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1

INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Article 9 (2) of the Implement-
ing Regulation (EU) 2019/317 (herein referred to
as the Regulation), the Commission shall consult
stakeholders and other relevant organisations on
the indicative Union-wide target ranges.

The PRB advice on the Union-wide target ranges
for RP4 was published on 29" September 2023.
Stakeholders were subsequently consulted
through an online survey (open from 4™ October
2023 to 1% December 2023) as well as during an
event in Brussels held on 8" November 2023. In
addition, there were follow-up discussions with six
ANSPs and associated NSAs within the consulta-
tion process.
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This Annex provides responses to the comments
received from stakeholders during the consulta-
tion process.

This Annex to the PRB advice on Union-wide tar-
gets for RP4 consists of the following sections:

e Section 2 highlights the results of the online
survey;

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

e Section 4 includes the position papers re-
ceived.
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2 SURVEY

2.1 Overview

Following the publication of the PRB advice on the
Union-wide target ranges for RP4 report, the
Commission launched an online survey to collect
feedback from stakeholders.

The consultation of stakeholders is part of the pro-
cess leading to the adoption of Union-wide tar-
gets. The responses to the survey have been taken
into consideration by the PRB in advising on the
RP4 targets.

The survey was open from the 4™ October 2023 to
the 1% December 2023 and the Commission re-
ceived a total of 47 responses:

e 24 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including two associations;

e 16 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Respondents were asked to indicate which stake-
holder category they identified with from the list
above. This categorisation was used by the PRB to
organise the comments received during the con-
sultation process. Stakeholders were provided
with a set of questions for each KPA and provided
with an opportunity to add additional comments.
In some instances, the PRB received multiple re-
sponses from the same stakeholder. For transpar-
ency purposes, these have been indicated with a
number (e.g. 1 or 2) following the organisation’s
name.

The following sections provide the details on the
questions posed and the responses received for
each of the KPAs.



2.2 Safety

10

This section presents all the questions provided on
the safety KPA included in the survey. This is fol-
lowed by tables including all comments received.
Four questions were asked:

e (Question 3.1: To what extent do you agree
with the PRB objective on safety for RP4?

e Question 3.2: 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 area
safety?

e Question 3.3 A: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach? (Alignment
EoSM and CANSO Standard of Excellence in
Safety Management)

e (Question 3.3 B: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach? (Reflect regula-
tory requirements with the minimum ma-
turity level)

Question 3.1

11

12

Safety remains of paramount importance in RP4.
The safety KPA enables to monitor and drive fur-
ther improvements in safety performance, control
the impact from widespread changes to ATM
functional systems, and improve regulatory com-
pliance. In Question 3.1, respondents were asked
“To what extent do you agree with the PRB objec-
tive on safety for RP4?”.

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines including three associations;

e 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

13

14
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Figure 1 shows the distribution of replies. The ma-
jority of stakeholders (41) agreed with the PRB ob-
jective on safety for RP4 (33 fully agreed and eight
agreed to some extent). Two respondents disa-
greed to some extent. When analysing the re-
sponses by stakeholder category, 21 ANSPs
agreed with the PRB objective for RP4 (19 fully
agreed and two agreed to some extent), while two
ANSPs disagreed to some extent. All the other
stakeholders agreed with the PRB objective (14
fully agreed and six agreed to some extent).
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Figure 1 — Number of replies to question 3.1 "To what extent
do you agree with the PRB objective on safety for RP4?"
(source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments received are listed in Table 1
(next page). 29 out of 47 respondents made a
comment on the question, out of which:

e 16 ANSPs, including one association;

e Four airlines, including three associations;

e Seven NSA and Member State representa-
tives; and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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3.1 To what extent do you agree with the PRB objective on safety for RP4?

Stakeholder Comment

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

(IATA) this is truly the intention, although this should be achieved already through regulatory en-
forcement (penalties, suspension of certificates...), not through target setting. Improving
safety levels is also supported, therefore the targets need to reflect the right level of ambition.
For a European environment, strongly monitored and regulated, supposedly the safest in the
world, the targets should be more ambitious than in RP3, and more similar to RP2’s where
most Management Objectives (MOs) already targeted D levels. We propose RP4 targets that
aim to regain the level set by RP3 targets by mid RP4 (2027), and to target D levels for one or
two additional MOs by 2029.

Airline Focus should be on SMS

(ERA)

Airline KPA needs to be clear —it is not about accidents per flight it is about implementation of SMS.

(Easyjet)

Airline KPA needs to be clear — it is not about accidents per flight it is about implementation of SMS.

(A4E)

ANSP We agree that safety in ATM/ANS is paramount and therefore the industry should aim to main-

(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

tain high safety level and improve it wherever necessary. Therefore in principle ambitious
safety targets, similar to the ones applicable in RP3, can be supported, provided that they are
set at realistic level and widely perceived by the industry as achievable so that the industry can
commit to achieving them. RP4 targets should also correspond to latest developments and
current practices. Due consideration should also be given to any additional costs stemming
from increased safety targets (to be taken into account in the cost-efficiency KPA).

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

(ROMATSA) edged by the PRB Monitoring Report 2022. To keep this level of safety and the corresponding
compliance within a more exigent framework, has its costs — and this 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 services pro-

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

vided by ANSPs. Considering that the new version of the EASA WG (Sept 2023 - April 2024) will
update the EoSM Safety Management Questionnaire for ANSPs to a more demanding and am-
bitious one, and that this questionnaire is not yet available, we can only assess the proposed
target ranges once the revised EoSM questionnaire is available. Given the excellent safety rec-
ord of ANSPs, it seems reasonable to maintain the targets set for RP3 also for the RP4 period,
taking into account that these targets will be more ambitious than the previous ones. In this
sense, it seems reasonable to start RP4 one level down to ensure a direct alignment between
the level of ambition of the two questionnaires.

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

(ENAV) area. If we really want to achieve these objectives we must avoid the questionnaire expands
too much.

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

(EANS)

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

(DSNA) ments will be needed (both financial and human resources) and there is absolutely no means
of making these investments priority to those needed to reach other RP4 targets (such as ca-
pacity for example). Since Safety KPA only addresses the SMS and NOT the actual safety level
of day to day operations, the investments needed will probably never be considered as a pri-
ority.

ANSP Safety always remains paramount. Implementation of new technical and operational solutions

(BULATSA) shall be made only when safety is fully guaranteed.

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

(CANSO) edged by the PRB Monitoring Report 2022.

ANSP The safety KPA, as defined today and as it is expected for RP4, doesn’t really drive further

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

ment improvement (not “safety performance improvement”) is CANSO Standard of Excellence
in Safety Management (SMS SoE). The performance scheme SKPIs — only EoSM today — are
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always behind the latest SoE version. ANSPs with mature safety management systems cannot
wait for the next RP (and next EoSM). On the other hand, EoSM could help (drive improve-
ments for) those with less mature safety management. Taking EoSM as a driver for improve-
ment is also hard when both SKIPs and the related targets have always (for every RP so far)
been set too late with regard to the start of the relevant RP.

ANSP Safety always remains paramount. ANSPs have a very good record in this regard, as acknowl-
(LFV) edged by the PRB Monitoring Report 2022.
ANSP Lithuanian ANSP’s view: Safety remains paramount, primary task and top focus for ANSPs.

(AB Oro Navigacija)

The achievements of ANSPs are very solid in this KPA, but we would like to draw EC’s
attention that safety cannot be compromised and it requires constant effort (including
financial - through investments into proper and modern technologies, human resources, etc.)

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

(AIRNAV) edged by the PRB Monitoring Report 2022.

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

(skeyes) edged by the PRB Monitoring Report 2022.

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

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

ANSP Safety is paramount.

(Avinor)

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 (not yet

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

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

(Netherlands) what they will cover it is not possible to assess the usefulness of the new questionnaire. The
treatment of states that have not met the RP3 level is not logic and in our understanding not
justified. Safety is of paramount importance and all stakeholders/states should be treated
equal.

Member State Spain is fully committed to achieve the maximum possible safety objectives. Both ENAIRE and

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

NSA We agree that safety remains paramount for RP4. However, PRB proposal does not provides

(France) “ranges” but a final explicit target. It is very difficult to correctly assess the PRB proposal with-
out the final new questionnaire made available to stakeholders. It should also be noted that
the EoSM KPI is quite heavy and does not help to identify evolutions needed to the SMS for
mature ANSPs.

NSA The KPA Safety cannot be negatively affected by any activity related to remaining KPAs.

(Poland)

NSA The evolution of the new questionnaire, bringing it closer to the Standard of Excellence pro-

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

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

(Germany) information and consideration in regards to interdependencies between all KPAs which are

not explained, justified or presented in detail. Just briefly mentioned. Also interlinks to CP1 are
not shown or analysed in the reports even though new technologies may bear the risk of not
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)

The argumentation provided in the PRB report is understood and supported nevertheless the
revised EoSM questionnaire is not available. More ambitious target for safety is important, the
proposal to better integrate fatigue risks is interesting and will be looked at carefully. Proper
consultation needs to be organized to evaluate the consequences of new safety ambitions.
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What is going to be the level of additional resources for safety departments within ANSPs nec-
essary to comply with new targets? What are the consequences on staff rostering? These
questions will have to be answered after publication of the new questionnaire

Table 1 - Comments received on question 3.1.




PRB analysis

15

16

17

18

19

Overall, stakeholders agree with the objectives
upon which PRB and EASA proposed the targets
for RP4, i.e. that safety is paramount and that
safety performance, where possible, should be
improved during RP4. Stakeholders highlight that,
although safety levels are at a high level, they
agree that further improvements should be
sought.

The comments to this survey question raise two
main issues:

e Safety Management as KPA; and
e Intermediate RP4 targets and more demand-
ing RP4 targets.

Some stakeholders emphasised the importance of
clarifying that the KPA relates to the maturity of
safety management systems and not to the rate of
accidents per flight. On the other hand, other
stakeholders stated that a KPI related to Runway
Incursions (RIs) and Separation Minima Infringe-
ments (SMls) could be discussed if rates are com-
parable from Member State to Member State
through the use of automated tools.

One stakeholder argued that ensuring regulatory
compliance as part of the RP4 EoSM questionnaire
is inappropriate as compliance with regulatory re-
quirements should be achieved irrespectively.
They argue that targets could be set to be more
demanding. The stakeholder suggested setting in-
termediate targets to ensure that RP3 targets are
regained the third year of RP4 (2027) and that fur-
ther improvements are mandated till the end of
RP4 to reach maturity level D on additional man-
agement objectives.

There were some additional comments on the
cost of safety and that the RP4 EoSM question-
naire was not available to support the assessment
of the proposed targets. Both these aspects have
been addressed under question 3.2.

PRB response

20

On the first concern raised regarding the clarity of
the KPA relating to the maturity of safety manage-
ment, the PRB notes that the performance and
charging scheme defines that the safety KPA co-
vers the maturity of safety management, not to
the rate of accidents per flight. Rates of incidents
are lagging indicators 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 recommend setting
targets on occurrence rates 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 related (i.e. would
undermine the reporting culture in Member
States and ANSPs). These types of indicators tend
to reduce safety to accountancy without repre-
senting the external and difficult influences on
safety performance. The PRB has monitored the
use of automated safety recording tools and not
much progress has been observed over RP2 and
RP3 in the use of such tools. This may be related
to the cost of their implementation and use. It
could also be related to safety culture concerns
and the fact that automatically recorded data can-
not be used without contextual data from the pi-
lot or controller.

On the proposal to implement intermediate RP4
targets, the PRB notes that the RP4 EoSM ques-
tionnaire will be more challenging, hence achiev-
ing the same level of maturity in RP4 as in RP3 will
be more demanding. Between RP2 and RP3, the
EoSM questionnaire also became more demand-
ing. The levels achieved in one reference period
should not directly be compared to another refer-
ence period as the EoSM questionnaire must
evolve with each successive reference period.

In addition, regulatory compliance (i.e. the regu-
lated safety minimum) should not be confused
with safety performance as in the performance
scheme. Safety performance measurement in this
case is not just measuring the basic lagging indica-
tors, it is setting higher 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 non-safety KPAs that are beyond the normal
evolution of the system.

During RP2 the EoSM questionnaire was defined
with five maturity levels (A to E) which was re-
duced to4 (Ato D) for RP3 and RP4. Hence, having
a target for RP2 at level D did not represent the
best achievable maturity level under the EoSM.
For RP4, a level D will be the best achievable and
setting targets at this level should be done with
careful consideration. The PRB considers that the
proposed targets for RP4 do represent an im-
portant improvement compared with RP3 targets.



25

26

As EoSM targets are, as per the Regulation, set at
the end of RP4, ANSPs have the option to start at
a lower level of maturity for RP4 than they can
achieve (i.e. disregarding the maturity level
achieved at the end of RP3).

All stakeholders agreed that safety is paramount
and that safety performance should, where possi-
ble and reasonable, continue to improve. The PRB
expects that the ANSPs and NSAs will ensure that
the maturity of the safety management system
will not degrade irrespective of the way the ma-
turity is measured. The PRB also expects that the
ANSPs will consider the actual/planned achieve-
ments at the end of RP3 against the RP4 EoSM and
use this as starting level for RP4. This will still ena-
ble the organisation to incrementally progress to
the end-of-RP4 targets and in balance with the
other KPAs. The PRB will assess for each ANSP (and
based on the ANSPs’ self-assessment of their min-
imum maturity levels for RP3), where the ANSP
should start RP4 and use this expected level when
assessing the RP4 draft performance plans.

27
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Where the revision of the EoSM is fully covered by
regulatory requirements, which already should be
complied with by the ANSP, the PRB is expecting
that compliance is achieved at the beginning of
RP4.



Question 3.2

28

29

30

To ensure safety levels are retained and where
possible improved, targets need to be set to en-
sure continued improvements of safety perfor-
mance. In Question 3.2, respondents were asked
“To what extent do you agree that the methodol-
ogy and argumentation provided in the PRB report
supports the proposed target in the key perfor-
mance area of safety?”.

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 2 shows the distribution of replies. In total,
22 stakeholders agreed that the methodology and
argumentation provided in the PRB report sup-
ports the proposed targets in the key perfor-
mance area of safety (10 fully agreed and 12
agreed to some extent), while 19 respondents dis-
agreed (14 disagreed to some extent and five fully
disagreed). When analysing the responses by
stakeholder category, the majority of ANSPs disa-
greed while all airlines and the majority of NSA
and Member State representatives agreed. One
professional staff representative body agreed that
the methodology and argumentation provided
supports the proposed target.
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Figure 2 — Number of replies to Question 3.2 “To what extent
do you agree that the methodology and argumentation pro-
vided in the PRB report supports the proposed target in the
key performance area of safety?” (source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments are listed in Table 2 (next
page). 30 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 20 ANSPs, including one association;
e Two airlines, including two associations; and
e Eight NSA and Member State representatives.
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3.2 To what extent do you agree that the methodology and argumentation provided in the PRB report supports the

proposed target in the key performance area of safety?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

IATA agrees that targets should not fall below previously achieved levels. Achieving level D in
some additional MOs, should be possible, as it has been in RP2 and RP3 for many ANSPs. While
IATA applauds that the questionnaire itself increases ambition, we believe that targeting only
level Cin most MOs, when in RP2 most targeted a D, is not fully consistent with the objective
of setting progressively stretching but achievable targets. The PRB monitoring reports 2021
and 2022 indicate that recovery to previous EoSM levels was achievable in less than five years
for many (16/36 ANSPs already achieved all the targets in 2022, 27 reached a minimum of C
in all MOs. In Annex |, Table 2 shows that some ANSPs could be set back to B or even A levels,
which raises concern. Are B levels reflective of the present safety level in Europe?

Airline
(ERA)

Support RP4 targets that should aim to regain the level set by the target in RP3 targets mid
reference period.

ANSP
(FABEC)

The availability of the revised EoSM questionnaire is scheduled for "late 2023" (Report, item
33). Consequently, the detailed requirements for achieving the proposed maturity levels and
the challenges associated with meeting the additional requirements of the new areas are so
far still unknown. Without this information, it becomes impossible to comprehend the pro-
posed targets (EoSM maturity levels). We therefore can only provide our assessment of the
proposed targets upon availability of the finalized EoSM questionnaire. To keep the current
high level of safety does require measures that come at a cost, which are likely to increase
when considering e.g. more ambitious targets, compliance with (EU) regulation 2017/373 (e.g.
Occurrence and change management), etc.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

While striving to achieve and maintain the agreed safety levels, targets set in this area have to
be realistic and achievable. This element can be assessed using new EoSM questionnaire and
guidance once they are made available (these are not available yet). Situation when more am-
bitious targets are set without knowing what the exact level is to be achieved (what elements
need to be ensured to reach the target level) should not take place. Therefore final EoSM
target setting for the safety KPA for RP4 should take place based on review of the new ques-
tionnaire and maturity levels defined therein. Nevertheless, it is important to verify the feasi-
bility of using EASA threats listed in the European Aviation Safety Plan (EPAS) and related SPI
levels, as well as national safety programs and plans and national SPIs in this case. Control of
risks and trends 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 required
compliance has its costs. This can be due to: ® Investigations — when traffic increases and be-
comes denser, there are likely to be more occurrences to be investigated. ® The new EoSM
questionnaire which contains more difficult questions — more effort needed (law of diminish-
ing returns) » The need to have more people to meet the targets ¢ Compliance with Regulation
2017/373 since it entered into force in 2020, with different costs between Member States. All
this will need to be considered in RP4 as an interdependency and guidelines should be pro-
vided.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

The proposals lack sufficient justification or substance as to how operational stakeholders will
be able to meet the targets. While the existence of interdependencies between the four key
performance areas is recognised, it is not clear how the interdependencies between the pro-
posed (ranges of) KPIs will be assessed and reflected. For example, it should be borne in mind
that maintaining a high level of safety and compliance may have a direct impact on the cost
side. This may be due to the new EoSM questionnaire, which has a higher level of ambition
than the previous one, and/or the increased level of compliance with Regulation 2017/373,
which may require more resources at the organisational level. All this will need to be consid-
ered as interdependencies for RP4.

ANSP
(LVNL)

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

ANSP
(ENAV)

It should be borne in mind that maintaining high safety levels and the corresponding required
compliance has its costs. This can be due to: e Investigations — when traffic increases and
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becomes denser, there are likely to be more occurrences to be investigated. ¢ as the complex-
ity of air traffic management also increases overruns and the costs to effectively manage the
entire SMS (e.g. Change Management) increase. ® The new EoSM questionnaire which con-
tains more difficult questions — more effort needed (law of diminishing returns) ¢ The need to
have more people (Safety Specialist/Actors) to meet the targets » The level of compliance with
Regulation 2017/373, entered into force in 2020, is naturally growing with growing NSAs ex-
pectation and with different costs between Member States. All this will need to be considered
in RP4 as an interdependency. Will PRB provide guidelines on this?

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

Continued safety improvement is necessary, but the cost (resources) associated have to be
proportionate /reasonable.

ANSP
(EANS)

Continued improvements of safety performance has its costs.

ANSP
(DSNA)

The only target (EoSM) covers the SMS maturity but fails to highlight the safety level of day to
day operations. It also fails to reflect the risk exposure. The resources required to answer EoSM
guestionnaire are disproportionate and it could be more useful to spend some of these re-
sources to measure the level of safety of operations.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

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

ANSP
(CANSO)

It should be borne in mind that maintaining high safety levels and the corresponding required
compliance has its costs. This can be due to: - Investigations — when traffic increases and be-
comes denser, there are likely to be more occurrences to be investigated. - The new EoSM
guestionnaire which contains additional, more demanding questions — more effort needed -
The need to have additional resources, including people, to meet the targets - Compliance
with Regulation 2017/373 since it entered into force in 2020, with different costs between
Member States. - The high pace of EASA regulation development, which creates a constant
challenge to meet relevant compliance. The resources needed to analyze, administrate and
implement such compliance will eventually be in contrast to the constant requirements of
improved effectiveness. All this will need to be considered in RP4 as an interdependency with
analysis of impact on cost-efficiency targets. Will PRB provide guidelines on this?

ANSP
(ANS CR)

Neither PRB, nor EASA has ever measured “safety levels” and have never set any targets to
these (which is considered good or correct). Any target regarding safety levels would lead to
unwanted behaviour (e.g. changes in occurrence classification to meet the targets etc.), lead-
ing to less information about safety and damaging safety culture. Please note that both SoE
and EoSM are not about “safety” — the focus is on “safety management”.

ANSP
(LFV)

It should be borne in mind that maintaining high safety levels and the corresponding required
compliance has its costs. This can be due to: - Investigations — when traffic increases and be-
comes denser, there are likely to be more occurrences to be investigated. - The new EoSM
guestionnaire which contains additional, more demanding questions — more effort needed -
The need to have additional resources, including people, to meet the targets - Compliance
with Regulation 2017/373 since it entered into force in 2020, with different costs between
Member States. - The high pace of EASA regulation development, which creates a constant
challenge to meet relevant compliance. The resources needed to analyze, administrate and
implement such compliance will eventually be in contrast to the constant requirements of
improved effectiveness. All this will need to be considered in RP4 as an interdependency with
analysis of impact on cost-efficiency targets. Will PRB provide guidelines on this?

ANSP
(AVINOR)

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

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’s view: as stated earlier, reaching high safety standards does not come for
granted, therefore requires constant focus, investments and consideration of various factors
like traffic increase, new requirements (set in EoSM questionnaire), the need of additional
human-resources to ensure fulfilment of all the requirements, etc. It is important to be able
to manage these interdependencies in clear and measurable way.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

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

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

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

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

. The need to have more people to meet the targets

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

All this will need to be considered in RP4 as an interdependency. Furthermore, the availability
of the revised EoSM questionnaire is only scheduled for ""late 2023"" (Report, item 33). Con-
sequently, the detailed requirements for achieving the proposed maturity levels and the chal-
lenges associated with meeting the additional requirements of the new areas remain un-
known.

ANSP
(DFS)

In principle, we agree with the methodology and argumentation described by PRB. However,
it should be respected, that the revision of the RP4 EoSM questionnaire (see question 3.3) is
currently (as of mid-Oct 23) only just being prepared.

A reasonable assessment of the suitability of the proposed target values (1x “D”, 4x “C”) can
only be made once the actual requirements for the maturity levels have been determined in
the revised RP4 questionnaire.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

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

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

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

Member State
(Netherlands)

The evidence presented does not support this particular conclusion. The crucial part to main-
taining safety is to always incorporate it in analysis of changes to the system. The interaction
with the other three key performance areas, particularly the changes stemming from them, is
what will ensure maintained and improved safety.

Member State
(Spain)

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

NSA
(Cyprus)

Air traffic is forecast to increase and therefore the "pressure" to achieve the delay targets will
also increase. This could potentially have safety implications. It is necessary to establish a
meaningful association between the different areas: Example "number of safety occurrences
associated with traffic overloads (i.e. when declared capacity was exceeded or "% of costs
allocated to the increase of ATC sectors"). In addition, it should be noted that safety shall not
be compromised through implementation of insufficiently proven and insufficiently mature
technologies and operational solutions. Therefore, it would be beneficial to receive additional
explanations from PRB whether f all factored in CP1 benefits have been analysed considering
the impact on safety.

NSA
(France)

As said above, the first methodological flaw is the absence of the revised EoSM questionnaire
which does not help to assess the proposed methodology. This is also an issue because new
topics such as fatigue risk management were not covered in RP3 questionnaire. The basic as-
sumption to adapt the final 2024 targets reached by all ANSPs by one level in 2025 is not sup-
ported and considered too simplistic and make the comparison between RP3 and RP4 to be
viewed cautiously; in addition, it does not capture differences in SMS maturity levels at local
levels for different ANSPs which will be ranked at the same level. Defining targets helps push-
ing ANSPs to be in a mindset which drives safety improvement. Nevertheless, currently, tar-
gets are only associated to EoSM but not to KPIs like RIs & SMis. There could be a brainstorm-
ing about defining targets for those KPls, but first, they should be comparable from one State
to another (i.e. use automatic tools to detect SMls for example)

NSA
(Poland)

The progress should be in line with the previous RPs achievements. It is a matter of importance
to use during RP4 methods of assessment and indicators comparable to the previous periods.
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NSA
(ENAC)

It should be borne in mind that maintaining high safety levels and the corresponding required
compliance has its costs. This can be due to: Investigations — when traffic increases and be-
comes denser, there are likely to be more occurrences to be investigated; as the complexity
of air traffic management also increases overruns and the costs to effectively manage the en-
tire SMS increase; The new EoSM questionnaire which contains more difficult questions —
more effort needed (law of diminishing returns); The need to have more people (Safety Spe-
cialist/Actors) to meet the targets; The level of compliance with Regulation 2017/373. All this
need to be considered in RP4 as an interdependency. We hope PRB will provide guideline on
this. We also believe that the costs that achieving a higher level of safety required should be
evaluated. These costs should be, at least in part, not counted in the total actual costs. This
approach would encourage investment in safety.

NSA
(Switzerland)

As a general comment, FOCA welcomes the future application of a revised EoSM as the current
questionnaire has shown its limitations. However, at this point in time, it is difficult to assess
the effects of the revised questionnaire, which will be made available only by the end of 2023.
Therefore, it is not possible to comment on its content and on the safety objectives in detail
itself. It will be key to learn as soon as feasible about the detailed requirements for achieving
the proposed safety Management Objectives, their maturity levels and the challenges associ-
ated with meeting them.

NSA (Germany)

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

In the main report it is stated that the revised EOSM questionnaire will be available late 2023.
Therefore, for the time being it is not possible to get an opinion on the requirements for the
maturity levels without knowing the new questionnaire and its AMC/GM. It should be men-
tioned in advance that proceeding of EASA in preparing and creating the questionnaire is not
satisfactory, as instead of opening for the matter for discussion with all relevant stakeholders
and member states, EASA picked participants for the working group. Only in a very late state,
the questionnaire was distributed for comments, when general orientation and setup had al-
ready been decided. In the main report in No 35 PRB makes an interpretation with no proper
argumentation. Maybe the targets were not too unambitious but rather ANSPs focused on a
very good performance. In the main report in No 44 PRB is stating that an ANSP is assumed to
start RP4 one level lower than when ending RP3. The impact of this general assumption is
unclear. Even worse, the way we understand it, ANSPs not achieving the targets for RP3 for
Management Objectives other than safety risk management would start RP4 with the same
maturity level. This blurs the picture of ANSPs performances. The approach is not properly
justified and cannot be supported. Moreover, it is considered over simplistic. It punishes a
good performance towards the end of RP3 in regards to targets of RP4 while gratifying poor
performance in RP3. Apart from this, our experts would be happy to discuss, how SAF can be
promoted without major duplication of efforts between the implementing regulations (EU)
2017/373 and (EU) 2019/317.

Table 2 - Comments received on question 3.2.




PRB analysis

32

33

34

35

36

37

There was mixed feedback from stakeholders:
Some agreeing to the approach, while others dis-
agreeing.

Comments were raised on the following topics:

e EoSM questionnaire not being available to
support assessment of the RP4 proposed tar-
gets;

e Translation of maturity levels between RP3
and RP4;

e Degrading maturity levels;

e Interdependencies (mainly cost).

Most stakeholders argued that since the RP4
EoSM questionnaire was not available, was not
possible to assess the proposed targets and con-
sequences in particular on their realism and
achievement. These stakeholders also noted that
improvement of safety and ensuring regulatory
requirements comes with a cost, which needs to
be taken into consideration for the target setting.
Stakeholders further argued that how the interde-
pendency with targets proposed for other KPAs
have been considered is unclear, particularly the
impact on cost-efficiency.

Additionally, comments were raised that the
method used by the PRB to translate maturity lev-
els between the RP3 and RP4 EoSM question-
naires was too simplistic. Some argued that this
could potentially blur the picture of ANSPs’ perfor-
mances and could be seen as punishing a good
performance towards the end of RP3 while grati-
fying poor performance in RP3. This is related to
the comments that the translation could be seen
as reducing the requirements. Stakeholders sug-
gested setting intermediate targets to ensure AN-
SPs regain RP3 levels during RP4 and reach more
demanding levels end of RP4.

Some stakeholders noted that the maturity
achieved during RP3 should not be allowed to de-
grade because a revised EoSM questionnaire is
being introduced.

Finally, several stakeholders argued that the PRB
did not clearly explain how the interdependency
between the KPAs have been used to define tar-
gets for safety.
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PRB response

38

39

40

The PRB provided its response on the degrading
maturity levels in a previous reply. It is not ex-
pected that ANSPs and NSAs will degrade the ma-
turity of the safety management as this would be
detrimental to the objective that all stakeholders
agree to (i.e. safety is paramount and should con-
tinue to improve).

While recognising that the RP4 EoSM question-
naire was not available yet for stakeholders’ con-
sultation, the ANSPs should, in general, be familiar
with the CANSO SoE as this was developed by AN-
SPs under the CANSO framework. ANSPs should
also be familiar with European standards in the
different areas of the EoSM questionnaire and
should have a good basis on which to give a quali-
fied view on the proposed targets (with the nec-
essary reservation against the final wording of re-
quirements and the supporting guidance). Finally,
ANSPs and NSAs were part of the EASA S(K)PI
drafting group drafting the RP4 EoSM question-
naire and have been able to influence the scope of
the requirements and the guidance material.

A draft RP4 EoSM questionnaire was provided, as
planned, to the Commission in December 2023.
This version covered all the five management ob-
jectives and the related guidelines. The EASA
S(K)PI drafting group (involving ANSPs, NSAs, and
social partner organisations) provided a revised
draft EoSM questionnaire for the EASA managed
stakeholder consultation. This gave the stakehold-
ers the option to consider the revised draft RP4
EoSM questionnaire against the proposed targets
and to raise any concerns. As part of the disposi-
tion of the stakeholder comments, EASA consid-
ered the comments and amended the revised
draft RP4 EoSM questionnaire, if comments were
agreed. In this regard, the PRB and EASA have
used the outcome of the EASA stakeholder consul-
tation and the final RP4 EoSM questionnaire for
the target setting for RP4 and reconsidered the
proposed targets where needed. The final RP4
EoSM questionnaire and associated guidance be-
came available in early March 2024 before the fi-
nal targets for RP4 are to be agreed.



41

42

43

44

The PRB accepts that the translation was simple,
but it was done to provide a view of the minimum
maturity level ANSPs would start at when applying
the RP4 EoSM gquestionnaire. The translation gave
a view of how much more demanding the ques-
tionnaire was 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 separately. The PRB does
not support the view that a translation of the ma-
turity levels would punish good performance or al-
low poor performance. All ANSPs are measured
against the same SMS requirements (both in RP3
and in RP4) and have to reach the targeted ma-
turity levels as measured using the respective
EoSMs. The SMS requirements are the five EoSM
management objectives appearing in the related
reference period implementing regulation. These
objectives remain stable across reference periods,
while the requirements supporting each objective
evolve. This practice is mirrored by industry stake-
holders.

As targets for a reference period are set for the
last year of the period, ANSPs could theoretically
propose a lower level of maturity than what they
actually achieved during RP3 (e.g an ANSP could
theoretically propose starting at level A for RP4
even though they achieved level D in RP3 for the
same management objective). This could equally
be done for management objectives where the
EoSM requirements have not changed between
RP3 and RP4. The option to set a degraded perfor-
mance exists irrespective of revising the EoSM and
irrespective of any translation done as targets are
not defined annually.

ANSPs that do not reach RP3 targets at the end of
RP3 will have an even more demanding challenge
during RP4 as 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 than roll-over effort to the next reference

45

46

47
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period. ANSPs performing well in RP3 and exceed-
ing the RP3 targets may see their maturity level
reduced when starting RP4 due to more demand-
ing EoSM requirements, but these ANSPs will have
less effort to improve their maturity levels. There-
fore, the scheme will benefit good performers
during RP3. Any 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 that the maturity of the ANSPs safety
management system is robust enough to not de-
grade performance between RP3 and RP4. The
PRB is expecting the ANSPs, the NSAs, and the
Member States to ensure that the performance
plans correctly reflect the actual level the ANSPs
can achieve when using the RP4 EoSM question-
naire based on their final RP3 performance.

The PRB recognises that ensuring a continued high
level of safety has a cost for the ANSPs, which
could increase for RP4. The PRB considers that the
cost to sustain the current level of safety and per-
formance is already included in the ANSP cost
base. Moreover, the PRB considers that the addi-
tional effort required to ensure a safe introduction
of changes to the ANSPs ATM functional systems,
introduction of airspace changes, etc., will be in-
cluded in the ANSP cost base, and assessed as part
of the cost-efficiency KPA.

The PRB recognises that, where the RP4 EoSM
questionnaire is more demanding than the cur-
rent one, some additional cost may be foreseen.
However, such costs are negligible compared to
the magnitude of the cost base.

Finally, interdependencies have been considered
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 against an
impact on safety margins. This has been achieved
through the revision of the EoSM adopting a more
modern approach to safety management, reflect-
ing current regulatory requirements, and setting
targets at a level of maturity ensuring improve-
ments implementation.



Question 3.3 A

48

49

50

The PRB and EASA propose the EoSM question-
naire to be aligned with the CANSO Standard of
Excellence (SoE) in Safety Management (CANSO
SoE, revision February 2023) to reflect more mod-
ern safety management approaches and avoid du-
plication of effort. In Question 3.3, respondents
were asked “To what extent do you agree with the
proposed approach?”.

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of the replies. The
majority of stakeholders (33) agreed with the pro-
posed approach (27 fully agreed and six agreed to
some extent), while two respondents disagreed to
some extent. When analysing the responses by
stakeholder category, 20 ANSPs agreed with the
proposed approach, while one disagreed. 11 NSA
and Member State representatives agreed, while
one airline agreed to some extent, and one disa-
greed to some extent. One professional staff rep-
resentative body fully agreed with the proposed
approach.

51
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Number of replies
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Figure 3 — Number of replies to Question 3.3 A “To what ex-
tent do you agree with the proposed approach? (CANSO SoE
alignment)” (source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments are found in Table 3 (next
page). 17 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e Nine ANSPs, including one association;

e One airline association; and

e Seven NSA and Member State representa-
tives.
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3.3 To what extent do you agree with the proposed approach? (CANSO SoE alignment)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

Recurrently it seems that the EoSM questionnaire changes based on CANSO modifications of
SoE. The measuring tool and targets are, therefore, to a great extent bottom-up and ANSP-
driven. It would make more sense to derive CANSO tools from EASA’s modification on the
regulatory tools (e.g the questionnaire) rather than the other way round. Also, from one ref-
erence period to another we should avoid additional requirements making ANSPs fall back one
level from no matter what level they have. It might be sensible that this only happens with the
highest levels (D, E), to avoid giving the impression that Europe falls back in safety to level B
and it is permanently challenging to reach a C. As per Annex | paragraph 29 EASA will take care
to “avoid unrealistically onerous requirements” and adapt them to the maturity levels. This
supports the airlines’ view that it should be possible to target for level D in more than one MO
by 2029

ANSP

(Polish Air Navigation

Services Agency)

Actions aimed at streamlining processes used under the Performance Scheme with those de-
veloped and validated by the industry are welcome as they also support avoiding duplication
of effort at the ANSPs’ side. RP4 targets should also correspond to latest developments and
current practices

ANSP
(Port Lotniczy Byd-
goszcz S.A.)

We would like to draw your attention to the importance of providing air navigation service
providers affected by the safety performance targets with specific information regarding
planned changes to the structure of the EoSM survey, which is the basis for assessing the levels
of safety provided. Without this, it is impossible to properly refer to the proposed level of
objectives for the fourth reference period, because it is not known what level of security they
will actually define

ANSP
(LVNL)

Aligning with CANSO SoE helps to avoid duplication of effort. The stated largely consistent with
SoE remains an unknown entity since there is no concept PRB EoSM.

ANSP
(ENAV)

We should prevent the questionnaire expands too much. Aligned with SoE, doesn’t mean we
have to transform the SoE scale (from A to E) into the EoSM one (from A to D) and thereby
importing unsustainable goals and/or taking advantage to expand the questionnaire to non-
direct related safety areas such as quality or quality audits.

ANSP
(DSNA)

Fully agree to align both questionnaires. However, the target for performance plan will be
difficult to reach if level E SoE questions are set to reach level D in EOSM. EoSM questionnaire
should be supported by the same tool as SoE's (Power Apps)

ANSP
(ANS CR)

Unfortunately, based on available information (via CANSO), EoSM will not be fully aligned with
CANSO SoE. When it is only “largely consistent”, it requires additional effort to identify the
differences and find and justify all the different answers. Moreover, the related processes are
very different — which necessarily creates additional effort. CANSO SoE answers are validated
and moderated by EUROCONTROL and CANSO, and the results are influenced by this moder-
ation. In EoSM, the “moderators” are CAs with different knowledge and limited access to good
/best practices as shared within EUROCONTROL and CANSO moderators/members

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’s view: It brings coherence and allows avoidance of duplications and use of
different sources.

ANSP

As the content of the new EoSM hasn't been released yet, it is not possible to judge how con-

(Skyguide) sistent it will be with the SoE.

ANSP Naviair awaits the determination of requirements for reporting on achievement of the objec-

(NAVIAIR) tives. This is in order to be able to estimate the potential for improvement of flight safety, and
additional resource needs to meet the reporting requirements

Member State The response is subject to the concrete wording of the revised EoSM questionnaire (not yet

(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 concluded

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

NSA Having a unified questionnaire for EoOSM and CANSO Standard of Excellence in Safety Manage-

(France) ment would avoid duplication of efforts and inconsistencies in the assessment of SMS maturity
levels.

NSA Changes concerning many aspects of the air navigation service providers functioning such as

(Poland) the human factor, cybersecurity and changes in legislation (for example implementing Regu-

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

NSA
(Italy)

We should prevent the questionnaire expands too much. Aligned with SoE, doesn’t mean we
have to transform the SoE scale (from A to E) into the EOSM one (from A to D) and thereby
importing unsustainable goals and/or taking advantage to expand the questionnaire to non-
direct related safety areas such as quality or quality audits

NSA
(Switzerland)

FOCA supports the future alignment with the CANSO SoE. We positively take note of the align-
ment of the scoring mechanism with the EASA Management Assessment Tool, which allows
the comparison of the results reported via the EoSM questionnaire. This is an important ele-
ment as currently national interpretations of the EoSM lead to discrepancies in the scoring
among ANSPs.

NSA
(Germany)

Due to the missing questionnaire there is no possibility to get an opinion. In the main report it
is stated that the revised EoSM questionnaire will be available late 2023. Therefore, for the
time being it is not possible to get an opinion on the requirements for the maturity levels
without knowing the new questionnaire and its AMC/GM. How will PRB solve this lack of in-
formation and period of time missing for the proper evaluation of the safety target (range)?

Table 3 - Comments received on question 3.3 A.




PRB analysis

52

53

54

55

All stakeholders are in general supportive of align-
ing the RP4 EoSM questionnaire with the latest
CANSO SoE, however, a few stakeholders also re-
iterated that it is difficult to assess given that RP4
EoSM guestionnaire was not available. A few res-
ervations have been raised covering:

e Too extensive EOSM questionnaire;

e RP3 and RP4 maturity levels;

e Diversion away from the CANSO SoE and dis-
parity of NSA capabilities; and

e EoSM questionnaire not available to support
assessment of RP4 targets.

Stakeholders argued that the RP4 EoSM question-
naire, when combining the CANSO SoE with the
RP3 EoSM questionnaire, may become too exten-
sive (over and above what reasonably should be
required).

Comments were raised about the fact that the
EoSM questionnaire operates with four maturity
levels (scale from A to D) 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 EoSM guestionnaire will be allocated
to maturity level D and give overly demanding re-
quirements.

Some stakeholders also commented that the RP4
EoSM questionnaire will differ too much from the
CANSO SoE and that the benefit of aligning the
two being able to re-use replies developed for the
CANSO SoE will be reduced or disappear. This was
complemented by additional comments stating
that, while the replies to the CANSO SoE is as-
sessed by Eurocontrol and CANSO (moderates),
the EoSM questionnaire is assessed by NSAs with
different knowledge and different awareness of
good/best practices. Hence, an increasing dispar-
ity between the CANSO SoE and the RP4 EoSM
guestionnaire may affect the level of verification
of the EoSM.

56
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Finally, a few stakeholders addressed the unavail-
ability of the RP4 EoSM questionnaire.

PRB response

57

58

59

On the extensive and revised EoSM guestionnaire,
the PRB notes that, in general, the CANSO SoE ad-
dresses at least the same aspects as the RP3 EoSM
questionnaire. From this perspective the RP4
EoSM questionnaire would not become more ex-
tensive than the CANSO SoE. The CANSO SoE does
not necessarily fully address European standards
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 level. On the other hand, some CANSO
SoE requirements were found not to be needed
for the RP4 EoSM questionnaire hence removed.
Overall, the PRB considers that the RP4 EoSM
guestionnaire is not more extensive than the
CANSO SoE.

It is correct that the RP4 EoSM questionnaire op-
erates with four maturity levels (A to D) while the
CANSO SoE operates with five levels. As a general
principle, when developing the revised EoSM
questionnaire, requirements for a particular ma-
turity level in CANSO SoE are retained at the same
level. Requirements in the CANSO SoE at level E
were in general not retained in the EoSM ques-
tionnaire since a best practices level would not be
consistent with the methodology of the perfor-
mance scheme.

Regarding the diversion from the CANSO SoE, the
PRB notes that the use of the CANSO SoE is volun-
tary. Thus, for a particular ANSP, there may be or
not verified replies to the CANSO SoE. Moreover,
some ANSPs are not necessarily familiar with the
CANSO SoE and hence would not benefit from an
alignment and would not have a moderated as-
sessment of the SoE achievements.



60 The CANSO SoE is not necessarily reflecting Euro-

pean standards and is not reflecting the improve-
ments the PRB and EASA wish to ensure during
RP4. Thus, there is a difference between the
CANSO SoE and the EoSM questionnaire to sup-
port such intentions. Nevertheless, the same or
similar justification and evidence will be required
for both the CANSO SoE and the EoSM question-
naire. Therefore, it is expected that the verifica-
tion process may be more rigorous than that per-
formed by CANSO/Eurocontrol. During oversight
visits at the ANSPs, NSAs will gain direct
knowledge that can be used for the verification of
the ANSPs EoSM replies. On the NSA capabilities
disparity, the PRB acknowledges that NSAs may
have different level of knowledge and capabilities
and different awareness of good/best practices.
The RP4 EoSM questionnaire includes guidance
for almost each requirement, which not only will
support the ANSPs when performing their self-as-
sessment but also assist the NSAs when verifying
the ANSP assessment.

61
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The PRB and EASA response on the availability of
the RP4 EoSM questionnaire has been provided in
Question 3.2.



Question 3.3 B
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64

The PRB and EASA proposed that the EoSM ques-
tionnaire is aligned with the CANSO SoE (revision
February 2023) and enhanced to better reflect
regulatory requirements with the minimum ma-
turity level corresponding to ANSPs being compli-
ant with the requirements. In Question 3.3, re-
spondents were asked “To what extent do you
agree with the proposed approach?”.

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 4 shows the distribution of the replies. The
majority of stakeholders (30) agreed with the pro-
posed approach (11 fully agreed and 19 agreed to
some extent), while four respondents disagreed
to some extent. When analysing the responses by
stakeholder category, the majority of ANSPs
agreed (17), while four ANSPs disagreed to some
extent. The airlines, NSAs, and Member State rep-
resentatives, and the professional staff repre-
sentative bodies who expressed an opinion,
agreed with the proposed approach.
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Figure 4 — Number of replies to Question 3.3 B “To what ex-
tent do you agree with the proposed approach? (Regulatory
requirements)” (source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments are listed in Table 4 (next
page). 26 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 17 ANSPs, including one association;
e Three airlines, including two associations; and
e Six NSA and Member State representatives.
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3.3 To what extent do you agree with the proposed approach? (Regulatory requirements)

Stakeholder Comment

Airline IATA agrees that compliance with the regulatory requirements is the very least minimum to

(IATA) achieve. Noncompliance should have consequences. Enhancement of the questionnaire is
supported. However, changes should be commensurate across reference periods to avoid the
impression that targets are permanently kept at average levels of ambition. Avoidance of du-
plication of processes is supported but EASA driving CANSO would be preferable that the other
way around

Airline The KPAs and related KPIs need to be aligned with the current best practices and consequently

(Easyjet) reflect changes in SMS systems due to e.g. digitalisation. If the PRB and EASA conclude that
the CANSO Standard of Excellence in Safety Management is current best practice, it should be
followed.

Airline The KPAs and related KPIs need to be aligned with the current best practices and consequently

(A4E) reflect changes in SMS systems due to e.g. digitalisation. If the PRB and EASA conclude that
the CANSO Standard of Excellence in Safety Management is current best practice, it should be
followed.

ANSP As indicated above, aligning the EoSM with the latest CANSO SoE is supported. However, the

(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

targets have to be achievable — and this element can be assessed only when new EoSM ques-
tionnaire and guidance are made available (these are not available yet). Situation when more
ambitious targets are set without knowing what the exact level is to be achieved (what ele-
ments need to be ensured to reach the target level) should not take place. Therefore final
EoSM target setting for the safety KPA for RP4 should take place based on review of the new
questionnaire and maturity levels defined therein. Due consideration should also be given to
any additional costs stemming from increased safety targets (to be taken into account in the
costefficiency KPA).

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

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

ANSP The CANSO Standard of Excellence in SMS isn't known by everyone. More time is needed to

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

goszcz S.A.)

ANSP We welcome the alignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we cannot make a

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

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

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

(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 give final

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

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

(ENAIRE) ANSPs.

ANSP We agree to this approach. EU regulation should be the common base for SMS maturity

(DSNA)

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

(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 give final

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

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

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

the main driver for improving SMS. Always late and older (and different) EoSM is mostly per-
ceived just as a mandatory exercise with no added value for ANSPs’ safety management —
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 give final

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

ANSP We welcome the alignment but are awaiting the enhanced but not finalized EoSM.

(AVINOR)

ANSP Lithuanian ANSP’s view: alignment with the CANSO’s Standard of Excellence is welcomed,

(AB Oro Navigacija)

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

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

We welcome alignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we can only give final
judgement on the enhanced EoSM when it is finalised (April 2024). If the questionnaire gives
a lower score then the target should be reconsidered.

ANSP
(skeyes)

We welcome alignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we can only give
final judgement on the enhanced EoSM when it is finalised (April 2024). If the ques-
tionnaire gives a lower score then the target should be reconsidered.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Aligning the EoSM to the SoE is the right approach as it avoids duplication of work. Depending
on the amount of "enhancements" brought afterwards to the EoSM, it might actually take
both methods (EoSM/SoE) apart again.

Member State
(Netherlands)

Alignment with CANSO standards is supported. If this will be the case cannot be concluded
from the report as no details on the PRB EoSM is given.

NSA
(France)

We can support the statement if the common understanding is that both questionnaires
would be fully aligned, meaning CANSO SoE would be enhanced to integrate compliance with
the regulatory requirements so there could be only one questionnaire as already mentioned.

NSA
(Poland)

Changes concerning legislation (for example implementing Regulation 2017/373) justify plans
of verification and update the EoSM questionnaire. Furthermore, we should consider imple-
mentation of the tool to immediate react to the changes in the regulations influencing the KPA
Safety in RP4.

NSA
(Italy)

We welcome alignment with the CANSO Standard of Excellence, but we can only give final
judgement on the enhanced EoSM when it is finalised (April 2024). If the questionnaire sets
unsustainable or unrealistic goals and gives a different score then the target should be recon-
sidered.

NSA
(Estonia)

Every alignment of the positions or opinions of different organisations makes it easier to follow

NSA
(Switzerland)

FOCA considers it problematic that - as a general rule for the safety target setting in RP4 - an
ANSP is assumed to start RP4 one level lower than when ending RP3. This may lead to a situa-
tion where one ANSP may barely reach a certain level at the end of RP3 in 2024, whereas
another is fulfilling it perfectly - but both will be ranked in the same manner at the beginning
of RP4. In another situation, ANSPs not achieving the targets for RP3 for Management Objec-
tives other than safety risk management would start RP4 with the same maturity level. This in
practice means that an ANSP reaching level B in Safety Culture at the end of RP3 and thus not
achieving the ultimate RP3 target would start at level B in RP4. Another ANSP that has suc-
ceeded in reaching the RP3 target by level C would in turn start at level B. This may not incen-
tivize (some) ANSPs to do their utmost for the remainder of RP3

Table 4 - Comments received on question 3.3 B.




PRB analysis

66

All stakeholders are in general supportive of align-
ing the RP4 EoSM questionnaire with CANSO SoE,
to include additional aspects (e.g. human factors,
cybersecurity), and to ensure that the RP4 EoSM
guestionnaire reflects regulatory requirements.
However, stakeholders also reiterated that it was
difficult to assess, as the RP4 EoSM questionnaire
was not available. The replies to this comment can
be found in the previous questions.

67
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One stakeholder further raised the concern that
ANSPs mostly would use the CANSO SoE, as the
EoSM gquestionnaire is always late and always dif-
ferent to the CANSO SoE. It was also argued that
EoSM requirement over a reference period is
gradually less and less reflecting up-to-date ap-
proaches to Safety Management.

PRB response

68 The Regulation does not anticipate or allow for the

revision of the EoSM questionnaire to reflect lat-
est development during the reference period. It is
important that major indicators, particularly the
KPI(s), remain stable to enable coherence.



2.3 Environment

69

This section presents all the questions on the en-
vironment KPA included in the survey. This is fol-
lowed by tables with all comments received. Six
guestions were asked:

e (Question 4.1 A: To what extent do you agree
with the PRB objective on environment for
RP4?

e Question 4.1 B: To what extent do you agree
with this advice? (Environmental incentive
scheme)

e Question 4.2: 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 area of en-
vironment?

e (Question 4.3: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach? (ERNIP benefits)

e (Question 4.4: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach? (ENV-CAP inter-
dependency study)

e Question 4.5: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach? (Allowance due
to the impact of Russia’s war of aggression
against Ukraine)

Question 4.1 A

70

For RP4, the PRB considers the environment KPA
as the top priority (safety aside) and advises for
ambitious yet achievable target ranges. Reducing
CO; 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 level of capac-
ity aiming at reducing excess flight trajectories and
enabling emission reductions to reach a higher
level of environmental efficiency by the end of
2029. In Question 4.1 A, respondents were asked
“To what extent do you agree with the PRB objec-
tive on environment for RP4?”.

71
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45 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 5 shows the distribution of the replies. The
majority of stakeholders (30) disagreed with the
PRB objective on environment for RP4 (23 disa-
greed to some extent and seven fully disagreed),
while 14 respondents agreed (four fully agreed
and 10 agreed to some extent). The majority of
ANSPs, NSA and 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-
greed to some extent). One professional staff rep-
resentative body fully agreed, while one fully dis-
agreed.

25
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Figure 5 — Number of replies to Question 4.1 A “To what ex-
tent do you agree with the PRB objective on environment for
RP4?” (source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments are found in Table 5 (next
page). 43 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 22 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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4.1 A To what extent do you agree with the PRB objective on environment for RP4?
Stakeholder Comment
Airline It should be noted that Environment is directly linked to Capacity. Hence prioritization of En-
(Lufthansa Group) vironment before Capacity before Cost Efficiency is not adequate. In our opinion these three

Key performance areas are equally important. We see that in some cases there is already ex-
cess capacity with nearly zero delay and free route airspace implemented, which should then
trigger the question if the cost efficiency is also fully met? On the other hand, we see ANSPs
that will also during whole RP4 or good parts of it not be able to meet their capacity and envi-
ronment targets. Those ANSPs should not be allowed to compromise on cost efficiency. For
them cost efficiency should be priority number one.

Airline Airlines support that ATM contribution to environment is a priority in RP4, to show the com-
(IATA) mitment from the aviation sector to the environment. However, the way targets are defined
makes room for inefficiency being driven by delay levels, which is a bit contradictory with the
proposed approach. Delay is not the only influence factor, although a relationship between
lack of capacity and KEA is acknowledged. PRB 2021 monitoring report shows that even ex-
ceeding the capacity target (0.32 vs 0.35 min /ft), the KEA target was not met (2,59% vs 2,35%).
An optimal KEA level below which we cannot improve has never been officialized, which might
be necessary to understand the final goal from a top-down approach. We support the discus-
sion on new indicators which could help to show the stakeholders’ commitment to the envi-
ronment, but in this context of Regulation 2019/317 they should address ANSPs contributions

only.
Airline Recognise and support focus and close monitoring on ENV KPA which is a key priority for our
(ERA) airlines. But this priority must be delivered in conjunction with the delivery of the appropriate
capacity or the cost effectiveness KPI. They are intertwined.
Airline The EC, with the green deal, has made environment one of its top priorities. The Aviation in-
(Easyjet) dustry is supporting this priority with the D2050 initiative. Consequently, we support the closer

monitoring of environmental targets.

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

Furthermore, cost-efficiency cannot be neglected or de-prioritised as well, as this is key to
reach the necessary capacity targets. For the industry, and according to the regulatory frame-
work, environmental and economical sustainability are equally important as the latter is re-
quired to support the first.

Airline The EC, with the green deal, has made environment one of its top priorities. The Aviation in-
(A4E) dustry is supporting this priority with the D2050 initiative. Consequently, we support the closer
monitoring of environmental targets.

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

Furthermore, cost-efficiency cannot be neglected or de-prioritised as well, as this is key to
reach the necessary capacity targets. For the industry, and according to the regulatory frame-
work, environmental and economical sustainability are equally important as the latter is re-
quired to support the first.

ANSP PRB designates "KPA Environment" as a top priority, unfortunately without any notable re-
(FABEC) balancing of targets against other KPAs. The sole environmental KPI, the KEA indicator, is not
adequately within the control of ANSPs. Consequently, targets should not be set at the na-
tional or FAB level. Referring to the strategic priority outlined above, we ask you to consider
that more capacity likely results in more CO2 emissions. We therefore suggest clarifying with
PRB and the EU Commission their aim to improve the efficiency per flight while enabling more
flights altogether (as acknowledged in vision 2050). The recognition of interdependencies, es-
pecially between ENV and CAP, is appreciated. A big concern however is the lack of recognition
in these target range proposals.
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ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa satiksme)

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

ANSP
(FABEC)

While PRB designates "Environment" as a top priority without any notable re-balancing against
other KPAs, the KEA indicator — as commonly acknowledged - is not adequately within the
control of ANSPs. Consequently, targets should not be set at the national or FAB level for the
same reason. Assuming that delay could be reduced to the proposed level is unrealistic con-
sidering the increasing traffic demand. The increasing traffic increases traffic complexity and
thereby reduces HFE KEA performance, even in the hypothetical absence of delay. Funding of
capacity increasing measures is certainly required to drive capacity performance improvement

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

While acknowledging and supporting importance of initiatives improving environmental per-
formance, due consideration must be given to accountability of the players for such expected
improvement. It is widely recognised that the environmental KPI under the Performance
Scheme, KEA, is largely impacted by elements external to ANSPs and moreover it is not always
reflecting the most eco-friendly trajectories. Even in no-delay environment and with FRA im-
plementation, there are multiple external elements that make low KEA value hardly achieva-
ble. This has to be duly considered in target setting, which should be based on feasible level
of KEA and not aspirational, political goals. Looking at past results, current situation and con-
sidering possible improvements, the proposed targets will not be achievable and ANSPs should
not be faced with unrealistic targets.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

We urge the Commission to elaborate a better suited indicator for this KPA due to the short-
comings of KEA. KEA is influenced by factors beyond the control of ANSPs: neighbouring air-
space unavailability due to conflict, upstream or downstream ATM network inefficiencies, air-
space users’ performance-driven decisions. The HFE methodology does not differentiate be-
tween inefficiencies related to ANSPs and those due to factors not under ANSPs’ control. Ac-
cording to analysis of data from PRU portal for daily KEA evolution, we note, after 24.02.2022,
increased crossing distance. Traffic flows that were already circumnavigating the conflict area
following the events in 2014 have been pushed further to Romania’s S-W part with new ones
added. This confirms that the geopolitical situation represents an essential trigger for airlines,
as safety is paramount. In RP4, achieving KEA will become more challenging due to large scale
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 Environment
and Climate Action Plan. In this sense, it is not surprising that the PRB gives priority to improv-
ing ENV in RP4. However, the actual KEA indicator has a strong correlation with variables out-
side the control of ANSPs, such as flight planning, meteorological conditions affecting flight
trajectories, airspace disruptions caused by various situations (military activities, industrial ac-
tions, technical issues) which may undermine the defined objectives for this KPA. For RP4, the
achievement of KEA at EU level will be even more challenging, mainly due to geopolitical crises
with closure of large parts of the airspace and/or subsequent large-scale military exercises
limiting the airspace available for civil traffic, with a strong impact on the target given the
forecast traffic growth along RP4.

ANSP
(LVNL)

We support the priority that PRB gives to improving ENV, and we acknowledge that environ-
mental performance is partially influenced by the availability of sufficient capacity. However,
there are many other factors that influence the KEA indicator, such as airspace reserved for
military, airspace users’ route choices depending on costs and fuel burns, and significant
weather events. Therefore achieving sufficient capacity may not lead to a higher level of envi-
ronmental efficiency by the end of 2029.

ANSP
(ENAV)

Focus on ENV supported. Urge EC for a better indicator due to the shortcomings of KEA: -only
considers horizontal distance flown vs geometric, theoretical shortest route, often not envi-
ronmentally optimal; -Airlines flight planning based on their needs/conditions for their flight
economy; -not taking account of airspace configuration, ATC Capacity, met conditions, VFE or
diversion of flights from original routes. In RP4, achieving KEA even more challenging: - military
exercises more common; -Ukraine war and traffic deviations impacting States and ENV and
CAP; - Increased weather phenomena. Link between ENV/CAP (PRB documents para 54), PRB
statement questionable and performance targets not realistic, achievement of KEA not a con-
sequence of adequate capacity rather demand value below the expectations when targets
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were set (i.e. before COVID with traffic demand level 40% lower than 2019). Even more im-
portant taking into consideration the EC/PRB proposal for applying financial incentives.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

ANSPs are aware of the importance of reducing CO2 emissions, so they are working on projects
focused on improving flight efficiency, both horizontal and vertical. However, KEA does not
reflect properly the performance of ANSP, as it depends on many factors, most of them out-
side the ANSP management, whose influence on KEA is rather difficult to quantify objectively
(airspace configuration, meteorological conditions, diversion of flights from original routes,
different trajectories preferred by airlines (wind/time instead distance), military exercises,
FRA, traffic deviations derived from geopolitical conflicts and/or congested areas, NM
Measures, among others). Actual relationship KEA vs emissions, which is the main goal, is un-
known. In term of emissions the most efficient route may not be the shortest one. Due to the
obvious limitations of the KEA indicator, as indicated above, we strongly recommend moving
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 causing
substantial traffic deviations and deteriorating performance in environment. Achieving aver-
age KEA targets is mission impossible. The actual relationship between KEA and emissions,
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 that the
KEA is not optimal to measure an ANSP’s environmental performance. Therefore, the PRB
should work on adapting it or finding a more suitable KPI that only describes factors that are
in the hand of the ANSP, or at least take this problem into account while setting the targets

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Environment is very important but safety is paramount. KPIs for Environment must be im-
proved, as those existing today are inaccurate and misleading (e.g. some 80% KEA is related
to network effects which are fully out of ANSP control). Very often airlines do not fly using
shortest route but optimise on cost index. Furthermore, there is a general problem with the
data quality - poor data quality contributes to incorrect values and incorrect targets. We have
notified the NM/PRB on numerous occasions on this issue, however no solutions on data im-
provement has been provided, yet.

ANSP
(CANSO)

We support the priority given to ENV, but we question what ‘top priority’ means if SAF is to
remain paramount. We urge the EC to elaborate a better suited indicator due to KEA’s short-
comings: - It only considers horizontal distance compared to the shortest route, which is not
necessarily environmentally optimal - Airlines file flight plans based on specific daily conditions
- KEA is impacted by external factors and takes no account of airspace configuration, MET
conditions, VFE or diversion of flights - Its relationship with emissions is not established In RP4,
achieving KEA will be even more challenging: - Large scale military exercises will be more com-
mon - Ukraine war is causing substantial traffic deviations, deteriorating ENV and CAP perfor-
mance. We invite PRB to consider all regional cases where reduced traffic does not bring HFE
improvements due to geopolitical reasons - Increased weather events will lead more often to
suboptimal trajectories and airport disruptions

ANSP
(Austrocontrol)

The KEA target are unrealistic and unachievable.

ANSP
(ANS CR)

The horizontal efficiency of en-route traffic is the outcome of a process in which aircraft oper-
ators, airspace users, national supervisory authorities, ANSPs and others are involved. ANSPs
are not "process owners", i. e. in control of the whole process, therefore KEA used as an indi-
cator does not measure their performance, but the performance of a wider system, i.e. Euro-
pean aviation. In that respect, KEA calculations for respective FIRs/ANSPs/countries do not
make much sense as they give results related not only to service provision and airspace struc-
tures in the respective FIRs along the flights' trajectories, but to a great extent to aircraft op-
erators’ strategy/route planning. Moreover, the EC study (The interdependency between the
environment and capacity KPIs of the performance and charging scheme of the Single Euro-
pean Sky) shows that the KEA performance in small FIRs is fundamentally influenced by the
situation in surrounding FIRs.

ANSP
(LFV)

We support the priority given to ENV, but we question what ‘top priority’ means if SAF is to
remain paramount. We urge the EC to elaborate a better suited indicator due to KEA’s short-
comings: - It only considers horizontal distance compared to the shortest route, which is not
necessarily environmentally optimal - Airlines file flight plans based on specific daily conditions
- KEA is impacted by external factors and takes no account of airspace configuration, MET
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conditions, VFE or diversion of flights - Its relationship with emissions is not established In RP4,
achieving KEA will be even more challenging: - Large scale military exercises will be more com-
mon - Ukraine war is causing substantial traffic deviations, deteriorating ENV and CAP perfor-
mance. We invite PRB to consider all regional cases where reduced traffic does not bring HFE
improvements due to geopolitical reasons - Increased weather events will lead more often to
suboptimal trajectories and airport disruptions

ANSP We support the priority of the environment. The KEA is however not a suitable indicator as it
(AVINOR) has several shortcomings.
ANSP Lithuanian ANSP’s view: the idea itself to prioritize Environment is understandable and wel-

(AB Oro Navigacija)

comed. We also agree on the need to be ambitious and do the utmost to support reduction
of environmental footprint, but every requirement must be assigned to an executer in the
relevant way: i.e. setting KPIs that are under the executer’s (in this case — ANSP’s) control, KPI
definition based on clear and transparent data, application of more customized (rather than
one-size-fits-all) approach considering (among all others factors) geo-political factors, evalu-
ating operational improvements already in place and real potential to reach new objectives.
In some regions capacity provision does not guarantee optimal trajectories because of geo-
graphical and geopolitical situation. There is the need to require PRB to establish proper KPls,
explain better these KPI’s definition and methodology so the ANSP could see clear dependence
of historical data, factors considered and suggested new values

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

We support the priority given to ENV, but we question what ‘top priority’ means if Safety is to
remain of paramount importance. We urge the Commission to elaborate a better suited indi-
cator for this KPA due to the shortcomings of KEA:

* [t only considers the horizontal distance flown compared to the shortest route, which is often
not environmentally optimal

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

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

In RP4, achieving KEA will be even more challenging:

e More adverse weather events will lead more often to suboptimal trajectories and airport
disruptions

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

¢ AirNav Ireland requests that traffic forecasts and developments during RP3 such as those
above are fully and transparently addressed ahead of publishing national reference values for
KEA targets.

ANSP
(DFS)

We support the priority given to ENV, but we question what “top priority” means if SAF is to
remain paramount. ANSPs have the duty to optimise the impact of their actions on the envi-
ronment. The fact that flight efficiency is improved in terms of optimising trajectories does not
necessarily mean that CO2 emissions are reduced. Objectives and targets should be set in line
with the aviation decarbonisation roadmap. The flight efficiency ATM delivers, is already close
to maximum (HFE ~97% at European level, ¥99% at various national levels); further improve-
ments therefore can only be achieved with over-proportional efforts at high cost. DFS wel-
comes the recognition of interdependencies — especially between ENV and CAP — a big con-
cern however is the fact, that it has not been taken into account in the development of those
target range proposals.

ANSP
(skeyes)

We support the priority that PRB gives to improving ENV in line with the EU decarbonization
goals, but this has been done without any notable re-balancing of targets against other KPAs.
The sole environmental KPI, the KEA indicator, is not adequately within the control of ANSPs.
Consequently, targets should not be set at the national or FAB level for the same reason. We
urge the Commission to elaborate a better suited indicator for this KPA due to the shortcom-
ings of KEA:

e |t only considers the horizontal distance flown compared to the shortest route, which is
often not environmentally optimal

« Airlines file flight plans based on specific flight conditions of the day
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¢ KEA takes no account of airspace configuration, meteorological conditions, VFE or diversion
of flights from original routes

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

e Large scale military exercises will be more common, limiting airspace available for civilian
traffic

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Performance is close to maximum (e.g. HFE-KEA performance within CH FIR is above 99% effi-
ciency). Taking into account the interdependencies between KPAs and the sharing of respon-
sibilities between stakeholders for this performance target, the target to "significantly im-
prove" is not realistic considering the plans of the industry (ICAO LTAG, D2050, Pathway 2050,
).

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

It is the Danish ANSP’s top priority to contribute to the reduction of CO2 emissions from flying
and we embrace the continued ambitious objectives on the environment KPA. In 2023 the
Danish ANSP experienced lacking capacity which resulted in a lower performance in the KPA
than expected. Hence, sufficient capacity is essential to be able to deliver on the KPA, and it is
therefore paramount that the Danish ANSP builds up sufficient capacity in RP4. The Danish
ANSP expects to be able to achieve ambitious performance on the KPA with increased capac-
ity. With increased resources, the Danish ANSP anticipates initiating a project during the RP4
period dedicated to identifying additional KPI’s in areas where the Danish ANSP has the po-
tential to improve environmental performance, thereby contributing to the EU’s green
agenda. Eventually, the Danish ANSP will discuss KPI suggestions with Trafikstyrelsen - the na-
tional civil aviation authority.

Member State
(Germany)

The objective to reduce any negative environmental impact deserves strongest support. Nev-
ertheless, within the SES Performance Scheme the well-known limitations of the current indi-
cators in the environmental KPA in terms of validity needs to be addressed in the target setting
process. And therefore it is inadvisable to derive the performance of the current KPl mono-
causally from ANSPs’ level of capacity. With the evidence provided in the report doubts and
questions remain with regard to the sustainability and feasibility of the proposed target ranges
at local level.

Member State
(Netherlands)

Agree with importance to prioritise Environment. The link between capacity and KEA is clear.
However, KEA is recognised as sub-optimal environmental indicator also in relation to CO2
emission. Specifically when it is used alone. If this is prioritised, including the link to more ca-
pacity, this can be detrimental to other Environmental indicators that we may want to use. For
example, improvements in vertical flight efficiency may limit increase in capacity. Additionally,
KEA is not only dependent on capacity delivered by ANSP but, for example, also on military
and airspace user’s needs.

Member State
(Spain)

Spain would like to highlight that achieving the KEA objective does not imply a direct reduction
in CO2 emissions or, may even, increase them because, in terms of emissions, the most effi-
cient route may not be the shortest one. In addition, KEA does not properly reflect the envi-
ronment KPA and the improvements implemented by the ANSPs because the indicator de-
pends on many factors and actors. Considering this, the objective on environment linked to
KEA is not realistic and achievable. However, Spain agrees with PRB in prioritizing the environ-
ment KPA and promoting the national ANSPs’ projects related to flight efficiency. In this re-
gard, Spain proposes to work on other indicators and objectives related to aircraft consump-
tions savings and translate these savings into emissions (CO2, NOX...).

NSA
(Croatia 1)

Interdependencies between environment and capacity are recognized but this object reflects
that the only way of dealing with excess flight trajectories and emissions is to offer best level
of capacity. As already elaborated during previous consultation periods for RP3, KEA indicator
does not represent the ‘best fitted indicator’ for measuring ANSP’s contribution to the envi-
ronmental performance as it is achievement is not at full control of ANSP. The Airspace Users
plan their optimal trajectories based on specific conditions of the day and the indicator itself
does not take into account vertical flight efficiency, airspace configurations and constrained
areas on the shortest routes or diversion of flight from original routes. It is not visible from the
target setting methodology that possible greater military activity and large scale exercises
might have greater effect on the achievement of KEA as on the network level we might have
more and more airspace restrictions.

NSA
(Cyprus)

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

NSA
(France)

It is agreed that there is a clear expectation on environment and that this topic is high in the
social and political agenda. It is also recognized that traffic levels, saturated airspaces, network
and/or local capacity bottlenecks have to be addressed in order to optimize flight trajectories
and reduce the environmental footprint of air traffic control. Nevertheless, the overall PRB
proposal does not offer a clear balance against all remaining three KPAs and the current KPI
(KEA) has well known limitations and does not allow to measure additional environmental ben-
efits that will be provided by ATC and is highly influenced by other stakeholders (the military,
weather, airspace user economic choice). In addition, it doesn’t measure most of future ben-
efits that could result in fuel burnt and CO2 emission reduction due to better procedures,
vertical efficiency, CCO/CDO implementation etc.

NSA
(Poland)

Anthropogenic environmental changes are increasingly affecting the standard of living around
the world. All actions taken to limit the destructive impact of human’s activity on the environ-
ment must be supported by states and by international institutions. Aviation has a significant
share in the total pool of pollutants that have a destructive impact on the Earth's atmosphere.
To reduce the level of pollutant emissions from the aviation industry, the performance system
must immediately join the efforts to protect the environment.

NSA
(Italy)

We support the priority that PRB gives to improving ENV, but we question what ‘top priority’
means if Safety is to remain of paramount importance. We urge the Commission to elaborate
a better suited indicator for this KPA due to the shortcomings of KEA: It only considers the
horizontal distance flown compared to the geometric distance, the theoretical shortest route,
which is often not environmentally optimal; Airlines file flight plans based on specific flight
conditions of the day considering their needs and conditions that favour the flight economy
as a whole; KEA takes no account of airspace configuration, and availability, ATC Capacity, me-
teorological conditions, Vertical Flight Efficiency or diversion of flights from original routes. In
RP4, achieving KEA will become even more challenging. It isn't so clear that the achievement
of the KEA is not a consequence of adequate guaranteed capacity. We consider the perfor-
mance target values set not adequate as not realistic.

NSA
(Estonia)

Safety, environmental and cost efficiency KPAs are codependent of each other and objectives
should consider this. Main objective is to find balance between those three areas. While set-
ting KPI's we should make sure that improvement of the specific area can be done by the state
or ANSP. While measuring horizontal flight efficiency the sanctioned air traffic can't be taken
into account (Estonian example of the traffic flying from Russian main land to Kéningsberg
(Kaliningrad)

NSA
(Switzerland)

While FOCA agrees with the objective that ANSPs should offer the best level of capacity and
simultaneously should aim at offering best possible flight trajectories, we cannot concur with
the simplified notion that by providing sufficient capacity ambitious environmental targets can
and will be met. The interdependency between ATFM delay and environment as stated in the
PRB advice is too simplified. Other factors such as traffic complexity, traffic demand, weather,
airspace users' preferences (route charges), size of airspace etc. have a substantial effect on
the environment KPA. A thorough understanding of interdependencies between KPAs is key
for a meaningful and realistic target setting. Furthermore, KEA is not fully within the control
of ANSPs, therefore the accountability (in terms of ENV ambition) cannot solely be attributed
to them.

NSA
(Croatia 2)

In the performance target setting process PRB can present Environment KPA as a focus area
for a target setting, but Safety is always top priority. As already elaborated during previous
consultation periods for RP3, KEA indicator does not represent the ‘best fitted indicator’ for
measuring ANSP’s contribution to the environmental performance as it is achievement is not
at full control of ANSP. The Airspace Users plan their optimal trajectories based on specific
conditions of the day and the indicator itself does not take into account vertical flight effi-
ciency, airspace configurations and constrained areas on the shortest routes or diversion of
flight from original routes. It is not visible from the target setting methodology that possible
greater military activity and large scale exercises might have greater effect on the achievement
of KEA as on the network level we might have more and more airspace restrictions.

NSA
(Austria)

The targets are considered unachievable, which contradicts the SMART principle for target
setting. It is acknowledged in the PRB Report that KEA levels have not been achieved and will
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not be achieved during RP3. Hence starting the RP4 calculation from this target level, results
in targets that are overly ambitious and have little to no chance of being achieved in RP4 either.
An unachievable target is not suited as motivation to strive for best performance. Further-
more, the KEA target is set under the assumption of optimum capacity being delivered. which
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 for so-
ciety as such. We understand not only the political but factual importance and need for state-
ments and as well as actions. We also understand that the KPI will not change for RP4. While
we agree with the objective of reducing excess flight trajectories and enabling emission reduc-
tions to reach a higher level of environmental efficiency, we are convinced that without con-
sidering at least the vertical component but also weather and possibly other factors, the equa-
tion calculating fuel burn from HFE is too feeble to build on it and draw conclusions from it in
the way the reports do. We also doubt that the major influencing factor is the level of capacity
on ANSPs side. We understand that it is an obvious presumption to have ANSPs and MS reduce
their excess share above of what’s supposed to be necessary. But just naming the link to an
insufficient capacity performance is too quick a step. To conclude from Covid-years that a tar-
get is reachable, is one way to interpret the existing data. We would tend to think that an over-
capacity as during the pandemic should on one hand have led to an even better HFE-perfor-
mance, if the correlation really was the way the reports assume. On the other hand, such an
increase in capacity would be rather unreasonably expensive if not in some cases even unat-
tainable, regardless the investments made. Also, within the study we miss further explanations
on interdependencies with and notable re-balancing against other KPAs, even though Environ-
ment is considered to be of highest priority. Furthermore, we think that airline behaviour to
excess flight routes should be taken into consideration and would ask to make available any
material that has been collected or consulted on this matter.

NSA
(Latvia 1)

Environmental targets are inadequate in some airspaces, considering existing direct impact of
EU sanctions against RF and Belarus. ANSPs do not have 100% control of environmental tar-
gets. In addition to impact of EU sanctions, airlines must also share the burden and responsi-
bility of achieving the environmental targets, to avoid unilateral discrimination.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

| fully agree with the PRB, that environment KPA should be top priority. However, | disagree in
the method the KPI is measured, through KEA. This KPI doesn't take into consideration mete-
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 environmentally-friendly
sky to fly in the world is a shared ambition. Following that, the question that should be asked:
is the 317/2019 an appropriate tool to measure ATM/ANS sector efforts to contribute to this
ambition? The answer is no. The reasons are diverse, numerous, well known by all RP3 stake-
holders and will be later recalled. The initiative to develop a study (the interdependency be-
tween the env and cap KPIs) looking at interdependencies between ENV and CAP was inter-
esting. It is stated “it represents a first step in assessing the complex subject” and that the PRB
“recognizes the need for further research to deepen understanding of the interdependency”.
This careful approach was welcomed in the study but not identified when reading the report
on target ranges. It is not appropriate to build an ops plan for flight efficiency based on
317/2019 and mainly based on conclusions of this first study on inter.

Table 5 — Comments received on Question 4.1.




PRB analysis
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In response to the survey question 4.1 A, most of
the stakeholders (30 out of 47) expressed disa-
greement with the PRB objective on the environ-
ment for RP4, while 14 were in agreement. The
predominant disagreement came from ANSPs and
NSA and Member State representatives, whereas
the majority of airlines agreed to some extent.

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

e The prioritisation of the environment KPA
(safety aside);

e The suitability of the environment KPI, KEA;
and

e The ambition of the environment targets.

On the topic of setting environment as the top pri-
ority for RP4, stakeholders questioned the mean-
ing of “priority” as the report states that safety re-
mains paramount. Stakeholders also highlighted
the interdependency between the four KPAs, not-
ing that prioritising one over the others leads to
unbalanced targets —achieving the environmental
targets depends on both capacity and cost-effi-
ciency. These stakeholders requested all three
KPAs to be of equal priority.

While there is consensus on the importance of the
environment KPA, various stakeholders com-
mented on the suitability of the environmental
KPI, KEA, as it does not accurately reflect the AN-
SPs’” environmental performance nor the CO,
emitted. Due to the influence of external factors
not under the control of the ANSPs, such as, air-
space configuration, weather conditions, and air-
space users’ preferences, there is a call to change
the KPI.
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For the reasons outlined above, most stakehold-
ers perceived the environment target ranges pro-
posed to be overly ambitious and challenging to
achieve. They emphasised the geopolitical situa-
tion, and subsequent increase in military activi-
ties, and increased weather disruptions.

PRB response
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The PRB has prioritized environment for RP4
(safety aside), which aligns with EU’s green
agenda and the overarching goal of reducing CO;
emissions, which is a top priority for both the Eu-
ropean Union and society as a whole. The PRB be-
lieves that air traffic management must focus on
environmental performance and must offer the
appropriate level of capacity to reduce excess
flight trajectories. Ambitious, yet achievable KEA
targets will enable them to do so. This is the logic
for focusing on environment in RP4. However, it is
important to note that the prioritisation of envi-
ronment does not reduce the importance or focus
of the other KPAs. The PRB recognises the inter-
dependence of these KPAs and acknowledges that
a balanced approach is essential. Placing environ-
ment as the primary focus also amplifies the need
to improve capacity performance, which empha-
sises the PRB’s aim to address environmental chal-
lenges while also addressing other relevant issues
across the KPAs.

Whilst the PRB recognises the shortcomings of
KEA, the PRB is bound to use it for the target set-
ting process for RP4 as the sole environment KPI
in the performance and charging Regulation.
Therefore, the PRB suggests actively engaging in
the Commission’s work on future Pls and identify-
ing potential future KPls.
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Addressing the points about the perceived ambi-
tion, the PRB acknowledges the concerns raised
by the stakeholders. However, the PRB has taken
into account the 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 report to ensure an ambitious, yet realistic
and achievable KEA targets should capacity tar-
gets also be achieved. However, it is important to
note that while military activities could have a po-
tential impact on the sector, they have not fully
been considered in the development of the target
ranges report as:

e Aijrspace structure, which is a sovereign re-
sponsibility is done in full cooperation be-
tween civil and military authorities after close
coordination with the NM. It is noted that the
military training areas are located where there
is less impact on the general air traffic (GAT)
flows, both at local and EU levels.

e Ajrspace management implementation has
the objective to reduce the impact on the GAT
flows and use or activate segregated training
areas only when necessary. ANSPs should
know in advance the plan and can adapt for
the day of the operations (i.e. by opening the
correct sectors and using the appropriate
number of ATCOs (rostering)).

e [t has not been demonstrated in previous PRB
reports that military activities have an impact
on capacity. While it is true that military activ-
ities provide more challenges, they do not sig-
nificantly impact environmental efficiency as
they are alleviated to the maximum extent
possible by efficient Airspace Management.
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Question 4.1 B
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To support the delivery of the environmental per-
formance, the PRB strongly advises the Member
States to make use of the possibility provided by
the Regulation to set financial incentive schemes
for environmental targets. In Question 4.1 B, re-
spondents were asked “To what extent do you
agree with this advice?”.

45 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 6 shows the distribution of the replies. The
majority of stakeholders (39) disagreed with this
advice (28 fully disagreed and 11 disagreed to
some extent), while five respondents agreed to
some extent. When analysing the responses by
stakeholder category, the majority of ANSPs, NSA
and Member State representatives disagreed with
the advice, as well as the majority of airlines. One
professional staff representative body agreed to
some extent, while one fully disagreed.
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Figure 6 — Number of replies to Question 4.1 B “To what ex-
tent do you agree with this advice? (Environmental incentive
scheme)” (source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments are listed in Table 6 (next
page). 43 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 22 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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4.1 B To what extent do you agree with this advice? (Environmental incentive scheme)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

Incentive schemes should be put in place on ANSPs only, as airlines are already bound to CO2
emission reductions by EU-ETS and Corsia schemes, as well as the FF55 measures.CO2 emis-
sions are a global topic. A ton of emitted CO2 has a global impact and not a local one. There-
fore, using only national incentive schemes may not trigger at least the European optimum.
There could be conflicting incentive schemes between neighbouring countries. The European
commission and the PRB should check the national incentive schemes on ANSPs on cross-bor-
der effectiveness and compatibility. PRB should clearly state that any local measure would be
not an effective measure. See current dispute on Belgian TNC. There is no effective CO2 re-
duction if e.g. national ANSPs unilaterally implement incentives within their FIRs only to air-
lines operating less CO2 emitting aircraft.

Airline
(IATA)

Incentive schemes on ANSPs are already possible but no State has ever defined them. Actions
seem limited to restrict operations and additionally tax airlines in some airports. Airlines are
already subject to CORSIA and ETS compensating also the inefficiencies caused by ATM. Reg-
ulators are invited to consider also ANSPs as parties to compensate their contribution to the
excess of emissions, as a minimum when not reaching their targets. Incentives schemes should
not allow for possible bonus, for targets on “inefficiency”, set with allowances in KEA deriving
from expected relatively poor performances in capacity. We could fall in a contradiction if such
a path is followed. Airlines should not be rewarding ANSPs for doing the right thing to do.
Airlines are concerned about current initiatives from States acting just on cutting down oper-
ations but with no impact on ANSPs (neither in cost reductions nor fostering ANSPs contribu-
tions to emissions).

Airline
(ERA)

KEP/KEA remain incorrect assumptions for flight efficiency and in some cases drive the wrong
behaviours. If closer monitoring is foreseen, then new KPIs that better reflect environmental
performance should be brough forward as per the ATN/ANS transparency working group out-
comes and those potential inputs arising from the current Steer consultation.

Airline
(Easyjet)

Any KPI needs to measure ANSP contribution only — not airline contribution. As a result
KEP/KEA are not suitable for this purpose as they are tagged to a physically non-correct as-
sumption i.e. great circle = most efficient route. Hence, incentivisation by states of any of the
two KPIs would actually be degrading the environmental performance of aviation. We support
the call for ANSPs to “offer the best level of capacity aiming at emission reductions ...” as this
clearly shows the unbreakable link between environmental and capacity performance.

The ATM/ANS Environmental Transparency Working Group Pillar 1 — Final Report lists a set of
possible KPIs (already in use in some states) and strategic recommendations. It is also high-
lighted that the optimum trajectory concept and the identification thereof is of utmost im-
portance to ensure environmental efficiency. We would suggest to PRB and States to use bet-
ter suited KPIs in RP4 for environmental performance and most importantly accept and ad-
dress the link between environment and capacity by mutually supportive KPls.

Airline
(A4E)

Any KPI needs to measure ANSP contribution only — not airline contribution. As a result
KEP/KEA are not suitable for this purpose as they are tagged to a physically non-correct as-
sumption i.e. great circle = most efficient route. Hence, incentivisation by states of any of the
two KPIs would actually be degrading the environmental performance of aviation. We support
the call for ANSPs to “offer the best level of capacity aiming at emission reductions ...” as this
clearly shows the unbreakable link between environmental and capacity performance.

The ATM/ANS Environmental Transparency Working Group Pillar 1 — Final Report lists a set of
possible KPIs (already in use in some states) and strategic recommendations. It is also high-
lighted that the optimum trajectory concept and the identification thereof is of utmost im-
portance to ensure environmental efficiency. We would suggest to PRB and States to use bet-
ter suited KPIs in RP4 for environmental performance and most importantly accept and ad-
dress the link between environment and capacity by mutually supportive KPIs.

ANSP
(FABEC)

The PRB recommends the Member States to define an environmental incentive scheme and
additional environmental targets based on the most appropriate KPI. Unfortunately, there is
currently no performance indicator at network and local levels that considers the interdepend-
encies between KPAs and the division of responsibilities between stakeholders. Research on
an appropriate performance measurement therefore still needs to be continued. It also needs
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to be clarified what behavioural change the environmental incentive scheme shall 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 of the
incentivised entity (incentives must be clearly linked to accountability for any targets). It is
widely recognized that KEA is in majority impacted by elements outside ANSPs’ control (in-
cluding geopolitical situation, airspace users’ decisions etc.) — therefore no incentives should
be set for KEA. As regards possible additional KPIs set at local level, it is also questionable what
indicators could be set that would be fully dependent on ANSPs’ actions only — therefore also
in this respect setting financial incentives is not supported. Apart from the issue of accounta-
bility, any incentives could only be defined for targets that are considered realistic and achiev-
able.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

As long as the KPI for environment does not accurately measure ANSPs performance in this
area we cannot accept any incentive scheme. Commission Implementing Regulation
2019/317, Recital 18 says that any incentive schemes should be ‘for the purpose of rewarding
or penalising actual performance in relation to the adopted performance targets.” A number
of analysis have proven that KEA is largely influenced by factors outside the control of ANSPs
and as such these cannot be punished. Romanian airspace is part of the SEE FRA, one of the
largest free route airspace blocks in Europe comprising Bg, Hu, Sk,Cz, Md as well as cross-
border operations with Baltic FRA. We have H24/7 FRA operations since 7.11.2019 as well as
ATS routes above FL105 eliminated since July 2021. As such we could not meet the KEA indi-
cator, not even during the pandemic when traffic was at its lowest level.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/317, recital 18, states that any incentive scheme
should reward or penalise actual performance in relation to the performance targets adopted.
However, the KEA does not properly reflect the actual performance of ANSPs, but is heavily
influenced by airline operations, their route choices and other external factors (weather, mil-
itary activities) as expressed above. Therefore, until the European Commission introduces a
new, appropriate KPI, no meaningful financial incentive scheme can be introduced at network
level since ANSP performance will be misjudged on the basis of the current framework. It is
therefore unacceptable for ANSPs to be fined for an indicator they cannot master — this would
be a punitive system for ANSPs instead of an encouraging one.

ANSP
(LVNL)

Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/317, Recital 18 says that any incentive schemes
should be ‘for the purpose of rewarding or penalising actual performance in relation to the
adopted performance targets.” Yet KEA does not properly reflect actual ANSP performance but
rather is strongly influenced by airline operations, their trajectory choices, and other external
factors (weather, military activities). There is no suitable indicator to measure local ANSP per-
formance either. Until the European Commission introduces a new, appropriate KPI, no mean-
ingful financial incentive scheme can be introduced at network level, and ENV performance
will be misjudged based on the current framework. The same applies to possible Pis at local
level. Therefore it is not acceptable for ANSPs to be fined for an indicators which they cannot
master — this would be a punitive system for ANSPs.

ANSP
(ENAV)

Reg.2019/317 recital 18: incentive schemes “for the purpose of rewarding or penalising actual
performance in relation to the adopted performance targets.” KEA not properly reflecting ac-
tual performance and strongly influenced by Aus operations/trajectory choices, external fac-
tors (weather, military activities). ENAV already provided in RP3 monitoring national regulator,
EC, PRB and NM evidence of mistakes/misbehaviours impacting on actual performance. The
combination of the unrealistic objectives, with influence of various stakeholders for their ac-
tions and choices and to exogenous factors -weather- and the lack of control over the meas-
urement process by the ANSP, to whom all the performance would be attributed, all this would
ultimately translate into an unfair penalization for the ANSP. Until the EC introduces a new,
appropriate KPI, no meaningful financial incentive scheme can be introduced. Not acceptable
ANSPs penalized for KPI not under control — punitive system for ANSPs.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

In order to be able to set financial incentive schemes for environmental targets it is necessary
to have a solid KPI and realistic targets. Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/317, Re-
cital 18 reflects that any incentive schemes should be ‘for the purpose of rewarding or penal-
ising actual performance in relation to the adopted performance targets’. As described before,
currently, KEA does not accurately reflect actual ANSP performance, so an incentive scheme
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for the KEA that lacks association with the contributions of various stakeholders is, in essence,
a punitive system for ANSPs.

ANSP
(EANS)

ANSP cannot be responsible for targets that are not under their control and it is not acceptable
for ANSP to be fined for an indicator which is strongly influenced by airspace users’ operations,
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 or
can’t be achieved by the ANSP. Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/317, Recital 18
says that any incentive schemes should be “for the purpose of rewarding or penalising actual
performance in relation to the adopted performance targets.” Yet KEA does not properly re-
flect actual ANSP performance but rather is strongly influenced by airline operations, their
trajectory choices, and other external factors (weather, military activities). There is no suitable
indicator to measure local ANSP performance either. Until the European Commission intro-
duces a new, appropriate KPI, no meaningful financial incentive scheme can be introduced at
network level, and ENV performance will be misjudged based on the current framework. The
same applies to possible Pls at local level. Therefore it is not acceptable for ANSPs to be fined
for indicators which they cannot master — this would be a punitive system.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

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

ANSP
(CANSO)

IR 2019/317 Recital 18 calls for incentive schemes to be ‘for the purpose of rewarding or pe-
nalising actual performance in relation to the adopted performance targets.” KEA does not
properly reflect actual ANSP performance but is strongly influenced by airline operations, their
trajectory choices, and other external factors beyond ANSPs’ control (weather, military activi-
ties, geopolitical). Nor is there a suitably mature indicator to measure local ANSP performance.
Until the EC introduces a new, appropriate and mature KPI, no meaningful financial incentive
scheme should be introduced, and ENV performance will be misjudged. The same applies for
Pls at local level. Any incentive scheme must be clearly linked to accountability for realis-
tic/achievable targets — any other approach would be punitive for ANSPs. Due to huge gaps
between actual HFE values at European and state level, any potential incentive scheme must
consider regional circumstances and define relevant state-level values.

ANSP
(Austrocontrol)

A financial incentive scheme based on KEA, which is an inappropriate KPl to measure ANSPs
performance, is not adequate.

ANSP
(ANS CR)

Setting financial incentives for ANSPs would not be effective as the trajectory of the flights
cannot be attributed solely to ATC service (ANSPs) because ANSPs are not “process owners”,
i.e. in control of the whole process — please see the answer to 4.1 (first question) above. In
view of the above, we are fundamentally opposed to the implementation of the incentive
scheme. This should only come into consideration when an indicator measuring the real per-
formance of individual ANSPs is set as a KPI.

ANSP
(LFV)

In 2019/317 Recital 18 calls for incentive schemes to be ‘for the purpose of rewarding or pe-
nalising actual performance in relation to the adopted performance targets.” KEA does not
properly reflect actual ANSP performance but is strongly influenced by airline operations, their
trajectory choices, and other external factors beyond ANSPs’ control (weather, military activi-
ties, geopolitical). Nor is there a suitably mature indicator to measure local ANSP performance.
Until the EC introduces a new, appropriate and mature KPI, no meaningful financial incentive
scheme should be introduced, and ENV performance will be misjudged. The same applies for
Pls at local level. Any incentive scheme must be clearly linked to accountability for realis-
tic/achievable targets — any other approach would be punitive for ANSPs. Due to huge gaps
between actual HFE values at European and state level, any potential incentive scheme must
consider regional circumstances and define relevant state-level values.

ANSP
(AVINOR)

KEA does not reflect ANSP performance and it is therefore not acceptable to be fined when
not achieving the target set for this indicator

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’s view: Again, the idea itself to apply incentive scheme to the KPI that be-
comes prioritized is logically correct. In theory we would support it, but it depends very much
on the incentive scheme itself and its abilities to consider not only operational enablers but
also geopolitical factors. We also doubt that it is possible to establish incentives schemes at
the state level without seeing some incentive scheme at network level. The current KPI —
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HFE could be considered relevant at network level, but it is far from relevant at the State level
and does not consider ANSPs effort towards environmental improvements. In Lithuania’s (as
well as presumably all other Baltic region States) case we find it difficult to discuss benefits of
the any incentive scheme bearing in mind huge gaps between actual HFE KPI’s values at our
State’s level (caused by nothing more but geographical and geopolitical factors) and the pro-
posed Europe-wide one. To proceed with potential incentive scheme definition, we would ex-
pect clear stance and acknowledgment that regional circumstances will be considered and
relevant state-level values are defined. Otherwise we will be strongly against any incentive
scheme as this would mean a definite and unavoidable punishment just for being what and
where we are.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/317, Recital 18 says that any incentive schemes
should be ‘for the purpose of rewarding or penalising actual performance in relation to the
adopted performance targets.” Yet KEA does not properly reflect actual ANSP performance but
rather is strongly influenced by airline operations, their trajectory choices, and other external
factors beyond ANSPs’ control (weather etc.).

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

ANSP
(DFS)

ATM can only — given the present regulatory framework — offer optimised flight profiles. The
decision for their usage however is in the hands of the airspace users, thus limiting the influ-
ence of the ANSP on the target achievement. Adverse weather conditions and military activi-
ties do also have a strong influence on the effectiveness of flight profiles which also cannot be
influenced by ANSPs. As a consequence, ANSPs would be held responsible for environmental
inefficiencies they cannot control. Financial incentives therefore should not be applied as long
as there is no indicator, on which the ANSP has full ability to manage target achievement.

ANSP
(skeyes)

Commission Implementing Regulation 2019/317, Recital 18 says that any incentive schemes
should be ‘for the purpose of rewarding or penalising actual performance in relation to the
adopted performance targets.” Yet KEA does not properly reflect actual ANSP performance but
rather is strongly influenced by airline operations, their trajectory choices, and other external
factors (weather, military activities). Until the European Commission introduces an appropri-
ate KPI fully reflective of ANSPs ENV performance contributions, no meaningful financial in-
centive scheme (no bonus nor malus) should be introduced.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Firstly, the intention of the European Commission to have financial incentives to “greatly im-
prove” environmental performance whereas Swiss performance is close to maximum (e.g.
HFE-KEA performance within CH FIR is above 99% efficiency) is not adequate. Moreover, un-
fortunately, there is no performance indicator at network and local levels that takes into ac-
count the interdependencies between KPAs and the division of responsibilities between stake-
holders. Research on performance measurement should be carried out first.

ANSP
(Latvijas gaisa satiksme)

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

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP is not against introducing financial incentives for environmental targets in
the long run to measure the actual performance of the ANSP. However, such incentives are
considered premature with regard to the current KPA where the Danish ANSP, and most other
ANSPs, only have limited possibility to affect target performance due to e.g. airlines’ right to
free choice of route, upcoming training spaces for new military planes, and changes to traffic
patterns due to the war in Ukraine; Naviair is only able to affect about 15 % of the target
performance due to the aforementioned circumstances. These factors all affect the possibility
of achieving historical performance.

Member State
(Germany)

Given the well-known validity issues of the current indicators in the environmental KPA the
implementation of a financial incentive scheme is problematic due to associated misdirected
incentives. Further research on potential new indicators/performance measurement could
contribute to the solution of these issues and are therefore much appreciated
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Member State
(Netherlands)

Since KEA is a sub-optimal indicator incentivising it is not appropriate. Incentives could be set
on other environmental indicators but the maturity and appropriateness of the indicator is of
importance. Incentives on immature indicators run a high risk of leading to inappropriate bo-
nus or malus effects.

Member State
(Spain)

According to the previous answer, Spain does not support a financial incentive scheme that
includes the achievement of KEA objectives. Spain is committed to promoting the environ-
mental improvements developed by the national stakeholders. However, before considering
the implementation of a financial incentive scheme for environmental targets, Spain considers
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 usually in-
volved in airspace restructuring efforts in order to take into consideration the needs or con-
straints of neighbouring ANSPs.

NSA
(France)

The importance of environment is recognized for RP4 and applying an incentive scheme on
some additional environmental KPIs (at FAB or local level) could be a way to put an emphasis
on RP4 priority setting. However, as KEA is not fit for such a purpose, as the limits of this KPI
are now acknowledged, it remains difficult at this stage to agree on a performance indicator
that would be fully under the control of the ANSPs, which is a basic prerequisite to define and
apply an incentive scheme to ANSPs on an environment KPI. Setting an incentive scheme on
an environment KPl implies to have a clear view on its interdependencies with other KPAs and
shall take into consideration the share of responsibilities between various stakeholders avoid-
ing penalizing the ANSPs where they are not responsible for the underachievement. Additional
work is to be carried out regarding new candidate KPIs at network and local levels to be ready
for setting a financial incentive scheme on environment

NSA
(Poland)

Taking into account the fact that ANSPs do not have full influence on the level of the KEA
indicator, the introduction of the incentive scheme is not advisable. Additionally unpredicta-
bility of the development of the situation related to Russia’s aggression against Ukraine cre-
ates significant problem for ANSPs from the East Europe. The implementation of additional
financial burdens on institutions providing air navigation services (e.g. through an incentive
scheme in the environmental area) may worsen the ANSP’s conditions.

NSA
(Italy)

CE 2019/317, Recital 18 says that any incentive schemes should be “for the purpose of reward-
ing or penalising actual performance in relation to the adopted performance targets.” Yet KEA
does not properly reflect actual ANSP performance but rather is strongly influenced by airline
operations, their trajectory choices, and other external factors (weather, military activities).
The listed critical issues of the KEA are quite sufficient to set some doubt about the formulation
of financial incentive scheme that has the KEA as an indicator. In addition, KEA indicator seem
to be affected by errors that have an impact on the final value of performance achieved. The
combination of the unrealistic objectives proposed can paradoxically create an incentive to
not invest in ENV promotion. We think no financial incentive scheme can be introduced at
network level until the European Commission introduces a new, coordinated, appropriate KPI.

NSA
(Finland)

We fully agree with the objective on environment for RP4. It should be noted however, that
the incentive schemes for environmental targets, especially on the improvements on horizon-
tal flight efficiency, are not necessarily suitable for all of the continent. In Northern Europe,
ANSPs are delivering capacity and delays have been close to, or remained O for the duration
of multiple reference periods. Finland for example, has delivered 0-delay capacity for the en-
tirety of RP3, but the environmental targets have jumped high above the target, meaning that
there are certain elements that are outside of ANSPs control in relation to capacity and envi-
ronment. Currently, the traffic flows due to the Russian airspace closure have significantly af-
fected the environmental performance, and it is a factor that the ANSP has no control of.

NSA
(Estonia)

Current KPI's doesn't support that proposal.

NSA
(Switzerland)

Currently, there are no mature (alternative) KPIs for measuring the environmental perfor-
mance by ANSPs in an adequate way, by means of clearly attributing their environmental im-
pact, neither at network nor at local level. Consequently, setting up financial incentive
schemes for environmental targets does not seem feasible and fair. Applying financial incen-
tive schemes to the current KEA KPA would not be conducive as on average a substantial per-
centage of this metric is outside of ANSPs’ control.
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NSA
(Croatia 2)

Setting-up the financial incentive scheme for environmental target at Member State level is
unreasonable because reaching the target for the current KPI (for environment) is not fully
under the responsibility /accountability of the ANSPs and its contribution is somehow limited.
In addition, if this financial incentive scheme with the current environmental indicator would
be introduced for rewarding/penalizing the environmental target, then the same principal
should be used and imposed at Airspace User level.

NSA
(Austria)

KEA has been identified as an unsuitable KPl to measure environmental performance and that
better KPIs would be needed. Building an incentive scheme on this indicator is unsuitable ei-
ther. It compares to building a skyscraper knowing that the ground below is not able to carry
the weight. The proposal made that NSAs should come up with their own indicators is consid-
ered unfeasible. On the one hand, it would have to be ensured that these indicators actually
contribute to the KEA target, which requires a study to be conducted. Even if the indicators
are found to be suitable for this purpose, the difficulty to define the right target values would
remain. On the other hand, the measurement of these indicators would be up to the NSA,
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 has too
many shortcomings that it would seem reasonable to incentivise. We will not put an incentive
scheme on HFE just to make a statement on the importance of ENVI KPA. We will though look
into the possibility of putting an incentive scheme on possible other indicators on national or
FAB-level. Although it needs to be said that, due to the dissatisfaction of the FABEC ANSPs, the
reasons of which we are not going to repeat in detail, with the KPI, FABEC states have triggered
different analyses from their ANSPs which brought up promising possibilities, none of which
are considered sufficiently mature to make it as KPI, even if the implementing regulation was
to be changed in time for RP4.

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

NSA
(Latvia 1)

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

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

An incentive could be good, but a financial incentive scheme will not necessarily contribute to
urge ANSPs and airspace users to fly ‘great circle’ only, as there are many more factors to
consider.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Flight planning is an Airspace user decision and not an ANSPs one. The volume of traffic and
distribution can evolve according to AU strategies and commercial decisions. Political and
commercial decisions can make an airport becoming very attractive or completely unattractive
in months. The war of Ukraine has also changed military strategies all over Europe. Military
troops movements, more and unpredictable activity is seen everywhere. The size, the location
and the use of military areas is a decision of mil forces. Air Defender exercise greatly impacted
operations during the busy Summer. Orion military exercises blocked French airspace during
several weeks. Zena Perigord (new military area) will block south west of French airspace. This
new area can be activated 3 times / week for 1h30. All these elements make ANSPs only able
to react to adapt afterwards the network and make it efficient. Is not considered as realistic
to build a virtuous incentive scheme based on actual 317/2019

Table 6 — Comments received on Question 4.1.




PRB analysis

86

87

88

89

In response to the survey question 4.1 B, most of
the stakeholders (39 out of 47) expressed disa-
greement with the PRB advice to implement an
environmental incentive scheme. Most airlines,
ANSPs, NSA and Member State representatives
disagreed with the advice.

As highlighted by the comments, the main reasons
for disagreement identified are:

e The suitability of KEA for the environment in-
centive scheme; and

e The lack of a KPI that is fully under the control
of ANSPs and that reflects the interdependen-
cies.

The stakeholders commented on the implementa-
tion of an environmental incentive scheme that
makes use of the current KPI, KEA. It is considered
to be unsuitable for evaluating the environmental
performance of ANSPs given external influences,
including geopolitical factors, airspace user
choices, airspace closures, military activities and
ANSPs should not be penalised for indicators that
are beyond their control.

The majority of stakeholders also stated that there
is currently no other suitable indicator which
would lend itself to the implementation of an in-
centive scheme, but would welcome the idea of
an incentive scheme with an appropriate indica-
tor.
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Some stakeholders emphasised the importance of
distinguishing between ANSP performance and
airline performance, which already has environ-
mental obligations under different regulations. If
an incentive scheme is to be applied, it should ap-
ply exclusively to ANSPs and not to other stake-
holders.

PRB response

91

92

As per answer to question 4.1 A, the PRB acknowl-
edges the shortcomings of KEA, and advises Mem-
ber States to develop local environmental incen-
tive schemes and additional environmental tar-
gets based on indicators which are considered
most suitable and reflect the ANSPs’ performance,
as per articles 10(3) and 11(4) of the Regulation.
The incentive scheme is not limited to the use of
KEA and should encourage improvements at both
local and network levels.

In response to the feedback regarding the rele-
vance of indicators exclusively to ANSPs, the PRB
acknowledges the importance of keeping indica-
tors pertinent to the responsibilities and perfor-
mance of ANSPs. While recognising the interde-
pendencies of the aviation ecosystem, the PRB re-
mains committed to ensuring that indicators accu-
rately assess the environmental impact of ANSPs.



Question 4.2

93

94

95

The PRB proposes the target ranges for 2029 are
built upon the original ambition for the end of RP3
(2024), with adjustments made to incorporate the
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 environment and ca-
pacity in the environmental target ranges. In
Question 4.2, respondents were asked “To what
extent do you agree that the methodology and ev-
idence provided in the PRB report supports the
proposed target ranges in the key performance
area of environment?”.

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 7 shows the distribution of the replies. The
majority of stakeholders (33) disagreed that the
methodology and evidence provided in the PRB
report supports the proposed target ranges in the
key performance area of environment (25 fully
disagreed and eight disagreed to some extent),
while six respondents agreed (one fully agreed
and five agreed to some extent). When analysing
the responses by stakeholder category, the major-
ity of ANSPs, NSA and Member State representa-
tives, as well as all the airlines and professional
staff representative bodies, disagreed that the
methodology and evidence provided supports the
proposed targets.
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Figure 7 — Number of replies to Question 4.2 “To what extent
do you agree that the methodology and evidence provided in
the PRB report supports the proposed target ranges in the key
performance area of environment?” (source: PRB elabora-
tion).

Individual comments are listed in Table 7 (next
page). 37 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 18 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 12 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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4.2 To what extent do you agree that the methodology and evidence provided in the PRB report supports the proposed

target ranges in the key performance area of environment?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

European airlines enlarge their effort to meet the Green Deal and Fit for 55 targets. A corner-
stone therefore is an increased Flight Efficiency, which beside reduced fuel burn will contrib-
ute to CO2 savings. The KEA targets must reflect our effort for the en route flight phase but
even more we would appreciate a Gate-to-Gate approach, knowing that future CO2 savings
could be materialized in the TMA area. Air Traffic Control should contribute to a reduction in
emission by facilitate fuel optimum routes through improved pre-planning and better balanc-
ing demand. Implementation of full cross border free route airspace must be achieved as soon
as possible

Airline
(IATA)

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

Airline
(Easyjet)

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

A KPI for ANSP environmental performance should monitor if and how ANSPs support these
optimum routes e.g. by providing the required capacity at the right time and the right location.
Without prejudice of the above, we believe that the proposed target range for horizontal flight
efficiency lacks the necessary ambition. The 2021 PRB's suggestion for revised RP3 Union-wide
environmental targets indicated a 2.37% target by 2024, while the more optimistic target pro-
posal for RP4 is expected to not reach that level at 2.39% even five years later (2029). Consid-
ering the suspension of crucial investments supporting capacity and flight efficiency during
RP3, we anticipate that their resumption in RP4 could potentially result in more direct en route
flight trajectories when there are no capacity constraints.

Airline
(A4E)

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

A KPI for ANSP environmental performance should monitor if and how ANSPs support these
optimum routes e.g. by providing the required capacity at the right time and the right location.
Without prejudice of the above, we believe that the proposed target range for horizontal flight
efficiency lacks the necessary ambition. The 2021 PRB's suggestion for revised RP3 Union-wide
environmental targets indicated a 2.37% target by 2024, while the more optimistic target pro-
posal for RP4 is expected to not reach that level at 2.39% even five years later (2029). Consid-
ering the suspension of crucial investments supporting capacity and flight efficiency during
RP3, we anticipate that their resumption in RP4 could potentially result in more direct en route
flight trajectories when there are no capacity constraints.

Airline
(ERA)

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

ANSP
(FABEC)

The methodology to calculate the Union-wide targets is not sufficiently disclosed and the evi-
dence is incomplete. It is therefore of utmost importance that all underlying material is dis-
closed, including calculations, simulations, all assumptions, and parameter configuration to
ensure a meaningful consultation. PRB’s evidence unfortunately lacks the recognition of im-
portant influencing factors: Large scale military exercises likely become more common in fu-
ture. It remains the airspace user’s choice and responsibility when selecting their flight path.
Climate change research strongly supports the assumption that weather events will more of-
ten disrupt air and airport operations (e.g., increased occurrence of storms, changes in wind
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 achieve the set targets, includ-
ing the significant impact of external factors on KEA, which is expected to continue in RP4 —
the benefits resulting from the improvement of ATM and the implementation of ERNIP — will
not be sufficient to reach such ambitious targets in RP4. RP4 targets should consider as starting
point actual performance in 2022 and 2023 and not previous ambition at the end of 2024
which proved to be not realistic. Years 2020-2021 should not be taken into account as the
level of traffic was very low and geopolitical situation was different. Values of KEA over 2022-
2023 confirm the need for a deep analysis of the range of the KEA indicator for RP4 which
must be set at a realistic and achievable level and not based on political ambition. A bottom
up approach should be considered for target setting, starting with analysis of feasibility of KEA
values for each State and then aggregating them into EU-wide

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed and
the evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations, as-
sumptions and parameter configurations. The targets set for RP4 build on the unmet targets
from RP3. The two Reference Periods should remain independent, so that RP4 can start with
some expectation that the targets can actually be met. Otherwise, it will be a “shaming” sys-
tem rather than an incentivising one. The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be supported.
For example e Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network, so ER-
NIP improvements cannot be translated to KEA improvements 1:1 e it has been proved that
FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal effect on KEA

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

The methodology used to calculate the EU target range proposal is rather opaque and the
level of evidence is not sufficient to assess it properly. In this sense, more robust material
needs to be disclosed, including calculations, simulations and used assumptions. Similarly, the
targets set for RP4, which build on the unmet targets of RP3, seem clearly over-ambitious.
Therefore, the two reference periods should be treated independently so that RP4 can start
with the right level of ambition and expectation that the targets can actually be met.

ANSP
(LVNL)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed and
the evidence is incomplete. For example the effects of more and larger scale military exercises
are not included. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations, assumptions
and parameter configurations. The targets set for RP4 build on the unmet targets from RP3.
The two Reference Periods should remain independent, so that RP4 can start with some ex-
pectation that the targets can actually be met. Otherwise, it will be a “shaming” system rather
than an incentivising one.

ANSP
(ENAV)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed and
the evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations, as-
sumptions and parameter configurations. The targets set for RP4 build on the unmet targets
from RP3. The two Reference Periods should remain independent, so that RP4 can start with
some expectation that the targets can actually be met. Otherwise, it will be a “shaming” sys-
tem rather than an incentivising one. The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be supported.
For example ¢ Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network, so ER-
NIP improvements cannot be translated to KEA improvements 1:1 e it has been proved that
FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal effect on KEA

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

EU target ranges methodology lacks disclosure, with incomplete evidence. All materials, in-
cluding calculations, simulations, assumptions, and parameters, must be disclosed. RP3 tar-
gets remain unmet; RP4 must start with clear and justified targets which can be met.5-year
traffic forecast, with the current high volatility scenario, need to be more accurate, with justi-
fied different ranges between ACCs(averages are no valid in the new scenario post-covid) and
fully align with NOP initiatives. Network measures need to be gradually incorporated to the
targets to accommodate the individual goals to a network benefit approach. ATM project ben-
efits extend beyond ANSPs, requiring equipage or of the airborne certification, common con
ops at network level, among others, so benefits are gradually being applied. Efficient ATCO
dimension management is crucial, to maintain an adequate trade-off with CEF indicators,
apart from the time frame derived from Initial and Unit training periods needed form new
ATCOs

ANSP
(DSNA)

The main evidence is that during COVID, with high capacity offer, the KEA reached the targeted
value. Even if true at EU level, it was not the case at FABEC level. Therefore the reference initial
values used to built-up the RP4 ranges are therefore not adequate for FABEC. The
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methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed and the
evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations, assump-
tions and parameter configurations.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

There is a lack of transparency regarding the methodology used for the target setting. Further-
more, neither data sets nor calculations/evidences have been provided to the stakeholders to
support the realistic setting of the proposed targets.

ANSP
(CANSO)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed and
the evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, including calculations, simulations,
assumptions and parameter configurations. RP4 targets should not be based on RP3 ambition
but take into account actual results of 2022-2023 and be based on in-depth analysis of feasible
improvements and their realistic impact on KEA. Looking at past results, the current situation
and considering possible improvements, the proposed target ranges will not be achievable
and ANSPs should not be faced with unrealistic targets. The two RPs should remain independ-
ent, so that RP4 can start with some expectation that the targets can actually be met. Other-
wise, it will be a “shaming” system rather than an incentivising one. The estimated benefit
from ERNIP 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 for overly ambi-
tious RP4 target ranges. In addition the increasing traffic levels should be taken into consider-
ation, and if capacity can match demand, Air space users SHALL make use of the improved
route network and thus improve KEA. KEA performance depends on the Airspace Users route
choice

ANSP
(ANS CR)

The last year when the values of upper bound targets proposed for RP4 in SES area were
achieved was in 2015 (except for the years 2020 and 2021 when the traffic was greatly influ-
enced by a pandemic), the trend is flat or (moderately) increasing. Given the predicted traffic
growth in SES area in RP4, the improvement expected in the proposed upper bound target
(0,05 %) might be (and according to the predictions will be) heavily outweighed (in terms of
greenhouse gas emissions from the air traffic) by mere traffic volume which is (by far) the main
environmental factor in terms of the amount of greenhouse gas emissions. Key factor to the
trajectories are the decisions made by aircraft operators — flight planning is within their remit.
RP4 targets should not be based on RP3 ambition but take into account actual results of 2022-
2023 and be based on indepth analysis of feasible improvements and their realistic impact on
KEA.

ANSP
(LFV)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed and
the evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, including calculations, simulations,
assumptions and parameter configurations. RP4 targets should not be based on RP3 ambition
but take into account actual results of 2022- 2023 and be based on in-depth analysis of feasible
improvements and their realistic impact on KEA. Looking at past results, the current situation
and considering possible improvements, the proposed target ranges will not be achievable
and ANSPs should not be faced with unrealistic targets. The two RPs should remain independ-
ent, so that RP4 can start with some expectation that the targets can actually be met. Other-
wise, it will be a “shaming” system rather than an incentivising one. The estimated benefit
from ERNIP cannot be supported as explained below (4.3).

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’s view: In general, the methodology and the way of applying current

values to define the targeted ones should be explained better. It is not crystal clear now and
it does not give the feeling if for RP4 regional differences are to be considered or not. Looking
at the proposed network-wide values and our country‘s correct HFE (above 12), we do not
have confidence that Lithuania will be assigned achievable targets. Again and again, we call for
more customized approach in target definition. Geographical location and geopolitical factors
have always been an issue for us and in current reality they are even more difficult, unavoida-
ble and uncontrollable.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

AirNav Ireland is of the view that the PRB needs to consult on the proposed local reference
values for RP4 in tandem with the Union wide reference values. The PRB has acknowledged at
the consultation meeting that it relied on local parameters to inform the proposed union wide
ranges, and AirNav Ireland requests that these are consulted upon in a transparent manner
before any local reference values are finalised/published. Otherwise, we may find that the
consultation on local reference values is procedurally flawed as it does not give stakeholders
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an opportunity to review or comment on the proposed targets at local level. The same applies
to local reference values that will be set for capacity.

ANSP
(DFS)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed and
the evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations, as-
sumptions and parameter configurations. The targets set for RP4 use the unmet targets from
RP3. RP4 plannings should consider shortcomings in defining RP3 targets and include external
factors (e.g. growing traffic volumes, increased military activity and a likely continuation of the
circumnavigation of Ukrainian, Russian, and Belorussian airspace) more effectively so that RP4
can start with more realistic targets.

ANSP
(skeyes)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed and
the evidence is incomplete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations, as-
sumptions and parameter configurations.

The targets set for RP4 build on the unmet targets from RP3. The two Reference Periods should
remain independent, so that RP4 can start with some realistic expectation that the targets can
actually be met. PRB’s evidence fails to consider other important factors: large scale military
exercises likely become more common in future. Airspace user’s choice and responsibility
when selecting their flight path. Climate change research strongly supports the assumption
that weather events will more often disrupt air and airport operations (e.g., increased occur-
rence of storms, changes in wind patterns and disruptions of ground infrastructures). FABEC
experts warn against translating pure horizontal route length variations measured as RTE-DES
variations into HFE-KEA gains

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Targets must be realistic at the point in time when they are set. PRB bases its entire target
evaluation exercise on the RTE-DES indicator, translating the gains achieved on it into HFE-KEA
on a 1:1 basis. Correlation between them isn't established. When comparing the variation of
past perf. of these indicators, differences can be observed. It is not appropriate to use the full
RTE-DES improvement to set HFE-KEA targets and the whole PRB approach for the ENV KPI
target setting should be reconsidered. A good understanding of the interdep. between factors
influencing performance (capacity, weather, costs) is essential for meaningful target setting.
Aspects that have an impact on KEA but are not considered by the PRB include large scale MIL
exercises that become more frequent, airspace users’ choice, weather events, route charge
impact and strikes. PRB's acknowledgement that this understanding has not yet been achieved
should trigger a critical review of the methodology used to set targets

Member State
(Germany)

Given the heterogeneity of the European network it seems evident that interdependencies
between environment and capacity vary considerably from country to country. With the evi-
dence provided it is difficult to assess whether all relevant operational benefits and challenges
were sufficiently taken into account. (This comment is also valid for points 4.3 to 4.5 below.)

Member State
(Netherlands)

The principles to take future improvements into account is supported in the text. However,
the conclusions drawn from the Covid traffic-levels are not appropriate as the situation was
extreme. Why the performance in a situation with extreme low traffic is an appropriate basis
for target setting is not argued or supported.

Member State
(Spain)

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

NSA
(Croatia 2)

Environmental EU Wide target setting methodology is not appropriately elaborated thus leav-
ing area for different interpretations as material presented during the Consultation meeting
cannot be considered as adequate and is incomplete. Estimated benefit from the ERNIP is not
supported as Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network. Imple-
mentation of FUA is at 69% and FRA is 64% on the European level, as per the LSSIP+ database.
Many countries have also implemented cross-border FRA (expl. BALTIC & SEE FRA, BOREALIS
FRA) and for those countries there is not much room for improvement and gaining benefits.
This can be reflected to a great part of Member States

NSA
(France)

The methodology, related assumptions and underlying material are not sufficiently disclosed
to assess the PRB proposal. In addition, KEA is not fully under control of the ANSPs (depending
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on the military, weather, airspace user choices etc.) and according to many experts is no more
relevant to assess ATC environment improvements. Experts are also warning against assump-
tions based on translating horizontal route distance variation measured as RTE-DES variations
into HFE-KEA benefits on a one-by-one basis. PRB arguing that, if during the pandemic KEA
target was reached when there were fewer capacity issues due to the low traffic, then KEA
would mechanically improve when capacity issues will be solved in RP4 is oversimplistic: many
other factors such as military airspace reservation and traffic flow organization were also in-
volved. Reaching the target only when traffic was exceptionally low should on the contrary
demonstrate that targets set in RP3 were unrealistic

NSA
(Poland)

Changes in the European network and implementation of the modern ATM systems should
largely contribute to improving the Environment targets. Taking the 2024 ambitions as a start-
ing point for the 2029 target should be considered as an acceptable proposal. However, fac-
tors beyond the ANSP control and geopolitical situation should be also taken into account.
Their impact on the conditions to achieve the targets in 2029 is currently difficult to assess

NSA
(France)

The methodology to calculate the EU target range proposal is not sufficiently disclosed and
the evidence isn't complete. All material must be disclosed, incl. calculations, simulations, as-
sumptions and parameter configurations. The interdependency between ENV and CAP should
be more investigate and experienced before setting a financial penalty/incentive scheme.

NSA
(Estonia)

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

NSA
(Switzerland)

FOCA agrees that the Evidences 1-4 applied (and combined) by the PRB to support the target
setting of the environment target ranges are adequate as methodology. However, the final
balancing/weighing of these evidences leads to a proposal of environment targets ranges that
is not realistic, considering the current / monitored environment values combined with the
prospect of an increasing traffic in the coming years. There is a high probability that neither
the upper not the lower bound will be met overall during RP4. Furthermore, the correlation
between RTE-DES and HFE-KEA is not established. When comparing the variation of past per-
formance values for the two indicators, differences can be observed. We find it inadequate to
use the full RTE-DES improvement to set the environment targets. At last, the benefits con-
tained in the ERNIP may be overestimated.

NSA
(Croatia 1)

Environmental EU Wide target setting methodology is not appropriately elaborated thus leav-
ing area for different interpretations as material presented during the Consultation meeting
cannot be considered as adequate and is incomplete. Estimated benefit from the ERNIP is not
supported as Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network. Imple-
mentation of FUA is at 69% and FRA is 64% on the European level, as per the LSSIP+ database.
Many countries have also implemented cross-border FRA (expl. BALTIC & SEE FRA, BOREALIS
FRA) and for those countries there is not much room for improvement and gaining benefits.
This can be reflected to a great part of Member States.

NSA
(Austria)

As stated above, starting from the RP3 target levels renders any further calculation useless.
The calculation approach as such is understandable, while the evidence values cannot be
checked in all details. The impact stemming from the interdependency with capacity is based
on the equally unrealistic capacity target.

NSA
(Germany)

We disagree with the used methodology and evidence due to the fact that explanations and
assumptions are made with no in-depth derivation. When building on the targets for 2024,
the foreseeable actual status of implementation can from our point of view not just simply be
ignored as the report does for example when it comes to the continued staffing problem. On
top of delays in ATCO-training from the pandemic, generations entering the work force prefer
to work part-time and cannot be forced to do otherwise. Financial incentives only have limited
effect on those individuals. This is a new phenomenon occurring to an increasing degree
through which one successful trainee does not translate into even close to one FTE any more.
The quantification of benefits from improvements to design and handling of airspaces and
route network and supporting ATM-systems and components made by the report cannot be
followed and understood. While the details from the simulation by NM on the benefits of CP1
should be made available for better understanding, we have doubts about the translation of
the results of the simulation into the values in the report. The quantification of the benefits
from ERNIP does not conform with the explanation from our national experts, so we wonder
if they have been sufficiently consulted on the matter. Also regarding ERNIP and the evidences
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used by PRB regarding the Evidence 2 we would have expected precise links (in footnotes) to
values and derivations from ERNIP. As for the benefits of CP1 the simulation by NM should not
only be made available, it should be adjusted to compare the current status of implementation
with the status of full implementation instead of comparing implementation to a fictional state
of do-nothing. While we support the measures of the ATM-functions, we expected that during
the existence of CP1 if you wanted to draw “hard” conclusions from its implementation, there
should have been a more transparent and reliable/retraceable. As to the details, for evidence
1 PRB says in the Annex 1 No 47 that during covid low traffic and low delays led to significant
improvements in KEA. In fact, only in the year 2020 (achieved value 2,52) and with considering
the former EU target (2,53) there was a target achievement. Even the revised EU target (2,37-
2,4) would not have been and was not achieved. As it is, we can only expect that unreasonable
over-capacities would be needed from ANSPs to achieve the required improvement in HFE, if
in some cases at all possible. We also tend to conclude from Covid-times that indeed HFE can
only be influence by ANSP to a lesser extent than we used to think. Therefore, an historical
evidence should not only consider an interdependency between capacity and environment
(which is as stated before not adequately described and therefore not retraceable) but also
the historical EU targets should be critically examined. For RP3, too many factors influencing
the performance such as the pandemic and its repercussions or political situations and even
airspace users choice regarding the flight path and weather phenomena. In our opinion several
factors are not considered (although even named by PRB in Annex 1 No 59 as example) in a
sufficient way such as rising military airspace reservations, traffic compositions that changed
during and past covid as well as weather phenomena. When it comes to the allowance for
delays and disruptions caused by weather, we consider it insufficient to consider historical
data, even if the number of years to go back is limited compared to other impacting factors.
Very recent years and up-to-date climate research indicate that an increase in adverse
weather phenomena in frequency and intensity would have to be factored in. It seems quite
asymmetrical to point out importance of ENVI KPA and deny the very real and practical influ-
ence on aviation in general and ANS performance. -We are not going to go back into the criti-
cism on KEA KPI, but why is the target range on top of the shortcomings of the KPI itself then
provided with evidences, methodologies and values which are not fully retraceable and far
away from historical performances. A good example for the missing retractability is in the main
report No 69 in conjunction with footnote 8. Why is there no further proof on that than a
bilateral discussion. Why are there no minutes or anything else provided for transparency rea-
sons? And also a brief analysis mentioned in the main report No 75 should have been provided
to improve transparency. It is also not explained if and why/why not there is a weighting ap-
proach considered for the used evidences.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

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

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

One of the bases of this study for the drawing of conclusions was the analysis of capacity and
flight efficiency during covid crisis. Traffic was 50% lower, resources available were far above
the needs, same for capacity, most of the flight planning restrictions were lifted, aircraft were
empty allowing them to have a better vertical performance reducing complexity for ATC: these
elements make extremely hazardous to use this period to draw conclusions. The element to
be kept in mind is: for RP3 flight efficiency targets were reached when traffic was 40% of 2019.
Original RP3 ambition are unrealistic. PRB’s call for a careful approach seen in the interde-
pendency study conclusions is not taken into account in the PRB target ranges report. Further-
more, it is not understood how an increased large-scale military exercises and new oversized
military areas are taken in consideration. The same need of clarification remains with the im-
pact of weather and changes associated with climate change

Table 7 — Comments received on Question 4.2.
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In response to the survey question 4.2, most of
the stakeholders (33 out of 47) expressed disa-
greement with the methodology and with the ev-
idence provided to support the environmental tar-
get ranges. This view was prevalent across all
stakeholder categories.

The main reasons for concern identified by the
PRB include:

e The methodology not being fully disclosed
and incomplete evidence;

e The consideration of the COVID-19 pandemic
period; and

e The translation of RTE-DES into KEA.

The stakeholders commented that the methodol-
ogy for calculating the environment target ranges
lacks transparency and completeness. There were
calls to disclose all the material, including the cal-
culations, assumptions, and simulations, used to
derive the target ranges. Additionally, it was
stated that the evidence provided is not sufficient
as it lacks considerations of large-scale military ex-
ercises, airspace users’ preferences, weather dis-
ruptions, traffic growth and flow organisation,
among others.

Stakeholders also commented on the use of as-
sumptions relating to the COVID-19 pandemic pe-
riod, which could contribute to the unrealistic am-
bition of the targets. The COVID-19 pandemic pe-
riod is deemed as an “extreme” period by many of
the stakeholders due to the low traffic levels that
characterise it. Some stakeholders suggested us-
ing the post-pandemic period as a starting point
for the RP4 targets instead.
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Finally, another main theme addressed by stake-
holders in this question regards the one-to-one
translation of RTE-DES into KEA. Stakeholders ar-
gued that the right approach was not used as the
correlation between the two indicators is not es-
tablished yet. This leads to inaccurate target
ranges.

PRB response

102

103

104

The PRB has provided details of the methodology
and evidence used in Annex | and Annex Ill of the
PRB’s advice on the Union-wide target ranges for
RP4 report and in the relevant references. The An-
nexes provide extensive information and justifica-
tion on the data utilised, offering the readers a
thorough understanding of the rationale.

As mentioned in the evidence, the PRB analysed
the KEA values of 2020-2021, during the COVID-
19 pandemic, as one of the pieces of evidence to
help determine the target ranges. This evidence is
not used in isolation but is one factor used to un-
derstand how the ATM system should perform
when there is sufficient capacity to meet demand.

Further comments relating to the ERNIP and the
geopolitical situation are addressed in the follow-
ing sections, where relevant.
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105 The PRB proposes the ramp up rate of the ERNIP
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benefits to be gradual over RP4, for both the up-
per and lower target bounds. The resulting yearly
lower and upper bound allowances for RP4 are il-
lustrated in the table below, ramping up to the ex-
pected values in 2029. In Question 4.3, respond-
ents were asked “To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach?”.

45 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 8 shows the distribution of the replies. The
majority of stakeholders (30) disagreed with the
proposed approach (19 fully disagreed and 11 dis-
agreed to some extent), while six stakeholders
agreed (one fully agreed and five agreed to some
extent). When analysing the responses by stake-
holder category, the majority of ANSPs, NSA and
Member State representatives disagreed with the
proposed approach. One professional staff repre-
sentative body disagreed to some extent and one
fully disagreed, while one airline agreed to some
extent.
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Figure 8 — Number of replies to question 4.3 “To what extent
do you agree with the proposed approach? (ERNIP benefits)”
(source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments are listed in Table 8 (next
page). 35 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 19 ANSPs, including one association;

e Four airlines, including three associations;

e 10 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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4.3 To what extent do you agree with the proposed approach? (ERNIP benefits)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

Our understanding is that ERNIP is calculating benefits based on the existing planned actions.
The targets should be top-down, more ambitious than current plans charged on ERNIP data-
base (bottom-up), therefore driving further action. Also, as per ERNIP 2023, in the short term
the number of contributing projects is higher than in the long term, so we could expect higher
benefits reached in the first years of RP4 than contemplated in the ramp-up. Probably, as we
move along the period more contributing actions will appear. Opp (zero benefits) in 2025 from
projects in the target upper bound are not understood when 2025 is the implementation
deadline for full FRA, Cross-border FRA and FRA connectivity with TMAs by CP1. We should
therefore reconsider the ramp-up benefits and consider benefits higher and possibly flat pro-
files. Such an approach would also incentivize further improvements and be more consistent
with the expected benefits 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 are overestimated: KES/KEP gains seem to be mixed up with KEA when
mentioning FRA and route network design improvements. FRA implementation has a positive
impact on KEP, but the impact on KEA is only marginal! FABEC Experts warn against translating
pure horizontal route length variations measured as RTE-DES variations, into HFE-KEA gains,
particularly on a 1:1 basis. Neither simulations nor pen & paper exercise consider realistic
knock-on effects. Asking if a certain pp adjustment is appropriate without understanding the
calculation of the base value does not enable a meaningful assessment! In any case, the pro-
posed HFE EU KEA target ranges are too ambitious and the indicator is not sufficiently within
ANSP control. ANSPs are committed to continuously improve the route network but e.g. the
share of overflights or geo-political events will continue to cause traffic shifts that are outside
of ANSPs’ control.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

It seems reasonable to consider ERNIP benefits — as presented in the upper bound column of
the table above (-0.04pp) - for the purpose of target setting for RP4, provided that it is con-
firmed (preferably by NM) that the RTE-DES value expected for 2029 is the same as for 2030
(1.80%). Assumption of gradual improvement also seems reasonable. However, the improve-
ment assumed in the lower bound (-0.09pp) is not based on ERNIP but on some theoretical
maximum efficiency calculated (not referred to in any documents) and as such should not be
used. For the purpose of both, upper and lower bound the ERNIP value (RTE-DES at 1.80%)
should be used. Moreover, the RP4 target should consider actual data, not only estimated
forecasts - the starting point for KEA deviates significantly from the PRB expectations

ANSP The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be supported. For example

(ROMATSA) e Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network, so ERNIP improve-
ments cannot be translated to KEA improvements 1:1
e it has been proved that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal
effect on KEA

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

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

plementation of free route and other airspace improvements. Furthermore, it is not clear
where PRB and NM draw the line on how far we can continue to improve the network. The
figures seem unrealistic and inconsistent with the current reality and future developments, as
there is not much room for manoeuvre on the ANSP side to contribute more than they have
done so far. However, it would be interesting to have a better translation of how each of the
activities included in ERNIP translates into percentages. On the other hand, airspace users are
not obliged to implement route network improvements, so ERNIP improvements cannot be
directly translated into KEA improvements. Furthermore, the implementation of FRA has been
shown to have a positive effect on KEP, but only a marginal effect on KEA.

ANSP
(LVNL)

The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be supported, as ERNIP improvements cannot be
translated to KEA improvements on a one-on-one basis. Airspace Users are not obliged to take
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the shortest available route, and will often make other choices. Hence they will not fully ben-
efits from the available, improved network. It has been proven that FRA implementation has
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 obliged to take improvements of route network, so ERNIP improve-
ments cannot be translated to KEA improvements 1:1

¢ it has been proved that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal
effect on KEA. In more detail, para 59 highlights how the connection between improvements
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. Never-
theless, in para 61 reference is made to a hypothetical "new ERNIP," which was never dis-
cussed in detail, falling into the same error. The estimates calculated by the Network Manager
are totally theoretical.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

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

ANSP
(DSNA)

The mix-up between KES/KEP, and KEA is made also when mentioning FRA and route network
design improvement. Therefore the improvement expected from evidence 2 cannot be con-
sidered as is. It has been proved that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP, but
the impact on KEA is marginal. Moreover, PRB bases its entire target evaluation exercise on
the RTE-DES, translating the gains achieved on the RTE-DES into HFE-KEA on a 1:1 basis. The
correlation between RTE-DES and HFE-KEA is not consolidated. When comparing the variation
of past performance values, differences can be observed. It is therefore not appropriate to use
RTE-DES to set HFE-KEA targets

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Airspace Users make use of route network improvements on their own discretions, thus ERNIP
improvements cannot be fully translated to KEA improvements; in addition FRA implementa-
tion has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal effect on KEA.

ANSP
(CANSO)

While assumption of any improvement to be gradual seems to deserve support, the estimated
benefit from ERNIP is considered too optimistic and therefore cannot be supported. E.g. - Air-
space Users are not obliged to take the shortest available route, and will often make other
choices. Hence they will not fully benefit from the available, improved network. It has been
proven that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal effect on
KEA. It must be demonstrated that ATM system changes have a real, quantifiable influence on
KEA. Moreover, the expected improvement used for the lower bound estimation is not sup-
ported by any document or feasibility analysis but seems to be only a theoretical expert esti-
mate and as such should not be referred to in the target setting process. While ERNIP may be
a helpful roadmap in providing the measures and projects to improve ENV performance, we
call for an explanation of how this would be converted to quantitative effect

ANSP
(Austrocontrol)

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

ANSP
(ANS CR)

Given the predicted traffic growth in SES area in RP4, the improvement expected in the pro-
posed upper bound target (0,05 %) might be (and according to the predictions will be) heavily
outweighed (in terms of greenhouse gas emissions from the air traffic) by mere traffic volume
which is (by far) the main environmental factor in terms of the amount of greenhouse gas
emissions (please see also the answer to 4.2 above). As AUs are not obliged to take improve-
ments of route network, so ERNIP improvements cannot be translated to KEA improvements
1:1. It has been proved that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a mar-
ginal effect on horizontal efficiency.

ANSP
(LFV)

While assumption of any improvement to be gradual seems to deserve support, the estimated
benefit from ERNIP is considered too optimistic and therefore cannot be supported. E.g. Air-
space Users are not obliged to take the shortest available route, and will often make other
choices. Hence they will not fully benefit from the available, improved network. It has been
proven that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a marginal effect on
KEA. It must be demonstrated that ATM system changes have a real, quantifiable influence on
KEA Moreover, the expected improvement used for the lower bound estimation is not sup-
ported by any document or feasibility analysis but seems to be only a theoretical expert
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estimate and as such should not be referred to in the target setting process. While ERNIP may
be a helpful roadmap in providing the measures and projects to improve ENV performance,
we call for an explanation of how this would be converted to quantitative effect.

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’s view: While ERNIP does prove to be important roadmap providing the
measures and projects to be implemented in order to improve environmental performance, it
should be explained better how it is monetized to quantitative effect.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

While assumption of any improvement to be gradual seems to deserve support, the estimated
benefit from ERNIP is considered too optimistic and it does not require Airspace Users to take
improvements of route network

ANSP
(DFS)

While assumption of any improvement to be gradual seems to deserve support, the estimated
benefit from ERNIP is considered too optimistic and cannot be translated into a 1:1 improve-
ment of KEA. Among other factors, it is the AUs decision to use them.

It has also been proven that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a mar-
ginal effect on KEA.

ANSP
(skeyes)

The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be supported. For example:

. Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network, so ERNIP im-
provements cannot be translated to KEA improvements 1:1
. it has been proved that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP but only a

marginal effect on KEA

ANSP
(Skyguide)

The PRB bases its entire target assessment on the RTE-DES indicator and translates the RTE-
DES gains into HFE-KEA on a 1:1 basis. However, the correlation between RTE-DES and HFE-
KEA is not established. Differences can be observed when comparing the variation of past per-
formance values for the two indicators. It is therefore not appropriate to use the full RTE-DES
improvement to set HFE-KEA targets and the whole PRB approach to setting ENV KPI targets
should be reconsidered.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP supports the intention, but some notice needs to be given to the concrete
content of the ERNIP, as the operational reality is not at a standstill. This means things and/or
prerequisites can change over time due to various circumstances, hence 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 to define detailed targets five
years ahead is not appropriate. Although not fitting into the performance regulation, using it
as a base for rolling updates of the targets would be more appropriate. As PRB strongly rec-
ommends incentive schemes on environment the basis for target setting must be appropri-
ately stable, even at the end of the period. In addition the variability that airspace users bring
to Environmental KPA is not accounted for by ERNIP. If ERNIP is used for the European wide
targets it must also be taken into account when producing the breakdown values.

Member State
(Spain)

Following the previous comments, Spain considers that as a first step we should establish a
solid KPI rather than the use of KEA, and a realistic target to establish an appropriate link be-
tween environmental KPI and ERNIP.

NSA
(Croatia 1)

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

NSA
(France)

Mixing up KES/KEP and KEA when mentioning FRA benefits and route network design improve-
ment leads to an overestimation of the ERNIP benefits assessment in the report. It is agreed
that FRA implementation has a positive impact on KEP, but the resulting impact on KEA is mar-
ginal in most airspaces concerned. In addition, it remains unclear how allowance could be set
and benefits measured in a consistent way when only part of the KPI is not under control of
the ANSPs. For example, the increase of large-scale military exercises which should become
more frequent in the future and the increased impact of adverse weather conditions due to
climate change should also be considered. It leads to RP4 target ranges which are not realistic
and cannot be supported.

NSA
(Poland)

Assuming a gradual increase in benefits resulting from ERNIP throughout the entire RP4 period
is acceptable. Nevertheless, the methodology for calculating specific values in subsequent
years of RP4 requires additional clarification by the PRB

NSA
(Italy)

The estimated benefit from ERNIP cannot be demonstrated, at present. For example
e Airspace Users are not obliged to take improvements of route network, so ERNIP improve-
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 marginal
effect on KEA. In more detail, para 59 highlights how the connection between improvements
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. Never-
theless, in para 61 reference is made to a hypothetical "new ERNIP," which was never dis-
cussed in detail, falling into the same error. The estimates calculated by the Network Manager
are totally theoretical

NSA
(Croatia 2)

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

NSA
(Austria)

It can hardly be assumed that benefits materialize on a linear scale. Even if the 2029 value is
considered realistic, the uptake by airspace users will be slower. This results in a lower impact
in the beginning of RP4 that would more exponentially increase towards the 2029 value. With
a Free Route Airspace implemented, the influence of the ANSP on the chosen route is negligi-
ble, which also means that ENRIP improvements cannot be simply added to the calculation.

NSA
(Germany)

NM estimates that the RTE-DES in 2023 is estimated to be 1,84 and the minimum achievable
RTE-DES is approximately 1,75%. This is stated in the main report No 69. As evidence is quoted
a bilateral discussion in footnote 8 (footnote 10, 11 Annex 1 as well). It should be clear that is
no evidence when there are not even minutes attached and such values cannot be considered
in any further calculation. PRB also explains that RTE-DES is a theoretical value (Annex 1 No
59). As regards RTE-DES there is so much anticipation, estimation, approximation (one can
read that e.g. in Annex 1 No 58, 59, 60, 61, 62). Having a theoretical value with a derivation of
its influence to KEA as given in a really brief and non-retraceable way as given by Annex 1 No
59 is not sufficient at all. This “Evidence 2” cannot be considered as an evidence and should
therefore be eliminated from the calculations and in consequence from the report.

NSA
(Switzerland)

See comment in par. 4.2.

Professional staff repre-
sentative body
(IFATCA)

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

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Same as above, the methodology and how figures are calculated need additional element to
be understood. Maybe a practical use case should be developed to help understanding. Free
route implementation will have a positive impact on flight planning, but the impact on flight
efficiency KEA will not be the same as direct points in neighbouring sectors are already given
by ATCOs on a daily basis. As explained above, the proposed RP4 target ranges are not re-
garded as achievable and realistic. The PRB targets ranges, except for the year 2020, were
never even close to be reached in the past ten years. How to imagine that in 13 months, not
only actual trends will be reversed but also flight efficiency performance records will be
beaten.

Table 8 - Comments received on question 4.3.
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In response to the survey question 4.3, most of
the stakeholders (30 of 45) expressed disagree-
ment with the proposed approach to ramp up the
ERNIP benefit, while six agreed.

The main themes raised in the comments regard:

e The gradual approach to ramp up the ERNIP
benefits;

e The estimated impacts on environment de-
rived from the ERNIP benefits are too optimis-
tic; and

e RTE-DES and KEA correlation.

Whilst there is large support on the gradual ap-
proach taken to incorporate the benefits into the
targets, the estimated ERNIP benefits translated
to KEA are considered to be too optimistic, leading
to lower support by the stakeholders.

In particular, stakeholders argued that the overes-
timation is due to the assumption that FRA imple-
mentation has significant implications on KEA
while in reality the improvements are marginal
compared to the improvements expected on KEP.
Additionally, airspace users are not obliged to
make use of route network improvements and
this variability is not accounted for in the ERNIP.

On the other hand, some stakeholders argued
that the ERNIP benefits at the beginning of the ref-
erence period have instead been underestimated.
As the regulatory deadline for full FRA cross-bor-
der FRA and FRA connectivity with TMAs is 2025,
significant improvements are expected, particu-
larly at the beginning of RP4.

Finally, stakeholders commented on the correla-
tion between RTE-DES and KEA. They argue that
RTE-DES improvements cannot be directly trans-
lated into KEA improvements and doing so leads
to inappropriate, unrealistic targets.
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PRB response

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 stakeholders. 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 RTE-DES reduction to be achieved by the
end of RP3, the PRB’s estimates of ERNIP benefits
are low (Opp to -0.09pp). This is because, as noted
in the target ranges report, the benefits of FRA
and cross-border FRA have largely been achieved
in terms of improving 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 RTE-DES is not
the same as KEA. However, the PRB has used the
scale of the RTE-DES benefits projected for the
2025-2029 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 on the environment tar-
get ranges.

The PRB believes the judgment used to allocate
the benefits relating to the ERNIP is not materially
sensitive given the relatively small scale of the ER-
NIP benefits.



Question 4.4
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The PRB study into the interdependency between
capacity and environment demonstrates that Air
Traffic Flow Management (ATFM) delays have a
negative impact on horizontal flight efficiency. The
PRB considered the inputs given by this study for
setting the environment target ranges for RP4. It
is estimated that an increase of one minute of av-
erage en route ATFM delay per flight causes an in-
crease of 0.14pp to en route horizontal flight effi-
ciency (KEA). In Question 4.4, respondents were
asked “To what extent do you agree with the pro-
posed approach?”.

44 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 14 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 9 shows the distribution of the replies. The
majority of stakeholders (28) disagreed with the
proposed approach (22 disagreed to some extent
and six fully disagreed), while 12 respondents
agreed (two fully agreed and 10 agreed to some
extent). When analysing the responses by stake-
holder category, the majority of ANSPs and NSA
and Member State representative disagreed with
the proposed approach, while the majority of the
airlines agreed. All the professional staff repre-
sentative bodies disagreed with the proposed ap-
proach.
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Figure 9 — Number of replies to Question 4.4 “To what extent
do you agree with the proposed approach? (ENV-CAP inter-
dependency)” (source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments are listed in Table 9 (next
page). 37 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 20 ANSPs, including one association;

e Four airlines, including three associations;

e 11 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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4.4 To what extent do you agree with the proposed approach? (ENV-CAP interdependency)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

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

Airline
(ERA)

Capacity and environment are inextricably linked. Delays result in inefficient trajectories. Airline
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 suitable
indicator. Airline ability to fly optimum trajectories mandates that ANSPs provide capacity where
demand is and in the planned amount. Delays, based on the approved flight plan, do have an
impact on efficiency. Again it has to be ensured that no perverse effects will materialise based on
wrong environmental KPl assumptions.

Airline
(A4E)

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

ANSP
(FABEC)

The methodology to calculate the Union-wide targets is not sufficiently disclosed and the evi-
dence is incomplete. Again, asking if a certain pp adjustment is appropriate without understand-
ing the calculation of the base value does not enable a meaningful assessment of the proposal!
It is urgently required to find effective ways to take these interdependencies substantially into
account in the EU/FAB/national target setting process. For both CAP and ENV, it is obvious that
the target setting methodology including the consideration of interdependencies does not result
in achievable EU target range proposals. Please note, the relation of 1 minute delay leads to
0.14pp circumnavigation, which is an average that is differing with the scale of the exercise, the
chosen timeframe, and the area and traffic volume that is selected for the assessment. How do
you plan this to be broken down on a national level?

ANSP

(Polish Air Naviga-
tion Services
Agency)

Experience from previous years shows that en-route delays, which, as PRB points out, have an
impact on KEA, are much higher than the proposed capacity targets, which also go much beyond
agreed and operationally justified NOP values. Therefore, it is expected that the real impact of
delays on KEA will be much higher than assumed by PRB. Increased military activities and diverse
weather impact, together with their non-predictability, also affect airspace capacity and flight
efficiency and they are not sufficiently considered. Traffic volatility and changing geopolitical re-
ality lead to need for constant optimization and changes to airspace structures. Implementation
of new solutions and airspace changes will also periodically affect airspace availability, and will
generate delays. Therefore the value of KEA is significantly underestimated, which is a direct re-
sult of the incorrect estimation of capacity targets for RP4.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

There are still many unknown factors which cannot be captured in figures; the PRB approach
equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is simplistic — during COVID reconfiguration in a
neighbouring airspace was also a factor, as demonstrated in Romanian airspace. In times of high
demand (summer, etc.), NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adher-
ence rules, avoiding any direct routing so that there is better capacity planning / predictability at
network level, even though it knew that this would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the
opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements. We
would also like to know how the CAP-ENV interdependency will be monitored.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

NAV Portugal agrees with the proposed approach to include the impact of capacity constraints,
at network level, in the calculation of the target ranges by reflecting it by allowances to the target
ranges. Yet, the methodology presented doesn’t allow the needed traceability of the figures and
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 capacity and
environment. However, there are still many unknown factors which cannot be captured in fig-
ures; the PRB approach equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is simplistic and too generic.
The effect of insufficient capacity on environment performance of the whole route network de-
pends on where the bottleneck is, even though two bottlenecks may have the same average
ATFM delay.

ANSP
(ENAV)

RP3 targets not met despite COVID; evidence 1, 2, and 3 not robust enough to justify further
increase in the ambition in KEA. Benefits predicted by ERNIP are purely theoretical; in RP3 they
were not helpful in achieving targets. Many unknown factors that cannot be captured in figures;
the PRB approach equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is simplistic — during COVID recon-
figuration in a neighbouring airspace was also a factor. In periods of high demand (summer, hol-
iday periods, sky season, etc.), NM requested ANSPs to operate under Flight Plan Adherence
rules, avoiding any direct routing for better capacity planning /predictability, this had negative
impact on KEA. Showing the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP improvements supporting
ENV. Table 10, to be revised considering a review in defining the KEA. To clarify how evaluation
on which States are impacted by the RUS-UKR war, to consider the domino effect on adjacent
States. Also other conflicts affecting the Region - MID

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

There are still many unknown factors which cannot be captured in figures, neighbouring airspace,
route structure, network measures, among others. NM has strongly requested that ANSPs oper-
ate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, avoiding any direct routing so that there is better capacity
planning / predictability at network level, even though it knew that this would have negative im-
pact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP improvements supporting
ENV improvements.

ANSP
(DSNA)

This is an interesting study, with an attempt to quantify a well-known interdependency, among
other ones. But a good understanding of the interdependencies between all KPAs is essential for
meaningful target setting. The PRB's acknowledgement that this understanding has not yet been
achieved should trigger additional analyses.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

Calculations/evidences have not been disclosed to the stakeholders to support a better grip of
the defined interdependencies. It is worth further exploring airlines preferences in times of high
demand (summer, etc.) and the impact of NM recommendations to avoid any direct routings,
even though these would have negative impact on KEA.

ANSP
(CANSO)

We welcome PRB’s efforts to factor in the CAP-ENV interdependency. However, equating traffic
decrease with KEA decrease is simplistic. During COVID, reconfiguration in a neighbouring air-
space was also a factor and 2020-2021 cannot be considered as reference for ENV target setting.
The effect of insufficient CAP on ENV performance of the whole route network depends on where
the bottleneck is. Interdependence is not linear. COVID proved that with low traffic it was possible
to improve HFE values; but the Ukraine war shows that even with reduced traffic and no capacity
restrictions HFE trends could be negative. In times of high demand, NM has strongly requested
that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, avoiding direct routing, even though this
negatively impacts KEA. ENV targets should consider realistic delay levels for RP4: NOP could
serve as a basis rather than unachievable CAP target ranges. Lastly, how will the CAP-ENV inter-
dependency will be monitored / addressed?

ANSP
(Austrocontrol)

Both target ranges are unrealistic and unachievable.

ANSP
(ANS CR)

The ATFM delay is not a cause of horizontal flight inefficiency. It is the effect of a situation when
the demand for a given airspace is higher than its capacity. Then, the capacity fills up (which
means that ensuring separation in a dense traffic situation requires (besides vertical horizontal
manoeuvring, which can decrease horizontal efficiency). Therefore, both decreased horizontal
efficiency and delay are the effects of the same cause — excess demand (which can never be
eliminated, because the demand is potentially unlimited, in contrast to the capacity).

ANSP
(LFV)

We welcome PRB’s efforts to factor in the CAP-ENV interdependency. However, equating traffic
decrease with KEA decrease is simplistic. During COVID, reconfiguration in a neighbouring air-
space was also a factor and 2020-2021 cannot be considered as reference for ENV target setting.
The effect of insufficient CAP on ENV performance of the whole route network depends on where
the bottleneck is. Interdependence is not linear. COVID proved that with low traffic it was possible
to improve HFE values; but the Ukraine war shows that even with reduced traffic and no capacity
restrictions HFE trends could be negative. In times of high demand, NM has strongly requested
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that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, avoiding direct routing, even though this
negatively impacts KEA. ENV targets should consider realistic delay levels for RP4: NOP could
serve as a basis rather than unachievable CAP target ranges. Lastly, how will the CAP-ENV inter-
dependency will be monitored / addressed?

ANSP Because Norway is situated in the outskirts of Europe, we see that reduced capacity may not

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

ANSP Lithuanian ANSP’s view: There are still many unknown factors which cannot be captured in fig-

(AB Oro Navigacija)

ures; the PRB approach equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is simplistic — during COVID
reconfiguration in a neighbouring airspace was also a factor. In times of high demand (summer,
etc.), NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, avoiding
any direct routing so that there is better capacity planning / predictability at network level, even
though it knew that this would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect an-
ticipated by PRB of CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements. We would also like to
know how the CAP-ENV interdependency will be monitored.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

Ireland has had very little ATFM delay but has nonetheless faced some deterioration to its KEA
score in RP3 due to factors outside of its control including changed airline behaviour following
airspace reconfiguration in neighbouring airspace. AirNav has engaged with NM extensively in
relation to this and is available to discuss in more detail with the PRB. In times of high demand
(summer, etc.), NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adherence
rules, avoiding any direct routing so that there is better capacity planning / predictability at net-
work level, even though it knew that this would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the
opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements

ANSP
(DFS)

Although the interdependency between ENV and CAP has been acknowledged, it has unfortu-
nately not been addressed in the target range proposal, thus leading to wrong assumptions in
the proposal. It is urgently required to find effective ways to take these interdependencies into
account in the EU/national target setting process.

Interdependence is not linear. COVID proved that with low traffic it was possible to improve HFE
values; but the Ukraine war shows that even with reduced traffic and no capacity restrictions HFE
trends could be negative. In times of high demand, NM has strongly requested that ANSPs oper-
ate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, avoiding direct routing, even though this would negatively
impact KEA. ENV targets should consider realistic delay levels for RP4, for which NOP could serve
as a basis, rather than unachievable CAP target ranges.

ANSP
(skeyes)

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

There are still many unknown factors which cannot be captured in figures; the PRB approach
equating traffic decrease with KEA decrease is simplistic — during COVID reconfiguration in a
neighbouring airspace was also a factor. In times of high demand (summer, etc.), NM has strongly
requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, avoiding any direct routing so
that there is better capacity planning / predictability at network level, even though it knew that
this would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of
CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Thank you for recognising the interdependence between KPAs. However, HFE is not only influ-
enced by capacity but also by other factors such as weather and cost efficiency: Adjustments
should be made taking all relevant factors into account. Taking only capacity into account can
only lead to mistakes in the adjustment figures.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

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

Member State
(Netherlands)

The PRB study indicates the interrelation between capacity and environment but is not shown to
be exhaustive. Other interactions between the areas and indicators are realistic and should be
considered before the results are used for target setting, especially if used in an incentive
scheme.

Member State
(Spain)

Spain agrees with PRB in considering the interdependency between capacity and environment;
however, there are still many unknown factors that cannot be captured in figures and need more
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studies (traffic, airspace structure and military use, neighbouring airspace, network measures...).
A good example to highlight is that Spain only achieved the KEA objective during the COVID

NSA
(Croatia 1)

Itis an opinion that there are still many opened questions that need to be answered before bring-
ing final conclusions and quantifying the capacity-environment interdependency. Especially with
the notion that this kind of quantification is performed with Key Performance Indicators that are
not adequate for both Capacity and Environment Key Performance Area — as ATFM en-route de-
lay per flight is an indicator of lack of capacity and not capacity offered, while KEA does not take
various elements that have even greater effect on the environment.

NSA
(France)

It is recognized that environment, including KEA values, is impacted by traffic levels and in some
cases by resulting capacity issues, which can also generate delays. However, a complete under-
standing of interdependencies between all KPAs is needed for target setting and implementing a
balanced approach, which is not yet the case today. KEA is highly influenced by many factors
outside the control of ANSPs (military activity, airspace user choices, weather disruption etc.)
which are not directly linked to delays. In addition, based on information provided in the report,
it is quite unclear how such UE level assumption could be broken down at local level. To run a
meaningful consultation for EU target setting also implies to provide an insight on the methodol-
ogy applied to breakdown these values at local level, which has not been done neither for envi-
ronment nor for capacity. Only the full information would have enabled stakeholders to assess
the robustness of the methodology

NSA
(Poland)

The PRB study provides to some extend information on the link between capacity and environ-
ment and what the overall network benefits should arise from the adoption of such an approach.
It would be also highly advisable for the transparency of the process and for the conduct of future
consultation with stakeholders that the PRB makes available key data, methodologies, processes
applied, and the justifications of all key assumptions for the derivations of KPI target ranges and
proposals. This is related to all 4 KPAs.

NSA
(Italy)

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

NSA
(Switzerland)

The interdependency between ATFM delay and environment as stated in the PRB advice is over-
simplified. Other factors such as traffic complexity, density, traffic demand, weather, airspace
users' preferences (route charges), size of airspace etc. have a substantial effect on the environ-
ment KPA. A thorough understanding of interdependencies between KPAs is key for a meaningful
and realistic target setting. Furthermore, since KEA is not fully within the control on ANSPs, the
accountability (in terms of ENV ambition) cannot be solely attributed to them. Therefore, to cor-
relate an increase of one minute of average en route ATFM delay per flight causes with an in-
crease of 0.14pp to en route horizontal flight efficiency (KEA) is not considered as adequate

NSA
(Croatia 2)

The methodology used to quantify the capacity KPI contribution to the achievement/undera-
chievement of environment KPI contains elements that could have an influence for such results.
EXPL. during the 2022 and 2023 summer period at pre-tactical and tactical capacity planning
level, NM requested the local ANSP’s to offer 10% capacity buffer and requested that ANSPs op-
erate under Flight Plan Adherence rules, which resulted with better flight distribution on the net-
work level and ensuring greater predictability, less volatility and less delay. This highly influenced
the possibility to use direct routing and reduced the possibility for achieving the environmental
target. There are still many questions that need to be answered before quantifying the capacity-
environment interdependency. Especially with the notion that this kind of quantification is per-
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 trans-
parent.

NSA
(Austria)

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

NSA
(Germany)

In the main report RPB is stating that the capacity targets have to be challenging to minimise the
impact of delay and to support the PRB’s focus on environmental performance. Hence, the PRB
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proposes targets to minimise the adjustments to the environment targets by setting ambitious,
but realistic, capacity targets. In our view, the capacity target ranges as well as the environment
target ranges are too ambitious. Although it is understood that delay has an influence on envi-
ronmental performance, targets should be realistic which they are not due to several misinter-
pretations and inadequate evidences as further described in our replies to e.g. the methodolo-
gies. If for any reason, the expected optimum is too far away from what is realistically and with
great ambition possible, targets should at least be reasonable, especially from an economic point
of view. In this case the proposed ranges are instead overambitious as not properly derived and
determined.

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

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

Professional staff
representative body
(IFATCA)

As mentioned, | 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 capacity and
flight efficiency during covid crisis. Traffic was 50% lower, resources available were far above the
needs, same for capacity, most of the flight planning restrictions were lifted, aircraft were empty
allowing them to have a better vertical performance reducing complexity for ATC: these elements
make extremely hazardous to use this period to draw conclusions. The element to be kept in
mind is: for RP3 flight efficiency targets were reached when traffic was 40% of 2019. Original RP3
ambition are unrealistic.

Table 9 - Comments received on Question 4.4.




PRB analysis
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In reference to the survey Question 4.4, stake-
holders acknowledge the correlation between ca-
pacity and environment and the importance to ad-
dress it. However, a majority of stakeholders (28
of 44) expressed disagreement with the PRB ap-
proach to use the CAP-ENV interdependency
study as input, while 12 respondents agreed. Most
ANSPs, NSA and Member State representatives, as
well as professional staff representative bodies
disagreed with the proposed approach, while the
majority of airlines agreed with it.

As highlighted by the comments, the main reasons
for disagreement identified by the PRB regard:

e The incomplete disclosure of the methodol-
ogy and evidence;

e The need to better understand the relation-
ship between ENV and CAP; and

e The consideration of the COVID-19 pandemic
period.

Stakeholders called for the disclosure of available
data, methodologies, processes applied, and justi-
fications of all key assumptions used to derive the
environment target ranges.

When it comes to the model used to define the
relationship between the capacity and environ-
ment KPIs, many stakeholders found that the lin-
ear model is too simplistic and various factors,
such as the reconfiguration in neighbouring air-
space, traffic growth, airspace structures, and net-
work measures cannot be captured.

Additionally, the relation of one minute of average
en route ATFM delay resulting in 0.14 pp increase
in horizontal flight efficiency is an average of the
study. Stakeholders questioned how this figure
can be broken down to national level.

Furthermore, the interdependency study exer-
cises are based on data during the COVID-19 pan-
demic period, which represents an anomaly in
terms of traffic levels, and therefore delay. Hence,
the COVID-19 pandemic period should not be
used to form the basis on which targets are set
upon. Some stakeholders additionally stated that,
while the COVID-19 pandemic proved that with
low traffic HFE values could be improved, the Rus-
sia’s war of aggression against Ukraine shows that
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even with reduced traffic and no capacity re-
strictions HFE trends are negatively impacted.

Stakeholders agreed that there are still numerous
open questions regarding the capacity and envi-
ronment interdependency, emphasising the need
to be fully understood before incorporating the in-
put into the targets.

PRB response
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In Annex | of the target ranges report, the PRB pre-
sented comprehensive information on the meth-
odology and supporting data from the interde-
pendency study on capacity and environment. For
more detail on the methodology, justifications
and data used in the environment and capacity in-
terdependency study, please refer to the “The in-
terdependency between the environment and ca-
pacity KPIs of the performance and charging
scheme of the Single European Sky” PRB report
and its annex.!

Given that there were no indications of non-line-
arity, the study made use of linear regression
models to quantify the interdependency between
UW HFE and en route ATFM delays, the impact of
seasonal changes on the interdependency, and
the different impacts of ATFM delays on HFE.

Acknowledging the anomaly introduced by the
COVID-19 pandemic, the PRB maintained the data
from year 2020 in the scope to ensure a continu-
ous sample enabling the identification of trends
and providing relevant data insights on the inter-
dependency between the KPAs in the case of
lower traffic levels and more capacity. Further-
more, rather than a reduction in traffic, Russia’s
war of aggression led to a shift in traffic flows,
which had a negative impact on KEA.

In terms of breaking down the interdependency
value at national levels, the PRB is working closely
with the Network Manager to ensure that the na-
tional reference values consider local circum-
stances to the maximum extent possible.

The PRB has acknowledged that the current study
serves as a starting point and that further research
is required to better understand the relationship
between the CAP and ENV KPAs. Stakeholders
have consistently emphasised the importance of
accounting for interdependencies between KPAs

1 PRB report The interdependency between the environment and capacity KPIs of the performance and charging scheme of the Single Euro-
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. Therefore, the PRB considers it
important to incorporate the latest information
regarding interdependencies to support the de-
velopment of the targets for RP4.
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Question 4.5
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While it is not possible 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 closures and airspace restructuration in
neighbouring Member States will remain in place
for the entirety of RP4. The PRB proposes to in-
clude a Union-wide allowance for the impact of
Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine on KEA.
Such an impact should be only considered for a
limited number of affected Member States when
setting the local targets. In Question 4.5, respond-
ents were asked “To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach?”.

45 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 10 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders (34) agreed with the
proposed approach (nine fully agreed and 25
agreed to some extent), while eight respondents
disagreed (five disagreed to some extent and
three fully disagreed). When analysing the re-
sponses by stakeholder category, the majority of
ANSPs and NSA and Member State representa-
tives agreed 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.
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Figure 10 — Number of replies to Question 4.5 “To what ex-
tent do you agree with the proposed approach? (Allowance
due to the impact of Russia’s war of aggression against
Ukraine)” (source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments are listed in Table 10 (next
page). 36 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 20 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 10 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e One professional staff representative body.
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4.5 To what extent do you agree with the proposed approach? (Allowance due to the impact of Russia’s war of aggres-

sion against Ukraine)

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

The impact of the Ukraine war affects only a certain number of States, there are concerns
about the inclusion of this impact at EU wide level, since it could mask other inefficiencies. We
would like clarity on how this impact can be identified and separated in the reference values
when presented. The following could be considered: - Define the EU target with and without
the impact of the war (separate allowance) - Define 2 EU targets one for the States recognized
as affected, another for those who are not Even if the conflict ends, sanctions could last longer,
the Ukrainian airspace could still be avoided (security perception).

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

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

Airline
(Easyjet)

Itis safe to assume that the repercussions of the Ukraine war are limited to specific states. The
inclusion of this inefficiency at EU-wide level raises obvious concerns. We seek clarification on
how this impact can be discerned and isolated from other sources of inefficiency. The com-
ments under 4.1-3 apply as well.

Airline
(A4E)

Itis safe to assume that the repercussions of the Ukraine war are limited to specific states. The
inclusion of this inefficiency at EU-wide level raises obvious concerns. We seek clarification on
how this impact can be discerned and isolated from other sources of inefficiency. The com-
ments under 4.1-3 apply as well.

Airline
(ERA)

With the caveats noted above. (editor note: see ERA comment in 4.1B)

ANSP
(FABEC)

The impact on Union-wide KEA of Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine is not to be un-
derestimated. States close to the conflict area are carrying most of the burden. States with an
already saturated airspace also struggle to accommodate the shift of flows without any KEA or
delay impact. Therefore, a relatively small figure showing a small % of the overall traffic is
impacted, simplifies the struggle to provide the capacity where required and the risk of expo-
nential increase of delay. The negative KEA impact in most cases cannot be avoided due to the
achieved distance approach. National/FAB targets based on KEA therefore are not appropri-
ate.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

We strongly support taking into account the impact of the War in Ukraine on KEA. However,
the proposed value of 0.24pp seems to be underestimated as 1. it is calculated for the year
2022 (where over Jan-Feb the flights were not yet impacted by the war) 2. impact of some
restrictions (e.g. Belarus) was visible already earlier. It is unclear how the EU-wide allowance
will be allocated to States —and this is crucial to assess the PRB proposal. Poland had a negative
impact on KEA long before the outbreak of the war (restrictions after the shooting down of
MH17 in July 2014 and further after the forced landing of FR4978 in May 2021). These factors
were not taken into account when setting KEA targets in recent years. It is of utmost im-
portance that the KEA target values are realistic and achievable and the PRB report does not
analyse the issue of achievability of the proposed target, neither at Union-wide 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, although

(ROMATSA) this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geographically
positioned. The European Commission should therefore generally provide flexibility in the pro-
cess to breakdown the EU targets to FAB / local reference values.

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

(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

impact differs between Member States depending on their geographical location. Therefore,
the European Commission should generally provide flexibility in the process to break down the
EU targets into FAB/local reference values. This flexibility should also include break down of
KEA at local level when FIRs are affected by lack of capacity in neighbouring ACC’s.

ANSP
(LVNL)

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

The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Russian closures, although
this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geographically
positioned. The EC should therefore generally provide flexibility in the process to breakdown
the EU targets to FAB / local reference values

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

The impact of Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine on changes in air traffic flows must
be properly quantified to consider all affected States when setting the local targets, including
Spain.

ANSP
(EANS)

The European Commission should provide flexibility in the process to breakdown the EU tar-
gets to local reference values

ANSP
(DSNA)

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

ANSP
(BULATSA)

The whole network is impacted by the war in a different way and as a follow up Member States
depending on where they are geographically positioned. Greater flexibility is to be ensured in
the process of breakdown of EU targets to local reference values, taking into account the ad-
ditional rerouted traffic especially in South East Europe.

ANSP
(CANSO)

The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Russian closures, although
this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geographically
positioned. The European Commission should therefore generally provide flexibility in the pro-
cess to breakdown the EU targets to FAB / local reference values/targets. The allowance for
the Ukraine war impact (0.24%) seems underestimated as it considers the whole of 2022, but
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 where
for January and February this impact was not yet visible.

ANSP
(ANS CR)

The benefit of using KEA is limited — please see the answer to 4.1 (first question) above, espe-
cially in case of local (FIR) use. In the SES area (union-wide) the indicator should reflect real
situation, although it is influenced by a war.

ANSP
(LFV)

The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Russian closures, although
this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geographically
positioned. The European Commission should therefore generally provide flexibility in the pro-
cess to breakdown the EU targets to FAB / local reference values/targets. The allowance for
the Ukraine war impact (0.24%) seems underestimated as it considers the whole of 2022, but
for January and February this impact was not yet visible. Sweden must be one of the countries
given extra allowance in this regard.

ANSP
(AVINOR)

The whole network has been affected by the Ukrainian war although the impact varies de-
pending on where in the region the ANSP is situated.

ANSP

(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’s view: LT is supporting the approach to apply customized approach to the
ranges of the KPI. It would reflect EC and PRB understanding that one-fit-all approach does
not suit anymore. Still, in the current report there is no confidence on the methodology ap-
plied on the measuring the effect of the war and the corrected KEA excluding the effect. There-
fore, EC is expected to collaborate and provide transparent explanations on the value defini-
tion approach.

ANSP
(DFS)

We do support the proposal to foresee an allowance for the impact of the airspace clo-
sures/re-routings caused by Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine. We however do not
support the proposal to foresee such an allowance only in a limited number of affected coun-
tries, as we believe that the majority of countries in Europe is somehow affected. The impact
in fact is very different within Europe. In Germany, an increase in complexity needs to be ad-
dressed due to the re-routings towards the south-east axis and the increase of military air
traffic. Those effects definitely do also have an impact on KEA and need to be considered in
the target development at EU as well as later on at FAB/national level.

ANSP
(skeyes)

The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Russian closures, although
this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geographically
positioned. The European Commission should therefore generally provide flexibility in the pro-
cess to breakdown the EU targets to FAB / local reference values.
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ANSP
(Skyguide)

The PRB suggests that efforts to achieve Union-wide targets should be more ambitious for
countries not bordering the conflict than for those bordering it. This would be unfair as it
would penalise all European countries given that traffic diversions and military exercises have
an impact on the whole network.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP agrees that Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine has affected the Dan-
ish ANSP’s target performance on the KPA. Therefore, the impact should be included in setting
the local target for Denmark.

Member State
(Netherlands)

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

Member State
(Spain)

Spain agrees with PRB in considering the impact on Union-wide KEA of Russia’s war of aggres-
sion against Ukraine as it has an impact in all European traffic flows.

NSA
(Croatia 1)

Agree to some extent, if during the environmental targets local breakdown, European Com-
mission and the PRB ensures adequate evaluation of the local circumstances and assigns this
effect in a proper way to those Member States that are affected.

NSA
(France)

Regarding impact on KEA of Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine, the assumption made
by PRB is partially shared. It is true that a limited number of Member States will be concerned
by major route extensions due to related airspace closures and/or restructuration. Neverthe-
less, the overall impact at EU level shall not be underestimated. The depiction of this impact
on KEA as a pp of the overall traffic is not the most relevant way to measure it. In addition, in
highly congested airspace, where ANSPs have difficulties to provide the requested capacity,
even a small percentage of rerouted traffic can imply the risk of an exponential increase of
delays and has impact on KEA, which is difficult to estimate at local level, based on the infor-
mation provided in the report. Another related impact which is not properly addressed is the
large-scale military exercises that will be organized more frequently in the future and could be
more long-standing than the war itself.

NSA
(Poland)

The Russian aggression against Ukraine do not affect all EU member states equally. Countries
located in Eastern Europe are suffering serious negative effects of this situation. Therefore,
the functioning of ANSPs in different regions of Europe is depending on the localisation. PRB
should present a mechanism to compensate the effects of the situation in Ukraine. It should
be emphasized again that the introduction of the Incentive Scheme in KPA Environment is not
supported.

NSA
(Italy)

The whole network has been impacted by the impact of Ukraine / Russian closures, although
this is very different between Member States depending on where they are geographically
positioned. The European Commission should therefore generally provide flexibility in the pro-
cess to breakdown the EU targets to FAB / local reference values.

NSA
(Switzerland)

The PRB suggests that the efforts to achieve the EU-wide targets should be made more ambi-
tious for countries like Switzerland than for countries bordering to the conflict area. However,
the impact on Unionwide KEA of Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine is not to be under-
estimated. The approach chosen by the PRB is considered inadequate as the re-routing of traf-
fic flows and large-scale military exercises have an impact on the entire network. This results
in an additional burden in terms of adding to the already ambitious environment targets.

NSA
(Croatia 2)

Agree to some extent, if during the environmental targets local breakdown, European Com-
mission and the PRB ensures adequate evaluation of the local circumstances and assigns this
effect in a proper way to those Member States that are affected.

NSA
(Austria)

The individual allowance is not reflected in the union-wide targets and in our opinion cannot
be reflected properly.

NSA
(Germany)

We agree with the assumption that the war is unpredictable and a further inclusion of a Union-
wide allowance in the computation of local reference values for the states affected is strongly
recommended. And while the member states considered affected and possibly affected by
Annex Ill to the report as shown in Figure 1 on page 10 are certainly the ones with the most
severe effects not only on their airspace and ATM. Concluding that in all other states in the
contrary is a rather short statement and contradicts the fact that there is a chain of relevant
effects originated in the war. This chain influences the whole SES, as also stated in Annex 1 No
71. In our opinion the Annex 3 is not explaining the impact sufficiently as one can only see that
flight plans were considered, which is again a historical values-based calculation. And again,
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there are more influencing factors like congestion and airline behaviour, which affect different
states differently. Please show, how these have been considered here as well since just having
impacted flights in % of the total flights seems oversimplified.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

The proposal to include a Union-wide allowance for the impact of Russia’s war of aggression
against Ukraine on KEA for the entire RP4 is welcome. Nevertheless, the magnitude of the
impact should be precisely identified not only on the neighbouring Member States but also on
more regional level due to knock on effects. Furthermore, not only airspace closure and air-
space restructuration in neighbouring States but also the impact of evolving military needs
should also need to be considered. How airspace is use by military forces is used in the neigh-
bouring states? What is the level of military traffic in the neighbouring States? These questions
should also be considered when looking at the consequences on KEA at local level and conse-
quently at EU level.

Table 10 - Comments received on Question 4.5.




PRB analysis
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In response to question 4.5, the PRB acknowl-
edges that most stakeholders (34 of 45) support
the proposed approach to allocate a Union-wide
allowance for the impact of Russia’s war of aggres-
sion against Ukraine on KEA. On the other hand,
eight respondents are in disagreement. ANSPs,
NSA and Member State representatives, and air-
lines are generally aligned in their response, while
some differing opinions exist within the profes-
sional staff representative bodies.

The main themes emerging from the responses in-
clude:

e large support for the inclusion of an allow-
ance;

e The overall impact on the network; and

e Requests for more clarity on the breakdown
values.

Stakeholders largely supported the approach on
adding an allowance as a result of the impact of
Russia’s war of aggression on Ukraine on KEA.
However, some stakeholders consider that the
0.24pp allowance might be underestimated. This
may be due to the fact that flights of January and
February 2022 were not impacted yet and certain
restrictions (e.g. Belarus) were already in place.

While all agreed that some Member States have
been directly impacted and face a greater chal-
lenge than others, stakeholders emphasised that
the war has a significant impact network-wide as
well. Suggestions include presenting targets with
and without the allowance, allowing for different
targets to be developed for the impacted and non-
impacted Member States.
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Furthermore, when it comes to the local break-
down values, stakeholders called for greater clar-
ity on how the breakdown has been undertaken
and whether they will have a chance to review
them before the final targets are published. Stake-
holders requested that the PRB and the Commis-
sion undertake an adequate evaluation of the lo-
cal circumstances and provide flexibility in the val-
ues given the uncertainty that the war brings.

PRB response

144 The PRB notes the large support for including an
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allowance in the targets for the impact of Russia’s
war of aggression against Ukraine. The PRB recog-
nises the significant impact that Russia’s war of ag-
gression against Ukraine has on both Union-wide
and local KEA. The methodology for calculating
KEA indicates that there is a real, material and un-
avoidable impact on KEA for Member States in the
vicinity of Ukraine and one which must be ac-
counted for. The PRB, based on Eurocontrol calcu-
lations, updated the Union-wide allowance in the
target report to reflect the latest circumstances,
and established the local reference values that
capture the impact on a Member State-by-Mem-
ber State basis (resulting in an increase from
0.24pp to 0.28pp). The information is available in
Annex |l of the targets report. The PRB ensured
that the full impact of the geopolitical situation is
accurately reflected in the advice on the environ-
mental targets to the Commission.

On the topic of how the local breakdown values
are calculated, the local breakdown will be pro-
vided during the target process and are not part
of the target ranges consultation. The local break-
down values of the environmental targets are cal-
culated by the Network Manager based on the tar-
gets proposed. The PRB is in contact with the Net-
work Manager to ensure that the allowance re-
lated to Russia’s war of aggression on Ukraine will
be considered for the local targets of the impacted
Member States



2.4 Capacity
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This section presents all questions on the capacity
KPA included in the survey. This is followed by a
table with all comments received. Six questions
were asked:

e (Question 5.1: To what extent do you agree
with the PRB objective on capacity for RP4?

e (Question 5.2: 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 area of ca-
pacity?

e Question 5.3: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach? (ATC capacity &
staffing)

e (Question 5.4: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach? (ATC related de-
lays)

e (Question 5.5: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach? (Investment in
ATM/ATC systems)

e Question 5.6: To what extent do you agree
with the proposed approach? (Allowance due
to the impact of Russia’s war of aggression
against Ukraine)

Question 5.1
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Given the interdependency between capacity and
flight efficiency, 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 users. In Question 5.1, respond-
ents were asked “To what extent do you agree
with the PRB objective on capacity for RP4?”.

45 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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Figure 11 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders (29) agreed with the
PRB objectives on capacity for RP4 (seven fully
agreed and 22 agreed to some extent), while 14
respondents disagreed (five fully disagreed and
nine disagreed to some extent). When analysing
the responses by stakeholder category, the major-
ity of ANSPs, airlines, NSA and Member State rep-
resentatives agreed with the PRB objectives on ca-
pacity for RP4. One professional staff representa-
tive body agreed to some extent, while one fully
disagreed.
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Figure 11 — Number of replies to question 5.1: "To what ex-
tent do you agree with the PRB objective on capacity for
RP4?" (source: PRB elaboration).

Individual comments are listed in Table 11 (next
page). 38 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 20 ANSPs, including one association;

e Four airlines, including two associations;

e 12 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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5.1 To what extent do you agree with the PRB objective on capacity for RP4?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(Lufthansa Group)

Non-sufficient capacity will force airlines to re-plan their flight trajectories, which leads to
longer flight routes and efforts to stabilize operation. Therefore, the capacity targets are im-
portant to meet. Besides the economic burden for an airline, the passenger’s experience is
affected badly, and this could lead to additional socio-economic losses for the European Union
and its citizens. Bottlenecks need to be addressed and structural improvements incentivized.

Airline
(IATA)

Airlines agree on better enforcement for delivery of capacity, as they sustain the full compen-
sation to passengers. Capacity planned and paid for in previous RPs is missing in some areas.
Results in RP3 would have been even better than 0,5 min/ft if structural issues had been re-
solved. In 2022, 17 States reached their targets, many with zero or close to zero delays. Some
underperforming States are causing immense disruption. However, airlines should not pay for
excess capacity where not needed (cost-inefficient) and/or for previous measures that have
been financed but have not been delivered. Expect in RP4 better adaptation to traffic varia-
tions. Expectation that capacity is not used just as an excuse for increasing the cost base as it
happened in RP3. Targets in the upper bound can be supported, unless lower is necessary to
achieve KEA. To better address gate to gate, arrival delays should also have EU targets and/or
reference values to also minimize environmental impact in TMA

Airline
(Easyjet)

An appropriate implementation of the Free Route Airspace concept and the set up of appro-
priate incentives for ANSPs to deliver a high quality service at an appropriate cost level to air-
space users should be PRB’s main goal. The comments under 4.4 nevertheless apply accord-

ingly.

Airline
(A4E)

An appropriate implementation of the Free Route Airspace concept and the set up of appro-
priate incentives for ANSPs to deliver a high quality service at an appropriate cost level to air-
space users should be PRB’s main goal. The comments under 4.4 nevertheless apply accord-

ingly.

ANSP
(FABEC)

The methodology to calculate the Union-wide targets is not sufficiently disclosed, which how-
ever is essential to enable meaningful consultation! For example, it is not clear how the eco-
nomic optimal balance between cost and delay in detail led to the Union-wide target pro-
posals. Historically, the PRB calculated targets were only reached in 2020 and 2021 when the
traffic levels were exceptionally low. When traffic levels were high (i.e., 2018-2019), the en-
route ATFM delay was very far beyond the target as recognized in evidence 1 (Report, item
85). With this track record, it is difficult to understand why PRBs methodology is not fully dis-
closed. Also, the delay forecast in the Network Operations Plan 2023-2027 is a factor 2 higher
than the proposed target ranges. FABEC experts judge the proposed enroute target ranges as
unachievable considering the expected increase in traffic demand.

ANSP

(Polish Air Navigation

Services Agency)

While in general ENV and CAP are considered important KPAs and providing high quality of
service is crucial, any targets set at EU and local level must be achievable and realistic. The
currently proposed CAP targets are not only lower than those proposed for RP3 and currently
observed actual performance, but also much lower than latest delay forecast presented in
NOP. This huge discrepancy may lead to refocusing the individual States’/ANSPs interest into
defending the local targets vs. Network achievements. Taking into account capacity con-
straints in the network, changes in ATM systems/airspace reorganisations, traffic recovery,
increasing military activity and expected traffic variability, the proposed targets seem impos-
sible to be implemented. This seems to be confirmed by EC at 8.11.2023 workshop where it
was said that targets need to be ambitious even if are considered not fully achievable and it is
known that such efficient local performance will not be possible to be delivered.

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but it should not be assumed that this is always
the case. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adherence
rules during periods with high traffic demand, avoiding any direct routing so that there is bet-
ter capacity planning / predictability at network level, even though it knew that this would
have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP im-
provements supporting ENV improvements.

ANSP
(NAV Portugal E.P.E)

The proposal hides the intended increase in capacity behind a more consensual and benevo-
lent goal of improving environmental efficiency. Although the proposal may be in line with the
EU's political agenda, the focus must remain on correcting the structural capacity gap at net-
work level, which was "dormant" during the pandemic years and is now being accentuated by
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the rapid recovery of traffic after the pandemic. The PRB's proposal remains out of touch with
present reality and is based on a series of assumptions that cannot be solved by the end of
RP3, like ATCO training and recruitment to close the respective gaps. In addition, the proposal
is manifestly at odds with the work of the NM and the values published in the NOP. It remains
to be seen whether the PRB/COM would prefer to maintain targets that are designed to feed
the political agenda, but are inconsequential, or instead carry out a thorough gap analysis and
see how far it is realistically possible to set the level of ambition

ANSP
(LVNL)

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

ANSP
(ENAV)

The assumption "If capacity can match demand, flights can make use of the improved route
network and improve KEA" is uncorrect. It is not true that satisfying demand allows the KEA
target to be met, as demand can be met through tactical FMP measures (STAMs) that force
traffic to more unloaded operational sectors resulting in longer routes and less flight efficiency
oriented profiles. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan
Adherence rules during periods with high traffic demand, avoiding any direct routing so that
there is better capacity planning / predictability at network level, even though it knew that this
would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP
improvements supporting ENV improvements.

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

ATFM must ensure optimal traffic flow when demand is expected to exceed the available ca-
pacity, comprising activities related to traffic management in a way that is safe, orderly, expe-
ditious and kept within the capacity. This goal doesn’t always fit with environmental perfor-
mance, priority of ATFM is SAFETY. Capacity increases have to be achieved moving away from
the optimal flight efficiency. Extremely demanding targets for both capacity and flight effi-
ciency, in a very constraint airspace, is not achievable keeping altogether levels of Safety. ENV
performance cannot be left under responsibility of the ANSPs. AOs establish their Flight Plan
according to aspects as wind, congested and/or regulated sectors or air navigation fees, fre-
quently not following the most environmentally efficient routes. If the cooperation of AUs is
taken to the extreme, they could schedule flights at non-congested areas or times without
needing any ATFM measures.

ANSP
(DSNA)

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

ANSP
(BULATSA)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but it should not be considered as the rule. It
is worth further exploring airlines preferences in times of high demand (summer, etc.) and the
impact of NM recommendations to avoid any direct routings, even though these would have
negative impact on KEA.

ANSP
(CANSO)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but should not be overestimated and cannot
be taken as a general fact. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under
Flight Plan Adherence rules during high traffic demand periods, avoiding any direct routing so
that there is better capacity planning /predictability at network level, even though it knew that
this would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of
CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements. The priority of ATFM is SAFETY. Capacity
increases have to be achieved moving away from optimal flight efficiency. Extremely demand-
ing targets for both capacity and flight efficiency, in a very constrained airspace, are not achiev-
able while maintaining high levels of Safety. From the network perspective, the proposed over-
ambitious CAP targets, transferred into local reference values, can have negative effects as
ANSPs would give priority to national needs against the Network.

ANSP
(Austro Control)

Target ranges are unrealistic and unachievable

ANSP
(ANS CR)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but it should not be assumed that this is always
the case. In our case, we are not sure what influences the development of KEA - despite the
implementation of additional X-FRA steps, the indicator is deteriorating. As recognised by the
PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved in 2020-2021 when actual traffic levels were
extraordinarily low and far below the forecasts. We believe in setting demanding but achieva-
ble targets, setting unachievable targets can have negative influence on perception of the
whole scheme. Moreover the translation of the local targets into the network one is not clear
and vice versa.
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ANSP
(LFV)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but should not be overestimated and cannot
be taken as a general fact. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under
Flight Plan Adherence rules during high traffic demand periods, avoiding any direct routing so
that there is better capacity planning /predictability at network level, even though it knew that
this would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of
CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements. The priority of ATFM is SAFETY. Capacity
increases have to be achieved moving away from optimal flight efficiency. Extremely demand-
ing targets for both capacity and flight efficiency, in a very constrained airspace, are not achiev-
able while maintaining high levels of Safety. From the network perspective, the proposed over-
ambitious CAP targets, transferred into local reference values, can have negative effects as
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 however
individual differences. And with the principal of flight plan adherence, in order to increase
capacity, the KEA weakens

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’s view: We agree that there is interdependence, but it is not linear. COVID
period proved that with low traffic it was possible to improve HFE values; but the Ukraine war
case shows that even with reduced and distorted traffic-flows even when there’s no capacity
problems and everything else in operational setup remained ceteris paribus that HFE has be-
come even worse and worse by few at affected States. Therefore, the interdependencies must
be addressed carefully.

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

CAP improvements can support ENV efficiency, but it should not be assumed that this is always
the case. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under Flight Plan Adherence
rules during periods with high traffic demand, avoiding any direct routing so that there is bet-
ter capacity planning / predictability at network level, even though it knew that this would
have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated by PRB of CAP im-
provements supporting ENV improvements.

From the network perspective, the proposed overambitious CAP targets, transferred then into
local reference values, can have negative effects as ANSPs would give priority to national needs
against Network achievements.

ANSP
(DFS)

Reducing delays for airspace users as well as passengers and thereby improving flight effi-
ciency is one of the main permanent objectives of ANSPs. However, this should be supported
by seeking for realistic and achievable capacity targets. Assuming that existing capacity issues
will be solved by the end of RP3 is not realistic. The pandemic-related reduction in training
capacities has led to a delay in the planned replenishment of staff. Despite the ramp-up of
ATCO training to its maximum capacity since 2022, it will take several more years before the
gap can be closed. The priority of ATFM is Safety. Capacity increases have to be achieved mov-
ing away from optimal flight efficiency. Extremely demanding targets for both capacity and
flight efficiency, in a very constrained airspace, are not achievable while maintaining high lev-
els of Safety

ANSP
(skeyes)

The PRB objective to minimize ATFM delays to support ENV performance is acknowledged but
delay targets are excessively ambitious and unrealistic. The methodology to calculate the Un-
ion-wide targets is not sufficiently disclosed. A consultation is meaningless without this infor-
mation. For example, it is not even clear how the economic optimal balance between cost and
delay in detail led to the Union-wide target proposals. Historically, the PRB calculated targets
were only reached in 2020 and 2021 when the traffic levels were exceptionally low. When
traffic levels were high (i.e., 2018-2019), the en-route ATFM delay was very far beyond the
target as recognized in evidence 1 (Report, item 85). With this track record it is difficult to
understand why PRB’s methodology is not fully disclosed. Also, the delay forecast in the Net-
work Operations Plan 2023-2027 is a factor 2 higher than the proposed target ranges.

ANSP
(Skyguide)

The targets set are not SMART (Specific — Measurable — Achievable — Relevant — Timed) in the
sense that they are too optimistic and cannot be reached. And the NOP 2023-2027, 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 the envi-
ronment and airlines. The Danish ANSP estimates that with increased operational resources,
the Danish ANSP will be able to deliver ambitiously on the objectives on capacity. However,
new training areas for F35 and their influence on en route capacity should be taken into con-
sideration in local target setting.
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Member State
(Germany)

The objective is supported when completed by the interdependency with safety and cost-ef-
ficiency. With the evidence provided in the report doubts and questions remain, especially on
suitability of the potential targets proposed to solve the optimisation problem at union-wide
and at local level. With the details provided it seems reasonable to assume that relevant pa-
rameters are neglected, and the analysis is not deriving optimal (balancing) results; meaning
proposed targets will most likely lead to misdirected incentives.

Member State
(Netherlands)

Improved capacity can clearly support environmental performance. This interaction between
the two key performance areas contains more aspects than the straightforward one men-
tioned, “more capacity gives better environmental performance”. Actions taken to improve
Environmental performance may also restrict capacity growth and performance. If capacity is
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 capacity
and flight efficiency, in a very constrained airspace, high levels of safety may not always be
achievable. The PRB objective on capacity for RP4, where the targets are 0.5 or lower, does
not seem realistic taking into account the current values of the net during the last years. Eu-
ropean targets have taken into account the last STATFOR traffic forecast. However, there is a
great disparity in forecasts between States where, for example, in Spain, pre-pandemic figures
will be obtained by 2023. This should be reflected when European targets will be breaking
down to the Member States objectives. European averaging system could penalise certain
countries, as Spain.

NSA
(Croatia 1)

During the 2022 and 2023 summer period at pre-tactical and tactical capacity planning level,
NM requested the local ANSP’s to offer 10% capacity buffer and requested that ANSPs operate
under Flight Plan Adherence rules, which resulted with better flight distribution on the net-
work level and ensuring greater predictability and less delay. This highly influenced the possi-
bility to use direct routing and reduced the possibility for achieving the environmental target.

NSA
(France)

The objective to put priority during RP4 on environment is shared. However, traffic levels and
volatility, changes in flows, which are main drivers for capacity are not under the control of
ANSPs, and this should not lead to artificially set unrealistic targets for capacity. The interde-
pendencies between traffic / delays / capacity and environment is recognized (even if the di-
rect link proposed by the PRB study between delays and KEA is considered too simplistic and
straightforward). In addition, the methodology used to calculate resulting capacity target
ranges is not sufficiently disclosed, including calculations and simulations and all assumption
and parameter. To run a meaningful consultation for EU target setting also implies to provide
an insight on the methodology applied to breakdown these values at local level, which has not
been done.

NSA
(Poland)

The assumption to support the environment performance by eliminating the ATFM delays may
positively influence the situation, however it is only one factor among others. The PRB target
proposal should also indicate the benefits resulting from other initiatives. It should be also
underlined that requirements within KPA Environment are politically driven with lack of suffi-
cient rationale or substance on how the operational stakeholders may be able to meet the
targets both within KPA Environment and KPA Capacity. While we recognize the existence of
interdependencies between the four key performance areas, there is no clear explanation how
interdependencies between the proposed ranges of KPIs are assessed

NSA
(Italy)

The assumption "If capacity can match demand, flights can make use of the improved route
network and improve KEA" isn’t demonstrate. It is not true that satisfying demand allows the
KEA target to be met, as demand can be met through tactical FMP measures (STAMs) that
force traffic to more unloaded operational sectors resulting in longer routes and less flight
efficiency oriented profiles. This year NM has strongly requested that ANSPs operate under
Flight Plan Adherence rules during periods with high traffic demand, avoiding any direct rout-
ing so that there is better capacity planning / predictability at network level, even though it
knew that this would have negative impact on KEA. This shows the opposite effect anticipated
by PRB of CAP improvements supporting ENV improvements.

NSA
(Estonia)

Safety, environmental and cost efficiency KPAs are co-dependant of each other and objectives
should consider this.

NSA
(Switzerland)

The interdependency between capacity in terms of ATFM delay and environment as stated in
the PRB advice is oversimplified. Other factors such as traffic complexity, density, traffic de-
mand, weather, airspace users' preferences (route charges), size of airspace etc. have a
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substantial effect on the environment KPA. Therefore, by simply making the capacity target
more ambitious, this will in turn not improve the environmental performance.

NSA
(Croatia 2)

During the 2022 and 2023 summer period at pre-tactical and tactical capacity planning level,
NM requested the local ANSP’s to offer 10% capacity buffer and requested that ANSPs operate
under Flight Plan Adherence rules, which resulted with better flight distribution on the net-
work level and ensuring greater predictability and less delay. This highly influenced the possi-
bility to use direct routing and reduced the possibility for achieving the environmental target.

NSA
(Austria)

Overall the target ranges are considered unrealistic and unachievable, which contradicts the
SMART principle for target setting. An unachievable target is not suited as motivation to strive
for best performance. PRB acknowledges in the report that ANSPs are falling behind schedule
in the implementation of new ATM systems and ATCO training. At the same time the PRB as-
sumes that these issues are resolved by the end of RP3. How realistic is this assumption con-
sidering that there is 1 year left in RP3? Nevertheless RP4 targets are based on this assumption.
Furthermore, we would like to contradict the statement that "ANSPs are offering less capacity
than at the beginning of RP1". This ignores the significantly increased and still increasing traffic
levels and the fact that capacity cannot be added ad infinitum to balance the traffic increase.
Each system has a bottleneck, which defines the achievable maximum.

NSA (Germany)

We understand that the improvement of environmental performance is of paramount im-
portance. We also understand that there is a certain interdependency between capacity and
environment, which unfortunately is not explained and derived in a satisfying way due to e.g.
the unprescribed selection of examined sample days and years. We also miss further explana-
tions on the interdependency of the remaining KPAs. Several times in the reports it is high-
lighted that interdependencies between all KPAs do exist, but there is no comprehensive anal-
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 level of
delays experienced by airspace users as an additional objective. Although we do see airspace
users at the receiving end of capacity KPA, we think that if the delays they experience are
focused here, airspace users’ influence on reaching the targets should be considered as well.
Delays generated by airspace users also influence the environmental performance. On the
other hand, we expect airspace users to accept capacity improvements without asking
whether they were created in the name of ENVI KPA or as a service to them. What we do not
expect is for them to support the increase in costs which would be necessary to generate the
capacity needed to come even close to the proposed environmental targets. From our point
of view this is no longer a question of feasibility on ANSPs’ side but a matter of (lacking) eco-
nomically reasonable target setting.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(IFATCA)

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

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

As explained above, the PRB call for a careful approach with the interdependency study con-
clusions is not considered here. Using the Covid period as an element to prove and measure
this interdependency link is not appropriate. The wording “eliminating ATFM delays as much
as reasonably possible” is important but the today performance is around 2 minutes delay per
flight for 2023. The traffic increase will be very high next year, around 7%. Traffic increases are
considered as “moderate” for 2025 2029, but 5 years of nearly 2% annual growth is at the end
not moderate. It is good to bear in mind that when already close to your actual capacity's limit,
complexity increases exponentially and consequently ATFM delays. The assumption used for
the calculations on this subject that staffing shortages will be resolved by the end of RP3 (only
13 months from now) is utterly unrealistic.

Table 11 - Comments receive on Question 5.1.




PRB analysis
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In response to question 5.1, the majority of the
stakeholders (29 out of 45) expressed their agree-
ment (including all the airlines), while some of the
ANSPs, Member States and NSA, and one profes-
sional staff representative body were in disagree-
ment.

Stakeholders submitted some diverging com-
ments around the following topics on:

e The achievability of the target ranges and the
validity of the PRB’s objectives;

e The interdependency between capacity and
environment performance, and the lack of
transparency on the methodology used for its
calculation;

e The balance between cost efficiency and ca-
pacity; and

e The relationship between Union-wide targets
and local breakdown values.

On the achievability of the targets and the validity
of the objective, some stakeholders agreed that
long-standing issues which are hindering capacity
performance must be resolved in RP4, and that
therefore current performance should not be re-
garded as a valid baseline. On the other hand,
other stakeholders expressed contradictory
views, noting that the assumption of the PRB re-
garding the resolution of the ATCO shortage was
not realistic until 2025 and that traffic growth, in-
creasing complexity and system implementations,
would not allow the capacity targets to be reached
in early RP4. Stakeholders also noted that the de-
lay forecast included in the European Network Op-
erations Plan (NOP) was substantially higher than
the target ranges proposed by the PRB.

Regarding the interdependency between capacity
and environment, some stakeholders suggested
more elaboration 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
stakeholders stated there was insufficient infor-
mation explaining how the interdependency be-
tween capacity and environment was assessed by
the PRB.
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Stakeholders commented on how a balance be-
tween cost-efficiency and capacity targets should
be achieved in the setting of RP4 targets, noting
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 targets. At the same time, other stakehold-
ers noted that the resources to improve capacity
have been in the system since RP3.

Several stakeholders suggested that the relation-
ship between Union-wide capacity targets and the
local breakdown values was unclear, and that
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 Union-wide targets and that local
breakdown values should have been published to-
gether with the target 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 two years 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 post-ops
adjustments), which was 1.34 minutes per flight
above the targetin 2023. As a comparison, in 2016
the number of IFR movements 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 2012, 2013, 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 years and the
advanced functionalities now available for con-
trollers, ANSPs were able to handle similar traffic
demand with only one-third of the delays than
that of 2023.
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The underperformance of 2022 and 2023 was
largely driven by technical issues, industrial ac-
tions of ATCOs in ANSPs at key locations, and the
aftermath of the COVID-19 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 situation. The PRB gathered
further evidence and information over the current
difficulties and future plans of ANSPs, and subse-
guently engaged with the Member States and AN-
SPs with high delays to follow up on this topic (in
particular in relation to the topic of ATCO short-
ages). The outcome of these discussions is in-
cluded in Annex IlI of this report.

Regarding the discrepancy between the delay
forecastincluded in the NOP and the target ranges
proposed by the PRB, the NOP calculations were
carried out before RP4 capacity targets (or target
ranges) were proposed. Therefore, they should
not be used as a term of comparison. The NOP de-
lay forecast is based on the measures the ANSPs
committed to during the planning process, but
that does not exclude the possibility of introduc-
ing further measures to improve capacity.

On the topic of the lack of clarity on the interde-
pendency between capacity and environment, the
PRB provided a detailed overview of the method-
ology and results in its report.?

On the views expressed by some stakeholders re-
garding how capacity improvement measures
may result in decreasing flight efficiency, the cases
guoted by the stakeholders are already in the con-
text of a capacity-constrained network. The re-
quest from the Network Manager (NM) to apply
flight plan adherence (instead of offering more di-
rect routings), the introduction of tactical air traf-
fic flow management (ATFM) measures, and other
operative initiatives are necessary because there
are strategically unresolved capacity issues in the
network. If capacity constraints were resolved, the
need for such measures negatively affecting flight
efficiency would be significantly lower (if neces-
sary at all). Regarding the overall balance between
the targets in all KPAs, and in particular between
the cost-efficiency and the capacity targets, the
target setting process allows ANSPs have suffi-
cient resources to provide the required capacity in
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the network. Furthermore, there is a mechanism
in the Regulation to allow ANSPs deviate from the
Union-wide cost-efficiency targets for capacity
reasons, and this provides further financial flexi-
bility.

On the comments raised by stakeholders about
how ambitious targets in capacity and environ-
ment could be in contradiction with safety perfor-
mance, the PRB emphasises that safety is and
must remain the top priority of the European ATM
Network, and that ANSPs should follow the neces-
sary safety management procedures when im-
proving their capacity and environmental perfor-
mance.

On the topic of how the local breakdown values
are calculated and the potential conflict between
local interests and network optimisation, the local
breakdown will be provided during the target pro-
cess and are not part of the target ranges consul-
tation. The Union-wide 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 PRB invites the stake-
holders to consider the capacity assessment and
planning guidance document published by Euro-
control, which provides a description of the pro-
cess and includes traffic growth and distribution
as key parameters.?

2 PRB report The interdependency between the environment and capacity KPIs of the performance and charging scheme of the Single Euro-
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
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To define the target ranges, the PRB considered
three pieces of evidence: Historical performance,
expected values of weather and disruption-re-
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 can eliminate 75% of delays
by 2029 compared to 2022; and the more ambi-
tious approach assumes that the same ANSPs can
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 and evidence provided in the PRB report sup-
ports the proposed target ranges in the key perfor-
mance area of capacity?”.

45 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.

Figure 12 shows the distributions of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders (33 out of 45) did not
agree that the methodology and evidence pro-
vided in the PRB report supports the proposed tar-
get ranges in the KPA of capacity (15 fully disa-
greed and 18 disagreed to some extent), while
nine respondents agreed (three fully agreed and
six agreed to some extent). When analysing the
responses by stakeholder category, the majority
of the ANSPs, NSA and Member State representa-
tives disagreed that the methodology and evi-
dence provided in the PRB report supports the
proposed target ranges. The majority of airlines
(four) agreed to some extent, with one airline dis-
agreeing to some extent. One professional staff
representative disagreed to some extent, while
one fully disagreed.
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Figure 12 — Number of replies to question 5.2: "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 area of capacity?” (source: PRB elab-
oration).

167 Individual comments are listed in Table 12 (next

page). 38 out of 47 respondents made a comment
on the question, out of which:

e 19 ANSPs, including one association;

e Four airlines, including three associations;

e 13 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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5.2 To what extent do you agree with the proposed approach?

Stakeholder

Comment

Airline
(IATA)

Historical performance has not been good; therefore, we agree on its use just up to a point. It
should be interpreted that the best value achieved is feasible, and same with the best in class.
But we must avoid a method where poor past performance supports the idea that only poor
performance can be achieved. The results in “Technical note on en-route capacity: documen-
tation of PRC trial with ANSPs to improve transparency in ATFCM operations” (PRC, 2023) are
relevant for a downwards re-estimation of the proposed weather delays. These have been
recently investigated, the research showing that delays allocated to this code are often related
to other capacity constraints e.g. collapsed sectors and staffing availability. We propose to
increase the ambition, and penalties, for underperforming ANSPs, by the end or RP4 they will
have spent ten years trying to solve capacity issues.

Airline
(ERA)

Historical data has some limitations (eg / cross border FRA implementation not fully taken in
to account)

Airline
(Easyjet)

Historical data without complete FRA implementation are inherently flawed as they compare
different ways of flight planning and flight performance. It would be more useful to take into
account the rolling NOP and identify if the promised capacity was delivered. In lieu delays can
be used — but need to be supplemented with other available data. In 2022, some ANSPs have
been able to meet their capacity targets, with many zero or close to zero delays, while some
others did not manage to improve their capacities due to longstanding structural issues. Some
others en route ATFM delays resulted from ANSPs being unable to provide the required num-
ber of sectors in response to traffic demand, despite having offered them on other days
throughout the year. Airlines should not be charged for surplus capacity in areas or times
where it is unnecessary, as this is cost-inefficient. This shows that a 0.5 capacity target for the
first years of RP4 is realistically achievable by most ANSPs. While some states achieved this
already with considerable success, the overall goal should be to minimise ATC-related delays
to the point of being the exception. This is the reason we advocate for a more aggressive re-
vision in capacity targets compared to the levels of RP3, transitioning from the proposed min-
imum target of 0.5 delays to a more ambitious one. Moreover, we expect that capacity is not
merely used as a justification for escalating the cost base, as observed in RP3 (the PRB study
shows the little statistical significance of delays in explaining cost levels). The existing bonus-
malus scheme may also need improvement to better incentivize and penalize performance,
as the current framework does not seem to adequately reflect the desired service quality, even
when financial incentives are provided. Achieving optimal performance requires a more re-
fined approach to encourage excellence and address any shortcomings in service quality
through incentives

Airline
(A4E)

Historical data without complete FRA implementation are inherently flawed as they compare
different ways of flight planning and flight performance. It would be more useful to take into
account the rolling NOP and identify if the promised capacity was delivered. In lieu delays can
be used — but need to be supplemented with other available data. In 2022, some ANSPs have
been able to meet their capacity targets, with many zero or close to zero delays, while some
others did not manage to improve their capacities due to longstanding structural issues. Some
others en route ATFM delays resulted from ANSPs being unable to provide the required num-
ber of sectors in response to traffic demand, despite having offered them on other days
throughout the year. Airlines should not be charged for surplus capacity in areas or times
where it is unnecessary, as this is cost-inefficient. This shows that a 0.5 capacity target for the
first years of RP4 is realistically achievable by most ANSPs. While some states achieved this
already with considerable success, the overall goal should be to minimise ATC-related delays
to the point of being the exception. This is the reason we advocate for a more aggressive re-
vision in capacity targets compared to the levels of RP3, transitioning from the proposed min-
imum target of 0.5 delays to a more ambitious one. Moreover, we expect that capacity is not
merely used as a justification for escalating the cost base, as observed in RP3 (the PRB study
shows the little statistical significance of delays in explaining cost levels). The existing bonus-
malus scheme may also need improvement to better incentivize and penalize performance,
as the current framework does not seem to adequately reflect the desired service quality, even
when financial incentives are provided. Achieving optimal performance requires a more
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refined approach to encourage excellence and address any shortcomings in service quality
through incentives.

ANSP
(FABEC)

The PRB’s assumption that staffing issues will be solved in RP3, can unfortunately not be sup-
ported: The delay in training during the Corona pandemic (social distancing and not enough
traffic for required training situations) will not be entirely overcome by end of RP3, ongoing
challenges with recruiting and system implementations will continue to play a role in RP4.
Moreover, CP1 implementations are delayed due to supply chain issues. Additionally, the vol-
atility of traffic demand can be so high, that irrespective of the strong efforts of the ANSPs,
the capacity increase cannot keep up with demand, especially in certain sectors. E.g. States
that now manage to handle the increased traffic due to the Ukraine war have only achieved
this by ad hoc measures, at the expense of other activities. This cannot continue. Future, yet
unknown, significant shifts of traffic flows are hardly accounted for in the target ranges.

ANSP
(Polish Air Navigation
Services Agency)

The conclusions from evidence 1-3 indicate a highly simplified and "light" approach to RP4
target setting. Ev. 1 shows that the proposed targets are not achievable and still surprisingly
the PRB concludes the opposite. Higher delays over past years cannot be ignored and years
2020-2021 should be excluded from the analysis as they are not a reliable reference (pandemic
and very low traffic). Year 2023 and analysis of delays linked to the geopolitical situation and
increasing MIL activities should be included in the analysis. Traffic increase should be taken
into account as well as periodic delays linked to implementation of new systems or airspace
reorganisations. Assumption of eliminating 75-90% of delays is arbitrary and not based on any
feasibility analysis. The targets should take into account the NOP delay forecast and must be
supported by feasibility analysis — bottom-up approach to be considered (analysis of feasible
delays for each State and then aggregating them into EU-wide).

ANSP
(ROMATSA)

As recognised by the PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved in 2020-2021 when
actual traffic levels were far below the forecasts. This “under performance” is the reason to
challenge the indicator as much as the ANSP performance. The knock-on effect from the
Ukraine war creates bottlenecks in States that have to handle much more traffic than planned.
This will not be resolved in short term. There is uncertainty that CP1 will be implemented on
time and its benefits will be delivered to the whole network by 2027. We believe a gap analysis
is needed in relation to where we stand today in terms of capacity performance and what
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 2020-21 when traffic levels were well below fore-
casts. This is a clear symptom of how the gap between demand and installed capacity has
widened in recent years. Therefore, the PRB proposal remains out of touch with current reality
and is based on a number of assumptions that cannot realistically be achieved by the end of
RP3. Particularly regarding CP1, there is great uncertainty that it will be implemented on time
and that the associated benefits will be delivered to the whole network by 2027; even if some
Member States are fully compliant on the target dates, synchronization at network level is key
to deliver all CP1 benefits. Finally, because we're not starting from scratch, since today CP1 is
at 60% of the functionalities already deployed the benefits should only be considered for the
remaining 40% which, given the level of uncertainty on AF6, may be even lower. Recommen-
dation: to disregard CP1 contribution and to consider it only for RP5

ANSP
(LVNL)

Both approaches led to unrealistic target ranges. The PRB’s assumption that staffing issues will
be solved and system implementations realized by the end of 2024, cannot be supported: the
delay in training during the Corona pandemic (social distancing and not enough traffic for re-
quired training situations) will not be entirely overcome by end of RP3. Ongoing challenges
with recruiting and system implementations will also play a role in RP4. Moreover, CP1 imple-
mentations are delayed due to supply chain issues. Additionally, the volatility of traffic demand
can be so high, that irrespective of the strong efforts of the ANSPs, the capacity increase can-
not keep up with demand. E.g. States that now manage to handle the increased traffic due to
the Ukraine war have only achieved this by ad-hoc measures, at the expense of other activities.
This cannot continue. Future, yet unknown, significant shifts of traffic flows are hardly ac-
counted for in the target ranges.

ANSP
(ENAV)

ENAV always provided excellent results in CAP since beginning of the EU Performance Scheme.
As recognised by PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved in 2020-2021 when traffic
levels far below the forecasts. This “under performance” should challenge the indicator as
much as the ANSP performance. The knock-on effect from the UKR war creates bottlenecks in
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States that have to handle more traffic than planned. This will not be resolved in the short
term. Uncertainty on CP1 full implementation on time and its benefits delivered to the whole
network by 2027:

e Even if some States are on time, synchronization at network level is key to deliver full CP1
benefits;

e Manufacturers were struck by COVID restrictions and delayed in delivering their products;

e When CP1 is applied, related ATCO training takes time;

e Some CP1 functionalities already widely deployed (e.g. FRA), thus benefits not to be counted
twice; others are implementable only in some States, generally in the core area

ANSP
(ENAIRE)

How can be considered as evidence the expected values of weather? ATFM weather measures
are fully based on MET certified information/predictions and safety analysis, according with
MET scenario. And another question would be, if the value of weather could be expected for
future, the value could be discounted of the amount of the target? Nevertheless, historical
performance is real good evidence and considering last reference periods, the evidence has
shown that targets are ideal but indeed not realistic. If we pay attention to 2018 and 2019
values the ideal but unrealistic target is more than obvious.

ANSP
(DSNA)

The intention is laudable, but 2022 is not a good reference year (traffic at only 88% of 2019).
No obvious consideration of how massive Special Event regulations are handled when new
ATM systems are introduced. Our proposals include objective elements such as strike man-
agement, ATM system implementation and HR flexibility. This should eliminate roughly 30%
(resp 20% scn pessimistic) of the 2022 delays, or 50% (40% scn pessimistic) of the 2023 delays.
Moreover, for DSNA, delays caused by sector opening gaps are low compared to other ANSP,
meaning that there are nearly no gains to be expected without large investments and struc-
tural changes.

ANSP
(BULATSA)

A gap analysis is missing in relation to where we stand today in terms of capacity performance
(1.74 min per flight in 2022) and what realistic actions are to be undertaken to reach 0.31-0.40
min/flight in 2029. The overall net benefits from adopting a EU-wide targets which are below
the not-achieved target 0.5 min/flight should be justified. The proposal suggests that a lot can
be done in terms of capacity by overcoming of internal ANSPs weaknesses only, which is not a
well proven statement (at least in the current document) while at the same time it suggests
little in terms of necessary operating and investment costs to be incurred by the ANSPs to
deliver capacity. In addition, the document does not give any hint on the benefits stemming
from prevention of exponentially growing delays.

ANSP
(CANSO)

As recognised by PRB, EU CAP targets were only achieved in 2020-2021 when traffic levels
were very low and far below forecast. This “under performance” is reason to challenge the set
targets as much as ANSP performance. Traffic volatility can be so high that irrespective of AN-
SPs' strong efforts, the capacity increase cannot keep up with demand. Future unknown, sig-
nificant shifts of traffic flows are hardly accounted for in the target ranges. There is a huge
uncertainty that CP1 will be implemented on time and its benefits delivered to the whole net-
work by 2027: - Even if some States are on time, synchronization at network level is key to
deliver all the benefits - Manufacturers supply chain issues due to COVID restrictions have not
been fully resolved yet - Even if CP1 is applied, related ATCO training will take time - Some CP1
functionalities are already widely deployed e.g. FRA, so their benefits should not be counted
twice; others are implementable only in some States.

ANSP
(Austro Control)

The methodology of identifying Sector-Opening Gaps as ATFM Delay generator is not accepta-
ble, because the comparison between maximum number of open sectors at the same time
over the year (nota bene for traffic peaks!) versus daily maximum number of concurrent sec-
tors (for periods with less traffic) is not legitimate.

ANSP It is not possible to anticipate local targets from the draft indicative target ranges. The meth-

(ANS CR) odology for determining local targets is not clear to us. What may make sense on a pan-Euro-
pean level may be completely unfeasible from the point of view of individual FIRs and ACCs
(local conditions).

ANSP As recognised by the PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved in 2020-2021 when

(LFV) actual traffic levels were far below the forecasts. This “under performance” is reason to chal-

lenge the indicator as much as the ANSP performance. The knock-on effect from the Ukraine
war creates bottlenecks in States that have to handle much more traffic than planned. This
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will not be resolved in the short term. There is a huge uncertainty that CP1 will be imple-
mented on time and its benefits will be delivered to the whole network by 2027:

e Even if some States are on time, synchronization at network level is key to deliver all the CP1
benefits

e Manufacturers were struck by COVID restrictions and delayed in delivering their products

e Even if CP1 is applied, related ATCO training will take time

e Some CP1 functionalities are already widely deployed (e.g. FRA), so their benefits should not
be counted twice; while others are implementable only in some States, generally in the core
area

e The benefits of CP1 is also varying between states

ANSP
(AB Oro Navigacija)

Lithuanian ANSP’s view: As recognised by the PRB, EU capacity targets have been only
achieved in 2020-2021 when actual traffic levels were far below the forecasts. This “under
performance” is a reason to challenge the indicator as much as the ANSP’s performance. The
knock-on effect from the Ukraine war creates bottlenecks in States that have to handle much
more traffic than planned, others address the opposite effect and this situation apparently will
not be resolved in the short term. It is fully recognized that CP1 seeks for coordinated imple-
mentation of various functionalities that improve capacity (and other performance KPIs), but
there is risk that implementation will not take as synchronized as expected (the reasons are
communicated to SDM and PRB by all stakeholders). In addition to the need to implement
technical functionalities, there are factors like the need of more ATCOs (due to new ATM sys-
tem requirements), ATCO training, more military traffic (exercises, missions — especially in
NATO-Russia’s border countries) that makes implementation of CAP targets much more com-
plex

ANSP
(AIRNAV)

From the perspective of Ireland’s recent and historic performance on delay measures, and
how it differs to the Union wide average, we consider it very important to consult on local
reference values before they are finalised. AirNav Ireland therefore requests that the PRB is
transparent (from a methodology and evidence perspective) in the manner in which it arrived
atalocal reference value for Ireland. We recall at the consultation meeting the PRB noted that
the local reference values would be made available after the consultation period even though
they were used to shape the proposed Union wide targets. AirNav Ireland requests a consul-
tation on these.

ANSP
(DFS)

The methodology to calculate the EU-wide target range proposals is not sufficiently disclosed
and the evidence is incomplete. All the underlying material needs to be disclosed, incl. calcu-
lations, simulations, all assumptions, and parameter configurations. E.g., it is unclear how in
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 European
level to a level of 0.4 minute/flight (or even lower). The findings of the current RP show quite
clearly that such values are highly unrealistic and not at all target-oriented.

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

ANSP
(skeyes)

As recognised by the PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved in 2020-2021 when
actual traffic levels were far below the forecasts. This “under performance” is reason to chal-
lenge the indicator as much as the ANSP performance.

The knock-on effect from the Ukraine war creates bottlenecks in States that have to handle
much more traffic 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 be de-
livered to the whole network by 2027:

¢ Even if some States are on time, synchronization at network level is key to deliver all the CP1
benefits

e Manufacturers were struck by COVID restrictions and delayed in delivering their products

e Even if CP1 is applied, related ATCO training will take time

¢ Some CP1 functionalities are already widely deployed (e.g. FRA), so their benefits should not
be counted twice; while others are implementable only in some States, generally in the core
area

ANSP
(Skyguide)

Buffer computed on weather should be based only on years that could be similar to what the
STATFOR traffic forecast foresees for RP4, i.e., 2018 and 2019. An average over the 5 years is
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not adequate, an average over 10 years neither. The approach should build buffer based on
traffic evolution. Industrial action is to a limited extent under ANSP management's control,
and cannot be eliminated so easily. Delays evolve exponentially with traffic be it due to
weather, industrial action (in on-loaded ANSPs for instance) or in case of any other bottleneck;
higher traffic volatility, higher uncertainty on traffic forecast, etc. all these elements concur in
increasing delays. This is not taken into consideration in the PRB approach.

ANSP
(NAVIAIR)

The Danish ANSP estimates that with increased operational resources, the Danish ANSP will
be able to deliver ambitiously on the objectives on capacity. The Danish ANSP plans to increase
the number of ATCOs. The plan to increase the net number of ATCOs is based on recruitment
and education of enough ATCOs to replace ATCOs that will retire within the RP4 period com-
bined with efficiency 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 in the
analysis lead to inefficient targets respectively target ranges. For example the assumption that
staffing issues will be solved and relevant system implementations realized by the end of RP3
cannot be supported. Also the statistical findings from the sector opening gap analysis need
to be validated and re-assessed in close cooperation with local experts, otherwise the conclu-
sions drawn by the PRB would be misleading. The analysis also seems to assume almost perfect
model conditions for ANSPs (perfect information regarding future traffic flows/demands by
airspace users, unlimited resources (time, staff, capital...) and influence) which is evidently not
applicable. Thus the question remains, how these — thoroughly interesting - statistical findings
could be used to set efficient targets at union-wide respectively at local level.

Member State
(Netherlands)

Including factors not under ANSP control and then making an allowance for them is unneces-
sarily complicated and opens up for undue bonus/malus effects. Exclusion of these factors
makes for a simpler and more straightforward measurement and clearer system. Taking de-
velopments into account is valid, however, the assumption on delivery of capacity effects are
not supported in enough detail. At least some of them must be considered uncertain consid-
ering the current issues around CP1 implementation.

Member State
(Spain)

The Union-wide capacity results are currently far from achieving the objectives. In conse-
quence, it should be reviewed the starting point to establish a demanding but achievable tar-
get.

NSA
(Croatia 1)

The historical performance and underachievement of capacity targets shows that European
Commission and PRB did not take the ‘realistic approach’ but rather very ambitious approach
when setting up capacity performance targets.

NSA
(Cyprus)

As a general, the proposed capacity targets are unrealistic and too ambitious (or, in other
words, they are more "political" rather than operational). There is no information regarding
how the operational stakeholders may be able to meet the targets and close the current gap
(1.79 min delay per flight in 2022). In short, what realistic actions could be taken to reach 0.31-
0.40 min/flight in 2029? The potential capacity benefits of various initiatives packages (e.g.
CP1) are not sufficiently justified.

NSA
(France)

The methodology used to calculate capacity targets is not sufficiently disclosed, including cal-
culations, simulations, assumptions & parameters. Methodology and allowance used lead to
unrealistic EU targets and would translate in inconsistent values at local level: it will result in
local targets set for many ANSPs at more or less O delays for the share of delays under the
control of ANSPs (CRSTMP) including Industrial action, as from 2025, when EU 2022 achieve-
ment is 1,69 min/flight and NM acknowledges delay forecast at 1,28 min/flight for 2025, more
than the double of proposed target, including part of CP1 benefits and measures already
planned by ANSPs. At the same time PRB acknowledges major ATM system implementation in
2025/2026, full benefit from CP1 not before end 2027, SOGs quite low (for example 26% for
DSNA) meaning gaining structural capacity implies medium to long term changes. PRB pro-
posal is unrealistic and unachievable at EU and local level for many ANSPs.

NSA
(Poland)

The PRB methodology of determining EU Capacity target for the RP4 based on various availa-
ble sources (e. g. historical results, ERNIP, studies, actual results, etc.) is understood and ac-
ceptable. At the same time the targets set at EU level are considered to be very ambitious. On
the other hand, there is no indication of measures, activities and costs that air navigation ser-
vice providers will incur to provide the required capabilities. This makes the proposals not fully
justified and described. The information how interested ANSPs will be able to achieve their
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objectives is missing. Furthermore, the overall benefits of adopting such ambitious EU-wide
targets need to be more detailed explained and justified.

NSA
(Italy)

As recognised by the PRB, EU capacity targets have been only achieved in 2020-2021 when
actual traffic levels were far below the forecasts. This “under performance” is reason to chal-
lenge the indicator as much as the ANSP performance. The knock-on effect from the Ukraine
war creates bottlenecks in States that have to handle much more traffic than planned. This
will not be resolved in the short term. There is a huge uncertainty that CP1 will be imple-
mented on time and its benefits will be delivered to the whole network by 2027: Even if some
States are on time, synchronization at network level is key to deliver all the CP1 benefits; Even
if CP1 is applied, related ATCO training will take time; Some CP1 functionalities are already
widely deployed (e.g. FRA), so their benefits should not be counted twice; while others are
implementable only in some States, generally in the core area.

NSA
(Switzerland)

Looking at the historical capacity performance of the past years (Evidence 1), ATFM delay tar-
gets were reached only in 2020 and 2021 when traffic levels were exceptionally low. The effect
of the increasing traffic demand in recent months clearly suggests that the EU-wide capacity
targets will not be met for the remainder of RP3 (1.79 min delay per flight in 2022). Further-
more, the delay forecast included in the NOP 2023-2027 is considerably higher than the pro-
posed target ranges. The allowance to be factored in for weather may be underestimated
considering the increase of disruptive weather phenomena in recent years and the exponen-
tial effect of weather on delay, especially in case of high traffic numbers. The effects of CP1
cannot be easily translated into capacity improvements of this magnitude, system implemen-
tations may take longer and ATCO staffing issues will not be resolved by the end of RP3 as
ANSPs in Europe struggle to recruit and train new staff in adequate numbers.

NSA
(Estonia)

Safety, environmental and cost efficiency KPAs are co-dependant of each other and objectives
should consider this.

NSA
(Croatia 2)

The historical performance and underachievement of capacity targets shows that European
Commission and PRB did not take the ‘realistic approach’ but rather very ambitious approach
when setting up capacity performance targets. Years 2020 and 2021 are not used in any case
as valuable benchmarks (NM still uses 2019 as a reference), but in the provided report they
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 agree with
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 mentioned sev-
eral times. This was in previous RPs the value for the cost-optimised capacity value. This value
was provided for RP2, which is nearly 10 years in the past, but even if it originated only from
the running RP, the past years have had shown so many developments which would have been
considered impossible before, we think an evaluation was due. Besides this it should be con-
sidered, that the closest to this value was the performance in 2013 with 0,54 (not mentioning
that during the pandemic there were the only years actually meeting the value were 2020 and
2021 — the years with significantly low traffic). Since then there were many evolutions, politi-
cally, economically, pandemic-related, ecological, rising traffic (by more than 1 Mio in IFR
movements since 2013 (2025 STATFOR forecast value)) and more. This value and its derivation
should have been continued, updated and/or evaluated, of which we have found no evidence.
We have reasonable doubt on whether it can continue to be considered as an optimum, a
starting point or in any other way and would like to ask to give access to any evaluation that
has been made by PRB on the matter.

We also miss a gap analysis of where we are on EU-wide level today (SES 2022 1,74 min/flight)
to where is supposed to be reached (current proposal 0,31-0,4) and with what actions they
could be reached. In the main report in No 94 PRB mentions that there were (the example
refers to the year 2018) that there were structural issues and significant unresolved capacity
problems in some of the ANSPs. Why are these not further taken into consideration especially
as to how to address and improve these during RP4?

Furthermore, we find a number of delay reasons have not been taken into consideration in
the three pieces of evidence or at least it has not been documented. PRB focused for the evi-
dence 1 on delay codes C and S. For Evidence 2 PRB considered delay codes A, E, N, O, NA, W.
So there seem to be missing delay codes I, G, P, M, R, T, V which accounted for 0,41
minutes/flight in 2022. Unfortunately, explanations of PRB are rather fragmentary. Therefore,




87/216

we would like to know how these remaining delay codes are considered in the historical per-
formance analysis.

As regards evidence 1 in Annex 1 No 86 is mentioning that during RP1 ANSPs were able to
manage more IFR flights with lower average delays than in 2022. Did PRB also consider here,
that due to Covid, ANSPs might have had in 2022 less staff available and had besides this had
to catch up with significant rapid increases in traffic? We could not find an explanation why
traffic levels are not further taken into consideration, since traffic is a major influencing factor.
We also miss information on interdependencies with all KPAs and how they are considered.
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 weather
disruptions have already been included above, as have been those on the correct or at least
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 correct, and that affects both evi-
dence and methodology.

Professional staff rep-
resentative body
(ATCEUC)

Staffing issues will not be solved within the next 4 years: additional ATCOs are needed for the
traffic but also to prepare the massive number of ATCOs going on pension (end of RP4). Added
to that, ATCO blaming, decreasing attractiveness of the job, competition with other sectors
make the recruitment difficult. Training organisations also need time to adapt: recruitment of
additional instructors, simulators and associated facilities are needed. CP1 implementations
deadlines are at risk, E C has written several infringement letters to Member States to investi-
gate. Furthermore, the compliance with the regulation should be distinguished to having the
full benefits of the new systems/solutions implemented. When a new system is implemented,
it also needs several months or even several years to have an optimized use of these techno-
logical changes. Considering these 2 elements, added to the uncertainty of the models to eval-
uate the benefits, CP1 expectations are regarded as over optimist

Table 12 - Comments received on Question 5.2.
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In response to question 5.2 the majority of stake-
holders (33 out of 45) expressed at least some de-
gree of disagreement: 18 stakeholders indicated
some level of disagreement, while 15 stakehold-
ers fully disagreed. Nine stakeholders were show-
ing full or partial agreement, most of them air-
lines. ANSPs, Member States and NSA, and profes-
sional staff representative bodies tended to disa-
gree at least to some extent.

Responses from the stakeholders included the fol-
lowing key themes:

e The use of historical performance as a basis
for setting the RP4 targets;

e The difficulties experienced in the resolution
of ATCO shortage;

e The impact of adverse weather on capacity
performance and how this should be consid-
ered in the target setting;

e The methodology used in the calculation of
sector-opening gaps and the use of the eco-
nomic cost optimum level of delays;

e The calculation and feasibility of local break-
down values; and

e The consideration of benefits from the imple-
mentation of CP1 and concerns about the tim-
ing of implementation.

Stakeholders expressed diverging views as to how
historical performance should be considered in
the target setting for capacity. Most stakeholders
noted that difficulties in recent years experienced
by ANSPs in resolving capacity issues should be
recognised and that the targets should be closer
to the performance of 2022 and 2023. On the
other hand, a few stakeholders commented that
the situation of the past two years was a result of
not resolving issues that were known long before,
implying that these years should not form the
baseline for setting targets. Some stakeholders
noted that historical data is not suitable as a basis
for setting RP4 targets as it does not include the
impact from the implementation of cross-border
FRA.
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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 that this as-
sumption was not entirely correct and that such
issues could not be fully resolved 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 for capacity should be introduced.

As for the impact of adverse weather, stakehold-
ers noted that, given the rising uncertainty around
the evolution of weather, its impact should be ex-
cluded from the target setting exercise. Other
comments noted that the methodology 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 traffic
forecasts.

As for the methodology applied by the PRB for the
calculation of the target ranges, stakeholders
noted that the calculation of the sector-opening
gap delays was not appropriate, as it was based on
the number of concurrent sectors, rather than on
daily sector-opening hours, and thus could result
in misleading interpretations. Some stakeholders
also referred to the idea of 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 considered 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 how 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 Union-wide 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 expressed their views as to
how the benefits stemming from the implementa-
tion of ATM functionalities included in the CP1
regulation were overestimated. Some stakehold-
ers noted that this is because some of the func-
tionalities are already implemented, and thus
some of the benefits should already be visible in
the current performance. On the other hand,
some stakeholders noted the significant delays in
the implementation of CP1 functionalities and ar-
gued that potential benefits will only be realised
late in RP4 or beyond.

PRB response
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On the comments received about how historical
performance is recognised in the target setting,
the PRB reiterates the answers provided under
question 5.1. However, as for how the impacts of
cross-border FRA is considered, the PRB confirms
that historical data does not fully include its im-
pacts, even though some impacts may already be
part of the data observed, as some ANSPs already
implemented cross-border FRA. On the other
hand, as cross-border FRA is part of the CP1 regu-
lation and is mandatory to implement by all ANSPs
in the SES area until 31% 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 and the
view that these issues cannot be fully resolved by
RP4, the PRB highlights that ANSPs could have
taken significant steps in resolving such issues as
from 2022 and 2023. Following the consultation
event in November 2023, and given the im-
portance of the topic, the PRB engaged in discus-
sions with the six ANSPs that had high delays due
to ATCO shortages in 2022 and 2023. The out-
comes of these discussions are summarised in An-
nex lll to this report. In relation to the comments
on how ANSPs should be subject to more incen-
tivisation to meet the required capacity, the PRB
notes that the parameters of the incentive
scheme are set by the Member States and NSAs.
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In response to the comments received on how the
weather allowance was calculated and the overall
questions about the impact of adverse weather,
the PRB provides the following points.

e The PRB did 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-re-
lated delays.

e The PRB recognises the important of reflect-
ing this in the target setting process and, to
this end, applied a calculation based on the
short-term average of the past five years for
the weather allowance.

Based on the feedback received from the stake-
holders, the PRB has decided to revise this short-
term average calculation to exclude 2020 and
2021 data from the average weather impact. As a
result, the revised short-term average weather
impact is calculated at 0.35 minutes per flight,
0.08 minutes per flight higher than the value in-
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 2023-2027 edition of the
NOP and 0.07 minutes per flight higher than the
value proposed in the latest edition of the NOP.
The calculation is based on the historical actual
delays generated due to weather-related 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.

On the topic of weather-related delays, the PRB
notes that the Regulation does not allow for the
exclusion of weather-related delays from the tar-
get setting. However, Member States and NSAs
have the option to modulate the pivot values of
capacity incentive schemes so that ANSPs are not
subject to advantages or disadvantages exclu-
sively due to the impact of weather.

On the methodology used for the calculation of
the sector-opening gap, the PRB considered the
feedback provided by the stakeholders and re-
vised the amount of en route ATFM delays due to
sector-opening gaps in 2022, based on daily sec-
tor-opening hours. The revised calculation consid-
ers the maximum number of sector-opening
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
each day in 2022. The outcome of the calculation
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is largely the same as with using the number of
concurrent sectors: Around 45% of delays re-
ported under delay codes C and S are considered
sector-opening gaps, compared to 43% of the pre-
vious methodology.

In response to the comments received about 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 0.08-0.16
minutes per flight during 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 considering these two factors, the eco-
nomic optimum level of delays is possibly below
the originally calculated range of 0.08-0.16
minutes per flight. Nevertheless, 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 considering the capacity tar-
gets and ranges for RP4.
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On the topic of traffic forecast, in addition to the
information provided under the topic of the
weather allowance, the PRB underlines that the
growth of the traffic forecast was considered for
each ACC and was compared to the existing capac-
ity improvement plans until 2027 (as that was the
timeframe of the NOP). Beyond 2027, the traffic
growth was translated into a required capacity in-
crease for each ACC (details in Annex | to the PRB
advice on the Union-wide target 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 disruption-related delays under the con-
trol of the ANSP and as such their expected 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 buffer. The PRB’s re-
sponse to comments on how local breakdown val-
ues are calculated and their values are addressed
in the replies to question 5.1.

Regarding the benefits stemming from the imple-
mentation of CP1 ATM functionalities, and in ad-
dition to the points made related to cross-border
FRA implementation, the PRB reiterates that the
benefit calculation for CP1 (as provided by the
SESAR Deployment Manager) is not applied in the
calculations of the target ranges. The basis on
which the CP1 benefits are calculated does not al-
low for this, and thus this information was only
used as qualitative evidence. The benefits 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
functionalities.
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Over the past 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
and how they are able to allocate personnel 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 well-known since 2018.
Therefore, the PRB assumes that most of the AN-
SPs will resolve delays due to sector-opening gaps
and lack of ATCOs by the end of RP3. In Question
5.3, respondents were asked “To what extent do
you agree with the proposed approach?”.

45 out of 47 respondents replied to the question,
out of which:

e 23 ANSPs, including one association;

e Five airlines, including three associations;

e 15 NSA and Member State representatives;
and

e Two professional staff representative bodies.
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Figure 13 shows the distribution of the replies.
The majority of stakeholders (34 out of 45) did not
agree with the assumption of the PRB on these de-
lays (27 fully disagreed and seven disagreed to
some extent), while nine respondents agreed
(four fully agreed and five agreed to some extent).
When analysing the responses by stakeholder cat-
egory, the majority of ANSPs, NSA and Member
State representatives disagreed on the assump-
tion of the PRB. The majority of airlines (three)
agreed to some extent, while two airlines fully
agreed. The two professional staff representative
bodies fully disagreed.
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