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1 INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT

1.1  About the document

1 This document provides the comments received
on the draft Traffic Light System report of 2022
provided to the Member States following on from
the Single Sky Committee (SSC) meeting of 21°
June 2023, in which Member States were invited
to provide comments by 7" July 2023.

2 Each comment has been included in the docu-
ment and a PRB response has been provided.

1.2 Overview of comments received

3 Four Member States and FABEC provided com-
ments to the draft Traffic Light System report
2022 (Table 1).

1 Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Switzerland.
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Member State Date

Bulgaria 05/07/2023
FABEC! 07/07/2023
Ireland 07/07/2023
Italy 07/07/2023
Poland 06/07/2023

Table 1 — Overview of comments received.

Most of the topics included in the comments re-
lated to the limitations of indicators used, the
methodology underlying the Traffic Light System,
and clarification.
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3 RESPONSE TO MEMBER STATES'S COMMENTS

3.1 Bulgaria
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Type of comment

Comment

PRB response

General

[...] the key issues in the methodology for
the assessment of the current HFE as it is
influenced heavily by various factors (geo-
political, technical, etc.) that go beyond the
States and ANSPs control and thus could af-
fect the fair and meaningful assessment of
the ATM performance.

The indicators used in the Traffic Light Sys-
tem methodology are those within the
scope of the monitoring activities as de-
fined in Commission Implementing Regula-
tion (EU) 2019/317 (Annex |, Section |, Parts
2.1 and 2.2, and Section 2, Parts 2.1 and
2.2).

The Traffic Light System report clearly
states that performance is also affected by
other stakeholders (see page 3, paragraph
5).

Indicators/RP4

[...] it would be beneficial if the KPI's and
PI’'s methodologies for RP4 are brought in
advance to the attention of the States and
the operational stakeholders who would be
in the position to validate them before be-
ing agreed at the level of the SSC and be-
fore being implemented.

The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions.
Any change to the Regulation will be con-
sidered in future iterations of the Traffic
Light System methodology.

Table 2 — Summary of Bulgaria’s comments and PRB response.

3.2 FABEC

Type of comment

Comment

PRB response

General

We thank the PRB for the report and the
balanced statements regarding the validity
and the accountability of its results.

From a our [sic] point of view it is essential
to communicate those limitations in order
to actively manage third parties’ expecta-
tions concerning the impact of ANS to the
European Green Deal.

[...] we suggest that the final report is sup-
plemented by a statement concerning the
guantitative impact of the aviation industry
and the associated impact of ANS provision
to European greenhouse gas emissions.

The report will make it clear that the pur-
pose of the Traffic Light System is not to
quantify the excess emissions attributable
to ANS.

Indicators/RP4

The limitations of the environmental indica-
tors used to measure the performance of
ANSPs or States lie mainly in the fact that
they depend on numerous factors not suffi-
ciently influenceable by ANSPs or States.
Current environmental indicators are sensi-
tive to various factors such as traffic, costs,
and weather. These influencing factors
should be also taken into account in the
performance evaluation.

The indicators used in the Traffic Light Sys-
tem methodology are those within the
scope of the monitoring activities as de-
fined in Commission Implementing Regula-
tion (EU) 2019/317 (Annex |, Section |, Parts
2.1 and 2.2, and Section 2, Parts 2.1 and
2.2).

The Traffic Light System report clearly
states that performance is also affected by
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other stakeholders (see page 3, paragraph
5).

The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions.
Any change to the Regulation will be re-
flected in the Traffic Light System method-
ology.

General It is well knows [sic], that comparability The purpose of the Traffic Light System is
among states and ANSPs is limited. The not to compare the performance among
more abstract the approach becomes, the Member States, but rather to present how
more limited the comparability of the performance of a Member State is
states/ANSPs. Simplified comparison with- evolving over time.
out adequately looking into the details can
therefore not provide important insights. However, the only comparison amongst
The approach seems more suitable to com- | Member States is possible via the Member
pare performance of one ANSP/state over States’ average, given that for each indica-
several years (intrastate/-ANSP) than pro- tor the specific Member State value is com-
vide a valid interstate/-ANSP comparison. pared to the sample’s average. For the Un-

ion-wide assessment, please refer to the
Monitoring Report of 2022.

General The presentation of the performance of The PRB has coordinated with the Network
each ANSP could suggest that the main Manager and SESAR Deployment Manager
factors for improvement are the FRA and on this matter and would encourage FABEC
the advanced FUA. However, the imple- States to continue efforts to implement FRA
mentation of a FRA does [sic] guarantee ad- | and FUA in an effective and coordinated
ditional improved performance, as the FRA | manner. The PRB considers them to be
is usually designed considering the actual strong enablers of environmental perfor-
trajectories (direct routes). The real im- mance as requirements outlined in the CP1
provement in environmental performance Regulation.
lies in the quality of the connections,
whether in a FRA context or in an ATS con-
text. For example, some ANSPs have simply
implemented a FRA with exactly the same
constraints as the ATS network in use be-
fore. Conversely, some ATS networks are al-
ready very successful outside the FRA con-
text. The same is true for the advanced
FUA. The efficiency of the advanced FUA
varies considerably from country to coun-
try. Purely implementing advanced FUA
(e.g. as part of a checkbox exercise — does
not necessarily imply environmental im-
provements (e.g. if flight planning cannot
be optimized).

General Due to its limitations and the political sensi- | The PRB’s role is not to recommend what
tivity of the topic, the approach should operational measures Member States
avoid any tendency to blame or stigmatise should implement but rather to conduct a
but should focus on actual potentials for fact-based assessment of performance to
improvement. facilitate Member State discussions.

Editorial The reader’s guide seems to contradict it- The reader’s guide refers to the scorecards
self in some parts (does the report at this which have not been provided at this stage
stage contain 2022 data or not) and refers
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to claimed elements of the report, which
the report itself does not contain (blue
rhombuses). Before publication, these parts
should be carefully checked.

of the review. Before publication, this sec-
tion will be checked to ensure consistency.

Table 3 — Summary of FABEC’s comments and PRB response.

3.3 reland

Type of comment

Comment

PRB response

AXOT and ASMA The NSA provided the reasons for the deteri- | The PRB acknowledges the explanation pro-
orated performance in terminal area. More | vided which provides additional context to
details to be found in the letter above. further understand Ireland’s performance

in additional ASMA time and AXOT indica-
tors.

Indicators [...] the current indicators are appropriate The indicators used in the Traffic Light Sys-
in terms of tracking trends. However, it tem methodology are defined in the Com-
should be clearly acknowledged that per- mission’s Implementing Regulation (EU)
formance against the indicators may be af- | 2019/317 (Annex |, Section |, Parts 2.1 and
fected by parties other than the ANSP, such | 2.2, and Section 2, Parts 2.1 and 2.2).
as the airport operator, airlines, or other
parties such as the Noise Regulator who im- | The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
poses Noise Mitigation Measures or Oper- cators in the context of RP4 discussions.
ating Restrictions which have an impact on | Any change to the Regulation will be re-
performance. Thus, while we are reporting | flected in the Traffic Light System method-
in the context of ANS, changes in perfor- ology.
mance may or may not have to do with the
performance of the ANSP. The Traffic Light System report clearly

states that performance is also affected by
other stakeholders (see page 3, paragraph
5).

General In the initial Traffic Light System for Envi- The PRB’s role is not to identify specific op-

ronmental Performance, published in 2022,
the PRB identified several limitations to its
methodology. These included the fact that
the traffic light system does not provide the
specific drivers of performance or the rea-
sons for attaining the given level of perfor-
mance, or how to improve it, and that it
does not account for or reflect the interde-
pendencies between key performance ar-
eas, such as capacity. It is noted that the
purpose is to facilitate discussion and con-
sideration of these questions. Nonetheless,
given that the reporting is in the context of
ANS, the Traffic Light System risks being in-
terpreted as a reflection on the perfor-
mance of ANSPs, even if the ANSPs did not
perform any worse Year-on-Year and the
reason for metrics returning closer to 2019

erational inefficiencies within each Member
State but rather to conduct a fact-based as-
sessment of performance to facilitate
Member State discussions.

Additionally, the Traffic Light System report
clearly states that performance is also af-
fected by other stakeholders (see page 3,
paragraph 5).
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levels, is traffic returning closer to 2019 lev-
els.

Methodology

Considering the 2021 and 2022 traffic de-
velopment, a year-on-year comparison is
not useful in identifying trends in perfor-
mance, as it primarily demonstrates the re-
turn of traffic. We suggest that a compari-
son to 2019 would be more insightful. Due
to the traffic recovery, a year-on-year com-
parison would be constructive from next
year. If that option is not pursued, we ask
that the 2022 report be caveated with the
above details.

The environmental performance (KEA) in
pre-pandemic times was particularly poor
and hence would not provide for an appro-
priate baseline to measure future improve-
ments.

Indicators

[...] there are issues with the indicators
used to monitor environmental perfor-
mance. For example, the reference taxi-out
times underpinning the ATXOT [sic] do not
account for special events which affect taxi-
out procedures such as airfield construction
works, or the exact route taken by the air-
craft from the stand to runway. The indica-
tors also fails to account for factors outside
the control of the ANSP such OTP. The indi-
cators are also unable to account for the
impacts of major changes in traffic, as hap-
pened in 2022.

The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions.
Any change to the Regulation will be re-
flected in the Traffic Light System method-

ology.

Indicators

Looking forward to RP4, we note that there
is an incentive scheme for ANSPs in relation
to environmental performance, the perfor-
mance indicators must be designed such
that they 1) only capture performance
within the control of the ANSP, and 2) relia-
bly measure true performance. Incentive
schemes which do otherwise risk unin-
tended consequences or perverse incen-
tives.

The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
cators in the context of RP4 discussions.
Any change to the Regulation will be re-
flected in the Traffic Light System method-

ology.

Table 4 — Summary of Ireland’s comments and PRB response.

3.4 ltaly

Type of comment

Comment

PRB response

General

[...] a subsequent investigation revealed fur-
ther computation anomalies, mostly related
to negative factors/errors in evaluating the
data of the aircraft trajectories which af-
fected the Italian airspace.

As the PRB is not responsible for data col-
lection and KPI calculation, the PRB would
encourage liaising directly with the PRU of
Eurocontrol and the Network Manager.

Table 5 —Summary of Italy’s comments and PRB response.

3.5 Poland

Type of comment

Comment

PRB response

General

The report does not provide any highlights
regarding possible improvements - no

The PRB’s role is not to recommend what
operational measures Member States
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advice is provided by the PRB what can be should implement but rather to conduct a
done by individual States/ANSPs to improve | fact-based assessment of performance to
the situation. facilitate Member State discussions.

The very simplified report, with simple

comparison of YoY evolution of figures,

without detailed analysis of reasons for

change and quantification of impact of ex-

ternal vs. internal factors does not stimu-

late informed discussion but rather makes

the readers to draw not right conclusions.

General In practice, the main body of the report The Traffic Light System methodology does
presents only comparison of 2022 vs. 2021, | not allow for comparison across previous
not a full analysis of trends over 2016-2022 | years as there is no set common targets to
with underlying changes in the operating refer to and no tools available to make the
environment. comparison possible.

The report should provide further infor- Union-wide trends and the interdependen-
mation on the traffic evolution and its im- cies between KPAs are considered in the
pact on ENV performance —simple perfor- PRB Monitoring Report 2022.

mance of 2022 results with 2021 when the

traffic levels were significantly lower and

when impact of the war was not existing,

does not provide the right perception and

leads to unrightful conclusions.

General The Union-wide targets do not take into ac- | The PRB duly notes in the report that in
count changed external environment, spe- | 2022, due to capacity constraints and signif-
cifically the military aggression on Ukraine icant disruption to flights caused by Russia’s
and its consequences for HFE/KEA perfor- war of aggression against Ukraine, the Un-
mance. Current scope of military activities, ion-wide KEA target was not achieved.
especially in the eastern part of the EU, is
much wider than considered during the The PRB encourages feedback on the indi-
process of developing Union-wide RP3 tar- | cators in the context of RP4 discussions.
gets. This should be duly note in the TRS Any change to the Regulation will be re-
[sic] report. flected in the Traffic Light System method-

ology.

Editorial We propose to add: “... Baltic (including Po- | The PRB takes note of the comment and
land) ...” — usually, reference to the Baltic text has been updated accordingly.

States covers Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia,
while Poland was also highly impacted by
the invasions.

General As indicated above, at many airports 2022 The environmental performance (KEA) in
was marked with significant traffic increase | pre-pandemic times was particularly poor
as compared to 2021. Comparison of 2022 | and hence would not provide for an appro-
performance should rather be made in rela- | priate baseline to measure future improve-
tion to pre-pandemic times, and not 2020- | ments.

2021 when the traffic was low.

Editorial In Poland, KEA indicator deteriorated over The PRB takes note of the comment and
2022 as compared to previous years —due | text has been updated accordingly (see
to closed airspace behind Poland’s eastern | page 6, paragraph 28).
border and restrictions for air carriers to
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operate as earlier — both resulting from the
outbreak of the war.

Poland is not among the countries that im-
proved the KEA score in 2022.

The second part of the paragraph is correct
in terms of reference to the KEA result
achieved by Poland in 2022.

General It is unclear how the quoted sentence is re- | The paragraph indicates that compared to
lated to paragraph 29 (quoted above), the SES average (all Member States) Po-
where Poland is mentioned as one of the land’s scores are worse. However, Poland’s
States with the largest deterioration of KEA | scores have improved in 2022 compared to
and to the red lights indicated in the table. its own scores of 2021.

The results of KEA and ASMA for Poland in Several factors can affect the scores for KEA

2022 were worse than in 2021. and ASMA. Please refer to PRB 2021 moni-
toring: Traffic light system for environmen-
tal performance for more detail regarding
the rationale for including these indicators
in the Traffic Light System.

Editorial Annex |, Section 1 to Regulation 2019/317 The PRB takes note of the comment and

does not mention ASMA, AXOT or CDO. It
seems that Section 1 was wrongly quoted
here.

text has been updated accordingly (see
page 11, paragraph 42).

Table 6 — Summary of Poland’s comments and PRB response.


https://transport.ec.europa.eu/document/download/49e8afd2-77fb-45c1-a4c8-22762f5c4771_en?filename=PRB-TLS_2021.pdf
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/document/download/49e8afd2-77fb-45c1-a4c8-22762f5c4771_en?filename=PRB-TLS_2021.pdf
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/document/download/49e8afd2-77fb-45c1-a4c8-22762f5c4771_en?filename=PRB-TLS_2021.pdf
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4.1

MEMBER STATE’S COMMENTS

Bulgaria
L
Republic of Balgaria
Ministry of Tramsport and Communications
/ Directorate General L MeeRsTIrCT
CIVILAVIATION ADMINISTRATION 0
10: }"" 2 S —

l ] 2% y 2 !
CHAIR PERFORMANCE REVIEW BODY OF THE SINGLE I:UROPEAN s{! ",/ 0% B ot

COPY TO:

HEAD OF SINGLE EUROPEAN SKY UNIT
DIRECTORATE-GENERAL FOR MOBILITY AND TRANSPORT

Subject: Traffic light system report in light of the Performance and Charging scheme
Sent by email:

Dear [ ]

leeawmymmmwmwmmimmuchmofunPRBmmymw'nhaforcvuy
success in your important role in a very significant moment of post-COVID aviation recovery.

I also would like to thank the EC and the PRB for the opportunity given during the SSC 85 to send
comments on the Draft 2022 report “Traffic light system for environmental performance™.

As you may know BG CAA took the chance to provide comments on the 2021 version of the “Traffic light™
report (attached for your convenience). We have already pointed out some of the key issues in the
methodology for the assessment of the current HFE as it is influenced heavily by various factors
(geopolitical, technical, etc.) that go beyond the States and ANSPs control and thus could affect the fair and
meaningful assessment of the ATM performance.,

As you rightfully point in the PRB Capacity/Environment Interdependency Study, presented during the last
SSC, Bulgana HFE is very vulnerable to delays in the European ATM network as all the EU - Middle and
Far East traffic avoids the congested arcas by operating through the Bulgarnian airspace. These occurrences
inunnbinlionwithlhcpo?olmedmwmmUhum worsen the KEA regardiess of the efforts to
extend the cross-border FRA' and bring challenges to provide additional unplanned capacity.

We are thankful for the reply received from PRB (also attached) and we would like to bring to your attention
a proposal for a possible way forward.

We consider the current “Traffic light™ report and the coming RP4 deliberations as an opportunity to trigger
a wider discussion on how the performance of air traffic management could be better assessod and §

for RP4 and beyond. We believe that it would be beneficial if the KPI's and PI's methodologies for RP4
are brought in advance to the attention of the States and the operational stakeholders who would be in
posation to validate them before being agreed at the level of the SSC and before being implemented.

* SEE FRA project (South East Europe Free Route Alrspace) allows Atrcraft Operstors 10 plan their Mights freely acroms the
ainspace of Balgana, Huagary, Romansa, Slovakia, Republic of Moldova and Caech Republic 247 without the limitations of
the geographical boundarics. In addition 10 the SEE FRA expansion, the implementation of cross boedet operations between

rtovton

SEIEMdBM!KmmkmﬁmUMS«bhnﬁ:S«l«hMﬁ.
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As a chosing remark | would like to thank again the EC and the PRB for the efforts towards a sustainable
and resilient ATM network and to assure you that Bulgaria will continue its best efforts to contribute to the

Fﬁ‘hiﬂl‘.“mnﬂ of the EU-wide performance targets and 10 the improvement of the ANS performance in
urope,

Yours sincerely,
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4.2 FABEC

PRE Traffic Light System for Environmental Performance,

PREB Interdependency Study between capacity and environment

- Comments from the FABEC member states (Eelgium, France, Germany, Lux-
embourg, Netherlands & Switzerland)

S5C/AE5 WP3 and WP4

A. PRE Traffic Light System for Environmantal Performance

General Comments:

We thank the PRE for the report and the balanced statements regarding the validity
and the accountability of it resulis.

From a our point of view it is essential to communicate those limitations in order 1o
actively manage third parties’ expectations conceming the impact of AMS to the
European Green Deaal.

In this respect we suggest that the final repon is supplementad by a statemeant
conceming the quantitative impact of the aviation industry and the associated im-

pact of ANS provigion to European greenhouse gas emissions.

Comments on the indicators and the approach used in the Traffic Light System:

The limitations of the environmental indicators used to measure the performance
of ANSP= or States lie mainly in the fact that they depend on numerous factors not
sufficiently influenceable by ANSPs or States. Current environmental indicators
are sensitive to various factors such as traffic, costs, and weather. These influanc-
ing factors should ba alzo taken into account in the performance evaluation.

It iz well knows, that comparability among states and ANSPS is limited. The more
abstract the approach becomes, the more limited the comparability of states/AN-
&Ps. Simplified comparison without adeguately looking into the details can there-
fore not provide important insights. The approach seems more suitable to compare
perfformance of one ANSP/state over sewveral years (intrastate/-ANSP) than pro-
vide a valid interstate/-ANSP comparnson.

The presantation of the parformance of each ANSP could suggest that the main
factors for improvement are the FRA and the advanced FUA. However, the imple-
mentation of a FRA does guaranies additional improved performance, as the FRA
iz usually designed considering the actual trajectories (direct routes). The real im-

provement in environmental paformance lies in the guality of the connections,

12/32
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wheather in a FRA contaxt or in an ATS context. For example, some ANSPs have
simply implemented a FRA with exactly the same constraints as the ATS network
in usa before. Convaersely, some ATS networks are already very successful out-
side the FRA context. The same is true for the advanced FUA. The efficiency of
the advanced FUA varies considerably from country to country. Purely implement-
ing advanced FUA (e.g. as part of a checkbox exercise — does not necessarily
imply environmental improvements (e.q. if flight planning cannot be optimized).

Due to its limitations and the political sensitivity of the topic, the approach should
avoid any tendency to blame or stigmatise but should focus on actual potentials

for improvemeant.

Comments on the report presentad as Annex to S3C/85 WP3

The reader's guide seems to contradict itself in some parns (does the report at this
stage contain 2022 data or not) and refers to claimed elements of the report, which
the report itself does not contain (blue rhombusas). Before publication, these parts
should be carefully checked.

B. PRE Interdependency Study batween Capacity and Environment

General Comments:

we welcome that the interdependency between the key performance areas capac-
ity and environment, here the cne batween the currently used capacity and envi-
ronmental indicators, has been examined in a further study. The analysis shows
complex relations and local differences, that need to be acknowledged in an effi-
cient parformance scheme. It iz essential to find effective ways to take these de-
pendencies into account in the EUinational target setting process, respactively tar-
get achievemen! process.

Comments on the indicators and the approach used in the study:

An enctension of the study to include interdependencies with regard to cost-effi-
ciency and CO2 effects in order to provide clear environmental and economic im-
plications is considered as very usaful. Alzo, a combination of HFE and VFE could

provide useful and meaningful insights.

13/32
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The report indicates causalities from the given comalations. It is left open, whether
the risk of a spurious correlation has been taken into account. |t seems necessany
to analyse for example the impact of situations, in which the capacity in an airspace
is intensively used, i.e. the more complaxity and flights there are, the stronger the
potential negative impact on the EMY indicators. In addition, challenging weather
siluations per se are generating the need for detours, regardless of the capacity
provided. An extension of the study in this regard would be appreciated.

It is unclear to what extend the study takes into account or is following up projects
that have already been carried out and should be capitalized, for example:

o APACHE (Assessment of Performance in current ATM operations and of
new Concepts of operations for its Holistic Enhancement) project had the
objective to ‘capture the complex interdependencies among different KPAs'
(https:/fapache-sesar barcelonatech-upc.eu/en )

o INTUIT (Interactive Toolset for Understanding Trade-offs in ATM Parfor-
mance) aimed at ‘improving our understanding of the trade-offs between Air
Traffic Management KPAs, identify cause-effect relationships batwean per-
formance drivers and performance indicators at different scales, and de-
velop new decision suppon tools for ATM performance monitoring and man-
agement’ (https:ffwsw nommaon.es/research-projectainbuit’ )

o AURORA (Advanced user-centric efficiency metrics for air traffic perfor-
mance analytics) ‘explored new efficiency indicators that encapsulate fuel
consumption, schedule adherence. route charges and overall cost effi-
ciency of flight’ (httpsJ/www.sesaru.ewprojectsfaurora )

o InterFAB studies on interdependencies produced by TU Dresden and
Metrogconomica.

A new set of indicators is neaded to help measure and improve the overall anvi-
ronmental performance. Transparency working group, and now AVENIR working
group help to identify promising projects, e.g. indicators based on machine leam-
img which calculate CO2 using radar data.

14/32
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4.3

Ireland

Performance review body
of the single european sky

LAA

Comments on the PRB draft traffic light report 2022

11

The PRB's traffic light report for 2022 gave Ireland a red for both the additional
Arrival Sequencing and Metering Area (ASMA) time and the Additional time in
taxi-out (ATXOT), indicating that the Member State shows lower levels of
performance compared to previous years and the score is degrading or stable.
While the target for the KEA was met, taxi-out times and ASMA significantly
increased year on year (YoY) between 2021 and 2022 at Dublin Airport which,
to our understanding, is what has led to the overall 'Red' rating for 2022. The
Irish Aviation Authority, as NSA, would like to provide the comments set out
below and ask that they be considered before the report is finalised.

Overview of Additional ASMA and ATXOT

1.2

1.3

The ASMA is defined as a cylinder with a 40NM radius around the airport. The
time spent by a flight between its last entry and the actual landing time is
denoted the ASMA transit time. The additional ASMA time provides an
approximate measure of the average inbound queuing time on the inbound
traffic flow, during times that the airport is congested.

The ATXOT is a proxy for the average departure runway queuing time on the
outbound traffic flow, during congestion periods at airports. It is the difference
between the actual taxi-out time of a flight and a statistically
determined unimpeded taxi-out time based on taxi-out times in periods of low
traffic demand.

Taxi-Out (ATXOT) Factors

14

Additional taxi-out time was higher in 2022 than 2020 and 2021 for a variety of
reasons. These include:

Traffic levels: As figure 1 below shows, ATXOT has varied
considerably in recent years with the most striking difference being for
2020 and 2021. Those two years were heavily impacted by Covid-19
which significantly reduced air traffic which resulted in less airfield
congestion. The significant increase in ATXOT in 2022 is largely
related to the return of traffic, with overall Irish traffic at the three main
airports increasing by 104% from 134,703 movements in 2021 to
275,725 in 2022 as Covid-19 restrictions eased. The emergency
regulation ((EU) 2020/1627) recognised that 2020 and 2021 were so
exceptional that a specific new regulation was required for them. There
is therefore little value in assessing a year-on-year trend in ATXOT or
additional ASMA time in absolute terms, when there has been a 104%
year-on-year change in traffic levels. In Ireland, this Year-on-Year
recovery has been relatively sharp compared to other countries, which
is linked to the greater relative deterioration in the metrics compared
to other countries. Given that traffic in 2022 was more similar to 2019,
we believe this would be a better comparator to 2022 than 2021. We
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also note that higher traffic levels in 2019 and in 2022 meant there was
greater need to maintain a high throughput in busy single runway
operations by queueing aircraft on the airfield, relative to 2020 and
2021. In this regard, there is a trade-off between efficiently maximising
airport capacity, as required by the Slot Regulation:, and achieving low
levels of taxi time.

On Time Performance (OTP): OTP was significantly worse in 2022
than in 2019 with arrival OTP in the first half of 2022 down 14% and
departure OTP down 15% compared to 2019. These issues persisted
throughout 2022, with November and December remaining
significantly worse than the corresponding months of 2019. Summer
2022 was heavily impacted by the challenges faced by operational
stakeholders in ramping up the industry following the two-year period
impacted by COVID-19. This has led to poor OTP due to factors such
as En Route ATFM delay and aircraft rotational delay. Worse OTP
means that there were significant differences between scheduled and
actual times which caused challenges for the ANSP and airport
operator at Dublin Airport in areas such as stand planning, the timing
of runway demand, etc., this likely contributed to taxi-out delay. Much
of the OTP deterioration, and therefore its consequences, is outside of
the control of the airport operator or the ANSP, much of it was also
caused by issues which we would expect will be addressed in future
seasons.

Construction works: Construction projects at Dublin Airport, such as
Critical Taxiways North (which was in development across 2022, and
remains on-site) and the North Runway (which was completed in Q3
2022) will have resulted in extended taxi times due to construction.
Critical Taxiways North is a major airfield project which will improve the
taxiway system in the northem part of the airfield, providing new and
less restricted taxiways. The North Runway is a newly constructed
runway parallel to the existing main runway. The North Runway has
been phased into operation and is only very recently (from 4th July
2023) operating the full currently permitted hours, from 0700 to 2300
local time. Again, there is a tradeoff between applying the Balanced
Approach to addressing a night-time Noise Problem at the airport, as
required by Regulation 598/2014, and minimising taxi times.

! Counal Regulation (EEC) No. 9593, as amended.
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Figure 1: Additional Taxi Out Time
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As noted above, the ATXOT is calculated as the difference between the actual
total taxi-out time (TXOT) and a reference taxi-out time estimated for each
stand-runway combination. The reference time for each month is calculated
based on actual taxi out time over the previous 12 rolling month period. The
reference times for 2022 are therefore largely based on 2021 which
experienced lower taxi-out times due to a much quieter airfield and are not
representative of the actual average taxi out times for 2022.

We note a few further comments:

Different taxi-out routes/speeds: The taxi-out data used to calculate
the reference taxi-out times does not include the path followed by the
aircraft during the taxi-out phase, and the reference is therefore
calculated assuming the same or similar path from the stand to the
runway.

North Runway: As the new North Runway was not operational in 2021
and only for four months of 2022, there was no 12 month rolling period
over which to calculate the reference taxi-out times by runway/stand
combination. We are therefore unclear as to how the reference taxi-
out times for all operations off Runways 10R/28L were calculated, and
whether the Year-on-Year comparison includes these operations in
2022 (given that there were no such operations in 2021).

Construction works: Special events which affect taxi-out procedures,
and which might require a specific reference sample (e.g. construction
works on certain apron areas) are not accounted for in the reference
times. Where there are taxiway closures or restrictions due to major
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Additional Arrival Sequencing and Metering Area (ASMA) Factors

1.7

1.8
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works (as is currently the case at Dublin), the reference taxi time may

not reflect the true unimpeded taxi time.

Table 1: Summer season average movements by runway and average TXOT

Runway 28L 53,749

12,192
Runway 10R 16,653 | 2,522 2995 15,570 | 16,375
Runway 28R (North 0 0 0 3,016 8,052
Runway)
Runway 10L (North 0 0 0 0 37
Runway)
Total movements 70,402 | 14,714 | 25501 | 68,258 |32458
Average TXOT (in Minutes) | 17.30 9.79 1053 15.89 16.45

*The 2023 data covers the summer season up until 27/06/2023

Similarly, with the 104% increase in traffic, Point Merge at Dublin was used
more frequently when compared to 2021. While bringing increased capacity
and associated environmental benefits, the use of Point Merge sequence legs
to eliminate airborne holding increased the time spent in the Terminal area.

As figure 2 shows, the average additional ASMA for 2022 was 27.5% lower
than 2019. We believe that 2019 is a better comparator to 2022 than 2021, due
to the more equivalent traffic levels (at least from March). More recently, when
the first three months of 2023 are compared to same period in 2019, the
average additional ASMA is 2.91, compared to 4.13 in 2019, an improvement

of 29.5%.
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Figure 2: Average Additional ASMA Time
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For both ATXOT and additional ASMA, 2023 performance so far has improved
compared to 2022, and is considerably lower than 2019 (35% lower for ATXOT
and 44% lower for additional ASMA), despite similar traffic levels. Additionally,
as table 2 shows, the average total taxi-time trend is relatively worse pre-0900
than across the full day as shown in table 1. The key difference between these
tables is that table 2 shows a period in which the North runway is not
operational. This indicates that using the North Runway is leading to an
improvement in TXOT.

Our expectation is that TXOT will improve in the latter half of 2023 with the
North Runway being operational from 0700 to 2300 local time and with an
improved taxiway network, which is expected to be complete in 2023/2024,
along with A-CDM being fully in effect. Times should also improve further if the
Noise Regulation appeal body does not overturn the decision of the Noise
Competent Authority to allow the runway to be used before 0700 local.

Table 2: Summer season average movements by runway and average TXOT (pre-0900)

Runway 28L 12,891 391 7817 15,158 4418

Average TXOT to RW 28L

15.43 9.54 10.38 15.94 17.79
(minutes)
Runway 10R 2,579 559 517 2473 3573

Average TXOT to RW 10R
20.84 13.28 1293 18.05 21.38
(minutes)

*The 2023 data covers the summer season up until 27/06/2023
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Appropriateness of the current indicators

1.1

1.12

1.13

We believe that the current indicators are appropriate in terms of tracking
trends. However, it should be clearly acknowledged that performance against
the indicators may be affected by parties other than the ANSP, such as the
airport operator, airlines, or other parties such as the Noise Regulator who
imposes Noise Mitigation Measures or Operating Restrictions which have an
impact on performance. Thus, while we are reporting in the context of ANS,
changes in performance may or may not have to do with the performance of
the ANSP.

In the initial Traffic Light System for Environmental Performance, published in
2022, the PRB identified several limitations to its methodology. These included
the fact that the traffic light system does not provide the specific drivers of
performance or the reasons for attaining the given level of performance, or how
to improve it, and that it does not account for or reflect the interdependencies
between key performance areas, such as capacity. It is noted that the purpose
is to facilitate discussion and consideration of these questions. Nonetheless,
given that the reporting is in the context of ANS, the Traffic Light System risks
being interpreted as a reflection on the performance of ANSPs, even if the
ANSPs did not perform any worse Year-on-Year and the reason for metrics
returning closer to 2019 levels, is traffic returning closer to 2019 levels.

Considering the 2021 and 2022 traffic development, a year-on-year comparison
is not useful in identifying trends in performance, as it primarily demonstrates
the return of traffic. We suggest that a comparison to 2019 would be more
insightful. Due to the traffic recovery, a year-on-year comparison would be
constructive from next year. If that option is not pursued, we ask that the 2022
report be caveated with the above details.

Indicators to use in RP4

1.14

1.15

As this report has demonstrated, there are issues with the indicators used to
monitor environmental performance. For example, the reference taxi-out times
underpinning the ATXOT do not account for special events which affect taxi-
out procedures such as airfield construction works, or the exact route taken by
the aircraft from the stand to runway. The indicators also fails to account for
factors outside the control of the ANSP such OTP. The indicators are also
unable to account for the impacts of major changes in traffic, as happened in
2022.

Looking forward to RP4, we note that where there is an incentive scheme for
ANSPs in relation to environmental performance, the performance indicators
must be designed such that they 1) only capture performance within the control
of the ANSP, and 2) reliably measure true performance. Incentive schemes
which do otherwise risk unintended consequences or perverse incentives.
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KEA analysis — Integration of algorithm anomalies detected by the post analysis of the KPI

In addition to what has already been highlighted for DVT Flights at the first meeting with the representatives of the
PRU and the NM, a subsequent investigation revealed further computation anomalies, mostly related to negative
factors/errors in evaluating the data of the aircraft trajectories which affected the Italian airspace.

Given that the same PRU, having verified the consistency of the reporting of the DVTs, has communicated that
starting from April 2022 it has excluded the DVTs from the Flight List used for monitoring the KPI KEA, the need
remains, already identified many times in the past months (and obviously to be emphasized firmly for the months
to come) to avoid a continuous negative carry-over of this KPI for Italy, and therefore:

e to obtain a formal recalculation and consequent revision of the results of the monitoring carried out by
the PRU for the years 2020, 2021 and 2022;

e to verify the additional anomalies reported, so that there are no possible inconsistencies in the recalcu-
lation of the monitoring of the KPI KEA for 2020 for 2021 and 2022, but also for the years to come.

Among the most evident anomalies found during this second analysis, we note:

v the double, triple or "nth" imputation of a single flight path (Current Flight Plan/CPF) with the calculation
of an improper increase in the comparison between the AFT value and that of the relative GCD; proof of
what has been found can be verified by comparing the number of flights included in the PRU Flight List and
the number of flights that NMIR considers to be operated in the airspace in the same reference period (the
former are always greater than the latter);

v" the management of GAT/OAT military flights, for which the reference distance (AFT) does not take into
account the "nature" of the operative flight;

v' the anomalous management of the accounting of additional distance flown for flights that have had a
delay associated with a waiting procedure (for example due to adverse weather conditions, runway occu-
pied, change of runway in use, contingency scenarios or emergency, etc.), to whom the additional distance
flown in holding is also counted.

In conclusion, it is shown that:

> the anomalous management of the DVTs (corrected only starting from April 2022) and the other improper
valorisations and manipulations of the Flight Lists used by the PRU make a recalculation indispensable with
consequent revision of the annual monitoring of the KPI KEA starting from the years 2020, 2021 and 2022
but also for the years to come;

> the improper valuations of the Flight Lists used by the PRU have determined (incorrect results of the RP3
monitoring: Y2020, Y2021 and Y2022) and risk continuing to determine (the failure to review the trajectories
considered for the whole of 2022 will have effects on the monitoring) a valuation of the KPI KEA not real,
making the assessments reqarding the failure to achieve the associated Performance Target assigned to
Italy inconsistent and unquestionable.
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Detailed analysis of the anomalies found.
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Multiple flights counted

In addition to what has already been highlighted for the management of DVTs, among the most significant anoma-
lies with respect to the failure to achieve the assigned Environmental Performance Target, we note the artificial
inclusion in the Flight List used by the PRU of a certain number of "not real" trajectories which are not present in
the NMIR Database of the NM and which, instead, are "cloned" with respect to a single actual flight.

From an initial analysis of the Flight Lists PRU considers (as demonstrated by the images relating to some trajecto-
ries extracted from the Flight List used by PRU (cf. multiple flights counted)), the undue increase in flights, as well
as determining an artificial redundancy of the additional distances flown, causes an anomalous comparison be-

tween the "actual trajectory" and the reference GCD.

EHAM LIRN - 01-07 Aprile 2023 — EJU — multiple flights counted

1 April 3 April 4 April
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7 April

For this particular city-pair, in addition to the anomaly of non-existent flights generated and accounted for, we also
note a different evaluation between the comparison between additional flight distance and GCD carried out on 1
April compared to that relating to 7 April: same trajectories, but different evaluations compared to the additional
flight distance (+ 656 KM calculated on April 1 against +5.4 KM calculated for April 7).

393 - 3 3735
B o F | J K L ] [} i} % v AE A
MODEL_TYF - | Ciy_Pai 8 ARCRAFT_TvPE - pAFT_OF — NTRv| - | NX_FLOWNCKF - | NX_DIRECT_KM - | NX_ACHEVED_K|- wenza GCDws-| ENTRY_TIME 1 EXT_TME |- ORGINLOC-| ORGIN_TIME ~| DESTINATION_LOC - | DESTINATIOR_TIME| -

53 CPF KSOF_OMOE E745 ups 1 66,0 365,50 37350 552,50 OMl0di2022 1427 0042022 15:10 LECCFIR 01i0di2022 15:23 LGGGLUR O1I04/Z022 18:53
I CPF KSOF_OMOE E748 ups 2 65,0 963,50 308,50 656,50 00420221713 010412022 18:16 LECCFIR 01104/2022 13:23 LGGGUIR 01102022 18:53
n CPF KSOF_OMDE BT44 Oug 1 il 267,80 257,50 1350 0204/202202:40 2104120220257 EISHUR 021042022 00:45 LTARFIR 0210442022 05:37
@ CPF KS0F_OMDB E748 uPs 1 926.0 92540 924,50 1n 02042072 17:51 020412022 18:42 LPFCFIR 0210412022 15:02 LGGGLUIR 0210412022 13:20
n CPF KSOF_OMOE E7d5 uPs 1 100z.0 338,50 357,00 5.00 05/04/2022 17:33 050412022 18:30 EGTTUR 0510412022 15:43 LGGGLUIR 0510412022 13:04
= CPF KSOF_OMOE E745 uPs 1 9330 996,60 994,80 4.20 OB/04/2022 16:57  DGI042022 T7:57 EGTTUR 060312022 15:21 LGGGUIR 0B/04/2022 18: 31
il CPF KSOF_OMDE B748 uPs 1 958,0 95760 952,60 540 0Ti04/202217:06  OROH2022 18:03 LECMUIR OT0H2022 15:16 LGGGUR 0710412022 18:33
il CPF KSOF_OMDB ET48 ups 1 333.0 357.00 883.70 830 OBI0KZ0Z217:21  0BID4IZ02Z 18:25 LFFFUIR D8I0412022 15:54. LGGGUR D08/04/2022 13:00
w CPF KSOF_OMOE BTdE ups 1 1003.0 007,70 005,10 350 03104/2022 17:98 031042022 16:17 LECMUIR 0310412022 15: 51 LGGGUIR 030412022 18:54
n =3 KSOF_OMOE E745 uPs 1 1043.0 042,30 042,20 680 12004/202216:43 1210412022 17:55 LECMUR 1210412022 14:54 LGGGUIR 1210412022 18:30
i CPF KS0F_OMDB B748 uPs 1 0z7.0 10m.30 100,60 620 THOAZOZZ 170 13042022 16814 LECMUIR 1310412022 15:13 LGGGLUIR 130412022 18:52
n CPF KSOF_OMOE E7d45 uPs 1 1032.0 031,00 029,80 220 042022 1R16 | 1410412022 1824 LECMUIR 410412022 15:20 LGGGUIR WI0d/Z022 1300
n CPF KSOF_OMOE BTG uPs 1 3330 337,10 353,30 3,10 12i0412022 16:51 151041202217:59 LFFFUR 15i0412022 1514 LGGGUIR TEl04202218:39
El =3 KSOF_OMOE E74d urs 1 956,0 995,00 990,90 5,10 TBI04/2022 1705 1610412022 18:03 LFFFUIR 0412022 15:27 LGGGUIR TBI0HZ022 18:47
® CPF KSOF_OMDE E745 ups 1 ma0 0230 102,30 170 19/04/202216:53  13104/2022 T7:53 LECMUIR 190412022 15:10 LGGGLUIR 1910442022 18:28
® CPF KSOF_OMOE E7d5 uPs 1 3330 351,30 363,80 320 20I0412022 16:50 2010412022 17.52 EGTTUR 200412022 15:04. LGGGUIR 2000412022 18:28

VLG8VR LEAL_LSZH - +173 KM/additional KM due to wrong calculation & double flight
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In this case, in addition to the undue duplication of the same flight, it should be noted that the additional distance

of the city-pair #2 determines an additional flight distance of 173 KM while, in reality, the flight involved the Italian
airspace (FIR) for a few KM and , therefore, the effective value of additional flight distance is only 1.9 KM.
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12067 CPF LEAL_LSZH AZON SWR 1 BO 270 70 T30 D3/04IZ02212:55  03I0412022 12:58 LEAL 030412022 141 LszH 0310412022 13:32
278 CPF LEAL_LSZH AZON SWR 2 430 43,10 42,20 050 O304IZ02213:00 0342022 13:03 LEAL 03412022 1 LszH 0310412022 13: 32
29314 CPF LEAL_LSZH A320 WG 1 2850 284.70 243,20 2180 OTH2022 1106 OTIDH2022 126 LEAL 042022 03:48 LSZTH 070412022 1151
R CPF LEAL_LSZH BCS3 SWR 1 210 2100 24.80 220 07104i202220:33  OFI04/202220:35 LEAL 0710412022 1:12. LszH 0710412022 2106
32360 CPF LEAL_LS2H BCS3 SWR 2 48,0 4530 44,30 10 07I04/202220:38 070412022 20:41 LEAL 0710412022 13:12. LszH 0710412022 2106
1 CPF LEAL_LSzH BCS3 SWR 1 50 .70 70 330 OB/04I20220912  08I0412022 0313 LEAL 0810412022 07:49 LszH 0810412022 10:00
q 2z CPF LEAL_LSZH AZOM SWR 1 2780 274,60 22340 52,60 0310412022 14:46  03I0412022 15:05 LEAL 0910412022 13:32 LszH 0310412022 15:28
T CPF LEAL_LSZH A3z0 WG 1 B0 16,00 .70 130 004120220356 10/041202203:53 LEAL DI41202208:39 LszH DI042022 10:36
[ CPF LEAL_LSZH A3z0 WG 2 380 3850 37.80 020 0402022 D04 101041202210:07 LEAL 010412022 08: 33 LszH 0M04/2022 10: 36
45e1E CPF LEAL_LSZH A320 SWR 1 10 18,50 17,30 170 0I04/2022 1305 1010412022 13:08 LEAL 010412022 45 LszH 00412022 13:40
q soal CRF LEAL_LSZH A320 SWR 2 30 3670 3450 z50 WOAIZ022 1390 NOH2022 1313 LEAL 1010412022 145 LszH 010412022 13:40
61051 CPF LEAL_LSZH BC53 SWR 1 2830 282.40 22730 55.10 BI042022 443 1BI0HZ022 & 11 LEAL 130412022 13:27 LszH 10412022 15:34
85053 CPF LEAL_LSZH A3z0 WG 1 a0 3.00 7.10 1.90 WI04/2022 D55 40412022 10:55 LEAL 8104120220335 LszH 1410412022 11:30
ez CPF LEAL_LS2H Az0n SWR 1 350 3470 32,10 230 1i04/202220:23  1$/04i202220:25 LEAL 14/0412022 13:00 LszH W04I2022 2057
1 ez CPF LEAL_LSZH AZON SWR 2 560 56.20 54,70 1,30 W4202220:28 14042022 20:33 LEAL 1440412022 13:00 LSzH WI0412022 20:57
63340 CPF LEAL_LSZH A3zt SWR 1 260 26.10 2360 240 504120220822 151042022 08:24 LEAL EII202208:03 LszH 412022 10:06
63384 CPF LEAL_LSZH A321 SWR 2 360 36,00 3250 350 1504120220827 15/04i202203:30 LEAL EI04/202208:03 LszH 50412022 10:06
q rer CPF LEAL_LSZH A3z0 SWR 1 250 2480 22,30 210 BI04/2022 433 BI041202214:35 LEAL 6104120221318 LszH 0412022 15:23
1] CPF LEAL_LSZH A320 SWR 2 2330 232.90 21550 7,50 BI042022 435 EI04/202214:54. LEAL 0412022 1318 LszH 0412022 15:23
s CPF LEAL_LSZH A320 WG 1 B0 370 17,30 110 0420221005 170412022 10:10 LEAL 70412022 08:dd. LszH THO4I2022 10:44.
A 8050 CPF LEAL_LSZH A3z0 WG 2 360 36,00 3540 060 TI0HZ02ZZ 109 104202z 10:17 LEAL 0412022 0544 LszH THO4I2022 10:44.
] ez CPF LEAL_LSZH Az SWR 1 ) 13.20 17,60 1.40 0420221323 THI041202213:25 LEAL 1710412022 1158 LszH TH04/202213:58
202z CPF LEAL_LSZH a2 SWR 2 66.0 6550 54,30 10 WI04/2022 1328 T7I041202213:33 LEAL 1710412022 1158 LszH 10412022 13:58
9238 CPF LEAL_LSZH BCS3 SWR 1 6.0 570 5.30 070 BI042022 1330 1810412022130 LEAL 18/0412022 18:05 LszH 0412022 20:04
7 esz60 CPF LEAL_LSZH BC53 SWR 2 240 2330 22.50 10 BI042022 1335 1BI041202213:37 LEAL 18I0412022 18:05 LszH WI4I2022 2004
4343 CPF LEAL_LSZH BCS3 SWR 1 210 2050 18,60 240 19004/202220:05 1810412022 20:06 LEAL 1910412022 18:47 LszH 0412022 20:39
4366 CPF LEAL_LS2H BCS3 SWR 2 a2 4130 410 030 19104/202220:10 191041202220 13 LEAL 1310412022 18:47 LszH 10412022 20:39
o 14383 CPF LEAL_LSzH BCS3 SWR 1 B0 1230 40 1,60 ZU0H202220:14 204120222015 LEAL 2104/2022 18:51 LszH 210412022 20:45
] s CPF LEAL_LSZH BCS3 SWR 2 380 36,50 36,10 -0.10 2042022 20:13 20412022 20:21 LEAL 21104/2022 18:51 LszH 210412022 20,45
108333 CPF LEAL_LSZH A321 SWR 1 ) .50 T80 320 2210420220310 220420220311 LEAL 2210412022 07:53 LszH 2200412022 03:46
3921 CPF LEAL_LSZH Az SWR 1 10 110 1.00 0,00 23104/2022715:00 2310412022 15:00 LEAL 2310412022 1353 LszH 2310412022 15:30
E TS CPF LEAL_LSZH a2 SWR 2 280 28,40 28,10 -0,10 23104/202215:04 2310412022 15:08 LEAL 2310412022 1353 LszH 2310412022 15:30
177z CPF LEAL_LSZH A320 WG 1 0 1370 40 z50 2404IZ022 10:06 240412022 10:07 LEAL 2410412022 08:45 LszH 240412022 10:41
118635 CPF LEAL_LSZH A3zl SWR 1 200 2020 18.40 160 2404/2022 1206 240412022 13:08 LEAL 240412022 1147 LszH 2410412022 13:44
d 1676 CPF LEAL_LSZH A321 SWR 2 440 44.20 43.30 070 26/0412022 311 2410402022 135 LEAL 2410412022 11.47 LszH 2410412022 13:44
7 tmene CPF LEAL_LS2H F300 222 1 2740 264,80 24330 30,70 27104I202216:38  27I0412022 16:58 LEAL 2710412022 15:25 LszH 2710442022 17:21
f33452 CPF LEAL_LSZH A3z0 ] 1 210 2120 13,30 110 2B/04I202210:37  28I0412022 10:33 LEAL 2810412022 0916 LSzH 2E10412022 1114
138473 CPF LEAL_LSZH A320 WG 2 40 4670 4550 1,40 2810412022 10:47 2810412022 10:46 LEAL 2810412022 08:16 LSZTH ZEN4I2022 1114
11143 CPF LEAL_LSZH BCS1 SWR 1 240 2450 22.30 190 28I04i202220:04  28I041202220:06 LEAL 2810412022 18:42 LszH 2800412022 20:36
e CPF LEAL_LSZH BCS1 SWR 2 44,0 4450 43,50 050 28I04/202220:03  28i041202220:12 LEAL 28I04/2022 18:42 LszH 28004/2022 20:36
5 CPF LEAL_LSZH E295 SWR 1 2700 268,10 248,10 21,30 29104i202209:09 291041202209 30 LEAL 2300412022 07:52 LszH 2900412022 03:56
T =3 LEAL_LSZH A320 SWR 1 2830 z8z40 226,30 56,10 A0M04IZ022 14:33 300412022 14:54 LEAL 3000412022 13:15 LszH 300442022 1613

GAT/OAT flight

A further anomaly is that relating to military traffic, GAT/OAT. The trajectory of these flights is a function of the
purpose of the mission and, therefore, these flights could not and should not be considered in the additional flight
distance calculation even if the mission presented a GAT FPL.

The actual trajectory of this type of flight, in fact, cannot be compared with the corresponding GCD between city-
pairs, but must be excluded from this comparison since it is a function of the operational mission being carried out:
consider the distance of a trajectory as additional flight distance which is necessary for an in-flight refueling, for a
holding in military areas, for training purposes or for other specific needs involves an adulteration of the monitoring
of the KPI KEA.

To highlight the weight of this anomaly, even if only considering the trajectories of the GAT/OAT flights operated
by the Italian Airforce (IAM), with reference to the Flight List used by the PRU, 433 IAM flights were registered in
April alone and for flights operating over distances greater than 300 KM, 9 out of 25 are military flights, with over
8,000 KM of additional flight distance calculated (“Military flights — April — additional distance on City_Pair”).
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|| MODEL TVF~-| Ciy Pai-| AIFCRAFT_TVPE~ RAFT_OF - NTFY,- [ NRCFLOWNDRI - | N OFECT KM - | NX_ACHEVED K - renza GCD ui¥| _ENTFY_TIE - EAT_TME__|-| ORIGINLOD-| ORIGITME - | DESTNATION LOC-|  DESTHATION TIE -

T cPF OF v TS s 1 6,0 530 350 S350 OUMZDIZWZT  OWAIZGZZ TS LCCOFR 010412022 15:23 LGEGUR 01042022 1853
2320 CPF LICa_LMC AZON WZZ 1 1233.0 757.00 56,10 476.30 ON0HZ022 1432 01042022 16:21 LicJ OWOHZ0ZZ 14:29 M 0WOHZ02Z 18:32
ame CPF KMELLIPA K35R RCH 1 T53.0 625.40 418.30 334.70 040412022 12:06 0440412022 13:00 LECMUIR 041042022 10:03 LiP& 040412022 13:10
5193 CPF LFPB_LIFZ E35L WLJ 2 5210 131,30 186,20 334,80 06/04/2022 06:08 06/04/2022 07:08 LFPB 06/04/2022 05:15 upPz 0610412022 07-23
k) CRF KSOF_OMDB BV urs 2 965,0 963,50 308,50 656,50 0104/2022 17:13 004/202218:16 LCCCFIR 010442022 13:23 LGGGUR 010442022 18:53
s CPF | EDOF L) A3z OLH 1 1340 63,30 280 SO0 0Z04Z02206:26  02NIZ02203:00 E0oF 0210412022 05:43 LE) 020420220314
200 cPF LIcA LIME B738 AR 1 w0z 307.70 84060 /140 OMOMIE221853  OTMGIZ02220:33 LA 07042022 44 LIME 07042022 2051
15832 CPF LIRA_LIPR P1a0 2z 1 533.0 232.20 B7I0 425.90 0404/2022 08:43 040442022 03:53 LIRA 0410412022 08:28 LIPR 040412022 10: 4
16893 CPF LdLJ_LWwSK C304 2z 1 872,0 688,70 564,20 307,80 030412022 13:08 030412022 14:38 LiLd 03/04/2022 12:56 L'w/SK. 0310412022 15: 14
24038 CRF LLBG_LIMC B733 ELY 1 573.0 304,80 258,30 320,70 0104/2022 15:13 00412022 16:14 LCCCFIR 0104/2022 1210 umc 010412022 18:37
%z cPF LN LIRA a3 il 1 840 164,30 8,40 4ESED  ONDMZIZZTRZI  QGI4IZQZZ 1403 LRH 0BI042022 1303 LR DEID412022 14:21
3105 CPF EHAMLLRO 431 we 1 8450 28270 25820 3BIE0  OBOAZOZ2E3E  0BOAI20221ES3 EHAM  0BI042022 133 LRa 081042022 T7.08
54393 CPF LEPA_LIRM A3z20 EJU 1 827.0 5 431.00 336.00 1210412022 08:26 1210412022 03:38 LEPA 120412022 0748 LIRN 120412022 03:58
55118 CPF LIRP_OLBA C304 i 1 10630 5B T46,70 36,30 121042022 10:53 120042022 12:32 LIRP 1210412022 10:46 LCCCFIR 121042022 1441
58683 CRF LIML_LIRN A320 T 1 12320 517,40 510,30 72170 1310412022 0B:56 131042022 10:28 LML 1310412022 DB:41 LIRN 1310412022 10:43
s0ses cPF LPLLRP caos o 1 720 2,20 19360 SB20 TN04Z022TRDI TMOGIZOZ2 S22 LFI 131042022 13,02 LFP 1310412022 15:36
seiet cPF LRA_LIPH P30 7z 1 2650 34200 52000 140420220825 WAOIZ022 1008 LRA 141042022 08:10 LPH 141042022 10:45
8102 CPF LFPG_LICC A3z20 EJU 1 1780 646,80 53120 TRO412022 1:23 TI04i2022 1324 LFPG 1710442022 10:06 Lcc 17042022 13:33
81528 CPF LBSF_LICC BY38 AR 1 8120 482,70 329,30 170412022 11:46 7042022 1303 LBSF 171042022 1:03 Licc 170412022 13:22
e15a1 CRF LIRF_LICC A313 T 1 56,0 420,40 33560 17104i2022 12.02 17042022 1302 LIRF 1TI04i2022 1153 Lcc 1TI04i2022 1313
sz CPF LIRZ_LIRE PO 2z 1 4470 22,20 4480 EWDWZOZZTLAG  ZOI4IZOZZTEIT LRz 200412022 1,29 LRE 201042022 439
aize CPF LEOLKFR B3 = 1 84,0 d05.40 EE)  ZONIZQZZIEI 2004120221354 LED 200412022 1218 LKPR 20i04i2022 55
103093 CPF LICO_LIRM Dzzs ZZE 1 0510 483,70 SB7.30 2W04iZ022 1503 21042022 1T:53 Lico 2W04Z022 151 LIRN 2042022 18:08
2633 CPF LIRS_EDMA ESSP 2z 2z 334.0 6210 B71.30 2310442022 T11F 2304120221353 LIRS 231042022 03:14 EDMA 2310412022 W: 17
136026 CPF LIMJ_LIRE P1a0 222 1 B73,0 354,70 318,30 28/04/202203:28 280412022 10:35 L 28/04/202203:14 LIRE 281042022 10:50
152786

2w

152788 T

2789

Sheet1 “ Elab_i#1 “ test B Elab #1(2) | Foglios c [
Pronto  Modalité Filtro  $ Accessibilita: verifica =) B -——

4 April — ENFO2 LIRA_LIPR —P180 - +100 KM due to Military needs

Additional distances due to different reasons

A further inconsistency in monitoring the KPI KEA is the lack of assessment of flight constrains not attributable to
either the ATS network or air traffic management, but deriving, for example, from: adverse weather conditions,
holdings, repositioning/carriers for MA, RWY change in use , AUs choices, vectoring/heading assigned for Safety
Reason, etc.

The trajectories that are flown for reasons not attributable to the ATS network and air traffic management cannot
be accurately estimated, but compromise the value and significance of accounting for the additional flight distance.
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of the single european sky

Additional distances due to different reasons - April — additional distance on City Pair

Extract from PRU’s Flight list — Additional distances >100/<105 KM due to all reasons

City_Pai-1| ARCRAFT_TYPE— WAFT_OF - INTFY - [LUHKOFLOWMOKN - | MX_DIRECT KM - | MX_ACHEVED K - lrenza GCD vi¥| ENTRY_TIME - EXIT_TME _|-| ORIGMLOC-| ORIGIM TIME -| DESTINATION LOC-| DESTIMATION_TIME|-|
SHIMN_CEME RAM 1 W30 033,60 . 00,20 0104120220252 OWO4/2022 03:54 GHMN 0412022 0403 LGGGUR 00472022 04:23
(OEIN_GHMH E783 RAM 1 0380 1031,30 335,70 102,30 OU04/2022 1d:34  OND4I2022 15:51 LGGEUR  0li0d12022 343 GMMN 010412022 18:01

LFEO_LIRF ET38 RYR 1 303,0 247.20 200,30 102,70 020042022 0330 020042022 10:00 LFEO 0210412022 08:37 LIRF 0210412022 10: 16
LOzA_LIRF A320 RYR 1 350 224,20 21450 00,40 0210412022 1160 020042022 12:20 Loza 02104/2022 1428 LIFF 0200412022 12:33

LICJ_LIRF A320 Ty 1 35,0 308,00 28210 102,50 0200412022 12:32 02/041202213:08 (=] 0210412022 12:23 LIFF 0210412022 15:24

SMM2_CEME ET85 RAM 1 854,0 853,40 751,00 103,00 03104/2022 04:38 0310412022 05:27 GHMX 0310412022 02:47 LGGEUR 0310412022 06:09
EGEE_LIRN B3aM TOM 1 8010 719,80 700,50 100,10 04104/20220T:dd 0410412022 08:43 EGEE 0410412022 06:23 LIRN 0410412022 03:01
(GIMMI_OTTA ET36 RAM 1 306,0 301,30 203,50 10250 050412022 14:5T 050412022 15:17 GHMN 0510412022 13:12 LIRRUR 0510412022 15:17
LLEG_GMM~ ET36 ELY 1 35,0 366,80 834,50 00,40 050412022 16:36 0510412022 15:11 LCCCFIR 05104/2022 1d:14 GMHR 0510412022 20:58
LIMC_LICC: BT3¢ EED 1 04,0 305,40 302,50 0110 05104i2022 20:33 0510412022 23:32 LIMC 0510412022 20:24 LicT 0510412022 23:47
EODB_LICE A3Z0 EJl 1 02,0 037,30 338,00 104,00 Q71042022 0334 OTIOKZ0ZZ10:53 EODB 0710412022 05:43 LicT 07I04f2022 1107
LIMJ_EGKE GLST 222 1 253,0 254,10 155,10 103,50 070412022 10:22 __ O7/04i202210:40 LIt Q7412022 10:13 EGKE O7iD4f2022 12:12
GMME_OMAC GLFG 722 1 47,0 343,50 543,40 0250 OBOAIZ0ZZ 1122 OBI0GIZ0ZZ 1616 GHIME OE/042022 1545 LEGGUR OEM012022 16.53
KPHL_LIRF B85 AAL 1 305,0 304,10 202,80 102,20 0304i2022 06:32 OMOKZ0ZZ 0651 EISNUR 0300412022 0: 17 LIFF 030412022 07:08
EGAA_LATI BTS2 722 1 83,0 776,40 68110 01,30 0220501 1204120220555 EGAA 1200402022 02:42 Lat 1200412022 08:13
LCPH_ENN cLen 222 1 2720 262,70 188,50 103,50 IAZ02210:06 2042022 T3S LEPH 1200412022 0823 EINN 1200412022 13:29
LFPG_OLBA A332 cm 1 13930 1389,60 283,30 103,70 ZIAZ022 1706 202022 16:41 LFPG 1210412022 16: 20 LCCCFIR 1200412022 20:17
ETNW_ORAA Ad0D GAF 1 0460 1012,00 343,70 102,30 WI04I202209.48  MI04/2022 TN ETH 10412022 08.47 LCCCFIR 140412022 13:.04
LKPR_LIRN AZH Wz 1 32,0 684,30 631,00 101,00 1504120220743 15/04/2022 08:37 LKPR 1510412022 07:10 LIRN 1500412022 08:51
LIRP_LICA E738 RYR 1 92,0 601,40 588,30 103,70 1504120221100 150420221159 LIRR 15I0412022 10:52 Lica 0412022 12.12
EIDW_LIRN A320 EN 3 47,0 681,30 645,80 100,20 6I041202207:09  16/04/2022 08:05 EDW 1610412022 0527 LIRN 160412022 08:17
LEMO_LRG) 4313 IBE 1 394,0 347,10 293,30 100,70 BI041202208:44 1610412022 03:17 LEMD 60442022 07:22 LRQ 1610412022 03:31
LIPE_LICC B38M RYR 1 8140 725,40 0,30 03,10 04120221340 1710412022 .44 LIPE 1710412022 13.30 Lcc 170412022 14:56
LIRG_LEBL A [ 1 38,0 317,30 275,80 102,20 104120222118 1710412022 2145 LRO) 04120222110 LEBL TI4i2022 22:32
GMIMN_CEME B788 RAM 1 0330 036,30 937,90 o1 1804120220239 18I04/2022 03:43 GMMN 18I04/2022 0048 LGGGUR 1800412022 0418
LLEG_GMM~ E738 1R 1 0100 008,00 08,30 o170 WBI04202214:35 1810412022 1556 LECCFIR 1BI0412022 12.33 GMM 180412022 18:30
LFMA_EGLL A3z0 BAW 1 266,0 229,30 85,00 101,00 1904120221012 1910412022 10:33 LFMN 1910412022 1004 EGLL 190412022 1158
LEBL_LOWSW a3z0 WG 1 44,0 B11.80 54180 102,20 10412022 1044 1304/2022 11,30 LEBL 1910412022 10:04 LW 1I0H2022 1214
LIRKL_EINN B763 cHe 1 90,0 633,10 586,70 103,30 20104/202207:38 2010412022 08:30 LIRN 2010412022 07:25 EINN 20004/2022 10:36
GMIMN_CEWE B783 RAM 1 0330 034,80 937,70 01,30 2104/202202:3¢  2W04/202203:40 GMMN 210402022 0044 LGGGUR 210412022 0416
EOOL_LEPA £320 EWG 1 408,0 400,80 306,30 L7 2104120220458 210412022 05:23 EDDL 210412022 04:11 LEPA 20412022 06:31
LSGG_LIED Azon E2S 1 596.0 533.70 433,30 02,70 2104/202210:24 2102022 11 LSG6 210412022 10.03 LEQ 2042022 11:29
LIEA_LIRP B3aM RYR 1 7.0 255,30 245,00 102.00 2104120221138 2110412022 12,03 LEA 210412022 11:30 LRP 202022 12:1
LBSF_LERT B763 cHe 1 7.0 946,00 846,30 00,10 2210412022001 22104i202201:24 LBSF 210412022 23:13 LERT 2200412022 03:20
LEPA_EDDR A320 EWG 1 310 308,10 208,80 102.20 2200412022133 2210420221358 LEPA 2210412022 12:40 EOOR 22004/2022 14:35
EDDB_LICC cssn perd 1 1030 08320 n02.50 00,50 2210412022 1740 2210412022 13:19 EODB 2210412022 16:30 ucc 2200412022 1935
LEPA_EDDR a320 EWG 1 3100 306,30 203,40 100,60 23104/202206:31 2310412022 06:53 LEPA 2310412022 05:42 EOOR 2310412022 0731
GMFK_LLBG CLen perd 1 70,0 963.30 863,40 100,60 2310412022 1201 2310412022 13:03 GMFK 2310412022 10:23 LCCCFIR 2310412022 14:48
LEPA_EDDR A320 EWG 1 Lo 308,10 2120 100,80 2404120220731 2410412022 0753 LEPA, 2410412002 06:37 EOOR 240412022 08:34
LMML_L¥GE cesn wTB 1 664.0 656,80 553,30 0410 24I042022 401 241042022 14:58 LMML 2410412022 1350 LHGE 2410412022 16:43
LLBG_GMMX B33 ELY 1 72,0 870,00 870,20 0180 250412022 16:22 2510420221737 LECCFIR 2510412022 14:24 G 25104(2022 1358
LIEA_LIRP B3aM RYR 1 346.0 254.10 244,50 0150 26104/202206:47  2604202207.13 LEA 2610412022 06:40 LRP 2610412022 07:25
EGGO_LIED A320 EZY 1 534.0 534,50 49130 102,70 2600412022 12:33  26i0412022 13: 17 EGGO 2610412022 11 16 LEQ 2610412022 13:37
OEIN_GMMM B788 RAM 1 0380 035,60 35,40 103,60 260412022 .27 2610420221542 LGGGUR 2610420221333 G 2610412022 17:50
LMF_LEQ A320 El 1 5010 434,50 395,40 104.60 26I04/202218:39  26i041202213:19 LIMF 2610412022 18:30 LEQ 2610412022 19:38
GMHMN_LGIR G280 perd 1 0380 030,00 35,20 102.80 2T104/2022 0653 2710412022 07:59 GMMN 2710412022 05:01 LGR 270412022 08:50
EDMO_LIBF D228 zzz 1 45,0 631.00 644,20 100,80 ZTN04/2022 0758 2710412022 03:43 EOMO 2710412022 07:33 LIBF 2H04iz022 1011
LIRP_LEA e RYR 1 344.0 243,30 242,80 120 ZBIDHZ0ZZ 0B ZBIONZOZZ 10:43 LIRP 2810412022 10:11 LIEA 281042022 054

27/32



/P R B Performance review body =
of the single european sky

KEA - analysis additional distance on City_Pair (2/2)

28/32

Additional distances on City Pair due to different reasons - April 2022

1 aprile = WZZ10JJ LICJ_LIMC  +467 KM due to Holdings

T

FE e

4 April —TOM8NX EGBB_LIRN + 100 KM due to holdings to lose altitude
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2 April — RYR7649 LFBO_LIRF + 102 KM due to Airport constrains (RWY 25 ARR)

2 April —ITY1784 LICJ_LIRF + 102 KM due to Airport constrains (RWY 25 ARR)
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5 April —= RAM572 GMMN_DTTA +102 KM due to AU constrains

& % |[EUROCONTROL] NEST

Hg Flight: AA35813593 Actual. Delay sum : 0 min

Slight Information Select Route Entities

Departure: LIMC Dep time: 05/04/2022 20:24 | Navigation Points E Only Standard Items

= e

e

EY

Arrival: LICC Arr time:  05/04/2022 00:29 a Elementary Sectors E Latitude/Longitude
Callsign:  BBD623 RFL: 290 D Collapse Sectors E Crossed Duration
Airline: BED Aircraft:  B734 (M) [ accs E Exit Time
Date Time Airport  Elementary Sector  Flight Level  Latitude  Longitude (4
- @ 05/04/2022 20:28:53 - LIMMANM 106 45°39'41" 873927 Of
- @ 05/04/2022 20:31:32 - LIMMADE 170 45°28'30" 971718 OCg
@ 05/04/2022 20:32:38 - LIMMEN2 193 45°2319" 972520" O
- @ 05/04/2022 20:33:46 - LIMMES2 221 45717'52" 9°73349" O
@ 05/04/2022 20:47:25 - LIPPSD2 200 44739'46" 10°59'33" 0
- @ 05/04/2022 23:11:37 - LICOMAOZ1 290 44711'45" 11°56'48" 0
- (@ 05/04/2022 23:11:37 - LIR21AU 290 44°11'45" 11°56'48" 00
@ 05/04/2022 23:11:37 - LIR21X 290 44711'43" 1173648 O
- @ 05/04/2022 23:13:57 - LIR26 290 44°03'27" 12717440 00
@ 05/04/2022 23:23:19 - LICOMAO42 290 43716'22" 1372205" 0
- @ 05/04/2022 23:23:19 - LIBBND2 290 43716'22" 13°22'05" 00
05/04/2022 23:35:18 - LIR51C 200 42°00'27" 1470612 00
@ 05/04/2022 23:36:24 - LIRRUS2 290 41752'24" 14704417 O
- 05/04/2022 23:43:39 - LIRRTS2 290 41°00'34" 14°07'01" 0
@ 05/04/2022 23:52:38 - LIRRESZ 290 39°58'25" 14°03'05" O
- @ 06/04/2022 00:06:55 - LIRRES1 285 38°21'32" 14726'22" 0
@ 06/04/2022 00:10:56 - LICZCR 190 37°56'06" 14°4125" 00
- W 06/04/2022 00:29:10 LICC - o 37°28'00" 15°03'50"  OCRY)
v
<€ : ]

Traf’ﬁctyue:‘ o Actual

>
=1

30/32

188HH

5 April - BBD623 — B734 — LIMC_LICC +101 KM due to AU behavior (FL 290 as cruising level)
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4.5 Poland
Context Comments Justification (if necessary)

(3) "The objective of the Traffic
Light System is to alert each
Member State on environmental
performance and to highlight ar-
eas where ANSP(s) can poten-
tially improve. This is a useful tool
to promote discussion, notwith-
standing its limitations (outlined
in the previous report).”

The report does not provide any highlights re-
garding possible improvements - no advice is
provided by the PRB what can be done by indi-
vidual States/ANSPs to improve the situation.
The very simplified report, with simple compar-
ison of YoY evolution of figures, without detailed
analysis of reasons for change and quantifica-
tion of impact of external vs. internal factors
does not stimulate informed discussion but ra-
ther makes the readers to draw not right conclu-
sions.

(6) "The Traffic Light System fo-
cusses on the actual performance
from 2016 to 2022 and compares
the output of the indicators es-
tablished in the Regulation
within the environment KPA (Key
Performance Area) rather than
considering specific actions taken
to influence environmental per-
formance.”

In practice, the main body of the report presents
only comparison of 2022 vs. 2021, not a full
analysis of trends over 2016-2022 with underly-
ing changes in the operating environment.

The report should provide further information
on the traffic evolution and its impact on ENV
performance — simple performance of 2022 re-
sults with 2021 when the traffic levels were sig-
nificantly lower and when impact of the war was
not existing, does not provide the right percep-
tion and leads to unrightful conclusions.

(9) "The Union-wide targets set
for horizontal flight efficiency
acknowledge that zero deviation
is not possible or desirable, be-
cause external factors (such as
meteorological conditions and
airspace circumnavigation be-
cause of military activities) influ-
ence the actual routes flown.
These factors are considered in
the targets. Other external fac-
tors include the decisions taken
by airspace users, which may be
influenced by the factors above
as well as route charges. In its An-
nual Monitoring, the PRB deter-
mines how Member States con-
tribute to achieving the Union-
wide targets for horizontal flight

efficiency.”

The Union-wide targets do not take into account
changed external environment, specifically the
military aggression on Ukraine and its conse-
quences for HFE/KEA performance. Current
scope of military activities, especially in the east-
ern part of the EU, is much wider than consid-
ered during the process of developing Union-
wide RP3targets. This should be duly note inthe
TRS report.

(23) "As a consequence of Rus-
sia’s unprovoked invasion of
Ukraine, Baltic and Northern Eu-
ropean Member States have seen
a loss in overflights from traffic
flows from the Middle East and
Asia, which have re-routed via
the South-Eastern ~ Member
States.”

We propose to add: "... Baltic (including Poland)

.”—usually, reference to the Baltic States co-
vers Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, while Poland
was also highly impacted by the invasions.

(25) "In addition to the deteriora-
tion of KEA, Member States have
also experienced an overall

As indicated above, at many airports 2022 was
marked with significant traffic increase as com-
pared to 2021, Comparison of 2022
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deterioration of terminal environ-
mental performance in 2022
compared to 2021. In most Euro-
pean air-ports there has been an
increase in additional arrival se-
quencing and metering area
(ASMA) and taxi-out time com-
pared to 2021 in addition to a re-
duction in the percentage of arri-
vals performing CDOs.”

performance should rather be made in relation
to pre-pandemic times, and not 2020-2021
when the traffic was low.

(29) "In total, 112 Member States
have improved their KEA score. In
addition to Malta and Cyprus (as
mentioned above), Belgium, Bul-
garia, France, Greece, Hungary,
Italy, the Netherlands, Poland,
and Spain have also displayed an
improvement in KEA scores. The
KEA score has deteriorated for
more than half of Member States
with Estonig  Finland, Latvig,
Lithuania, and Poland showing
the highest deterioration being
directlyimpacted by the effects of
Russia’s war of aggression
against Ukraine.”

In Poland, KEA indicator deteriorated over 2022
as compared to previous years — due to closed
airspace behind Poland’s eastern border and re-
strictions for air carriers to operate as earlier —
both resulting from the outbreak of the war.

Poland is not among the countries that
improved the KEA score in 2022.
The second part of the paragraph is cor-
rect in terms of reference to the KEA re-
sult achieved by Poland in 2022.

(Table 1) “Poland - KEA and
ASMA scores are worse than SES
average but have improved com-
paredto 2021.”

It is unclear how the quoted sentence is related
to paragraph 29 (quoted above), where Poland
is mentioned as one of the States with the larg-
est deterioration of KEA and to the red lights in-
dicated in the table.

The results of KEA and ASMA for Poland
in 2022 were worse than in 2021.

(43) "The indicators used for the
Traffic Light System methodol-
ogy are those defined by the Reg-
ulation (Annex |, Section |, Parts
2.2and 2.2).”

Annex |, Section 1 to Regulation 2019/317 does
not mention ASMA, AXOT or CDO. It seems
that Section 1 was wrongly quoted here.




