greater financial dama
airline by failing to provide sufficient capacity than it costs in its unit rate. Ewatte of the
entire aviation value chain, we strongly encourage ANSPs to be given the necessary tool
their customers create sustainable value.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP finds it unrealistic arsiifed to reduce costs in the RP4 penodight of
the need forincreased operational robustness and an increase in the number of ATC s
Furthermore, the Danish ANSP has already calculated efficiency gains that have been
in the plan to increase the ATCO staffing. The Danishf&dSR paramount to:
- Determine a baseline for 2024 that reflects the actual budgeted cost level for 2(
- Maintain Naviair’'s -pgedodintidda)d cost s
- I n case of a long term target, tonstothe
RP3 baseline is taken into consideration in deciding thetéongtarget.

Member State
(Germany)

As indicated above it seems reasonable to assume that the optimisation problem neglec
vant parameters and interdependencies and sets-avaitious target values based on id¢
model conditions. With the evidence provided so far, doubts and questions remain whet
efficient cost ratio can be deducted from the target ranges proposed for environment a|
pacity performance (at union widevel)

Member State

The cost efficiency target must support en enable environmental and capacity changes,

(Netherlands) ing the maintenance, development and upgrade of systems.

Member State Spain considers that the targets on eefficiency are too ambition taking into account the ch
(Spain) lenging targets proposed for other areas such as capacity and environment.

NSA We fully agree with PRB objective on cost efficiency for RP4 defined above, however, tf

(Latvia2)

concerns that theigion proposed in the PRB report does not cover this, as the report env
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that the capacity targets are resolved before the start of RP4, while also not taking into a
the geopolitical situation of some countries and liquidity problems relatadstgnificant drop
in traffic due to the war in Ukraine, while for environmental targets there is a reference
volvement of Member Stategithout precisely defining the financial aspect of this involvem

NSA
(Germany)

To most extend if not in totave agree with this objective. But in our opinion interdependen
are not considered in a way one would expect from this stated objective of the PRB. E
tions and evidence are not sufficiently made transparent. Currently it rather seems to be
oretical approach with missing practical consideration in the report.

NSA
(France

The PRB objective on cost ef fi
targets’”, which “needs to be s ufqlitated by dn
appropriate cose f f i ci ency target” is wunderstood
process (input data, methodology, etc) is questionable in the absence of detailed infori
as well as whether that objective may be achigtedugh the proposed targets. The balanci
against other KPA is not consistent as capacity and environment targets are not ach
Indeed, the underlying material (incl. calculations, simulations, studies, detailed assun
and parameter configation) should be disclosed in order to enable a meaningful assess
and build up confidence in the outcome of the consultation. Detailed concerns regarding
ranges for setting UE level RP4 targets for-efigtiency are more detailed in the followir
answers to the questionnaire.

ciency fo

NSA
(Polang

While we fully agree with the GE#tated priority defined by PRB, we have a feeling that
little research has been done on the interdependencies between KPAs in order to ensi
target facilitates meetig targets in other KPAs. We would like to encourage the PRB ¢
more extensive quantitative research into the aforementioned interdependencies that
support the precise target setting for CEF.

NSA
(Italy)

Costefficiency is a key driver to ensuthat the overall Performance Scheme works apprc
ately. With safety that is a paramount and should never be compromised, as following si
targets should support the delivery of CAP targets. Without a suitable balance, ANSPs
be able to inest in the necessary resources to deliver the capacity sought by airspace u;

NSA
(Finland)

Traffic in Finland has declined so drastically due to the closure of Russian airspace that ¢
improvements in unit cost evolution for RP4 is not raali€tertain service level has to be me
tained even for the lower traffic level and targets aiming for reduction of unit costs ar
feasible in this situation. The proposed targets may be more suitable for those parts in
which have reached and gsibly even exceeded 2019 traffic level.

NSA
(Switzerland)

While in principle FOCA fully agrees to the above stated objective eefficishcy, the under:
standing on the adequate level of funds to deliver the improvements KR safety, capaci
and environment and the associated costs needed to be taken into consideration when
the costefficiency target diverge from FOCA's understanding. There is a general mistr
pressed by the PRB that ANSPs resp. States in principle engage ingaaguigrand aim a
inflating their cost base in preparation for the subsequent reference period. This certain
not the case for Switzerland in RP3 and in previous reference periods

NSA
(Austria)

While the result seems reasonable to a certain ext@athave some concerns with the met
odology, see comments to the following questions

Professional  staf
representative body
(IFATCA)

It's important to make sure, that cesfficiency targets are set to be able to secure eno
capacity to support the emanment targets; i.e. the cosdfficiency targets should support st
ficient funding.

Professional staff
representative body
(ATCEUC)

ATCEUC agrees owffappeoapyi atae geod st tmmbere
of ATCOs and to plan propavestment. Without additional financial efforts the situation c
not evolve positively. Delays will increase, and flight efficiency will not improve. As ex|
above horizontal flight efficiency and delays target ranges are not realistic.

Tablel7 - Comments received on Question 6.1.



PRB analysis
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In response to survey question grhost of the
stakeholders48 out of 45)agreed with the PRB
objectives on cosefficiency for RR4vhile15 re-
spondents expressed disagreemerRRredomi-
nantly, ANSPs and NSagreed while the majority
of airlines expressed disagreement.

When it comes to the comments received, the
main themes addressed by the respondents re-
gard:

1 General agrementwith the objective of cost
efficiency

I The ambition of the costefficiency argets
and

1 Requests formore detailed analysidisclo-

sure

While there isa generalconsensu®n the objec-
tive of costefficiency some stakeholdersmpha-
sised that costefficiency during RP4 is an essential
target, and call for bedr ANSP incentive systems,
stronger regulations to manage costs and delays,
reduction of excess capacity, and implementation
of measures to enhance efficiency and consumer
benefits.

Various stakeholdersommented orthe ambition
of the costefficiency targt, consideringit too
strictto supportreaching the other targeta/hich
are priorities. In particular,three entities from
countriesimpacted byRus si a’ s war
against Ukraineommented omot being able to
reach the target, due to the traffidrop.

Many stakeholdersexpressed the need dalisclo-
sure of more detailed analysis support thetar-
get setting processSomespecificallyasked the
PRBo conductan interdependency study of cest
efficiency and the other KPAsd then consider
the resuts in the target setting process
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PRB response

258

259

260

of

In terms of target ranges, the primary foclusing
RP4 is to deliver improvements in safety, environ-
mental, and capacity performance. The accom-
plishment of the environmental goal requires con-
sistent suppdrfrom capacity targets and must be
facilitatedby a suitable costfficiency targetThis
does not mean that costcan be increased with-
out control, indeed the target as proposas still
based on the concept of offering the service at the
most costefficient level.

The Regulationrequiresa Unionwide target for
costefficiency rather thanlocal differentiated
targets for the local leve[differently from the
other KPAsgost-efficiency has three consistency
criteria, and two possible deviationg)he PRB
highlightsthat local circumstancesare taken in
due consideration during the assessmgracess

In addition, the PRBas revisedhe comparator
groupanalysisvhich is based othe comparison
of air navigation service provideoperating in
similar geratioral and economic environment
The recommendedevised comparator groups
are reflecting relevant local circumstances the
maximum extent possihlencludingthe impact of
Russia’ s war of

Finally, he PRBloes not sharehte viewthat there
was alack of transparencgboutthe methodolo-
giesemployed Detailed information on the meth-
odpipuiesapdassymptipns used werset outin
Annex | of t heUnPiBletar-
get ranges reporand further clarified duringhe
consultation procesd\l calculations and models
can be replicatedising thedata available on the
ESSKY platforrfor on the relevant websit¢s
Moreover, data, clarificationsand explanatios
have been providedo stakeholderswhen re-
quested on a adhocbasis.

aggress

ad\



Question 6.2

261 The approach followed by the PRB combines sta-
tistical methodologies to estimate a range of costs
and the related unit cost for RP4. The PRB consid-
ered the submission of initial data from the Mem-
ber States, historicglerformance and the contri-
bution from academics in relation to the cost base
inefficiency.In Question 6.2, respondents were
a s k €odvhdt extent do you agree that the meth-
odology and evidence provided in the PRB report
supports the proposed target ranges in thg ke
performance area of cosfficiency”.

47 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

262

1 24 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;

I 16 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Twoprofessional staffapresentative bodies.

263 Figure18 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders 37) did not agree
that the methodology and evidence provided in
the PRB reportsuppors the proposed target
rangesin the KPA ofostefficiency(10 fully disa-
greed and27 disagreed to some extentwhile
eight respondentsagreed three fully agreed and
five agreed to some extentyWhen analysing the
responses by stakeholder category tlle ANSPs
and the majority of NS&nd MemberSate repre-
sentativesdisagreedthat the methodology and
evidence provided in the PRB repsupports the
proposed target rangedhe majority of airlines
(four) agreedto some extentwith one airline dis-
agreeing to some extenOne professional staff
representative fully agreed, while one fully disa-
greed.
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Figurel8 ¢ Number of replies to question 6.2: "To what ex-
tent do you agree that the methodology and evidence pro-
vided in the PRB report supports the proposed target ranges
in the key performance areaof c&&F T A OA Sy O& Ké o
elaboration).

264 Individual comments arbisted in Table18 (next
page) 43out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 24 ANSPéncludingone assoiation;

9 Four arlines,includingtwo associations;

1 13 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies.
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6.2 To what extent do you agree that the methodology and evidence provided in the PRB report supportoes |

target ranges in the key performance area of -@fitiency?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

Lufthansa Group regrets that only limited data mentioned was used to estimate the b
and not the full set of data thBRB is assessiagd reporting to the public. We would al:
deem it important to regard the regulative return in setting the baseline and also to tak
account the service quality provided by ANSPs. In setting the baseline values the ovel
of the ANSP provisi@hould be taken into account. There is a complete miss match of
and service quality. Ideally the cost and price match, but if the quality of the product is ir
the customer won't be wil | iuslerwowd likgta ynder-
stand if the PRB has assessed the individual cases, where the PRB estimation of the
was higher than the national submission? We think that in some cases the states wo
still not be able to provide a full service and that additidmadls would not make any diffe
ence in the service provision (ATCO not fully trained)

Airline
(IATA)

Historic values are not necessarily any proof of efficiency and are bofia@hata, as they art
the initial RP4ubmissions. In RP4 submissions, 1ABArged a certain number of States L
dating 2023 and 2024 cost bases with respect to determined. However, inZ302arging
zones recorded nominal costs below determined, in 2022, there were still 19 of them
planned, despite inflation. Not cleaow this fact supports paragraph 175 of Annex | wt
considers submitted 2024 aggregated costs as possibly underestimated. This is cle
dence of regulatory gaming. Th eresntinefficien-
cies that might inflance the result of models in Evidence 2, which do not seem to pr¢
top-down criteria to help target setting.

Airline
(Easyjet)

A4E RP4 cosffficiency target study confirms results of the approach as sensible. Nev
less, a thorough assessment d thalidity of the submitted cost data (imminent cost increa
from 2024 to 2025) needs to be carried out. We are also uncertain whether historical f
mance serves as a reliable predictor for targets designed to incentivize positive beh
especialf considering the acknowledgment by the PRB itself that the RP3 targets were
tually deemed too conservative and widely achiexable further would like to understand
the PRB has assessed the individual cases, where the PRB estimation of tleevibas bligpher
than the national submission. We think that in some cases the states would just still
able to provide a full service and that additional funds would not make any difference
service provision (e.g. ATCOs are not fully trained yet)

Airline
(A4E)

A4E RP4 cosffficiency target study confirms results of the approach as sensible. Nev
less, a thorough assessment of the validity of the submitted cost data (imminent cost in¢
from 2024 to 2025) needs to be carried out. We als» uncertain whether historical perfo
mance serves as a reliable predictor for targets designed to incentivize positive beh
especially considering the acknowledgment by the PRB itself that the RP3 targets wet
tually deemed too conservative dmwidely achievabl&Ve further would like to understand
the PRB has assessed the individual cases, where the PRB estimation of the baseline v
than the national submission. We think that in someesdhe states would just still not k
able toprovide a full service and that additional funds would not make any difference
service provision (e.g. ATCOs are not fully trained yet).

ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa satiksm

Convergence and different status of economies should be taken into accounticHitata,
in our opinion, would be suitable only and if only, all the Member states would have ar
tical outlook. Which is not true.

ANSP
(FABEC)

FABEC experts agree that the methodology to calculate the AdidenCEF targets is not st
ficiently dsclosed, and the evidence is incomplete. All the underlying material ther
should be disclosed, including calculations, simulations, studies, all assumptions and |
ter configuration to ensure a meaningful consultation! For example, in the coffitivet aca-
demic study, there is no information about robustness of applied models and apprc
available, the treatment of outliers, or the testing dfatent functions, all of which can alte
and distort the results profoundly. All three evidence apphes are so far off from each oth
that confidence in all of them can only be low. With the information so far provided, it
fortunately not possible to provide advice on the validity of factors included or not. O
the quality and confidence afd be improved by considering local circumstances for ta
setting.
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ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

The MSs'’ submissions shoul d b eexplanaionmslmulc
be provided by the PRB on how additionalrimi@tion provided by the MSs together with cc
figures was considered in target ranges setting. Due regard must be given to much int
market and traffic volatility in RP3 and probably RP4 than observed in RP2. RP4 targe!
not be based on acadén) theoretical statistical modelling but onrdapth analysis of financig
impact of resources needed to provide the expected level of service over RP4 and be
needs to be rememberedat ANSPs operate in different local circumstances and sinapl
tistical comparisons do not provide right picture for all of them and are purely theoretica
regard must also be given to differences in traffic evolution among States due to the ot
of the war—the PRB should further consider this elementigét setting.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

Evidence  Member States submissions When setting the upper and lower bound ta
different cost bases are used even though data submitted by Member States in June 2
available. Evidence-2Cost forecast based dmstorical data. It is not appropriate to use h
torical actual costs without including complex factors to forecast future costs. Two p
have a very dif£0#E%-eost ANSRs ooulereduce unit cogtirlral te
e 20029 therewill be a strong need to f@mvest in obsolete infrastructures as in inn
vation to realize the AAS/ATM Master PRor Evidence 1 and 2, we cannot fully assess a
calculation methodology for the baseline value has not been disclosed transpareddygce!
3 —Cost base inefficiency academic study We do not support using the study results
EU target range proposals, for reasons set out in our answer to 6.4. Finally, there sh
consideration of interdependencies with other KPAs

ANSP
(Pott Lotniczy Byd-
goszcz S.A.

In our opinion, having in mind the situation that has happened during the RP3 prepar
there should be proposed a universal methodology that is applicable in the same way tc
both —the Unionwide and the local target#t has to be underlined that the target is a prodi
of not only the range of cost reduction (as proposed, fr@ii% to-3.1% p.a), but also th
methodology of calculating the baseline value. All actiobsth on the Eblvide level and
local-should betaken in the same way.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

The PRB considered the submissions from the Member States in the analysis, but not
They are not used to calculate thaseline value, and ithey were not taken into account f
targets at tle lower bound. The historical performance analysis and extrapolation are

on statistical models with low predictive power. R2 values of 0.19 are acceptable in
models, but too low in economic models as this. As the PRB recognizes, othersvarak
better explain the evolution of costs, so it seems too simplistic to base this analysis on
variable (volume), as reality is complex and dependent on multiple fattoesactivity of
providing air navigation services is labour intensivdy avitigh fixed cost component, whir
undermines any analysis based exclusively on traffic movements (in the case of servi
the causal relationship is even weaker, since part of this metrcweight of the aircraftis

completely irrelevant tthe service being provided)

ANSP
(LVNL)

LVNL does not support the use of historical cost data and the academic study to estima
for RP4. Analyses based on historical data do not take into consideration the compl
future investment plans,rganizational developments and changing external factors. Wit
taking trese developments into consideration historical data is not suitable to estimate
for RP4. The academic study (Annex Il) does not provide enough information to make ¢
andyses and consultation. Based on the predithformation in Annex Il we can only conclu
that the methodology and the conclusions are too generic. Therefore this study may
used to estimate costs for RP4 and for target setting. LVNL supportstteeURP4 data se
submission of the Netherlands

ANSP
(ENAV)

Target setting process should be based on real experience and results and move fi
lesson learnt to fosteiurther improvements for the system. A methodology based on a
theoretical malel runs the risk of not reflecting the complexity of the environment wk
ANSPs are asked to operate. In that context, the request to the States/ANSPs to provil
cost estimates for RP4 fits perfectly. This because States /ANSPs have thedriglhipgysn
identifying cost boundaries that take into consideration safety requirements, the comg
of the environment, improvements planning and ANSPs financialtyigbéid that, it seem
that in the PRB proposal both Member States submissiametl a proper analysis of the
the historical data (which implies to consider the context complexity) are not accompar,
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a transparent disclosure of the methodology used for the calculations. For what said
and further disclosed in answer 6the academic study is not supported.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

Pl ease refer to the document “ ENAI-&fEienCy
target ranges”’”. Evidence 1: Only dat a
data are mature eough and have been adjusted by the PRB to include missing or erro
data. Evidence 2: This is a very simplistic approach; it does not consider ANSPs spare
to cope with the expected extra traffic. ANSPs that are facing traffic delays witbplatke
capacity have a bigger cost effort and operatind infrastructure limitations. Evidence !
Cost base inefficiency academic study: The analysis is completely theoretical, there
translation to the real institutional, economic, operatiomalpther specific factors affectin
ANSPs performance results, could be of almost impossible practical application.

ANSP
(EANS)

There is a significant variation in unit cost for some ANSPs due to the impact of the Ul
war. For the next RP, therelMbe a strong need to fmvest in obsolete infrastructures ar
only data submitted by States should be considered.

ANSP
(DSNA)

The approach followed by the PRB is extremely theorical, the mix of three methods wr
far from the operational considations: each ANSP has its own operating system and
form application of three different theorical methods, without any local construction
met hods seem only built at a UE | evel)
data used tgrove that the target ranges proposed can fit at a local level. Moreover, the
met hods don’t hi ghl iogntental indicaor which i expressed it
previous question. The targets should be determined by using the order ofypbietiveen
indicators for RP4: improve environmental along with capacity performance while maint
high safety standards. By the way, the targets should be defined with operational con
tions.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

The evidences are theoretical. Gefficiency target ranges lack justified interdependenc
with any other KPA and the KPlIs therein, which suggest that interdependencies are rec
in theory only andissessment of cost efficiency will be separated from the other KPA
thermore, theres lack of sufficient explanation of the methodology how baselines values
been derived as well as what is the impact of CP1 in terms eéffiogtncy.

ANSP
(CANSO)

Evidence X Member State submissions Only data submitted by States should beeredsi
since these are mature and have been adjusted by PRB to include missing or erronec
Evidence 2 Cost forecast based on historical data It is not appropriate to use historical

costs without including complex factors to forecast futuwrsts. Two periods have a very ¢
ferent context:- 20122019—most ANSPs could reduce unit costs in real tei20242029—

there will be a strong need to invest in reptey old infrastructure, as in innovation to real
the AAS / ATM Master Plan Psiein of ANS is labour intensive, with high fixed costs, w
undermines any analysis based exclusively on traffic volumes. Evide@msBbase ineffi
ciency academic study We do not support using the study results for the EU target ran
posals, foreasons set out in our answer to 6.4. There should be consideration of interde
encies with other KPAs and local circumstances.

ANSP
(ANSCR)

Given the fundamentally different development of traffic in particular Member States, v
not believe thattiis appropriate to set a uniform requirement for the development of C
which is fundamentally influenced by the level of traffic. Moreover, the consideration of
dependencies with other KPAs is inadequate.

ANSP
(LFV)

Evidence X Member State subissions Only data submitted by States should be consid
since these are mature and have been adjusted by PRB to include missing or erronec
Evidence 2 Cost forecast based on historical data It is not appropriate to use historical
costswithout including complex factors to forecast future costs. In the coming p&&@d-

2029—there will be a strong need to invest in replacing old infrastructure, as in innovat
realise the AAS / ATM Master Plan Promisif ANS is labour intensiweith high fixed costs
which undermines any analysis based exclusively on traffic volumes. There are also

tirements in the coming years. Evidence Gost base inefficiency academic study We do
support using the study results for the EU tamgetge proposals. There should be conside
tion of interdependencies with other KPAs and local circumstances.

ANSP
(AVINOR)

Regarding cost forecast basedhistoric data: Without adjustments the historic costs are
representative for the period indnt of us. RP4 is a period where there will be a need {
substantial increase in the investments due to the ATM master plan and this is a scenari
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the statistical forecast does not incorporate. One makes thergamn that service units ani
IFRmovements drive the costs, and thisesonot necessarily apply to the mentioned inve
ments which are investments according to the CP1 regulation. The berfefiese projects
include improved quality and capacity which do not necessarily translateosttoeductions
but benefit the European network as a whole. As mentioned in answer to question 6
evidence to support the adjustment in the cost efficiency target is not sufficient.

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’'s view:

1.Statistical méhodologies are fine, but they are good only for statistical reasons. Econt
efficiency KPI for Union average level and target should be constructed (or derived) by
employing bottorsto-top approach (from regional or, ideally, State level) and not from
statistical averages as this approach ignores macroeconomic, geographical and, now
relevant in RP4, geopolitical differences among European regions and States.

2. Academic study is academical and theoretical. It is fine from scientific poirw.oBuie
the question is-is such complex industry with so many States involved fits into standar
theories? And are all important factors taken into the model? And in current distoaféid-
flows situation-are past results and data relevant in neality?

3. There’'s a contradiction that histori
again differ among States significantly and average does notcasathat. E.g. some
States, especially in Baltic region, overperformedinpre®Rdas s t he aver a
low weight in total market it might not have impacted the average or is even outweighe
underperformance of others.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

Evidence 1 Initial submissions

When setting the upper and lowbound targets, differentost bases are used even thou
data submitted by Member States in June 2023 are available.

AirNav Ilreland’s initial pl an would ha
targets proposed by the PRB, and there is no information aaitat®#lation to how this cal
be justified at a national level. Accordingly, similar to the other KPAs AirNav Ireland t
the consultation can only be meaningful when the local values informing the union wic
gets are transparent as part of thisnsaoiltation process. Several NSAs and ANSPs requ
this at the consultation meeting.

Evidence 2 Cost forecast based on historical data.
Itis not appropriate to use historical actual costs without including complex factors to fo
future costs. Tw periods have a very different context:

. 20122019—-most ANSPs could reduce unit costs in real terms

. 20242029—there will be a strong need to4iavest in obsolete infrastructures as
innovation to realize the AAS / ATM Master Plan

For Evidencé and 2, we cannot assess fully t
it has not disclosed transparently the calculation methodology.

Evidence 3- Cost base inefficiency academic study

We do not support using the study results for the EU targege proposals, for reasons s
out in our answer to 6.4.

Lastly, there should be full consideration of interdependencies with other KPAs.

ANSP
(Hungarocontrol)

Regarding Evidence 2 and 3congidertheasevtveo asreliabi
source for the target setting. The PRB
plied methodologies especially regarding how input data were taken into accouni
whether regulations specific aspects were taken into account, when calcylatergial effi-
ciency gaps. Our special concern is related to the way how real term costs are calculate
based on the legislationespecially- CAPEX related costs are not discounted. This is of
importance, takingnto account the fact, that foRP4 CAPEX related costs are generally
seen to significantly increase. That means, that even if on other fields relative cost !
might be realistic, but CAPEX related costs can outbalance this effect. An appropriate il
of the phenomenon isssential, and we have concerns, that this is not ensured in the Evi
2 and 3, leading to distorted resulss for Evidence 3 we would like to reiterate our conc
already indicated during the stakeholder consultatioNovember, i.e. this methoduy was
already used for previous RP's, but pr

assumptions. Furthermore we would like to highlight the fact, that even with this met|
very significant efficiency improvement can be observedN@Rs in the previous years. Tl
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leads to the question, why no embedded efficiency gain is assumed by the PRB in the
submitted by States for the initial cost estimates?

ANSP
(DFS)

The increasingly high volatility of the traffic situation makesry difficult to set meaningf.
targets for the entire reference period. All three evidence approaches are so far off eacl
that confidence in all of them is low. With the information provided, it is impossible to pr
advice on the validity dactors included or not. The quality and confidence could be impri
by considering |l ocal circumstances for
plex. Targets should lehallenging, but transparent and achievable. If a process iswhbith
is only understood of a small group of scientists, it is not transparent to the community
ertheless, the study underlines the arguments of DFS in older RPs, that the individual s
should be reflected in the process of target settingd/phge 41).

ANSP
(skeyes)

FABEC experts agree that the methodology to calculate the AdidenCEF targets is not st
ficiently disclosed, and the evidence is incomplete. All the underlying material must |
closed, including calculations, simulaticstadies, all assumptions and parameter configt
tion. A consultation is meaningless without this information! For example, in the cont
the academic study, there is no information about robustness of applied models ai
proaches available, the treaémt of outliers, or the teshg of different functions, all of whic
can alter and distort the results profoundly. All three evidence approaches are so far o
each other that confidence in all of them is low. With the information provided it is $ibjp®
to provide advice on the validity of factors included or not. The quality and confidence
be improved by considering local circumstances for target setting.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

We disagree on the use of evidence 2 and 3 (see details in the mestions).

ANSP
(Austro Control)

see our comment regarding 6.4

ANSP (NAVIAIR)

In 2023, the Danish ANSP' s experience |
negative impact on its performanoegarding environmental and capacity objeciv€onsid-
ering the need for increased operational robustness and the necessity to increase ATC
levels, the Danish ANSP finds it unrealistic andii#d to reduce costs in the RP4 period.

Member State
(Germany)

Based on the evidence made aabié it seemseaasonable to assume that the assumptic
made in the model are not consistent. For example: By the time, when member state
mitted their initial cost data they we
ment and capacity. Whiccould have led toraunderestimation of cost. Given the ambitic
proposed in the area of capacity and environment one could reasonably argue that tt
these expectations cost would need to be extrapolated in an expiah (instead of an linea
way). Unfortunately, the report is not providing details in this respect. In addition, the re
ity of the historical data used cannot be assessed given the details available in the
PRB's report.

Member State
(Netherlands)

The academic studies are samito the once used in RP3 target setting and with two ex
tions still have the same weaknesses. The two models are not demonstrated to be rob
the results indicate they are not. snmmary:- Robustness not showrUsages of purchasin
parity unclar - Outlier test unclear Test of variable relevance is not shown, uncléhrclear
selection of functionsUnclear if sample size is sufficierttieterogeneity of sample is large
KPA interdependencies are not taken into account.

NSA
(Latvia2)

Unfortunately, it is not clear how the MS estimates for RP4 were taken into account. T
of the academic approach is to be welcomed, but it seems incomypletgoeriod used in the
analysis from 2012 to 2019 is a stable growth in aviation and thepenigigl of the Covid 9
years was excluded. It does not consider the local circumstances and the current situi
the MS (the impact of the Russian war in Ukraine, while considering that this is the !
sequential crisis where cesaving measureme implemented). Thus, the countries start R
from different starting positions with the same targets, with the PRB assumption thi
shortcomings have already been eliminated in RP3, thus not providing equal conditil
achieving the targets. Thesre concerns whether the academic approach sufficiently
sider the conflicting nature of the targets the achievement of capacity and environmer,
targets there is a significant role of additional funding needed.

NSA
(Germany)

While the models ardescribed, used raw data, other information, assumptions, calculat
explanations and the interaction of the parameters are not made transparent. In gener
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methodology of the determination cannot be fully retraced. As shown in the examples |
we got the opinion that PRB did a mixture of detailed analysis and unfortunately me
sumptions which are neither derived using data nor explained in detail. In general, we
appreciate more transparency in order to be able tivaee or support thgroposed target
range values. As examples for assumptions without evidence or with other flaws as st
Main report No 127 (assumption that ANSPs prioritised for the shown year2Q08 &c-
counting conservatism and targets lack ambition), No 128, Ntasd4@mption that ANSPs d
not efficiently adapt their cost base in regards to Covid, while especially staff cannot be
icantly adjusted on a year to year basis, if the expectation is, to have any staff left in
lowing years and operating costge to some degree fixed costs as technical equipment
still need maintenance work. On the contrdignes of very low traffic were used sometim
long due maintenance, which would otherwise have impacted on capacity). The requ
ANSPs to use pdemic to implement innovative or radical changes in their operations
neither reflect upon the major problems of supply chains which remain even until toda
does it consider the fact, that due to lack in income most stakeholders in aviationdedalyt
measures of improvement, even if those had been decided before the pandemic. We
list of othe examples from Annex | which we are happy to provide for better understa
of our doubts.Corrections to submitted data without verification witte originator seems
rather farfetched, even in this case it can be supposed to be in favour of the stakehc
question. Also, the general assumption that initial cost data from ANSPs do contain a
amount of regulatory bargaining is not suppdrtdét punishes any stakeholder who actus
did try and submit the best possible data and incentivisesvtbag kind of behaviouit is
also unclear of the used three pieces of evidence are weighted equally. Was there any
eration weighting the evihces not equal?

NSA
(Croatial)

RP4 characterize a strong need temeest as much in obsolete infrastructures as in innc
tion to realize the EU lorgrm goals depicted iAirspace Architecture vision / ATM Mas|
Plan. The benefits of these projeitslude improved quality and capacity which do not tre
late into cost reductions at least not in the short run. CEF targets should be set accord

NSA
(Cyprus)

The methodologies are not always transparent, especially the ones used in order to
compliance with the targets

NSA
(France

The evidences provide outputs in various directions: combining them into one set of tai
not deemed appropriate. The lack of details on the way each evidence was establisht
not enable a proper assesent (e.g. on inputs, assumptions, sensitivity to various par¢
ters) and does not ensure consistency with local circumstances (highlighted by the ide
tion of several singularities by some MS on certain elements pointed out by PRB). So
tradicting elements are also hampering trust in thdiability of the outcome, for exampl
when noting an overestimation of RP3 i

mance plans and the application of overhead by PRB in some MS RP4 initial costwvedit:
as acknowledging the interdependency with other areas while only relying on the reten
certain inefficiencies (..) that MS tra
operational performances leading to improved capacity and enveatahoutcomes.

NSA
(Polang

Answering the question raised it can be stated that the results in terms of CEF target ¢
sistent with the input. However there aserious concerns about the validity and approprie
ness of the methodology itself, espabi regarding the basis for the conclusions drawn in
academic study.

NSA
(Italy)

Target setting process should be based on real experience and results and move fi
lesson learnt to foster further improvements as beneficial for the system. Wodwdbgy that
is based on a pure theoretical model runs the risk of not reflecting the complexity of the
ronment where ANSPs are asked to operate. In that context, the request to the States
vide initial cost estimates for RP4 fits perfectly. Bbésuse States have the highest sensiti
in identifying cost boundaries that takeédrtonsideration safety requirements, the compley
of the environment, improvements planning and ANSPs financial viability. Said that, it
that in the PRB propasboth Member States submission as well a proper analysis of 1
the historical datare not accompanied by a transparent disclosure of the methodology
for the calculations. For what said above, and further disclosed in answer 6.4, the ac
study is not supported.

NSA

Historicalperformanceand data doesn't give in current situation any benefit.
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(Estonia)

NSA The methodologies (Evidence8)Ylcombined and applied by the PRB may not support ai

(Switzerland) equate target setting for cosfficiency and the final methodology to calculate the Uwidde
CEF targets in terms of weighing the Evidences is not sufficiently disclosed. All the un
material including the final calculations should be disclosed. In the context of the ac:
study included in Annex Il of the PRB report, there is no information about robustness
plied models and approaches available, thatmmeent of outliers, or the testing of differer
functions, all of which can alter and distort the results considerably.

NSA RP4 characterize a strong need témeest as much in obsolete infrastructure as in innova

(Croatia 2) to realize the EU longrm goals depicted in Airspace Architecture vision / ATM Master
The benefits of these projects include improegality and capacity which do not transle
into cost reductions at least not in the short run. CEF targets should be set accordingly

NSA The methodology supports the target ranges as presented, however, we have some ct

(Austria) with the methoddogy, in particular the academic study.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

| agree to that PRB must combine statistical evidences to estimate the range of costs.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

ATCEUC understood that the aage evolution of the total costompared to the averag;
evolution of the SU, or the IFR movements, from 2012 to 2019, are the only two ele
considered to produce PRB forecasts. This methodology does not look appropriate to
resilient financiakcheme for such an essential infrastructure. Traffic patterns, level of
plexity, relation between level of traffic and complexity, geopolitical situations, evoluti
labour market, local specificities: these elements need to be captured to buibd dogecast.
The submission of Meber states is mixed with these PRB forecasts, the final result dot
appear to be sufficiently accurate to be used for planning of ANSPs financing f@02025

Tablel8- Comments received @uestion 6.2.



PRB analysis

265

266

267

268

269

In response to the survey questiér?, most of

the stkeholders(37 out of 47) expressed disa-
greement with themethodology and evidence
provided in the PRB reporvhile eight were in
agreementThe predominantlisagreement came
from ANSPs and NSAs, while the majority of air-
linesagreed to some extent

When it comes to the comments received, the
mainthemes addressed by the respondents-
cern

I The e ofhistoricaldata, methodologyand
consideration ofnitial RP4latasubmitted by
the MemberStates

1 The disclosure request of more detailed anal-
ysis;and

1 The reed for contextual considerationsand
interdependency among KP.

Some stakeholdersommented on theeliability

of using historical data and academic studies for
forecastng future costs. Stakeholders argukat
historical data may not adequately account for
contextual differences between periods and the
multifaceted factors influencing cos&akehold-
ers questiord the lack of adjustments for future
investments and chaimg external factors in his-
torical data analysis, which could lead to inaccu-
rate cost estimationsSpecificallysome argued
that investments are necessdoyr staffing andn-
frastrucures innovationFor this reasonstake-
holderssuggestd the inclusionn the analysis of
RP4 initial data submitted by the Member States.

Somecommented ona lack of transparency in
PRB methodologies, particularly concernimayt
data, calculationsassumptionsandthe determi-
nation of baseline valueSpecificallyconcernng
the Academicstudy, they emphasisethe neces-
sity to disclo® the robustness of the modeénd
the handlingof outliers

Stakeholderglemandedtargetsetting processes
rooted in realworld experience and operational
results, arguing for methodologi#sat reflect the
complexity of the operational environment and
prioritise operational considerations over purely
theoretical models. Additionally, they stredshe
importance of adopting nuanced approaches that
account for diverse regional and geopolitifzec-
tors, rather than imposing uniform target require-
ments across different states.

270
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Stakeholdersarguad that the interdependency
among KBs should be considered in the target
setting procesgiven the difficulty ofeaching the
capacity and environmemargetswithin the pro-
posed rangesand the proposed cosefficiency
targetsranges

PRB response

271

272

273

274

The PRBas considered the comments received
from stakeholdersregardingthe approach fol-
lowed and the statistical methodologiexom-
binedto estimate a rangefaosts and the related
unit cost for RP4The PRB has decided to revise
the methodologysedto estimate the 2024 base-
lineand the2029 cost base.

Regarding the 2024 baselinke PRB has decided
to revise its methodology tput more weighton

the cost brecasts submitted by Member States
Formore details regarding the revised methodol-
ogy for the definition of the 2024 baseline values,
please refer to the PRB response to question 6.5.

Regarding the PRB cost forecasts, the ¢RB
greeswith the commentsquestioningthe validity

of theseforecass. As discussed during the consul-
tation eventthe difference in 2029 costs between
the PRB forecast and the Member Stasedbmis-
siors (7%)waslargely due to a small number of
Member Statepresenting a disproptionate in-
crease incost (Annex | of the PRB advice to the
target ranges for RP4yWhen excludingthe six
submission showing the largest difference with
the PRB forecadhe differencebetween the PRB
forecasts and the Member Statssibmissiosfor

2029 becomes negligibld (1%. As a conclusion,
the PRB forecast (IFR based) is in line with the ma-
jority of the submission§.or more details regard-
ing thePRB costs forecast, please refer to the PRB
response to question 6.3.

Regading the need for contexal considerations

as stated in the PRB response to question 6.1,
these are taken in due consideration during the
assessment process and through the comparator
groupsanalysis Regarding the need to consider
interdependencies in the target setting process,
the proposed costefficiency targets provide
enough resources tsupportthe implementation

of operational improvements necessary to
achievethe targetsin the other three KPA$I-
nally, Annex IV of the Regulation allows tieo
potential deviations fromthe costefficiency
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criteria providedthat the conditions for such de-
viatiors are satisfied.

275 As stated in the PRB response of Questionigel, t
PRB refutes the claim of any lack of transparency
in the methodological approach.



Question 6.3

276

277

278

The PRB apptiestatistical analyses to forecast the

Unionwide cost base for RP4. The PRB also con-

sidered in the analysighe submissions from the
Member States and the historical values (without
considering the years impacted by the CGMD
pandemic).In Question 63, respondents were
asked‘Towhat extent do you agree with the pro-
posed approach?

45 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 24 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;

1 14 NSA and Member Statepresentatives
and

1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies

Error! Reference source not fourdhows the dis-
tribution of the repliesThe majority ofstakehold-
ers (34) did not agreavith the proposed appro#c
of the statistical analys($2fully disagreed and2
disagreed to some extent), wh&respondents
agreed (tvo fully agreed andour agreed to some

extent). When analysing the responses by stake-

holder category,hte majority ofANSPs and NSA
andMember Sate representatives disagreed that
the proposed approachprovided in the PRB report
supports theUnion Wide cost base for RPehe
majority of airlines four) disagreed to some ex-
tent. One professional staff representative fully
agreed, while one fyldisagreed.
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Figurel9 ¢ Number of replies to question 6.30"what ex-
tent do you agree withroposed approachBtatistical anal-
ysis) (source: PRB elaboration).

279 Individual comments arbisted in Table19 (next

page) 37 out of 47 respondens made a&omment
on the question, out of which:

1 23 ANSPsdncludingone association;

1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;

1 EightNSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 One pofessional staff representativimdy.
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6.3To what extent do you agree with the proposed approg&itatistical analysis)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

Excluding the years of the pandemic from the consideration (not the statistical analys
our pointof view not the best approach, as the years of the Cb®igandemic have show
some of the most pressing items in ATC provision in Europe: Missing scalability and f
to adjust cost and service provision to the actual situation. This shoulbealsgarded in
some way in the baseline setting, as most ANSPs were not able to adjust to the situe
much as airlines had to. Bad performing ritoies which were more or less continuing a:
there was no downturn in traffic have now the same recpweethods as those countries th|
have gone the extra mile.

Airline
(IATA)

The models consider data up to 2019 (only RR®)wn inefficiencies in RP3 should alsc
considered, from unambitious target setting to factual proof that costs can be loareeti
timated/determined, giving room to increase ANSPs regulatory returns, which the ecc
regulation and regulators should be limiting. Statistical analysis is supported, but mo
data already contain inefficiency. Models are also limitedl@svgR2). Results similar to initi
submitted data might only mean that hypothesis under the initial estimations are reprod
ble. Note that the forecast based on number of IFR flights is more relevant (it affects mc
staff dimensioning) than the onesed on service units (for same number of flights, he¢
aircrafts increase service units with low impact in staff or technology (and, therefore, c|

Airline
(ERA)

Not including COVID years could have been beneficial which may have highlightdisi
sues with ANSP scalability and flexibility.

Airline
(Easyjet)

It would have been appropriate to consider B®VID years as well. These years have sl
some of the issues within the ANSP community e.g. only limited scalability and flexil
adjust cost and service provision to the actual situation. While ANSPs did not adapt th
base and did not implement innovative or radical changes within their operations
COVID, the Uniewide targets of cosefficiency and capacity have beentlp met for

2020/21. The low impact of delays on the cost base, as indicated by the academic stui
missioned by te PRB, should advise to include the COVID years in the historical analys
ysis of the state submissions needs to follow in a negttetensure the targets are ambitiot
and realistic. Determined costs have been consistently above the actual costs of the
during RP2 and RP3. RP3 showed that costs have been lower than estimated. We wou
the PRB to more carefully assessé&st’ predictions as thes

biases and conflict of interest, as there is a regulatmgntive for ANSPs to retain efficienci
as showed by the regulatory returns ANSPs have been collecting in the COVID years

Airline
(ME)

It would have been appropriate to consider the COVID years as well. These years hay
some of theissues within the ANSP community e.g. only limited scalability and flexib|
adjust cost and service provision to the actual situation. Whig&P&Nlid not adapt their co
base and did not implement innovative or radical changes within their operations
COVID, the Uniewide targets of cosefficiency and capacity have been both met

2020/21. The low impact of delays on the cost basadisated by the academic study col
missioned by the PRB, should advise to include the COVID yeardsiotfieahanalysis. Ana
ysis of the state submissions needs to follow in a next step to ensure the targets are an
and realistic. Determined sts have been consistently above the actual costs of the A
during RP2 and RP3. RP3 showed that costs have been lower than estimated. We wou
the PRB to more carefully assess State

biasesand conflict of interest, as there is a regulatory incentive for ANSPs to retain efficir
as showed Y the regulatory returns ANSPs have been collecting in the COVID years

ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa satiksin

Forecasting based on historical performanaeioalude inefficiencies. Magnitude of cost s
ings during the crisis must be taken into account at least as a context.

ANSP
(FABEC)

By calculating a baseline value above the costs submitted by members states, the PRI
an artificial inflation of th baseline value: it has an impact-0f6% on the advised targe
range. In addition, the models used are overly simplistic, they only calculate the avera
lution of the total costs compared to the average evolution of the service units, or tt
movements, for 2012 to 2019. The PRB admits that the complexity was not taken into g
to explain the evolution of costs. It is wal why the evolution of costs during the years 2(
to 2019 directly relate to the evolution of costs during the yeag126 2029? Why was n
inflation added to the model? The correlation of the model is significantly too low (
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meaning they cannot be used to forecast accurately (higher than 80% is the norm). F
more, the assumptions of the academic study, thatPeNSperate in the same economic a
legal environment, cannot be supported.

ANSP
(Polish AiNavigation
Services Agency)

Taking into account the MSs’ submissio
taking into account local circumstancegldaking into account feasibility and actual perf
mance by end of RP3. We agree that historical data analysis should not be affected
from years impacted by the COMI® pandemic. However, the target setting needs to sup|
operational performancand consider high traffic volatility, including at local level (pos:
further changes to traffic flows after the wards). Proposing costs at different level th
submitted by the States should be supported by additional analysis of impact on #hes
plans regarding staffing and investments which were submitted in the additional inforn
together with cost forecasts

ANSP Evidence t Member States submissions The PRB should take into account only M

(ROMATSA) States submission data setidence 2~Cost f orecast based or
calculates the average evolution of the total costs compared to the average evolution
service Units or the IFR during the period 2012 to 2019; and the PRB admits that this
doesmt consider the complexity of the <co
models presented is significantly too low: acadehyicaa coefficient higher than 80% is tl
norm to indicate a good correlation. The result of the models showd 8%yof the cost evo
lution, which is insufficient.

ANSP We believe that the statistical analyses are the right tool for the benchmarking exercist

(Port Lotniczy Byd- DEA, SFA methods and regression analyses are commonly used in thi®wemeer, we be

goszcz S.A)) lieve that the conclusions should be drawn by taking into consideration more than ju
academic study

ANSP Please refer to our comments on question 6.2 and additiond&tggarding historical values

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

the PRB asuimes that RP4 will take place in a similar context to previous years cove
regulation (excluding those affected by COIBID However, as stated several times in

report, the priorities for the near future are capacity delivery and environmenfabie-
ments, but no evidence of these trads is included in the proposed approacRegarding
the academic studyTo calculate the Uniewide taiget ranges for RP4, the PRB also use
academic study on cost inefficiency based on a benchmarkingaagbpthat ignores the dif
ferent contexts of air navigation service provision, as detailed in the comments to qu
6.4. Furthermore, evidence 2 does not include the costs of NSAs and Eurocontrol in t
inefficiency gains, which makes the effortui#ggd from ANSPs even highe®.0% CAGR uj
per bound and 3.5% lower bound).

ANSP
(LVNL)

See answer in 6.2. LVNL advocates to use the RP4 data set submission of the Nether

ANSP
(ENAV)

For what reported in answer 6.2, please consider that iropimion the PRB should take in
account only Member States submission data Getsider as well that the approach of ¢
veloping cost forecast based on historical data is weak: as admitted by the PRB, the
that calculates the average evolution oéttotal costs compared to the average evolutior|
the service Units or the IFR during the period 2012 to 2019, does not consider the con
of the evolution of the costs. Moreover, the correlation coefficient of the models presen
significantly ®o low: academically a coefficient higher than 80% is the norm to indicate ¢
correlation. The result of the models shows only 19% of the evolution of the cost, w
insufficient

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

Pl ease refer to the docBRBsprdposal &nNRR4 eB8EienCy
target r an g eMeimber SHates sllemssi@Bhel PRB should take into accol
only Member States submission data set. 17 Evidenre€@st forecast based on historic
data. < The model eevautionof thatota coststchnmgpared voehe aver:
evolution of the service Units or the IFR during the period 2012 to 2019; and the PRB
that this method does not consider the complexity oféghe ol ut i on of t h
cient of correl#ion of the models presented is significantly too low: academically a coeff
higher than 80% is the norm to indicate a good correlation. The result of the models
only 19% of the evolution of the cost, which is insufficient.

ANSP
(EANS)

The PRBhould take into account only the Member States submission data set.
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ANSP
(DSNA)

The PRB should only consider the data provided by Member States in the performan
draft. The model used in the 2nd evAsdhe
time scale goes by it can only increase the inaccuracy of the forecast. PRB should not t
models to forecast the 2029 costs; Furthermore, the coefficient of correlation of the mc
significantly low (19%), meaning they cannot be usddrexast accurately as stated by t
PRB (academically, a coefficient higher thé 8the norm to indicate a good correlation

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Costefficiency target ranges lack justified interdependencies with any other KPA and ti
therein, whit suggest that interdependencies are recognized in theory onlpssassmen
of cost efficiency will be separated from the other KPA. Furthermore, there is lack of su
explanation of the methodology how baselines values have been derived aswielt &sthe
impact of CP1 in terms of cesfficiency. It would be beneficial if PRB could explain bette
meaning of paragraph 127 of the main r
ciency in the planning process, in which some ANSP#igeit accounting conservatism ov
the ambition of more efficiencand the provision of more capacity. Moreover, the lower
tual unit cost indicated that the targets lacked ambition. Both reasons have led to the sit
in which the systemwasfarfro opt i mal "

ANSP
(CANSO)

In addition to our answer to 6.2: Evidence Mlember States submissiariBhe PRB shoul
take into account only Member States submission data set. EvidenCest forecast base|
on historical data- The model calculates theerage evolution of the total costs compared
the average evolution of the service Units or the IFR during the period 2012 to 2019; ¢
PRB admits that this method does not consider the complexity of the evolution of the ¢
The coefficient of aoelation of the models psented is significantly too low: academicall
coefficient higher than 80% is the norm to indicate a good correlation. The result of the r
shows only 19% of the evolution of the cost, which is insufficient.

ANSP
(Austro ©ntrol)

The PRB should take into account only Member States submission.

ANSP
(ANSCR)

The model calculates the average evolution of the total costs compared to the average
tion of the service Units or the IFR during the period 2012 to 2019; arfflRBeadmits tha
this method does not consider the complexity of the evolution of the costs. The coeffic
correlation of the models presented is significantly too low: academically a coefficient
than 80% is the norm to indicate a good correlatiThe result of the models shows only 1
of the evolution of the cost, which is infcient.

ANSP
(LFV)

Evidence * Member States submissianEhe PRB should take into account only Mem
States submission data set. EvideneeCbst forecast baseoh historical data- The model
calculates the average evolution of the total costs compared to the average evolution
service Units or the IFR during the period 2012 to 2019; and the PRB admits that this
does not consider the complexity oktlevolution of the costs.

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’'s view:

Average of averages of several estimates usually ends up as a worse proxy than just
lated actual data or initial estimates based on actual data. 2024 baseline shouketeds:
costs that were provided by Memb8tates. From the submitted Initial data. Verified ¢
crosschecked by data in current approved Performance Plans, since they are not rei
ones. Potentially verified and approved by NSAs and consulted witls AU O roy-case
(State level) basis. And then summing the to the tatdlaverage. Or new estimates could

provided by States. The same approach
and othere n t iptovidedplanned costs, not lifentiating methodology as it creates ev|
more bias. Or then baseline and target

overall State level

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

Evidence 1 Member States submissions

The PRB should take into account only Men3iates submission data set.

Evidence 2 Cost forecast based on historical data.

. The model calculates the average evolution of the total costs compared to the
age evolution of the service Units or the IFR during the period 2012 to 2019; and tiasF
acknowledged that this method does not consider the complexity of the evolution of the
. The coefficient of correlation of the models presented is significantly too low:
demically a coefficient higher than 80% is the norm to indicate a gwoelation. The resuli
of the models shows only 19% of the evolution of the cost, which is insufficient.
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ANSP
(DFS)

In addition to our answers to 6.2.:

Evidence 1 The PRB should take into account only Member States submission data se
Evidence 2 The model calculates the average evolution of the total costs compare t
average evolution of the service Units or the IFR during the period 2012 to 2019; and t
admits that this method does not consider the complexity of the evolution of the. cidse
coefficient of correlation of the models presented is significantly too low: academically
efficient higher than 80% is the norm to indicate a good correlation. The result of the n
shows only 19% of the evolution of the cost, which is iicgerft.

ANSP
(skeyes)

The models used are overly simplistic, they only calculate the average evolution of tt
costs compared to the average evolution of the service units, or the IFR movements, f
to 2019. The PRB admits that the complexitg mat taken into account to explain the evo
tion of costs. Unsurprisingly, the coefficient of determination of the model is significant
low. In the particular case of Belgium, the years 2012 to 2019 were following a loss

period where investmas and recruitment wex kept at a minimum, thereby building backl
in equipment replacement and jeopardizing the stability of the ATCO pyramid of age.
an abnormally low cost base as reference to extrapolate can only lead to an unrealis
mate. Furthermore, the assumptions of the academic study, that ANSPs operate in thi
economic and legal environment, cannot be supported due to a number of very specif
constraints which are not considered.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

The use of historical a@l costs without taking into account complex factors to forecas
ture costs is questionable. Indeed, the two periods (28022 and 20242029) have very dif
ferent contextsIn the 2012 to 2019 period, most ANSPs have been able to reduce th
cost h real terms (incl. Switzerland). The 22229 Reference Period will be different frc
those of the past, as there is a strong need tinkest in obsolete infrastructures and in |
novation to realise the Airspace Architecturdoris PRB forecast doestrsufficiently take
into consideration the level of modernity of the technical infrastructure, the current ste
|l evel s, the waves of retirements, the
derived from statistical analysis or from brétal values. We therefore recommend to foc
on States submissions which take into account these elements.

ANSP
(Avinor)

See comment to question 6.2.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP is concerned that the statistical method is not fit for purposcastiog
the cost base for RP4. The Danish ANSP fipdsaitnount that the cost levels in the R
period equals the Danish ANSRR029. actual

Member State
(Germany)

Central questions that are unfortunately leftopenbgythPRB* s r epor t i
—thoroughly interesting statistical findings could be used to set efficient targets at un
wide level; and which methodology could be used to enable NSAs in charge to propc
cient, fair and transparent taegs at local level

NSA
(Latvia2)

Such an approach would be effective if all countries were in equal conditions (what w
basis of the analysis, where Celfilwas excluded). In our opinion the different effects of
Ukrainian war (both verfavourableand critical) should be taken into account.

NSA
(Germany)

The approach of using mainly these three parameters seems a good one. But unfortt
in the practical execution of the PRB this approach is not conducted in a satisfying w
more detal on this please see our answer to the question 6.2. As stated before, we can
a list of detailed questions on more aspects of the provided matdtéaivould have appreci
ated as a first step of target range setting, a workshop with involved pd@#gend the date
submission in summer 2023, all stakeholdemknto us would have been happy to provi
more data could upon request to prevent the given amount of assumptions in the pro
approach.

NSA
(Francé

Agreement could be reached on thengeal objective, however, the implementation see
wrong since the linear regression models used to forecast 2029 costs are inaccurate &
low predictability (as evidenced by the 0,19 value for R2). In addition, considering tt
models to predicR024 costs are also inaccurate, the quality of data, degraded over tin
to 2029, can only be poor

NSA
(Italy)

For what reported in answer 6.2, please consider that in our opinion the PRB should t¢
account only Member States submission data €ensider as well that the approach of «
veloping cost forecast based on historical data is weak: the average evolution of the tot,
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compared to the average evolution of the service Units or the IFR during the period 2
2019, does not considéine complexity of the evolution of the costs. Moreover, the corr:
tion coefficient of the models presented is sigaintly too low: academically a coefficie
higher than 80% is the norm to indicate a good correlation. The result of the models
only 19% of the evolution of the cost, which is insufficient.

NSA Historical data and values doesn’t give right picture, union wide approach is not cor

(Estonia) states are in very different situations causedrbgsian agression and war against Ukre.

NSA By calculating a baseline value abovedbsts submitted by States, the PRB creates an ¢

(Switzerland) cial inflation of the baseline value, which has an impa€},6%6 on the advised targets rang
In addition, the models used are ovesgignplistic, they only calculate the average evolutiol
the total costs compared to the average evolution of the service units, or the IFR move
for 2012 to 2019. The PRB admits that the complexity was not taken into account to ¢
the evolutionof costs. It is unclear why the evolution of costs during the &&dr2 to 2019
directly relate to the evolution of costs during the years 2024 to 2029.

NSA The forecast should primarily based on Member State submissions. The use of histtai

(Austria) distorts the picture. Actual costs of previous years, some more than 10 years in the pi

none more current than 4 years ago are an inappropriate baseline in our opinion.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Statistical analysis isryecomplex to use due to the diversity of ANSPs situation. This is fi
developed below. Using historical values is also complicated as the situation can be cor
different in terms of complexity, needs of resources. During the last 10 yearsio220B85,
2020, 2021 and 2022 can be 17 considered as low traffic years. Data for these years ci
used to draw conclusions for 2024 level of resources necessary

Tablel9- Comments received on Question 6.3



PRB analysis

280

281

282

283

284

285

In response to the survey question grAost of
the stakeholders expressed disagreement with
the proposed approach of the statistical analysis
(34 out of 47) whilesixagreed All categories of
stakeholders werenostlydisagreeing.

When it comes to the commn received, the
main themes addressed by the respondents re-
gard:

1 The eclusion of COWVIDO pandemic gars
from analysis

1 The e of historical datandMe mb e r
submissionsand

I Transparency regarding tf@recastingneth-
odology

Stakeholders comented onthe decision toex-
clude the COVHD9 pandemic years from the
analysis, arguing that these years shed light on
critical issues within the ANSP communiiigey
commented orthe lack of scalability and flexibility
among ANSPs to adjust their costd aarvice pro-
vision to match the actual traffic situationhey
alsostres®d the importance of considering AN-
SPs' ability to adapt to fluctuations in traffic vol-
ume, noting that the challenges faced during the
pandemicunderscorel the need for more dy-
namc and adaptable cost sirtures.

There is a consensus among stakeholders regard-
ing the importance of historical data in forecasting
future costs, but they raiseconcerns about the
methodology used and advocate for a more nu-
anced approachlhey consider tht the volatility

of the cost evolution and the different context of
RP4with respect to RP2 should be taken into ac-
count.

Stakeholdersemphassed the significance of
Member States' submissions in setting realistic
baselines and targets, criticizing theewf simplis-
tic models that overlook the complexity of cost
evolution. They highligat the need for more so-
phisticated analytical techniques that account for
contextual differences and the evolving nature of
the aviation sector.

Stakeholders stresd the importance of transpar-
ent methodologies in setting baseline values and
targets, calling for more detailed explanatioms o
the PRB's decisiemaking processes. Thepm-
mented onthe perceivedack of consideration for
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the impact of geopolitical events, $uasRussia s
war of aggression against Ukrajnen cost fore-
casts, and advocalefor more contextaware
strategies. Overall, stakeholders empheasithe
need for greater transparency, accountability, and
adaptability in the methodologies used by the PRB
to ensure informed decisieamaking and effective
costefficiency targets.Moreover, some stake-
holderscommented orthe low predictivepower

of the forecasting modelgreflected by theR),
fearing potential inaccuracy.

PRB response

St al %garding the decision &xclude the years of the

COVIEL9 pandemic from the analysihie PRB
understand that these have been challenging
times for the sector as a whole. However, these
years are viewed as an anomagpecially for the
costefficiency KPAdence, their inclush in fore-
casting would introduce a degree of uncertainty
and inaccuracy not conducive to stricting an
effective forecast.

Regarding the PRB cost foresasie variables in-
cludedandthe statistical method (i.e. fixed effect
approach)take into considration the multidi-
mensional factors influencing the evolution of fu-
ture coststo the maximum extent possibléll
forecasting methodologies are based on historical
data. The absence of complete and reliable infor-
mation on variables such as complexity s-akd
flight-hours controlled prevented the inclusion of
these metrics in the forecasts (as detailed i A
nex| of the PRB aibe on the target ranges for
RP4). Nevertheless, the PRB would like to stress
that differences across periods and local differ-
enas have been considered in the forecasting ex-
ercise as much as possible (e.g. forecasts include
the baseline adjustments). As stated in the PRB re-
sponse of Question 6.1h¢ PRBelieves that the
assumptions and thmethodology followed have
been presentedand discussed in full transpar-
ency. Finally, egarding the statistical accuracy of
the modelsthe PRB highlights that théiR not a
suitable measure of forecast accuracy. When con-
sidering metrics more suitable evaluatefore-
castingcapabilitiesboth PRB forecasts (calculated
based on IFR movements and service units) show
a MAPBof 5.7% indicatingthat the inaccuracy of
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the modelsis, on average, approximately only
5.7%"

288 Asdescribed in response to question 6.2, the 7%
difference between the PRB foecast and the
Member State'ssubmissioawas largely due to a
small number of Member Statesbmittinga dis-
proportionate increase in coswver RP4Annex |
of the PRB advice to the target ranges for RP4).
When excluding the six submissions showing the
largest difference with the PRB forecast, the dif-
ference between the PRB forecasts and the Mem-
ber Statessubmissionfor 2029 becomes negligi-
ble (1.1%)Consideringhis, and tatake into con-
siderationthe feedbackreceived, he PRBiasde-
cided torevise tle calculatiormethodologyof the
2029 cost basenderlying thecostefficiencytar-
gets.

289 The revisednethodologyusesasa point of refer-
encethe costssubmitted by the Member States
provided that these costs do not exceE8D% of
the 2019 baselinactualvaluesIf these costsire
abovethis threshold, thePRBcost forecastgIFR
movement baseare usedo define the2029 cost
base Wi t h this approach, five Member State’ s
submissions have been replaced by the PRB cost
forecast for the calculation of the029 Union
wide costs.

290 The PRB notes that such an approach is without
prejudice to the assessment of the draft perfor-
mance plans that will be carried agfrom Octo-
ber, for whichlocal circumstances or deviations
for the costefficiency targets will bexamined

4In statistics, the Mean Absolute Percentage Error (MAPE) is a measure usednindetes accuracy of a forecasting method by calculat-
ing the average of absolute percentage errors of predictMARE is a metric reflecting the averapgecentage deviation between pre-

dicted values and their corresponding actual values in a datasétP& Malue below 10% is generally regarded as indicative of good accu-
racy.



Question 6.4

201

292

293

The PRB considered as an input the study under-
taken by academics on the ANSPs cost base ineffi-
ciency Annex Il of the reportin Question 6.4, re-
spondent s iwewhat extestlde ybu “
agree with the proposed approa¢h?

46 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

T 23 ANSPsncludingone association;
1 Five &lines,includingthree associations;
I 16 NSA and Member State representatives;
and 294
1 Two pofessional staff representative bodies

Figure20 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders gB did not agree
with the proposed approach ahe academic
study (24 fully disagreed andl5 disagreed to
some extent), whilédwo respondents agreed to
some extentWhen analysing the responses by
stakeholder categoryhe majority of ANSPs and
NSAandMemberSate representatives disagreed
that the academic studyrovided in the PRB re-
port tackles theANSPs cost base inefficienaji
airlines five) disagreed to some exie One pro-
fessional staff representatiieodyfully disagreed
while the other professional staff representative
body disagreed to some extent.

Number of replies

30
25
20
15

10
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5
2 1
Fully agree Agreeto  Disagree to Fully No opinion
some extent some extent  disagree

ANSPs Airlines M NSAs & MS Professional staff representative bodies

Figure20 ¢ Number of replies to question 6.4 Ap"what
extent do you agree witproposed approach@Academic
study)' (source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments arbsted in Table20 (next
page) 38 out of 47 repondentsmade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1
)l
1

21 ANSP#)cludingone association;

Faur arlines,includingtwo associations;

11 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

Two pofessional staffepresentative bodies.
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6.4To what extent do you agree with the proposed approgéicademic study)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Gnap)

Lufthansa Group regrets that the initial cost data has not besnded more in the academ
study to forecast the inefficiency to be reached until the end of RP4. This would have
that ANSPs themselves are not ambitious to achieve furtherafficigains during RP4. 4
alternative academic study by university Leuven on behalf of A4E confirms that the eff
gap of equal magnitude, but comes to the conclusion that it widens again during RP4 |
This is very worrying as ANSPs themselvesdb st ri ve for effici
but even planto become more inefficient again, losing the gains achieved since RP;
would mean 15 years of efficiency gains would be lost

Airline
(IATA)

Previous academic study (2018), withadantil 2016, revealed an inefficiency of 40% wil
using the DEAnodel, however with this new calculation, using data until 2019, DEA |
ciency is calculated at 15% (without delays). Please explain the change. The reason c
wrong use of delays ithe model. Cosgfficiency is about to provide the required quality
service at lower (optimum) cost. If adding delays in the model results in higher efficiency
the model seems to conclude better cedficiency when not delivering the requirgdality
of service, which sounds wrong, because in such caseitheot even costffectiveness, (the
costs are not fulfilling their purpose of providing capacity), so efficiency cannot be ev
cussed. The conclusion that we either assume more déagsroute extensions) or we a
sume cost inefficiency needs correctidimere has to be a way to provide quality efficien
We miss the actual benchmarking previous study provided

Airline
(Easyjet)

The A4E RP4 cesfficiency study confirms that théficiency gap for RP3 and RP4 are of e(
magnitude. However, it also raises concern by concluding that this gap is projected tc
during RP4, reaching 19% instead of diminishing. This is alarming because ANSPs nc
to pursue efficiency gaims the upcoming five years but also plan to become more ineffic
thereby reversing the progress made since RP2. If this trend persists, it implies that t
ciency gains of the past 15 years wibloé forfeited.

Airline
(A4E)

The A4E RP4 cesfficiency study confirms that the efficiency gap for RP3 andieP4 equal
magnitude. However, it also raises concern by concluding that this gap is projected tc
during RP4, reaching 19% instead of diminishing. This is alarming because ANSPHihc
to pursue efficiency gains in the upcoming five years but also plan to become more inei
thereby reversing the progress made since RP2. If this trend persists, it implies that t
ciency gains of the past 15 years would be forfeited.

ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa satiksin

Just as a reference, study on inefficiencies is acceptable.

ANSP
(FABEC)

In the academic study, the 16% gap is not backed by realistic computation data or robu
el s. Furthermore, the ef flateinteecostsyThesbiggest #a
of using a DEA is to consider that all 29 ANSPs are operating in the same legal, fiscal
nomic environment. The benchmarking (and the variability observed) only shows this
odological flaw: not the inefficiencyabserved in the codtase of the ANSP, instead it is t
difference in the operating environment. & ktaff costs are influenced by national law wh
purchase parity power (PPP) cannot transcribe accurately. The depreciation costs ar
lated from thepast CAPEX expenditures without any means of actions by the ANSP.
SFA inputs, we can remark that the Capital price has very little correlation of the nun
sector opening hours of the same year. A sum of the Capital price from the last 1skgeass:
to be more realistic for the capital expenditure.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

While the academic study can be considered as an interesting additional view, it shc
disregarded for the purpose of target setting. It needs tatbessed that ATM/ANS indust
is composed of rather small number of entities operating in different states (with many
differences) with a large heterogeity amongst ANSPs. Large differences between outc
of the two models used as well as betwelea current results and the ones from 2019 prc
that the models do not work well for ANSPs and theeefioeir results should not be the bag
for defining expected CEF evolution over RP4. Moreover, the analysis does not conside
of the war and riated traffic changes on individual ANSPs and their CEF performance ni
over RP4.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

ROMATSA cannot support the following approaches in the study:
e it assumes ANSPs operate in

same eco
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e it assumbdoutdatlithéde performing at t
ered e.g. Ukraine war
e there is a lack of transparency
e the baseline of costs is too high
e« Real term cost calculation met hodoihig|
leading conclusions, especially due to high future CAPEX costs
e There is no documentation on robustn

e Variables have not been tested for r
e« ATM/ CNS is very heterogeneous with |
* | rpemdendy of KPAs not addressed

Furthermore:

« NSA and EUROCONTROL cost base should
these, the effort required from ANSPs increase® @ CAGR upper bound adb% lower
bound

e The us &dothbmdgeneosseand the analysis is entirely theoretical.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

The analysis of the academic study is theoretical and its results, which are based on tw
marking models to evaluate the cost inefficiency of ANSPs, cannot e tedpfor the defi-
nition of Unionwide targets, as:

it assumes that all ANSPs operate in
ment and should therefore perform at the same level,

it ignores national t xityg volatilitg and seasonality)taedrtt
gap between operational needs and available resources;

e External factors are not taken into a

*The interdependence of KPAs is not ad

e There is no doc umssoftthe analgsis ortestoutlidrse r o b u

ANSP
(LVNL)

See answer in 6.2. LVNL does not agree with the approach of the academic study. Be
the absence of adequate information we cannot develop a proper consultation positi
this question. The approh seems to be too generic for benchmarking because not all A
are operating in a comparable operational, organizational, (geo)political, economic an
environment. LVNL does not support the approach, the conclusions and the use of tl
demic stuly for target setting

ANSP
(ENAV)

The Academic Study is lacking in robustness in its assumptions and modelling providir
pure theoretical study. In effect:

e it assumes that ANSPs operate in saime
is not realistic;
e it assumes that ANSPs should all be g
performance can be significantly different amongst ANSPs;

e the data set used is not homogeneous
e« the cost baseline is too high;

- t thdg seems to be lacking in transparency, also in terms of variables used;

e not all external factors are conside
e real term cost calculation methodol o
leading conclusions, esgally due to high future CAPEX costs;

e all the entities costs should have by
order to avoid the requirement of an extra effort for ANSPs in terms of cost efficiency.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

Pleasereferda t he document *“ ENAI RE Co mme neffisienay
target ranges’”. ENAI RE cannot support
it assumes that ANSPs operate in same
it as s umeauld alllbeaperfotmmg at thessame level

enot all factors are considered e.g. U
ethere is a lack of transparency

ethe baseline of costs is too high

* Real term cost calculation methodol og
leading conclusions, especially due to high future CAPEX costs

*There is no documentation on robustne
*Variables have not been tested for re
« ATM/ CNS is very heterogeneous with na
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el nt er de p eAsiaat adgressefl FuKhErmore:
«eThe NSA and Eurocontrol cost base sho
e The data set used is not homogeneous

ANSP
(DSNA)

DEA is a good model to estimate produtiiosts of a group of homogenous organization
benchmark it. The flaw of using a DEA is to consider that all 29 ANSPs are operatir
same legal, fiscal and economic environment. The results of the benchmarking (and th
bility observed) showthis methodological flaw: we are not witnessing inefficiency in the ¢
base of the ANSP, we are witnessing difference in the operating environment. The SF,
mating the efficiency of a firm to convert input$o outputs. It measurghow far from the
full cost minimization is the firm. On the inputs, we can remark that the Capital price (|
ciation cost + cost of capital) of a year has very little correlation of the number of sector
ing hours of the same year. A sum of the Capital price frerfasih 10 years seems to be mc
realistic to take into account the capital expenditure.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

The study is theoretical. Mathematics is not finance. It assumes that ANSPs operate
economic and legal environment; that they should all fopeing at the same level; not ¢
factors are considered e.g. Ukraine war; there is a lack of transparency; the baseline
is too high, Real term cost calculation methodology of the PS is not taken into account,
ing in misleading conclusigrespecially due to high future CAPEX costs, there is no doct
tation on robustness or to test outlier§ariables have not been tested for relevan
ATM/CNS is very heterogeneous with national characteristics, Interdependency of KP/
addressed.

ANSP
(CANSO)

CANSO cannot support the following approaches taken by the sitidgsumes that ANSF
operate in same operational, economic and legalironment- it assumes that they shoul
all be performing at the same leveiot all factors are comdered e.g. Ukraine warthere is
a lack of transparency, e.g. for the baseline of costs methodoResl term cost calculatio
methodology of the PS is not taken into account, resulting in misleading conclusions, es
due to high future CAPEX tsThere is no documentation on robustness or to test outl
- Variables have not been tested for relevandd@M/CNS is very heterogeneous withiorél

characteristics Interdependency of KPAs is not addressed Furthermdiiee NSA and Eur
control cost base should be included in the cost inefficiency gdihe data set used is n¢
homogeneous and the analysis is entirely theoretical.

ANSP
(Austro Control)

Academic Study: "the DEA model presents estimated efficiency levels of approximate
while the SFA model estimates efficiency levels of 89%. The weighted average therefi
gests potential efficiency levels of 84%." It is not a reasonable academic approach to {
weightedaverage of two such different result (inefficiency DEA 21801 8%) and conclude
"ANSPs could save approximately 16% of total costs on average by adjusting to be
tices."(see p.41 7.11) It is not reasonable how aversgfédiencies in comparison with be
practise can lead to average costluctions which h&to be delivered by all ANSPs incluc
the best performer. The academic study is not suitable for the EU wide target setting
largevariation in the performance of the multiple ANSPs suggests that-sizefds-all ap-

proach, oo, (c@ep4liTAxy uf ficient. "
ANSP We cannot support the following approaches taken by the study:
(ANSCR) e it assumes that ANSPs operate in sam
e it assumes that they should all/l be p
* not al tondidaredte.g.Ulsraina wae
e there is a lack of transparency
e« the baseline of costs is not transpa
e There is no documentation on robustn
e Variables have not been tested for r
e ATM/ CNS igsneouswittynatioraltclearaderistics
e Interdependency of KPAs is not addre
ANSP This is very complex and LFV supportvieer of CANSO. There is a risk of using an appt
(LFV) that is Do theoretical in the target setting. In order to furthempport the delivery of the en

vironmental and capacity performances, the PRB proposes to recover a proportion of {
SPs’' inefficiency in the costs, noting

the ANSPs to improve operational perfamies. To that end, the PRB proposes to rect
between 5% to 10% (i.e. corresponding to 1/3 and 2/3 of the inefficiency) by the RFd o
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ANSP There is a lack of transparency in the establishment of the cost efficiency targets. Eac
(AVINOR) shoud have a full understanding of their benchmark result.
ANSP Lithuanian ANSP’'s view: Studies are gr

(AB Oro Navigacija)

and is very academic. More comments in other section.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

We cannosupport the following approaches taken by the study:

* it assumes that ANSPs operate in same economic and legal environment

« it assumes that they should all be performing at the same level, or at the same level
ciency / inefficiency it fails to onsider ANSPs such as AirNav Ireland which have the sc
the lowest unit rates in Europe and the corresponding effects of applying awiderineffi-
ciency factor

« there is a lack of transparency in terms of the composition of Union wide targets

« the baseline of costs is not transparently presented

« Real term cost calculation methodology of the PS is not taken into account, resulting
leading conclusions, especially due to high future CAPEX costs

» There is no documentation on robustness otest outliers

« Variables have not been tested for relevance

« ATM/CNS is very heterogeneous with national characteristics

* Interdependency of KPAs is not addressed

Furthermore:

« The NSA and Eurocontrol cost base should be included in the cost ineffigiéns; by ex
cluding these, the effort required from ANSPs increasés366 CAGR upper bound aBb%
lower bound

* The data set used is not homogeneous and the analysis is entirely theoretical.

ANSP
(DFS)

As already explained in the context of trey similar academic study prior to RP3, we do
support the usage of the study results in the development of the EU target range proj
as essential presumed conditions cannot be applied to ANSPs:

ANSPs do NOT operate in the same economic aabddegironment

They are NOT all performing at the same level

Furthermore, essential elements are missing:

No documentation on robustness available

No documentation to test outliers available, which may distort results

Variables have not been tested @ther they are relevant, likelihood that complexity and \
iability are not relevant and thus distortion of results likely

ATM/CNS is very heterogeneous at national level

Interdependency of KPAs is not addressed

The study results cannot be used as dbmtors to develop EU target range proposals

ANSP
(skeyes)

In the academic study, the 16% gap is not backed by realistic computation data or robu,
el s. Furthermor e, the efficiency score

of ushng a DEA is to consider that all 29 ANSPs are operating in the same legal, fiscal
nomic environment. The benchmarking (and the variability observed) only shows this
odological flaw: not the inefficiency is observed in the-base of the ANSIstead it is the
difference in the operating environment. & btaff costs are influenced by national law wh
purchase parity power (PPP) cannot transcribe accurately. The depreciation costs ar
lated from the past CAPEX expenditures without anynmeactions by the ANSP and wh
in the case of skeyes proves to be abnormally low reference. On the SFA inputs, the
the Capital price from the last 10 years seems to be more realistic to take into accot
capital expenditure than a singleaye

ANSP
(Skyguide)

We recommend considering the inputs of States which are based on their operational
and its related dynamic rather than on academic studies.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP is concerned that the benchmark metmddle acadertally sound as
presented by PRB and suitable for bestpractice inspiration-is not a fit for purpose too
in the target setting for the uniewide targets where the process of determining an overa
ing EUlevel of cosdevelopment is wanted.

The Daish ANSP finds it paramount that the cost levels in the RP4 period equals the
ANSP’' s actual expe@2®d cost |l evel from
Considering the need for increased operational robustness and an increase in ATC sta
els, the Danish ANSP findsnrealistic and Héuited to reduce costs in the RP4 period.
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To ensure ambitious performance on the safety, environment, and capacity objective
Danish ANSP must increase ATC staffing which means that costs will have to increast

Member State
(Neherlands)

Not enough detail is given on tlseudy making an evaluation of it difficult. The result set
not to take the specific situations into account, leading to a general figure that cannot b
uated. A more detailed study could possibly givenseded answers.

NSA
(Latvia 2)

*The period used in the analysis from 2012 to 2019 is a stable growth in aviation and tF
period of the Covid9 years was excluded. The academic approach, it seems so, dc
consider the local circumstances of thember states and the current situation of these co
tries, thus, the countries start RP4 from different starting positions with the same target:
the PRB assumption that the shortcomings have already been eliminated in RP3.
*There are concerns whegh the academic approadchufficiently consider the conflicting ni
ture of the targets in the achievement of capacity and environmental targets there is ¢
nificant role of additional funding needed, especially indsts conditions.

NSA
(Germany)

The academic study opens the possibilities to see the results from the two different mo
a range or use the average. While both possibilities exist, there should have been an ¢
tion for the choice made in the end and why it was considered thésudable way forward
In this case, we are looking for target ranges. Using the results from the study also as
would therefore have seemed almost natural. Another major point of criticism is, the
study does not consider that the ANSPs a@terdogeneous entities, existing in very differe
situations and environments. The study assumes that all ANSPs have the same econol
and fiscal situation. As it should be already widely known that this is not the case (as e
different airspae structure/complexity, ANSPs are organised in different forms of comp:
this, too, is an assumption which would not only have been unnecessary, it is also so f
from reality that it leaves all results from the study highly questionable.

NSA
(Coatial)

Academic study on casfficiency finds that the supposed inefficiency in ANSP cost ba
on average 16%. However, this is based on theoretical methods which are based on ¢
alistic analysis and cannot be applied to ANSPs

NSA
(Francé

TheDEAVRS model is a good model to estimate and benchmark production costs of ¢
of homogeneous organizations. However, the 29 ANSPs subject to the Performance re
do operate within various legal (for example with regard to staff regulatiostg)¢cdiscal anc
economic environments. Therefore, applying that model to benchmark ANSiefficastcy
does not look appropriate. The use of the SFA model raises concerns on the data uss
puts. The use of the sum of the Capital price over 16syea one year) could have offere
more realistic results while better reflecting the benefits associated to CAPEX. Again,
of details on the assumptions and parameters (for example, not taking into account 201!
line the DEA/RS and the rationaseipporting the formula to compute potential cost savin
does prevent further assessment or comments. The RP3 academic study was alre
carded as inappropriate to ANSPs, it is the same for RP4.

NSA
(Polang

There are serious doubts regarding theuks of the academic study. The yawning gap ir
sults between the two models applied to describe a single phenomenon (cost inefficie
ANSPs) suggests that either there were some methodological issues with applying

proach to ANSP industry evi{ich is even more likely) there were some issues with input
and/or processing of this data. Averaging the results in a simple arithmetic way is an o
plified workaround of this serious methodological issue

NSA
(Italy)

The Academic Study iskatg in robustness in its assumptions and modelling providing v
pure theoretical study. In effect:

e it assumes that ANSPs should all be ¢
performance can be significantly different amongst ANSPs;

e the data set used is not homogeneous
e« the cost baseline is too high;

e the study seems to be lacking in tra
e not all external factors are conside
e« real ter m c o slogyofthe Bid nattakea into an@tinh m@slilting in
leading conclusions, especially due to high future CAPEX costs;

e all the entities costs should have by

order to avoid the requirement ohaextra effort for ANSPs in terms of cost efficiency.

NSA

There are too many questions and opinions about the study
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(Estonia)

NSA
(Switzerland)

The academic study appears to have some methodological fleevemof the robustness ¢
statistical mods applied, and based on this a realistic computation of data. The assum
of the academic study that ANSPs operate in the same economic, fiscal and legal envil
cannot be supported, therefore assuming an overall efficiency gap of 16 % andggpaiisr
of it to the costefficiency target is not adequate. With the DEA methodology applied, v
not witness inefficiency in the celsise of an ANSP but the difference in the operating ¢
ronment. We also ®an issue with the usage of the scope #mresults of the DEXRS
model: The range of the box plot of efficiency scores in terms of distribution raises the
tion of the validity of the model. The DERS models clearly demonstrate the impact of de
on financial performance, the reductiof delays implies higher costs induced by season
and complexity of airspace, this should have been considered.

NSA
(Croatia 2)

Academic study on caosfficiency finds that the supposed inefficiency in ANSP cost ba
on average 16%. However, tlisased on theoretical methods which are based on an U
alistic analysis and cannot be applied to ANSPs.

NSA
(Austria)

1) The two models chosen in the study lead to very different results. Rather than as
where these significant differences sténmm, simply the average of both results is taken. ]
doesn't appear to be a sound approach. 2) The various ANSPs have very different stal
els with respect to cost efficiency. These differences are not taken into account and alll
have to ddlver the same thus ignoring cost savings achieved in previous years. In
words, those that have achieved the leastisgs previously, have the easiest task now
vice versa. This is acknowledged by the study itself "The large variation inftmmaece of
the multiple ANSPs suggests that a-eizefits-a | | approach, v
approach taken then?

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

[ ...] but | betivéen ttie twohresultgyohtipe two methods so differethiat it makes
me question the method to just calculate with the average.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Difficult to consider these models as helpful. When looking atiffexences between ANSF
legal environment, labour laws, codtlieing, size of airspace, number of centres, size of
ports, complexity of airspace, militar

pare efficiencies level. Basing the Cost Efficiency targets on purely financial models ¢
reflect the essential nature of the services provided and the consequences that aigbte
ening of the resources available to ANSPs could have on the European society as aw

Table20- Comments received on Question 6.4.
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In response to the survey question 6.4 A, nubst
the stakeholders (39 out of 47) expressed disa-
greement with the proposed approach of the aca-
demic studywhile twoagreed to some extendll

300
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Some takeholders have comméed onthe lack

of consistency and coherency of the results of the
study. Others confirmed that the level of ineffi-
ciency estimatedvassimilar to inhouse studies
(such aghe A4E RP4 cosfficiency study

categories of stakeholders were mostly disagree- PRBesponse

ing.

When it canes to the comments received, the
main themes addressed by the respondents re-
gard:

1 The methodologieandlack oftransparency

1 The need forcontextual considerations and
realistic targetsand

9 The computed inefficiencies levels considered

too optimistic.

Stakeholders commented on the lack of transpar-
ency i n t he academic
Stakeholders called for greater transparency in
data sources, model assumptions, and outlier
testing procedures. They underscored the im-
portance of robust analyticilameworks that ac-
count for relevant variables and ensure the valid-
ity of study outcomes.

Other stakeholders commented dme academic
study's use of a weighted average to reconcile dis-
parate results from different models. They ardgue
that this approach wersimplifies complex data
and may lead to misleading conclusions. Moreo-
ver, stakeholders questied the validity of aver-
aging inefficiency scores without considering un-
derlying factors contributing to variations among
ANSPs. They stressthe need to movebeyond
theoretical models and incorporate reabrid
data to develop meaningful cesfficiency tar-
gets.

There is a consensus among stakeholders regard-
ing the need for contextual consideration in set-
ting costefficiency targetsNumerousstakehold-

ers highlighted the heterogeneous nature of AN-
SPs, operating in diverse legal, fiscal, and eco-
nomic environments. Stakeholders stex$she
importance of tailoring targets to reflect ANSPs'
unique circumstances and challenges, rather than
adopting a onesizefits-all approach. Some enti-
ties also mentioed that the impact ofRu s si a
war of aggression against Ukraimelahe related
traffic changes are not sufficiently considered on
individual ANSPs and themwstefficiencyperfor-
mance.

301

The PRB recognises the value aigghificance of
benchmarking as eegulatory andmanagement
tool and works to implement this approach with
ANSPs. The goal isciimpare the entities to a rel-
ative standard of excellence, to help drive perfor-
mance improvementAll benchmarking method-
ologies considershie heterogeneity within the
secta analysed (e.g. size, economical and opera-
tional environment) with modelbased bench-
marking refleahgvariations and complexities ac-
curately.

S3b, BE¥hmEkingdhfethdd £h@ih pardcul& Bata En-
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S

velopment Analys (DEA) and Stochastic Frontier
Analysis (SFA), are standard economic regulation
analytical tools, buare alsomanagerial tod to
foster performanceimprovements through the
identification and quantificatiorof best docu-
mented practiceAt the request bthe PRB, these
methodswere applied by world leading academ-
ics,whodefined the best fitting modeland varia-
blesto carry out the analys.

Both DEA and SFA are applied to regulate many
industries (e.g. water, telecommunications, local
transportation,airport charges, prospective pay-
ments to hospitals from the public sector, school
and universities, railways, and motorways). They
generate a measure of distance between the ob-
served performance and an estimated optimal
frontier, and this distance is takes a reference
for implementing an incentive regulation. The lat-
ter is based on an annual target of increased effi-
ciency which is set for a givperiod DEA and SFA
are required because ANSPs are ruutput and
multi-input organizations, and indicator&.g.
KP$) are not considering the overall performance
Therefore, tiis necessary a total factor indicator,
which is indeed provided by the frontiers esti-
mated with DEA and SFA. The two methods have
important differences: DEA considany distance
from the frontier as inefficiency, while SFA takes
the possible impact of random shocks into ac-
count. On the other hand, SFA requires a func-
tional form (eg. CobbDouglas, Translog, etc.),
which is an eante assumption. The two
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methods, despitdaving the samgoa) are differ- 307 In relation to the use of a weighted average to rec-
ent from a theoretical and methodological ap- oncilethe results from different modelshe PRB
proach.Moreover, h the studythe DEA method is understand that there is no onesizefits-all solu-
applied to estimate a frontier where several out- tion. The approach has sought to create a bal-
puts are generated by a single ing&tNS Ps ' t ot anted representation that considers the vagy
cost9 while SFA is impleméad by estimatinga sizes and circumstangef the 29 ANSPs. The
costs function, wi t h i np weaighted ayenage prevents distottiothat caulg u t s
among the independent variables. The two meth- be caused by an equal weighting of all ANiBBs
odsprovidedifferent results because they address spective of their size, which would give a skewed
the problem of ANSPs efficiency from two differ- depiction of the broader sectoFinally, as high-

ent angles: DEA as the distance from a production lighted n the studypoth the approaches applied
function, whee the dependent variables are AN- have their advantages and disadvantaged the
SPs’ mul tiple outputs an dweightetl avérage af thetresulitbowsedo cansider o n

input; SFA as a distance from a costs function, both modelsn the results
where a change in output levels, or in input prices,

gives rise to a shift in total costs 308 The PRB does recognise the importanceaura

text-specific approach in setting cexfficiency

While the issue of efficiency @sldressed under targets, considering each ANSP's unique circum-
different perspectives, both methods generate stances and challenges. While using an overarch-
ANSPs’ efficiency | evel s .ing@dde which izcorporatesdodhe extertt gossib E
approach there is no role played by input prices, ble local situations, factors such as different legal,
and this mitigats the possible impacts of differ- fiscal, and economic environments are also ana-
ent institutional settings (e.g. national ¢macts, lysedduring the assessment processthis con-
labour market regulation, financial market stand- text, the costefficiency targets are including a 5%
ards); on the other hand, how do ANSPs respond inefficiency recoveryone third of inefficiency

to input price variations is essential in estimating identified by the study.

a costs frontier, since they have to choose the
amount of inputs taikg into account their relative

prices (taken into consideration by the SFA
model) Both measures are essential to obtain an
estimate of ANSPs efficiency at the system level.

309 The PRBiotes the stakeholdersviews linked to
the findings of the A4E RP4 cefficiency study
which largely support the resulb$ the Academic
study.

The PRBas includedietails of the methodology
and evidence used by the Academic stugyAn-
nex || oaflvice dm the tBrdgeBranges re-
port and in the relevant references. The Annexes
provide extensive information and justification on
the dataand variablesiilised,the methodologies
with the pros and cons of each of theThe Annex
offers the readers a thwugh understanding of
the rationale.

Regarding the input data considered, the main
source is the data submitted by the Member
States and EurocontrolinBe 2002,Eurocontrol

has consistently gathered data on ANSP services.
Moreover,since2012, Member Sites have been
submitting cost data to the European Commission
in accordance with the Single European Sky (SES)
framework. An extensive data verification process
has been carried out to ensure the reliabilitytef

data from the period under review (froB912 to
2019).



Question 6.8
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To further support the delivery of the environ-
mental and capacity performances, the PRB pro-
poses to recover a
ficiency in the costs, notinthat the cost ineffi-
ciency not recovered should be used by the ANSPs
to improve operational performances. To that
end, the PRB proposes to recover between 5% to
10% (i.e. corresponding to 1/3 and 2/3 of the inef-
ficiency) by the end of RPHh Question &l, re-
spondent s iwewhat extestlde ybu “
agree with the PRB objective on egffitiency for
RP472.

46 out of 47 respondents replied to thguestion,
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Fiveairlines,includingthree associations;

I 16 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.

Figure21 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders (38) did not agree
with the proposed approaclof the academic
study (24 fully disagreed and 14 disagreed to
some extent), while two respondents agreed to
some extentWhen analysing the responses by
stakeholder categoryhe majority of ANSPNISA
andMemberSate representatives disagreed that
the proposed approacprovided in the PRB report
supportsthe recovery of ineffienciesby the end

of RP4Most of the airlines three) disagreed to
some extent while two airlines fully disagreed
One professional staff representathvedyagreed

to some extehwhile oneprofessional staff repre-
sentative bodyully disagreed

propor
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Figure21 ¢ Number of replies to question 6.4 Bo'what
extent do you agree withroposed approach@ecovery of
inefficiencies)(source: PRB elaboration).

313 Individual comments arbsted in Table21 (next
page) 38 out of 47 respondentsnade acomment
on the question, out of which:

nef

1 22 ANSPé#ncludingone association;

9 Four arlines,includingtwo associations;

1 10 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Two professional staff representative bodies.
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6.4 To what extent do you agree with the proposed approdBteEzovery of inefficiencies)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

Given the quite moderate traffic outlook this should also mean thaffaoservice providers
should more or less stay flat, even if no efficiency gains would be achieved. Given tl
service quality delivered, we also want to highlight the significant regulative returns
have achieved during RP2, which was on ave3&gand even for the first 3 years of RP
still reached a value of 7%, which 1is
Group’s EBIT mar gi n dundidurimg th® 2 threeaysars ofiRP:
21%. At the same time, we seettvorst performing years in the field of delays during F
'22 and YTD'23. This again shows the limited relation between financial and delay perfo
and underlines the need for the highest ambition level possible. Already today we see
significant amount of countries had lower actual nominal cost in 2022 than determined n
ing that they were able to compensate the highest CPI in Euro history (see 7).
Therefore, it should be noted that the
leadto a nominal price increase as expected CPI levels would overcompensate for the r
decrease. As long as service quality is not coming near the targeted values, it shoul¢
clear goal to come to price reductions, as in any other business, whality problems car
only be compensated with lower prices. We support the statements made by A4E an
fully.

Airline
(IATA)

The target should be to remove inefficiencies. RP3 is proof that alloweideffisiency is not
necessarily used to imprewoperational performance. Additionally, IATA invites the PF
consider that regulatory results in RP
2021 and 2022) should have also served to remove the operational inefficiencies. We
not be pepetuating either cosinefficiencies or operational ones. Five States asked for
ation in costefficiency targets amounting to KDE . Al | five under ¢
mined costs and only one achieved the target in 2022.

Airline
(Easyijet)

Ineffidencies of ANSPs should be recovered in full as they are in complete control of
We hardly find any evidence that in the recent past cost inefficiencies have been used
SPs to improve operational performance. The regulatory objective should bintivgation
of inefficiencies and the limitation of excessive regulatory returns while enhancing oper:
performance. Given the poor service quality delivered, we also want to highlight the sigr
regulative returns ANSPs have achievednduRP2which was on average 9% and even
the first 3 years of RP3 it stildl react
customers. This agastmows the limited relation between financial and delay performance
underlines the need fohe highest ambition level possible.

Airline
(A4E)

Inefficiencies of ANSPs should be recovered in full as they are in complete control o
We hardly find angvidence that in the recent past cost inefficiencies have been used b
SPs to improve opational performance. The regulatory objective should be the elimin:
of inefficiencies and the limitation of excessive regulatory returns while enhancing oper:
performance. Given the poor service quality delivered, we also want to highligigritieant
regulative returns ANSPs have achieved during RP2, which was on average 9% and
the first 3 years of RP3 it still reached a value of 7%, whichisn o way compze
customers. This agastmows the limited relation betweeméncial and delay performance ai
underlines the need for the highest ambition level possible.

ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa satiksin

Inefficiencies should be eliminated in full. However, it is hard to judge (subjective) wh
inefficiency and what is not.

ANSP

As the determination of this proposal is mainly based on the results of the academic

(FABEC) which for the reasons described in the previeastion, cannot be supported by us, the p
posal is not supported by FABEC ANSPs.
ANSP As stressed above, the academic study should be disregarded for the purpose of target

(Polish Air Ndgation
Services Agency)

While CEF targets should et at level supporting building additional capacity and enst
safety, inefficiency calculated basedumtlear analyses with possible flawed outcome sht
not be the source of financing those additional resources. RP4 target setting in CEF sl
based on bottom up approach, with deta
assumptions on re@airces required to support performance in the three other KPAs. Cor
ing the proposed target ranges wépancieshh®
proposed targets are too ambitious and will negatively impact provision of resources r
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to support other KPAs. It is obvious that to ensure better CAP performance additional
ments and ATCOs as well as technical support are needeat leads to higher costs of sta
depreciation and cost of capital.

ANSP Please see our awer above to question 6.4. The analysis is completely theoretical, wi

(ROMATSA) distinguishing on the specificities of ANSPs and the factors affecting their performance
Also, the study does not take into account that a significant amount of ANSRoo@ssond
to ATCOs staff with very specific skills and long training, unlike what happens in othe
|l ated sectors. Thus the margin on “inef
ardizing all the other KPAs.

ANSP In our opinion, the academic study results in the identification of the fact that the av

(Port Lotniczy Byd- val ue of -inkeflicRicyg ih relationsta the most effective ANSP is at the level ¢

gozcz S.A. 16%. However, we do not agree with the way of transorissi that conclusion into the EU
wide targets that forces all ANSPs, despite of the fact whether they are already high
efficient or not, to achieve the further levels of efficiency at relatively the same level
approach benefits the inefficieANSPs wibh can achieve the targets more easily and ha
the already efficient ANSPs that will struggle to achieve even higher levels in this KPA

ANSP Following the concerns raised in the previous question, NAV Portugal cappottdhe re-

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

sults of the academic study which advocates a weighted average cost base inefficienc
tween 11% and 21%, with a Unistide average inefficiency of 16%. If the PRB proposi
recover between 5% and 10% of global cost inefficiency sthging point’ is not the same!
MS submissions at the upper bound and Evidence 2 at the lower bound. In this case,
posed lower bound costs for 2029 would be 15.5% lower tih@se submitted by the MS,
reduction that absorbs almost all of the codffitiencies identified in the academic study:.
addition, by considering inefficiency recovery at the Union level, the PRB places all A
the same level, requiring additional savings from both the least efficient and those at t
of the pyramid.

ANSP
(LVNL)

The PRB assumption that ANSPs did not implement responsive cost reduction measur,
dramatic decrease in traffic due to t¥OVIEL9 pandemic is not applicable. LVNL consu
multiple stakeholders including airlines and government toonespond to the dramatic traf
fic decrease and agreed on a set of financial and operational measures for the situatio
Netherlands. LVNL does not support the approach, the conclusions and the use of t
demic study for target setting

ANSP
(ENAV)

The proposed approach seems to be penalising for those ANSPs that so far have perfi
order to achieve operational targets and it is introducing an additional discretional ele
that goes far beyond the consideration of the local circumstamdatscounting all the per:
plexities reflected in our previous answers.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

Pl ease refer to the doc unmeproposatoB RPY testfiEienCy
target ranges’”. Only data submit tdetalarelma-
ture enough and have been adjusted by the PRB to include missing or erroneous date
sense, we propose a more achievable target, accepting the inefficiency gain proposec
PRB, i. e5% and10% reduction on 2029 ANSPs costs, &king into account the followin
inputs;:-2024 starting point, i . e. 6, 9592010
target ranges:- upp e r bound ~ 53. D8RROABR) lowen bound €
50 . 8 9 €1200% QAGR) In addition, we have ébilmat the PRB CEF proposal has a sel
mistake, since differdrcost bases are used for upper and lower boufé(lower cost base
what translates in a bigger effort to obtain an annual decrease on unit c&1% CAGR, (
around 17% reduction on A¥Ws costs.

ANSP
(DSNA)

We don’t wunderstand how this would be
and implies with the CRS and the TRS a recovering of the cost for the users. Moreove
alty on the environmental and capacity performas has to be linked with some achieva
targets, otherwise this won’'t be an in
be able to achieve, a little bit like the capacity targets that are proposed today, and
really unrealistic.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Such approach is completely unrealistic.

ANSP
(CANSO)

Only data submitted by States should be considered, since these datatare enough anc
have been adjusted by the PRB to include missing or erroneous data. Please see ou
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aboveb question 6. 4. and our do c'aupropasdal on‘RE
costef fi ciency target ranges’

ANSP
(Austro Control)

Averaging the different proposed recovery of expected inefficiencies, which includes
range of different countriesyould be in inappropriate approach for the range of count
covered by the targeSee our comment regarding the academic study;

ANSP Once again, the ANSPs operates in very heterogenous environment, be it traffic lev

(ANSCR) developments, thewerall economic situation in a given Member State or local conditions
One size fits all approach pushed by the PRB represents a misunderstanding of local
stances (as in the case of the academic study) and interdependencies between KPASs,

ANSP Only data submitted by States should be considered, since these data are mature enol

(LFV) have been adjusted by the PRB to include missing or erroneous data.

ANSP Noassumptionsor evidence is given to why tlssumptiorof the cost efficiacy target from

(AVINOR) the measured inefficiency to a reduced target is the right one and secures the appr
costefficiency target which supports safety and capacity targets (6.1.). The targets of (
ficiency and the CP1 regulation is in conflict.

ANSP Lithuanian ANSP’'s view:

(AB Oro Navigacija)

1. It might be that there are inefficiencies. On average. Maybe even up to 16% that are
lated by this sophisticated statistical study. But again it then should be recovered frc
inefficient Statesand ot fr om al | tsizedits-&Blt lat emo denl a E
States that have already delivered and

optimize their cost, invested and prepared for ldegn-future capacity provisiongut, for

example, now are faced with the traffitstortions due to war in Ukraine and various sa
tions. Artificial and unplanned traffiess that turned into gain on the other part of Euro|
but other region and States gained it and this puts Statiesa different challenges, bt
providing additional capacity is marginally easier task than maintain capacity that might
overnight and maintain other services (CNS, Terminal), safety and quality and comy
same target requirements (fixembstsabsolutely dominates costructure in any infrasuc-

ture industry).

2. Why not setting final targets in 2 or even 3 differentiated segments and bounds? For
ently affected countries applying lower one (trafiss due to war AND performing in {ast
and now) and higher one (traffiain due to war AND ngmerforming in the past and now
Regulation does not forbid to have a supporting material or reference values that help ¢
build-up average Uniowide target. Or differentiated targets that the end lead to Unicn
wide target.

3. The same academic study shoul dstand
or “moaldled examples” for benchmarking ot
and which are unhegs peedmramind;,. iltf sMdul

entire heterogeneous picture revealedvhere that potential of 1 billion savings exactly mi
be found.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

AirNav Ireland requests information from the PRB in relation to how its inteapjgdach
below can be justified in the context

To support the delivery of the environmental and capacity performances, the PRB prop
recover a proportion of the ANSPs’ i ne

ANSP
(DFS)

As the determmation of this proposal is mainly based on thsults of the academic stud,
which for the reasons described in the previous question, cannot be supported by us, t|
posal is not supported by DFS.

ANSP
(skeyes)

Besides the questionable approach anttw@ations on the economic efficiency which f
short on a series of assumptions (see
this proposal adds another layer of subjectivity by fixing the portion of inefficiency to re
without demonstraing that this portion would suffice to finance the developments in €
ronment and capacity. Setting a constraint on the cost efficiency can only impede or li
achievements of the previous said higher prigsitiehich question the consistency and t
sincerity of the global approach. Should the willingness on the environmental and capac
be real, then cost efficiency should be viewed as the adjusting variable in the equation i
set a limit on.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Apart from the fact that theesult of the academic study is questionable when confror
with the operational reality, the PRB recommendation is too ambitious, as it would mee
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all ANSPs would have to reach at least the current rate of the best ANSPs in a short
time.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSPdencerned that the benchmark methedwhile academically sound ¢
presented by PRB and suitable for the h@sictice inspiration-is not a fit for purpose too
in the target setting for the uniewide targets where thprocess of determining an overarc
ing EUevel of cosdevelopmentiswanteConsi dering the Dani s
operational robustness and an increase in ATC staffing levels, the Danish ANSP finds
istic and ilsuited to reduce costin the RP4 perioés experienceth 2023 inadequate level
of ATC staffing negatively impacted th
capacity objectives. To ensure ambitious performance on safety, environmental, and ¢
objectives, theDanish ANSP must increase ATC staffing which means that costs will

increase

Member State
(Germany)

Regarding the robustness of the results some question remain open, especially regarc
consistency with the assumptions used to determirestarget ranges for safety, environme
and capacity; the general suitability of the models (DEA and SFA) used given the « pr¢
and theheterogereity of ANSPs and their differences in legal, economic, social and ¢
tional environments; the relidlity of the basis year for the analysis; the degree of simpli
tion permitted and validation needed in order to translate the statistical results back in

ality.

Member State
(Netherlands)

The principle to use part of cost efficiency improvemergrtable improvements in enviror
ment and cost is supported. However, the assumptions on how large the cost ineffica
not, as stated above.

NSA
(Latvia 2)

We believe that academically calculated equivalent cost inefficiency in all countries, v
taking into account current local circumstances and traffic volumes, is not an objective
tor for defining proportionate and achievable targets.

NSA
(Germany)

In Annex 1 No 206 PRB proposes to recover a proportionate share of inefficienciddNSH
cost base. PRB therefore considers to the average of 16% of inefficiencies. How this
identified stays unclear to the reader. PRB then explains that it proposes to recel/@¥b!
Also, how these proposed values were derived is not furtharitesl. The way it is writtel
here, it rather seems like a guess than like an academic work. How did PRB get to the
tion that the remaining 11% respectively 6% aufficient to improve operational perfo
mances?

NSA
(Croatial)

The target to reduceost base inefficiency is too ambitious, as it would mean that all A
would have to reach at least the current rate of the best ANSPs (11%) in short period ¢

NSA
(Cyprus)

The way this will be done is not clear. Further scrutiny is needed.

NSA
(Francé

This PRB proposal does not adequately address the interdependency between areas |
the socalled transformation) and would imply that the alleged cost inefficiency wou
solved from RP4 day 1. Again, the way local circumstances mighideavtaken into accour
is not made available despite being essential to better assess the proposal and. Hov
this be further refined at MS level for example Versus the best performers Member
and/or comparator group.

NSA
(Polang

Since thereare serious doubts about the validity of the results obtained in the academ
search one cannot agree that they constitute a solid basi&ifthrer application in the CE
target setting process. The inefficiencies in the study were calculated witlRB&tarhe as
sumption that there were no efficiency improvements over RP3 is not grounded in a val
Considering the nature of ANSP industry it is very likely that most of them operate witl
higher than economically efficient. However, prior ttisg a roadmap for efficiency improvi
ment an estimation of the inefficiencies should be done in such a way that both metho
and results daot raise serious doubts. Moreover, there should be clear evidence tha
reduction of cost inefficiency Witot lead to missing targets in other KPAs

NSA
(Italy)

The proposed approach seems to be penalising for those ANSPs that so far have perfi
order to achieve operational targets and it is introducing an additional discretional ele
that goes fabeyond the consideration of the local circumstances. Not counting all the
plexities reflected in our previous answers.

NSA
(Austria)

Recovering 2/3 of the alleged inefficiency seems overly ambitious in a 5 years period,
a best case scenari
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Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

| believe that the inefficiency, and the recovery of inefficiencies to improve the opera
performance are too optimistic. Of course, some inefficiencies should be recovered, but
think it's posdile to recover up to 10%

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

As the methods to draw conclusions regarding efficiencies leweit isupported, conse
quently it is not possible to have a positive opinion on the results. As stated above, A
agrees on appropriate funding levels to be able to recruit sufficient number of ATCOs,
proper investment. Without additional financial effort the situation cannot evolve positi
Delays will increase, and flight efficiency will not improve. AlN&¥elsa firm reassurance th:
their financial positions will not continue to weaken through RP4 so they can embark ol
ambitious projectdo improve training, staffing and operational systems to deliver the ¢
ronmental and capacity performance needed

Table21 ¢ Comments received on Question 6.4.
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314

315

316

317

318

In response tsurvey question 6.4, Bnost of the
stakeholderg38 out of 47) expressed disagree-
ment with the proposed approacbf the aca-
demic studywhiletwo agreedto some extentAll
categories of stakeholders were mostly disagree-

ing.
When it comes to the comments received, the

main themes addressed by the respondents re-
gard

1 Thesinglerate for the recovery of ineffien-
cies

The ambition of the objectivend

The assumption thatreducing inefficiencies
can improve performance in other KPAs.

1
1

Stakeholdereommented orthe flat recovery of
inefficiercy, arguing that this onsizefits-all ap-
proach does not fit the differencesnongANSPs
and does notonsiderocalcircumstancesStake-
holders commentedthat heterogeneity among
ANSP#$as not beerconsideredin the acaemic
study, and thathis approach would penalishe
most efftient ANSPsStakeholders alsdisputed
the ideathat all ANSPs camatchthe efficiency
level of thetop performersin a short period of
time.

Some stakeholdersargued that inefficiencies
should befully recovered and that cost inefficien-
cies do nopromoteimproved operational perfor-
mance Other stakeholdersinstead, deemedthe
PRB propaosalto recoverbetween 5% and 1086
too ambitious

Othershighlightedthat the PRB objective to re-

cover part of the inefficenayont r adi ct s

ority of enhancedenvironmental and capacity
performance as settingan ambitioustarget on

costefficiency could jeopardisenvestment on

other KPAs.
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PRBesponse

319

320

The academic study (Annkef the PRB advice to
the target ranges for RP3) highlights that, due to
large variations in the performance of ANSPs, a
onesizefits-all approach is not best suiteHow-
ever,asthe Regulation foresees a Uniafide tar-
get for costefficiencyand notdifferentiatedlocal
targets a uniform efficiency recoverys applied
Furthermore the PRB highlighthat in the pro-
posed target$% ofinefficiencyis requested to be
recoveredby the end of RR4ather than 16%s
identified by the studyThereforethe recovery is
graduallimited to only a part othe inefficiency
identified and not set against the best in class
The PRB considdts proposal to recovea 5% in-
efficiencyrealistic and sufficiently challenging for
ANSPsIn addition the recovery of inefficieines
spreads acrosthe entire reference perigdthus
enabling theANSPs tgraduallyput in place the
necessary mesaresto improve theirefficiency
levelover RP4

Theremainingunrecoverednefficiency amount-
ing to 843MEx22 only for 2029, should enable
Member Statesaind ANSP® improvetheir oper-
ational performancandto meet ambitiousenvi-
ronmental and capacity target§hisapproachis
coherent with tle PRB ljective toensure the de-
livery of the safety, environment, and capacity
performance improvements at the most efficient
cost.The resources defined by the cesticiency
target as currently defined are considered suffi-
cient to enable the achievemeof envronmental
and capacity targetsThe PRB still acknowledges
that additional meansnay be neededy some
Member States to improve operational perfor-

P Rnarnce The PREeonsiders that thesadditional

costscould be allowed on aaseby-casebasis,
even hough they arenot reflected in the target
setting(i.e. deviation criteria)
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321

322

323

Considering the potential bias of the estimations,

the PRB proposes as 2024 baseline the average

between four estimated values. The resulting
2024unit cost baseti e
ing the Commission on the ceefficiency targets

for RP4, the PRB will revise the baseline values in

light of the new traffic forecast, the new inflation
forecast, the latest available information, and the
outcomes of the steeholder consultation.ln
Question 6.5,
extent do you agree ith the proposed ap-
proach?.

43 out of 47 respondents replied to the questipn
out of which:

1 23 ANSPsncludingone association;

1 Fourairlines,includingtwo as®ciations;

I 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

1 Twoprofessional staff representative bodies.

Figure21 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholderq29) didnot agree
with the proposed approador the baseline value

of 2024 (12 fully disagreednd 17 disagreed to
some extent), whilene respondent fullagreed
andsixrespondents agreed to some extevithen
analysing the responses by stakeholder category,
the majority of ANSPs, NSA and MemBate
representatives disagreed that the proposed ap-
proachprovidedin the PRB report supports the
2024 baseline for RPZhe majority of thairlines
(four) disagreed to some extent. One professional
staff representative bodfully agreed

e guadpsinddds: 6 1€
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Figure21 - Number of replies to question 6.3:0"what ex-

r e sTp whatd e n t s tenigayeu agree igrgpased approach(Baseline 2024)

(source: PRB elaboration).

324 Individual comments arbisted in Table22 (next
page) 37 out of 47 responantsmade acomment
on the question, out of which:

1 22 ANSPéncludingone association;
1 Four arlines,includingtwo associations;

1 10 NSA and Member State representatives;

and
1 One pofessional staff representative bpd
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6.5 To what extent do you agréeat the methodology and evidence provided in the PRB report supports the proj
target ranges in the key performance area of @ffitiencyiBaseline 2024)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

LH Group sees significant increases in coghatibns for the later two years of RP3 whi
are not corresponding to either determined cost of the performance plans nor the actuz
development presented until 2022. Therefore, this is a significant hint for regulative g
by the member states. @are not sure if the problem of regulative gaming is adequatel
dressed by proposed approach and member states have used the initial cost estimal
start the basdine discussion from the highest pdusistarting point. Already today we si
that asignificant amount of countries had lower actual nominal cost in 2022 than deterr
meaning that they were able to compensate the highest CPI increase in the Euro |
Therefore, LH Group suggest that the baseline should be also revisited agadstgi num-
bers for 2023- irrespective of the then adopted KPI performance patind evaluate the
baseline also by deviation between the initial cost estimation and actual

Airline
(IATA)

Please clarify how the maximum of evidence 1 (6,959) and eeid®(7,206; 7,173) can L
7,452. Airlines disagree to calculate an average counting the maximum of the Jopitapa
proach and the models 19 from a set of emgfficient data twice, pulling the result up, f
no clear reason. Maximum model scores ar@gaized in Annex Il as leading to the low
possible cost reductions. Inefficiencies in RP3 should also be considered, startingiy |
bitious targets (cost reductions3@s;-6%;-4%;-3%) @spite service units being forecasted
(-56%;-31%;-29%;-799 with respect to 2019 levels. Decision EU 2021/891 indicated tha
wardlooking costs in RP2 had been overestimated by an average of 8%. RP3 data
target setting also seem ovestimated, (see PRB monitoring reports) by 2.3% in 2021
3,9% irR022. This trend in actual costs versus determined also needs to be considered,
ing a topdown correction on proven overinflated estimates.

Airline
(Easyijet)

There is another significant increase in the estimations for RP4 although the remaémi
of RP3 are not corresponding to either determined cost of the performance plans n
actual cost developments in 2022. Also, no downward correction is applied consider|
consistent overestimation of costs during RP2 and RP3 as mentionedSm®la&xly, ineffi-
ciencies from RP3 shall be considered: PRB admits that the revised RP3 targets have
ambitious and have been largely met. We also disagitketine use of maximum estimate
to calculate the average cost levels. Finally, accotdiAgE study the efficient costs for 20|
are 41. 46¢€. Based on the same st udyhetsuy-
gested baseline should be revisited against actual numbers of 2023 including the de
between the initial cost estinian and the actual values.

Airline
(A4E)

There is another significant increase in the estimations for RP4 although the remainin
of RP3 are not corresponding to either determined cost of the performance plans n
actual cost developments in 2. Also, no downward correction is applied considering
consistent overestimation of costs during RP2 and RP3 as mentioned in 6.3. Similarl
ciencies from RP3 shall be considered: PRB admits that the revised RP3 targets have
ambitious ad have been largely met. We also disagréh the use of maximum estimate
to calculate the average cost levels. Finally, according to A4E study the efficient costs |
are 41.46€. Based on the same st 0dyhetuy-
gested baseline should be revisited against actual numbers of 2023 including the de
between the initial cost estimation and the actual values.

ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa satiksin

We wouldlike if a more sophisticated baseline value apprdadie adapted, including bast
lines from 2014, 2019.

ANSP
(FABEC)

By calculating a baseline value above the costs submitted by members states, the PRI
an artificial inflation of the baseline value: it has an impaed,6f6 on the advised targe
range. In addition, the models used are overly simplistic, they only calculate the avera
lution of the total costs compared to the average evolution of the service units, or tt
movements, for 2012 to 2019. The PRB admits that the complexity wadkao into account
to explain the evolution of costs. It is wal why the evolution of costs during the years 2(
to 2019 directly relate to the evolution of costs during the years 2024 to 2029? Why v
inflation added to the model? The correlatiohthe model is significantly too low (199
meaning they cannot be used to forecast accurately (higher than 80% is the |
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Furthermore, the assumptions of the academic study, that ANSPs operate in the sar
nomic and legal environment, cannot be gaged.

ANSP

(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

The 1l evel of costs underlying RP4ifBovwe o
them are considered underestimated, the PRB should seek to clarify the issue witt
States. The PRB pasal seems to not fully reflect definition of BV calculation provide
Regulation 2019/317 and is not transparently presenrteat expect full calculation of BV
be made available for the final PRB target proposal. Further clarification should peoal
vided on the proposed loAgrm trend (RP3+RP4) aralated BV calculation. Due regard mi
be given to impact of the war in Ukraine in BV calculations of DUC trend proposal foi
negatively impacted in terms of traffic levels.

ANSP Wecall on the PRB to take into consideration all of our answers to Section 6.
(ROMATSA)
ANSP As we have stated in the previous sections, we believe that the most important iesue

(Port Lotniczy Byd-

goszcz S.A.

the proposed methodology will be transmitted teetavaluation of the local targets. We ce
not find the precise information on this topic in this Report

ANSP

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

Member State'ssubmissions should be the main source for setting the 2024 baseline. |
agraph 210 of its report, the PRB&tes that‘Member State'ssubmissions for 2024 may ha'
been underestimated for some, while for others the projected costs are more accural
reflect the latest available ddtaThis could be seen as a subjective statement: in cases \
the PRB hasoncerns about the adequacy of the data, coordination with the relevan
would be beneficial. If the initial values provided by the MS are thephaseline unit cos
should be €53.77 or £€54.08 (note thatin
Tables 25 and 26 and in Table 31) and

ANSP We would like the PRB to take all our answers on cost efficiency in this survey into col

(LVNL) tion setting the baseline values and cost efficiency targets.

ANSP We call on the EC/PRB to take into consideration all of our answers to Section 6.

(ENAV)

ANSP The Regulation specifies thattbea s el i ne val ue “shall be

(DSNA) available and adjusted to take into account the latestlablai cost estimates, traffic varii
tions, and their relation to cost”. Th
median value of the costs from the submission of the member states and the cost 1
different models, with the 3 values calated by the PRB standing higher than the cost ¢
mitted by the members states. It is highly intriguing that the PRB chooses a tliffetbod-
ology to determine the baseline value as all the data necessary were provided be the m
states and it hasraimpact of +0,6% on the advised target range. The models construc|
estimate the costs for 2024 have a R? values between 19% and 4%, meaning that they
only between 19% and 4% of the evolution of the costs. These models should have b
carded from the start as they are clearly not suitable for the exercise

ANSP In our opinion the only realistic baseline value approach, eliminating any speculations,

(BULATSA) the determined costs and determined traffic forecast for 2024. All athtons are mislead
ing and artificial with huge speculative possibilities.

ANSP We call on the PRB to take into consideration all of our answers to Section 6. The [

(CANSO) value should be based on St at eradundérestimated:
PRB should seek to clarify the issue with the State concerned. Baseline value calculatit
odology should be disclosed transparently.

ANSP The PRB should take into account only Member States submission.

(Austro Control)

ANSP

The approach described above may make sense for setting-Witertargets but cannot

(ANSCR) given the remarks above, be appliedhe individual MS level

ANSP The baseline value should be based erad

(LFV) underestimated, PRB should seek to clarify the issue with the State concerned. Baselil
calculation methodology should be disclosed transparently.

ANSP The chosen approach makes the analyses on a national level difficult becausthiiofogy

(AVINOR) is not transparently disclosed. The basis of the decision not to use the reported date

transparent and documented.

ANSP

Lithuanian ANSP’'s view:
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(AB Oro Navigacija)

Average of averages of several estimates usually ends up as a wagsthprojust extrapo;
lated actual data or initial estimates based on actual data. 2024 baseline should be t;
costs that were provided by Memb8tates. From the initial costs data submissions. Ver
and crosschecked by data in current approved feemance Plans, since they are not reg
old ones. Potentially verified and a-pyp
case (State level) basis. And then aggregating tileS¢ates to the total and Uniamide av-
erage indicator bottom-to-top approach. Or even new estimates could be provided by S
as most of entities currently are final
ets. The same approach and methodol ogy
ties provded costs, not differentiating methodology as it creates even more bias and ur
situation of contribution towards united goals. Or alternatively then baseline and te
shoudbes et and measured only for ANSP’'s a

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

We call on the PRB to take into consideration all of our answers to Section 6.

The BV should be based on States’ fore
mated, PRB should seek to clarify the issue with the State concerned. B\icalméthod-
ology should be disclosed transparently.

ANSP
(DFS)

We call on the PRB to take into consideration all of our answers to Section 6.

The baseline value should be based on
underestimated, PR&ould seek to clarify the issue with the State concerned.

The calculation methodology for the 2024 Baseline value should be disclosed transpare
better understanding.

ANSP
(skeyes)

By calculating a baseline value above the costs submitted by enesthtes, the PRB creat
an artificial inflation of the baseline value: it has an impae®,6f6 on the advised targe
range. In addition, the models used are overly simplistic, they only calculate the avera
lution of the total costs compared the average evolution of the service units, or the
movements, for 2012 to 2019. The PRB admits that the complexity was not taken into ¢
to explain the evolution of costs. It is wal why the evolution of costs during the years 2(
to 2019 diretly relate to the evolution of costs during the years 2024 to 2029. Why wi
inflation added to the model? The correlation of the model is significantly too low (
meaning they cannot be used to forecast accurately (higher than 80% is the noth@r-F
more, the assumptions of the academic study, that ANSPs operate in the same econo
legal environment, cannot be supported.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

Pl ease refer to the document “ ENAI-&fEienCy
t ar get Weaall gnehs PRB to take into consideration all of our answers to Secti

ANSP
(Skyguide)

The calculation of the baseline contains fegues:

1. The baseline is an average of State

lution. It isacknowledged that cost and traffic do not have a linear relationship. Conseqt
the inclusion of evidence 2 in the calculation of the baseline introduces a bias in the cc
mat e. State’s submission is baerelk cansiderec
as the baseline.

2. The reduction targets in percentage are calculated by difference between the baselin
and the target in 2029. The higher the baseline, the higher the ambition in percentage.
ing these percentagestoaloweras el i ne (the baseline va
is indeed lower than the one chosen by the PRB) generates a bias and an undue pre:
cost. This method is not consistent with the ambition to invest in modern technologie
architecture ad to deliver enough capacity.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP finds it paramount tha
latest expected costs in 2024, and ultimately the corporate approved budget for 202
Danish ANSP therefore usgthe PRB to take into account the definition from the regula
(317/2019, art. 9.4) of the baseline, i.e., latest available cost estimates, traffic variatio
their relation to costs

Member State
(Germany)

In order to facilitate the assessmenttbe local targets proposed in the performance pl:
the Assumptions used to calculate targets and the baseline value need to be reliable, vi
objective. This shouldin exceptional casesnot prevent local variations if assessed reas
able by theNSA in charge.

Member State
(Netherlands)

The cost target process has several weaknesses and these should be addressed b
proposed target is set.
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NSA We would like to understand how the different situation in war affected countiiesestaken

(Latvia?) into account (not the proportional average).

NSA We fully agree on the point that latest available information should be considered. A

(Germany) also hope and urgently request the PRB to consider the outcomes of the stakeholder i
ments.

NSA Further scrutiny is needed.

(Cyprus)

NSA As acknowledged during the RP4 stakeholder consultation event held on NovémB&B

(Francé did not take into account the actual costs available forgrexeding reference period (i.¢
RP3) as ragested by the regulation. In addition, the PRB linear regression models pr
three unit cost values; all of them higher than the one resulting from costs submitted ¢
initial data by the Member States. This creates an artificial inflation on seéinmvalue, hav
ing a detrimental impact@,6%) on the advised target ranges.

NSA As the baseline value is one of the key parameters that will impact meeting or missi

(Polang target in RP4 it is crucial to set using the most unbiased approasiblgo The supposed ui
derestimation of costs by Member States should be clarified on ebgasese basis and th
approach to setting the 2024 baseline value should fully reflect the provisions of Reg
2019/317.

NSA The traffic forecastm Finland differ significantly from the rest of Europe and the traffic s

(Finland) tion and evolution is not comparable to most of the European countries. As expressed
vious comments, '8 difficult to comment this from the perspectivelofv traffic leel region.
The Finnish ANSP has made numerous cost saving measures in RP3 but even those
quate in view of traffic levels

NSA By calculating a baseline value above the gimitted by States, the PRB creates an al

(Switzerland) cial inflaion of the baseline value, which has an impae®@% on the advised targets rangs
In addition, the models used are overly simplistic, they only calculate the average evoll
the total costs compared to the average evolution of the service antte IFR movement
for 2012 to 2019. The PRB admits that the complexity was not taken into account to i
the evolution of costs. It is unclear why the evolution of costs during the years®2202a
directly relate to the evolution of costs durithge years 2024 to 2029.

NSA See answers to Section 6.

(Italy)

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

I’'m not sure though, that inputs from the stakeholder consultation will be takerconsid-
eration. Inputs appeared to be met with counterargants instead of taken in and listened

[ ..]

Table22 ¢ Comments received on Question 6.5.
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328

In response to the survey question 6.5, most of
the stakeholders20 out of 4§ expressed disa-
greementwith the proposed apprach for the
baseline value of 2@2 while sevenagreed All
categories of stakeholders were mostly disagree-

ing.

The main themes addressed by thespondents
commentsregard:

1 The methodologynd evidence providetbr
the calculation of théorecast and badine;

1 The overestimation dhe 2024 baselineosts
compared to theMember State's
siors; and

1 The methodology for thassessmenof local
targets

Sakeholdersnoted thatthe proposed2024 base-
line was abovehe valueresulting from Member
St a subrsission and suggestedelying exclu-
sively orthe forecasts provided by Memb8&tates
for the computationof the baseline In addition,
stakeholders suggested to addres®ncerns
abaut costs being underestimated with thre-
lated Member States Airline epresentatives
commented orthe increased casestimationsor
RP4and the dis@pancy between determined
and actual values.

Stakeholdercommented onthe assessment of
local targes and themethodology for their evalu-
ation. Stakeholders alssuggested thiethe impact

of Russia svar of aggression against Ukraine
shouldbe included in the calculation of the base-
line.

PRBesponse

329

Followingcomments from stakeholdershe PRB
has revisedhe methodology for the calculation of
the baselineThe revised codbaseline is calcu-
lated taking into account the Member Stsitsub-
missions and complemented by the PRB cost fore-
cast (IFR basedfhe PRB considers this re-
vised approachby using the 2022 Uniemide ac-
tual costfullyr e f | e adtuml cdsts availile

for the preceding reference period  tatest
available cost estimatés a n dtraftichvaria- “
tions and their relation toost$, as provided by
Article 9 (4) of the Regulatiomhe PRBIsocon-
siders that the revised methodology addresses
comments from stakeholders to consider
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Member States codbrecasts in thealculation of
the