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Abstract

The yearly produced ESSIP Report closes the loop between planning (Level 3 of the
Master Plan — ESSIP Plan) and reporting (LSSIP) in the yearly ESSIP/LSSIP cycle.

The ESSIP Report for 2014 assesses the ECAC implementation progress at the end of
2014, of all objectives represented at Level 3 of the ATM Master Plan. For each of the
Level 3 objectives it highlights critical issues, main reasons for delays, link to
performance and where applicable positive trends and evolutions. Remedial actions are
proposed for consideration of all ATM stakeholders.
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The ESSIP Report 2014 Executive Summary provides the main findings of the report.
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Comparing to 2013, the number of Level 3 implementation objectives progressing “on time”in 2014 has reduced. At the same
time the number of objectives showing delays or risk of delays has increased. This indicates that the level of implementation
activities in 2014 has reduced.

It appears that one of the possible reasons might be the change of the European Implementation Framework. The European
Commission designated the SESAR Deployment Manager to lead the deployment of main SESAR technologies (Pilot Common
Project Regulation 716/2014). Significant funding was announced for prospective projects that satisfy the funding criteria
and bring performance benefits to the Network. It is hoped that this will foster implementation of some objectives which are
currently lacking behind. This is supported by the fact that many delayed Level 3 objectives in 2014 relate to improvements
linked to the Preliminary Deployment Programme, such as IPv6 implementation, Flight Message Transfer Protocol (FMTP) or
Coordination and Transfer (COTR).

ESSIP Report for 2012 in one of its findings first indicated the possibility of delays in implementing the objectives linked
to interoperability IRs (Aeronautical Data Quality, Air-Ground Data Link, Coordination and Transfer, Flight Message Transfer
Protocol, Surveillance Performance and Interoperability). Since then subsequent editions of ESSIP Report repeatedly addressed
this issue and detected further cumulating delays as the Final Operational Capability (FOC) dates were approaching.

In the ESSIP Report for 2014 these delays crossed the level of 50% of the States being late per individual objective (with
the exception of the SPI objective). As some of these regulated items are pre-requisites for the implementation of ATM
functionalities as defined in the PCP Regulation (EC regulation 716/2014), some corrective measures need to be taken to
address these implementation issues. In this light, a recommendation to the European Commission is addressed in the report.
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Around 50% of the
States are late in
implementation, per
individual objective

Completed Party Planned Late No Plan Not
Completed Applicable

ATM technology overview shows that there is no synchronised approach to technology
deployment among the ANSPs.

The ground based ATM technology picture in the region has not changed much since the former issue of the ESSIP
Report. Based on the compliancy situation at ESSIP objective level it is clear that the planned dates for major functional
upgrades to the ATC systems are not well coordinated among neighbouring States. The same can be concluded for the
States collaborating under a FAB initiative. With few exceptions, the FAB states are not well coordinated when it comes to
synchronized implementation of improvements in accordance with the ESSIP Plan.
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One reason for this is the strong dependency on system manufacturers’ delivery capability that each State/ANSP will have to
take into account. ANSPs are facing challenges when it comes to integrating systems delivered by different manufacturers.
Nevertheless, this situation calls for more integrated planning amongst ANSPs in order to synchronize the time for introduction
of new capability with the ATM Master Plan and the lower level planning instruments. In this context, the exercise of the first
full Deployment Programme under the responsibility of the SESAR Deployment Manager will be an important mechanism to
enhance the regional harmonization of capabilities.

This report collects information from 42 European ANSPs. Out of these, eight plan large-scale system replacements in the
period 2015 to 2022. This also implies that the majority of those ANSPs take an evolutionary approach to their system
capability evolution, which underlines that most players have chosen to work long-term with their ATM system technology
partner in order to evolve their system capability and to enhance interoperability.

Due to the establishment of the Deployment Manager role, hereunder the Preliminary Deployment Programme supported
by financial incentives, it would appear that investors have been waiting to see those instruments in place in order to better
position their capability enhancement initiatives and strengthen the local business cases.

Thus, for the ANSPs deployment still depends on system manufacturer’s capabilities and capacity and at the end of the day
the approach technology, deployment is defined through the investor’s individual decision-making.
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Among Airspace Users, the equipage level continues to improve gradually and this has been a noticeable trend for some
years now. From the data material, it is not possible to relate the evolution directly to any of the two dominating root causes:

m Improvement as a consequence of fleet renewal.
= Improvement because of concrete upgrade programmes for meeting harmonisation objectives and legal requirements.
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There is one noticeable exception to this positive airborne equipage standard improvement tendency. The ACAS Il v. 7.1
implementation status is still very low. The Implementing Rule 1332/2011 mandating the carriage of ACAS Il version 7.1
within European Union airspace from 1 December 2015 by all aircraft equipped with version 7.0 would appear to be for all
practical purposes ignored by the investors on the airborne side.

The SESAR key features concept was first introduced in the European ATM Master Plan Edition 2. The aim is to present the
realisation of the SESAR target concept through strategic orientations described by four key features, which evolve through
an ongoing Deployment and R&D programme:

®m Optimised ATM Network 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Services; SESAR i : : ' ' : : . .
= Advanced Air traffic FEAKTTJLES
Services; :
= High Performing Airports;
= Enabling the Aviation
Infrastructure.
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‘Related’ is to be understood as an ESSIP objective leading into (i.e. pre-requisites to, facilitators for or part of)
a DP family.



For the Optimised Network Services key feature, some delays observed in Collaborative Flight Planning (FCMO03), are adversely
affecting the performance of the network. In the context of the SESAR Interim Deployment Programme (IDP), ANSPs were
encouraged to speed up, amongst others, the implementation of the automatic dissemination of AFP messages. Some
implementation issues are also identified in the Implementation of ground-ground automated co-ordination processes
(COTR). This objective in association with ATC17 is facilitator for the implementation of AF3, related to Flexible Airspace
Management and Free Route sub-functionalities. It is NM opinion that their delay will put at risk AF3 implementation. On
the positive side, very good progress was made in the area of Airspace Management. Significant progress has been achieved
in Advanced Airspace Management (AOM19), Direct and Free Route Implementations (AOM21).

The Advanced Air Traffic Services key feature analysis indicates that there is a considerable risk associated with the timely
adherence to the ADQ regulation and the majority of States report Planned or Late. Some delays are also identified in
implementing arrival management tools. These would appear to be caused by constraints at technical level in ATM systems
or weak business cases for the particular implementation.

In the area of Airports, dedicated key feature (High Performing Airports) shows some delays associated to implementation
of Level 1 A-SMGCS. The delays are significant being cumulated for few years now. This can have an adverse effect on
implementation of Level 2 A-SMGCS, as Level 1 is a pre-requisite. Both of the objectives are important elements of the ATM
functionality 2 and measures should be taken to minimise the risks of further delays in implementation.

The last key feature deals with aviation Infrastructure and the main implementation issues that are associated to IP6
implementation (there is a high degree of technical readiness on the ANSP level, but more limited preparedness to undertake
the actual integration work with international partners) and FMTP (the technical readiness is high among ANSPs, but the
FMTP operational implementation is more demanding. A more active role from the FAB governance structures is a natural
way of accelerating the implementation of this objective).

As noted under the ATM Technology headline above, the States collaborating under a FAB initiative do not seem to fully
engage in setting up coordinated initiatives to obtain more aligned capability evolution within each FAB. Most of the
States forming the nine European FABs are often not well coordinated in order to realise synchronized implementation of
improvements in accordance with the ESSIP Plan.

A
A A A A A
A A A A A A A
A A A A A A
A A A
A A A A A
A

A A A A A A

A A A A
Implementation on-time Risk of delay A Late A Notrelevant for FAB implementation

1 LOF and NAN messages implementation (part of COTR) are related to AGDL implementation.
2 The FOC date for AGDL implementation is postponed to 2018 (EU Regulation 2015/310 of 26th February 2015).
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This assessment is a result of expert judgement and it is based on the LSSIP 2014 information for ASP stakeholders only.

The above figure documents the implementation progress for four main categories of ESSIP objectives per FAB. It can be
concluded that the progress under the group Common Implementation Objectives (representing harmonised technical
performance of ATM functions) is satisfactory across the nine FABs.

The other three categories of ESSIP objectives show a much more diverse status and generally delays and risk of delays have
been reported within all these categories. ATC-ATC objectives indicate centre-to-centre integration, ATC-Central objectives
represent ATS unit’s integration to centralised European capabilities while the CNS objective measures harmonised
deployment of CNS infrastructure for the benefit of the airspace user.

As some of those ESSIP objectives form part of the Preliminary Deployment Programme under the responsibility of the
Deployment Manager (ex. COM09, COTR and FMTP), one reason for delayed implementation progress could be the
attractiveness in positioning those initiatives as part of a proposal under INEA's annual calls.

Having noted this should also be highlighted that many ANSPs have been putting considerable resources into FAB projects
aiming at providing Free Route Airspace or Direct Routing to customers in FABs and beyond FABs. Those improvements
will benefit ANSP’s customers directly and it is understood that prioritising such FRA/DCT user improvements is strongly
supported by the Airspace Users.

14



INTRODUCTION

The ESSIP Report is produced in June each year, based on the Local Single Sky ImPlementation documents (LSSIPs), to
address the progress made in the implementation actions during the previous year.

The ESSIP Report for 2014 completes the ESSIP Plan Edition 2014 planning cycle and is indicative of the level of stakeholders’
commitment in pursuing the challenges they face. This document is also used as an aid to assist in defining an appropriate
strategy to follow and to prepare for the ESSIP Plan - Edition 2015.

The ESSIP Report for 2014 is an official deliverable of the SESAR WP C.02, Task 7, Deployment Reports and Assessments. In this
respect, ESSIP Report for 2014 provides an input for the maintenance of the Level 2 and Level 3 of the European ATM Master
Plan. This is illustrated on the figure below.

European ATM

Master Plan
Level 1 and 2

Level 3
ESSIP Plan ESSIP Report

ESSIP/LSSIP yearly cycle

Figure 1: European ATM Master Plan implementation planning and reporting framework

Structure of the document

This report is structured as follows:

m  Chapter 1: Executive Summary provides the summary of the most important findings in the report.

m  Chapter 2: The Overview of SESAR Deployment Progress in 2014 provides the overall view on the implementation of
ATM Master Plan Level 3 implementation objectives; it gives main trends in the implementation and presents progress in

implementing main technological enablers.

m  Chapter 3: The SESAR Key Features View provides the assessment of progress of main operational changes related to
four SESAR Key Features.

m  Chapter 4: FAB View considers the implementation progress per FAB by taking into account all those Level 3 implemen-
tation objectives linked to SESAR Key Features and also objectives considered as relevant by individual FABs.

ESSIP Report 2014 15



The report is completed by the following Annexes:

which provides a summary of all recommendations in ESSIP Report 2014, but also a feedback on
the actions covered by recommendations in ESSIP Report for 2013.

, which includes individual progress reports for all active ESSIP
objectives.

, which includes all acronyms used in the report.

, which provides a complete list of contributors to this report.

Information sources

The main information sources for the production of this document are LSSIP State reports. In order to ensure the quality and
consistency of LSSIP information, two data assessments took place in 2015:

LSSIP in-cycle review: objective coordinators perform an assessment to make sure that the content is clear, information
complete and guidance for implementation progress applied correctly;

ESSIP objective experts review: before LSSIP reporting is closed, the information is sent to designated experts in EURO-
CONTROL for assessment. For each ESSIP objective there is a dedicated expert in EUROCONTROL working in the field
covered by the specific objective. The purpose of this check is to ensure the consistency of reported information with
other data sources in EUROCONTROL and to challenge the States to report consistently. Once EUROCONTROL experts
have provided their view, the comments are sent back to States, so the LSSIP information can be improved where needed.

The purpose of the mandatory LSSIP in-cycle review is to assess whether the reported information is complete and if it is in
line with the objective progress assessment guidance. Also, the aim is to identify possible inconsistencies in the reporting.
In addition to LSSIP information, other sources used in this report are:

EUROCONTROL PRISME Fleet information related to Airspace Users;

CAPEX information extracted from approved RP2 Performance Plans to link SESAR Deployment and CAPEX information;
and

OLDI information extracted from the FMTP database in EUROCONTROL.
It is important to mention that the reported information analysed in this report is related to ESSIP Plan Edition 2014, based on
ATM Master Plan Dataset 11. However, this report takes into account ATM Master Plan Dataset 13, frozen in October 2014

in relevant graphs and figures. This is because the difference between Dataset 11 and Dataset 13, that impacted Level 3 of
the Master Plan, were minor.

Recommendations

This report contains a number of recommendations aimed at specific States, specific National Stakeholders, Airspace
Users, FABs, EUROCONTROL, EASA and the European Commission. These recommendations are designed to improve the
harmonised implementation of the ESSIP objectives and related Ol steps or enablers, across ECAC.
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THE OVERVIEW OF SESAR DEPLOYMENT
PROGRESS IN 2014

1. The overall progress of Level 3 ATM Master Plan implementation
objectives in 2014

Figure 2 depicts the comparison of Level 3 implementation
progress for years 2013 and 2014. The number of Level 3

implementation objectives progressing “on time” has reduced. 3
At the same time, number of Level 3 implementation objectives g \
that show delays in implementation increased, in the same way § L2
as the number of objectives showing some potential risks of = e 7
delay. Overall, the implementation progress worsened in 2014, E
comparing with 2013 results. z
&

The main reason for this is a postponed implementation of A
several implementation objectives related to essential ATM rE'"
functionalities (e.g. migration to IPv6.1, or FMTP implementation). v 3 4
In comparison to 2013, the average ESSIP Compliance

. 2013 2014
Rate (measures the level of compliance between the local
implementation plans and The European Plan) also a shows — ONTIME RISKOF DELAY = LATE
slight reduction in 2014 (- 2%). Figure 2: ESSIP Implementation progress in 2013

and 2014

The main reason for this is a postponed implementation of several implementation objectives related to essential ATM
functionalities (e.g. migration to IPv6.1, or FMTP implementation).

In comparison to 2013, the average ESSIP Compliance Rate (measures the level of compliance between the local
implementation plans and The European Plan) also a shows slight reduction in 2014 (- 2%).

ESSIP Compliance Rate = (# Objectives Completed + 0.8 x # Objectives Partly Completed + 0.5 x # Objectives Planned)
/ (Total # Objectives - # Objectives Not Applicable)

ORGSR
87%

80%
77%
3% [k
70%70%
65% 67% 67% 67%58%
629 63% 63%
58% 599,60% 60%
56%
530454%
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Figure 3: ESSIP Compliance Rate 2014
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As figure 3 shows, the lowest ESSIP Compliance Rate is calculated for Bosnia and Georgia. These two States should invest
more effort in implementing ESSIP objectives based on SES legislation and SESAR improvements. It is expected that
implementation activities will improve in 2015. This is because newly inaugurated ANSP in Bosnia and Herzegovina started
its initial activities, and Georgia has joined EUROCONTROL as full member and therefore can benefit of the support provided
to Member States.

To increase implementation activities related to SES and SESAR improvements

LB with support of EUROCONTROL.

N

. Delays in implementation of ATM Master Plan Level 3 objectives

Table 1 below illustrates the calendar of likely completion of the ESSIP objectives that were assessed as “late” in 2014. The
estimate for completion (taking into account the ESSIP achievement criteria — 80% of applicability area having reported all
actions as “completed”), based on statements made by individual National Stakeholders on those delayed objectives, is marked
with the symbol 4. Objectives that, based on 2014 data analysis, fulfil the achievement criteria are indicated with ‘Ach’

Estimated delay of achievement

- [EIEIEIEIEIEIEIET « EIEIEIEN
A L 4

R
R
R o
A 4
| R .
| R o
A e
A
o s e
R
R °
s e -
R
s e
s e

Table 1: Estimated objective implementation delays according to LSSIP 2014

3 It should be noted that FOC date for AGDL implementation is postponed to 2018 (EU Regulation 2015/310 of 26th February 2015)
4 Only for action with FOC date 12/2013

—
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The estimated delay for completion of ESSIP objectives indicated in Table 1, compared to the initial endorsed date, varies
from one to eight years, with an average of around three years.

Local Stakeholders that declared delays in implementation of FCM01, AOP04.1, SAF10, INFO4,

NAV03, AOP03, ENVO1, ITY-AGDL, ITY-ADQ, COM09, COM10, ITY-FMTP and ITY-COTR, to take Local Stakeholders
corrective measures to reduce the implementation delays.

As already indicated in last year’s report, the particular concern is the implementation of regulated interoperability
implementation objectives based on EU legislation. Four Level 3 implementation objectives (ADQ, AGDL, COTR, and FMTP),
related both to IR and Operational Improvements in the Master Plan have shown delays in implementation in 2014. Figure
4 depicts the situation in 2014, with comparison of last two years. As most of these items are identified as pre-requisite
technologies for the implementation of ATM functionalities, corrective measures should be applied in order to minimise the
risks of delayed implementation of ATM functionalities.

Around 50% of the
States are late in
implementation, per
individual objective

-
-~ -
-
e = = -

Completed Party Planned Late No Plan Not
Completed Applicable

Figure 4: Cumulated delays in implementation of interoperability objectives

REC-2014-3

(equal to REC- Define corrective measures to address delays in implementation of interoperability objectives.
2013-2)
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3. ATM Master Plan Level 3 achievement outlook

Figure 5 below shows a five years ESSIP achievement outlook. The upper side of the figure shows historic achievement data
and the lower side provides information about ESSIP objectives planned to be achieved by 2016.

| Objectives that were supposed to be
. _______} achlevedin 2014 and 2015 based on 2013
_ | reporting
: . ot S <
SRCOMCA E...E?.'!‘??...: Objectives planned to be achieved in next
SRC-AUDI | COM10 | two years based on 2014 reporting
e ememenan {
SAFOS \ FCM01 |
3 Jr—— )
SAFO4 LOITY-FMTP |
L aaasrwsranns
| HUMOL.1 | SAF10 |
| GENO1 | | SRCCHNG | | Amco2.2
AOP09 | AOP012 | | SRC-RLMK
AOPO8 | _AOM20 | | SRCSLRD |

2012 |

2013 | [ 2014 |

Figure 5: ESSIP achievement outlook

Three ESSIP objectives will be proposed as “achieved” in 2014 (fulfilled the 80% achievement criteria). These are the legacy
SRC objectives RLMK and SLRD, and also the STCA Level 2 implementation objective (ATC02.2).

Red dashed squares, presented in figure 5, show the delta between what was supposed to be achieved according to 2013
reporting, and how those plans have realised in 2014. Out of nine objectives that were planned to be achieved in ECAC in
2014, only three have actually been achieved. Based on LSSIP 2014 information, there should be nine objectives reaching
the 80% achievement criteria in the ECAC region in 2015. However, based on the experience from last year, there are some
reservations on whether this implementation level will be reached. Therefore, better local planning processes are necessary
to forecast future technology evolution with more reliability.

ESSIP objectives SRC-SLRD, SRC-RLMK and ATC02.2 should be proposed as ‘Achieved’

REC-2014-4 WPC.02 T006

for the ESSIP Plan Edition 2015.
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4. ATM technology overview and evolution

The ATM technology overview was first presented in the ESSIP Report for 2013, building on the information related to ATC
system upgrades schedule in different ECAC States. For the ESSIP Report 2014, some additional technology information is
presented to show progress of implementation for some of the most important technological enablers that are essential for
the timely implementation of SESAR.

4,1 ANSP technology

The last two editions of this report include recommendations that call for more coordination between the ANSPs on system
deployment and capabilities implementation (REC-2013-5). So far, for most of the ANSPs, opportunities for a seamless
evolution of ATM systems were not a priority and the approach to technology deployment was more on an individual basis.

4.1.1 Technical Capabilities

In order to present the current availability of some of the most important technology elements/capabilities represented at
Level 3 of the Master Plan, the LSSIP 2014 information was analysed and presented in Table 2 (data is extracted for the main
ANSP of each ECAC State). The colour coding indicacStates participating in the same FAB initiative. The States marked in grey
colour do not participate in any of the existing FAB initiatives.
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Table 2: Technological capabilities per LSSIP State n.a. not applicable n.p.no plan M achieved
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Figure 6 below shows the implementation of OLDI messages in the ACCs covered by LSSIP (67 ACCs across the ECAC area).
The information is extracted from the EUROCONTROL FMTP database (version 2.0).

B Completed
= Planned

| |"|"I.."I'Ihlll'll"lhlllh//

ABI  ACP ACT AMA BFD (DN CFD (COD COF CRP CRQ HOP INF LAM LOF MAC MAS NAN PAC PNT RAP REV RJC RLS ROF RRV RRQ RTI SBY SCO SDM SKC TIM TIP XCM XRQ

Figure 6: OLDI messages implementation in the ECAC area

It can be observed that messages ABI (Advance Boundary Information), ACT (Activate), MAC (Abrogation of Co-ordination),
PAC (Preliminary Activation) and REV (Revision) are the only OLDI messages widely implemented by Air Navigation Service
Providers. More than 50% of ACCs in the ECAC area have either completed or have plans for the implementation of these
messages. For the rest of the OLDI messages, implementation varies from ACC to ACC.

4.1.2 ATM system upgrades and replacement
Table 3 below shows the schedule of major ATM system upgrades, as reported by the States. In total, 11 ANSPs in the
ECAC region will perform a major upgrade of the ATM system in 2015. This table also includes the scheduled year of system

replacement. In total two ECAC ANSPs have reported that they schedule system replacement in 2015. Years indicated in red
refer to a major upgrade which took place in 2014 or earlier.
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Table 3: ATM system upgrades and replacement schedule

to aircrew training. In order to collect information on the progress of these actions, it is very important to create a mechanism
of collecting information from Airspace Users (not addressed via LSSIP). Since 2012, the main source of data used to assess
Airspace Users actions in ESSIP is the EUROCONTROL PRISME Fleet information, extracted from the Flight Plans.

PRISME fleet information is used to determine the equipage levels and capabilities. The information is extracted from fields
10a, 10b and 18 of the submitted flight plans (new 2012 flight plan format). All flights in the IFPS Zone (IFPZ) in 2014 have
been used in the analysis. This corresponds to over 9,7 million flights.

For some technologies featured in this chapter, the Flight Plan will inform about the operators operational approval, which

can be different than equipage (aircraft can be equipped but because of the lack of operational approval, will not declare
that in the flight plan).
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The methodology, used for the production of this section, is similar to last year and comprises the following:

First stage: the analysis of the PRISME Fleet information presented per class of Airspace Users (Scheduled, Non-scheduled/
charter, Military, Business, Cargo, Low-fare and other - all flights that could not be classified in these groups);

Second stage: this analysis was provided to representatives of all categories of Airspace Users participating in C.02 project.
Based on their feedback, this chapter was produced.

Table 4 below shows percentage of flights in IFPS zone per type of Airspace User that had certain technological capabilities
on-board, enabling them to use specific operational services. Table 4 also includes the comparison between data in 2013 and
2014 illustrating the progress of the fleet equipage.
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Table 4: Airspace Users equipage
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Figure 7: Airspace Users equipage levels in 2013 and 2014
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Figure 7 shows integrated results of Airspace Users equipage evolution for all flights in IFPS zone in 2014, regardless of the
category of Airspace User. It can be observed that there is a progress for each of the technologies presented, except ACAS II
version 7.1. The best progress is marked for Data-Link equipage (+6%) and 8.33 kHz below FL195 (+7%).

REC-2014-
G Investigate the progress of ACASII equipage as mandated in Commission Regulation (EU)

1332/2011, in particular the issues related to operators operational approval of this technology.

(equal to REC-
2013-13)

In addition to PRISME Fleet information, some data was obtained regarding rotorcraft fleet equipage levels?. This is because
Prisme Fleet info includes only rotorcraft operations that filled the flight plan, so information for this category of operators
is limited. Additional data obtained relates to Agusta Westland IFR helicopters (AW139 and AW109), currently in production
and referred to 2013-2014:

= 8.33 khz below FL195: all AW models (AW139, AW 109 SP) are equipped as part of the standard configuration

= ADS-B: all AW139 today in production are equipped with ADS-B out as part of the standard configuration (retrofit is
available for previous versions)

= Mode S:all AW models (AW139, AW 109 SP) are equipped with Mode-S as part of the standard configuration

= RNP APCH BARO and LPV SBAS : all AW109 SP are equipped and certified as part of the standard configuration, all the AW
139 today in production are equipped and certified as part of the standard configuration (retrofit is available for previous
versions)

= RNAV 1: all AW models (AW 139, AW 109 SP) are equipped and certified for RNAV 1

= ACAS Il (TCASII): TCAS Il is certified on AW139, the equipment installation is an optional to the standard configuration.

Furthermore, all recent Airbus Helicopters IFR models in production have similar CNS capabilities.

7 Agusta Westland
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SESAR KEY FEATURES VIEW

1. The Overall European Perspective

The realisation of the SESAR target concept follows strategic orientations described by four key features, which evolve
through an ongoing Deployment and R&D programme:

= Optimised ATM Network Services;
= Advanced Air traffic Services;
= High Performing Airports;
= Enabling the Aviation Infrastructure.
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
SESAR B : ; i : T : !
KEY g _ | |
RTINS eployment Basslilne > P(I:P ATM functionalities :
s'_i E
m——  ESSIP timeline v Expected completion
(80%)
______ ESSIP FOC passed smmm ESSIPtimeline to be modified in 2015
‘Related’ is to be understood as an ESSIP objective leading into {i.e. pre-requisites to, facilitators for or part of)
a DP family.
Figure 8: SESAR Key Features
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The most important operational changes represented at Level 3 of the Master Plan (in deployment phase) are showed in
figure 8 above. These changes are mapped to SESAR key features and include the expected dates of completion at European
level (implementation completed at 80% of States in the applicability area).

For each of the ESSIP objectives related to the key features a stakeholder view is elaborated from the perspective of the lead
stakeholder. Military view is included for the key features that MIL stakeholders see as the most important. This is to provide
an additional angle (from specific stakeholder point of view) on the potential risks in implementation of these essential
operational changes. Airspace Users contribution is missing in this section as it was not coordinated in time for inclusion in
this document.

2. The Individual Key Feature Perspective

2.1.1 Brief Description and timeline
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Figure 9: Optimised ATM Network Services

Optimised ATM Network Services rely on successive phases of operation planning from long to medium and short term. In
this context, all involved ATM stakeholders progressively share more and more precise data to build a common traffic and
operational environment picture called the Network Operations Plan (NOP). This NOP is updated in real time to reflect any
changes in ATM operations.

The NOP also covers military activity, taking full account of the needs of mission trajectories and military airspace demands.
This key feature contains mature operational changes related to airspace management, solutions to enable more efficient

network operations and collaborative network operations planning and execution. These elements can be seen on figure 9
above.
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2.1.2 Deployment baseline elements and their implementation progress in 2014

The following ESSIP objectives are addressed for this SESAR Key Feature:

Implement Advanced Airspace Management
Implement Free Route Airspace
Implement automated support to conflict detection and conformance monitoring
Implement electronic dialogue as automated assistance to ATCO during coordination and transfer
Implement ground-ground automated coordination process A
Implement Interactive Rolling NOP
Implement Collaborative Flight Planning
Implement Short term ATFCM Measures — phase 1 A

Implement Interactive Rolling NOP

Implementation on-time Risk of delay A Late

Detailed progress assessment for each of these ESSIP objectives can be found in Annex 2.
2.1.3 Stakeholder ViewStakeholder View
Network Manager

The ESSIP implementation objectives, contributing to the Optimised ATM Network Services Key Feature, are key contributors
to enhancing the European ATM performance in all performance areas and, in particular, in the Capacity and Flight Efficiency
ones. Most of the ESSIP Objectives in this Key Feature are green and good progress has been achieved in 2014. Significant
progress has been achieved in Advanced Airspace Management (AOM19), Direct and Free Route Implementations (AOM
21) and Interactive Rolling NOP (FCM 05). The relevant NM system developments and corresponding SLoAs are compliant
with the plan dates and the majority of the required upgrades were completed by October 2014 (NM Release 18.5). The
implementation of the Flight Plan filing capability via NOP and the capability to correct errors, related to data alignment to
airspace allocations and routes availability, have contributed to increase of the predictability, capacity and flight efficiency.
The relevant “Flight Planning Indicator’, measuring the average horizontal en-route flight efficiency of the last filed flight
plan (RTE-FPL) reduced from 4.57% in 2013 to 4.48% in 2014. The “Airspace Design Indicator” -Flight extension due to route
network design- (RTE-DES), reduced from 2.80% in 2013 down to 2,64% in 2014.

Delays observed in Collaborative Flight Planning (FCMO03) are adversely affecting the performance of the network. In the
context of the SESAR Interim Deployment Programme (IDP), ANSPs were encouraged to speed up, amongst others, the
implementation of the automatic dissemination of AFP messages. Priority should be given to the AFP messages for missing
flight plans, particularly for ANSPs at ECAC border, and for AFP messages for diversions. The implementations of Short
Term ATFCM Measures have very positively contributed in the reduction of delays and enhancements to safety through the
reduction of “over deliveries”. Major benefits are expected from 2015 onwards through the more uniform and systematic
implementation of STAM.
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Concerning the Implementation of ground-ground automated co-ordination processes (COTR) this is long overdue. This
objective in association with ATC17 is facilitator for the implementation of AF3, related to Flexible Airspace Management and
Free Route sub-functionalities. It is NM opinion that their delay will put at risk AF3 implementation.

Military

In the frame of the Optimised ATM Network Services, the Military consider this key feature as the most relevant, either from
the civil military perspective or in terms of its impact on the military operations. Actually they will be affected by both the
ATM Functionalities number 3 and 4, in respect of their roles of Air Navigation Service Providers as well as Airspace Users.
Accordingly all the objectives listed on figure 9 have been duly taken into account for those activities establishing:

a collaborative civil military airspace planning;

the installation, deployment and integration of ASM tools;

the sharing of information on the use and management of the European airspace to all interested parties;
the ASM ATFCM procedures for coordination processes contributing to the enhancement of CDM;

the upgrade of Flight Data Processing System — FDPS, for the integration of the OAT FPL.

2.2.1 Brief Content Description and timeline
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Figure 10: Advanced Air Traffic Services

Advanced Air Traffic Services combine three of the Key features from the 2012 Edition of the Master Plan, namely “Moving
from Airspace to 4D Trajectory Management”, “Traffic Synchronisation” and “Conflict Management and Automation”

This key feature contains mature operational changes related to solutions that enhance ATS operations and provide

performance benefits mainly to terminal, but also to adjacent en-route operational environments. Operational changes
represented at Level 3 include capabilities like AMAN, PBN, but also provisions related to Aeronautical Data Quality and eTOD.
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2.2.2 Deployment baseline elements and their implementation progress in 2014

The following ESSIP objectives are addressed for this key feature:

Aeronautical Data Quality A
Implement arrival management tools

Implement, in En Route operations, information exchange mechanisms,
tools and procedures in support of basic AMAN

Electronic Terrain and Obstacle Data
Implement P-RNAV A

Implement Approach Procedure with Vertical Guidance

Implementation on-time Risk of delay A Late

Detailed progress assessment for each of these ESSIP objectives can be found in Annex 2.

2.2.3 Stakeholder View
ANSP

There is considerable risk associated with the timely adherence to the ADQ regulation and the majority of States
report Planned or Late. As software solutions are becoming available, also in the form of remotely hosted solutions, investors
may chose a “fast track” approach by buying a commercial service.

Delays in implementing arrival management tools would appear to be caused by constraints on the technical level
in ATM systems or failing business case for the particular implementation.

The reporting shows high risk of delay, typically because the investors await the definition of the relevant TOD
plan and policy (and possible legal changes) on State level. The timely availability in the region of the national eTOD policy
document by November 2015 is a key factor in assessing the actual risk of delay.

The data collection indicates a broad variety of reasons leading to a risk for delayed implementation. It is believed
that the justification of this objective should be considered, based on findings through EASAs consultation of NPA 2015-01,
PBN implementation in the EATMN.

Military

This key feature represents a challenge for the military, particularly in case of ANS provision to GAT. In this case all the
ESSIP objectives, foreseen for the Advanced Traffic Services, are subject to analysis. According to the ESSIP Plan outline, it is
responsibility of each Military Authority to evaluate the applicability of the objectives in respect of the local environment.
Moreover, there is an impact on the State aircraft equipment when considering PBN regulation currently at final stage of
development by EASA. The arrangements to accommodate non-equipped State aircraft are still under scrutiny, even though
some initial proposals indicate the continued availability of conventional support. However, the Military is also considering
RNP1equipage for transport-type State aircraft regularly flying in high density TMAs. Other aircraft types may have to seek
compliance on the basis of performance equivalence.
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2.3.1 Brief Content Description and timeline
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Figure 11: High Performing Airports

High performing airport operations aim at achieving a full integration of airports into the ATM network, ensuring a seamless
process through Collaborative Decision Making. Airports will contribute to achieving SESAR performance goals through the
increase of runway throughput and improved surface movement management (as shown in figure 11 above).

2.3.2 Brief Content Description and timeline

The following ESSIP objectives are addressed for this SESAR Key Feature:

Implement A-SMGCS Level 1 A
Implement A-SMGCS Level 2

Implement A-CDM A

Implementation on-time Risk of delay A Late

Detailed progress assessment for each of these ESSIP objectives can be found in Annex 2.

2.3.3 Stakeholder View
Airport

Main operational changes, included in this key feature, are very important operational concepts aimed at improving
performance of the airports. Both A-SMGCS and A-CDM are included in the Preliminary Deployment Programme of the
SESAR Deployment Manager, based on the PCP Regulation (EC 716/2014). That means that airports, specified in the annexes
to this regulation, have a mandatory provision to implement AF2 by 2023 (among these are A-SMGCS and A-CDM).

Based on LSSIP 2014 reporting, it can be observed that there are some delays identified in A-SMGCS Level 1 and A-CDM

implementation. However, it should be noted that ESSIP applicability area for airports is much wider than what is defined in
the PCP. Therefore, delays presented may not be as critical.
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The analysis shows the following:

= A-SMGCS Level 1: six airports in the PCP applicability area declared delays in implementation of Level 1 SMGCS (EBBR,
EDDL, LIMC, LEBL, LEPA and EGLL). These delays will most certainly impact timely implementation of Level 2 SMGCS, as
some of the functionalities of Level 2 can't be unlocked without implementation of Level 1.

=  A-CDM: four airports in the PCP applicability area declared delays in implementation of A-CDM (LOWW, LEPA, EKCH,
EIDW). However, these delays are assessed against 01/2016 FOC date as specified in dedicated ESSIP objective. Preliminary
Deployment Programme mandates 12/2016 as the FOC date for functionalities, described under current A-CDM objective.
If re-assessed against that date, all four delayed airports report completion within that FOC date.

2.4 Enabling the Aviation Infrastructure

2.4.1 Brief Content Description and timeline
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Figure 12: Enabling the Aviation Infrastructure

This key feature contains mature operational changes related to aviation infrastructure and technology that facilitate the
transition to next generation ATM system, which would support introduction of advanced solutions to enhance day to day
ATM operations (E.g. SWIM). Operational changes, represented at Level 3, include technology evolutions such as migration to
IP, data-link infrastructure and others as showed on figure 12 above.

2.4.2 Deployment baseline elements and their implementation progress in 2014

The following ESSIP objectives are addressed for this SESAR Key Feature:

Implement migration to IP A
Implement Interactive Rolling NOP
Implement common Flight message Transfer Protocol

Migrate military aeronautical information to EAD

> > > >

Implement air-ground data link

A Implementation on-time A Risk of delay A Late

Detailed progress assessment for each of these ESSIP objectives can be found in Annex 2.
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2.4.3 Stakeholder View
ANSP

The typical picture is a high degree of technical readiness on the ANSP level, but more limited preparedness to
undertake the actual integration work with international partners. As the technical enabler (IP6) is largely in place, this
objective may for the future be addressed through higher level COM applications.

As for COMO9, the technical readiness is high among ANSPs, but the FMTP operational implementation is more
demanding. A more active role from the FAB governance structures is a natural way of accelerating the implementation of
this objective.

Being a prerequisite for the AF6 part of PCP, it is vital to ensure timely implementation of AGDL according to IR
310/2015 (ANSP 5 February 2018/AU 1 January 2019). The complexity concerning timely completion of required measures
(airborne equipment/ground based communication infrastructure/ATN system adaptation/controller training) should not be
underestimated.

Military View

The objectives reported in figure 12 are relevant for the military, irrespective of their role of ANSP providing services to GAT
or to OAT. The objectives COM09 and FMTP have a particular relevance as they are expected to pave the way for ground-
ground civil-military system interoperability. Flight Message Transfer Protocol (FMTP) is related with regulation 633/2007 of
07 June 2007, where it is prescribed to rely on the TCP over IPv6 protocol for the communications systems supporting the
coordination procedures between ATS units and controlling military units, using a peer-to-peer communications mechanism.
This is applicable in information exchanges between FDPS for the purpose of notification, coordination and transfer of flights
between ATC units and for the purposes of civil-military coordination.

The objective AOM13.1 and the SLOaS MIL04 - Migrate military aeronautical information to EAD - has captured the interest
of the military Authorities. Considering those countries where this objective is not applicable, because the military are not
ANSP or the military AIP doesn't exist, or where the Military information is maintained by Civil AlS in EAD, some Military
Organisations have already migrated to EAD or are planned to migrate. A remaining number of countries have not planned
the migration yet. NM has conducted work to extend AIXM 5.1 model to cover military requirements so that EAD static data
base can accommodate military AIP data. It is important to note that harmonisation of military aeronautical information and
its migration to EAD was flagged for SESAR Deployment.
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Implementing technical capabilities within SES needs to be established as a set of objectives (such as the ESSIP objectives)
that define specific operational requirements. An example would be the ability of two Air Traffic Control Centres to exchange
flight plan data. The objectives would define the concepts and interface requirements required much as the ESSIP objectives
do.

In order to structure the FAB analysis in a logical way, the approach of classifying technical capabilities by the type of required
exchange or interface is taken as appropriate. In this respect, Level 3 objectives analysed in this chapter are divided in
following groups:

ATC-ATC - Objectives relate to an interface between one ATC centre and another.

ATC-Centralised System — Objectives relate to an interface between ATC and centralised systems such as the NM or EAD.
CNS - Objectives relate to harmonised deployment of CNS infrastructure from the airspace user perspective.

Common Implementation - Objectives relate to an achievement of a harmonised technical performance of ATM functions.

Table 5 below presents the assessment of implementation status for each of the objectives at FAB level. It should be noted
that this assessment is a result of expert judgement and it is based on the LSSIP 2014 information for ASP stakeholders only.

A
A A A A A
A A A A A A A
A A A A A A
A A A
A A A A A
A
A A A A A A

A A A A

Implementation on-time Risk of delay A Late A Notrelevant for FAB implementation

Table 5: FAB progress assessment

8 LOF and NAN messages implementation (part of COTR) are related to AGDL implementation.
9 The FOC date for AGDL implementation is postponed to 2018 (EU Regulation 2015/310 of 26th February 2015).
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Baltic FAB (LT - PL)

The ESSIP objectives relating to interfaces between one ATC centre and another (ATC-ATC) are aligned, which is proven by
fact that both State ANSPs have already completed three objectives. One objective is reported three month late.

Electronic Dialogue as Automated Assistance to Controller during Coordination and Transfer are planned for 2018.
Migration to Internet protocol has been performed. Data networks are IPv4 capable for international services.

Both PANSA and ORO NAVIGACIJA ATM systems are capable of sending basic OLDI messages. However, PANSA reports
ITY-COTR objective is completed, and ORO NAVIGACIJA reports three month delay.

PANSA and ORO NAVIGACIJA data communication systems are upgraded and have FTMP capability. Common flight

message transfer protocol was implemented at Baltic FAB level.

The most of the required actions (messages and formats) have been implemented within the Baltic FAB for Collaborative
flight planning, although use of Individual Flight Plan Identity code (IFPLID) in all messages to ETFMS is planned for
PANSA by end of 2015.

Implementation of Short Term ATFCM Measures (STAM Phase 1) is planned by PANSA by end of 2015. For ORO NAVIGACIJA
this objective is not applicable.

Both ANSPs have plans to implement the interactive rolling NOP by the end of 2016.
Both ANSPs are late with implementation of Initial ATC air-ground data link services above FL-285 from ESSIP FOC date
02/2015. Taking into account that the new proposed FOC date is 02/2018 for ANSPs this shouldn’t be considered as late.

Advanced Airspace Management implementation is planned by both ANSPs by end of 2015.

Feasibility Study on FRA implementation is in progress. Establishment of a Free Route Airspace within Baltic FAB is
planned for end of 2017.

Automated support for conflict detection and conformance monitoring: both PANSA and ORO NAVIGACIJA plan

implementation of MTCD by end of 2016. ORO NAVIGACIJA indicates that Conformance Monitoring functions are
implemented and operational.

Blue-Med FAB (CY - GR - IT - MT - AL as associate)

The migration from IPv4 to IPv6 is already completed for Albania and Cyprus, while Greece and Italy declare a little delay
due to alignment with FMTP regulation and according to PENS project. Malta will comply within 2016.

The implementation of both regulation COTR and FMTP shows a wide delay for most of BLUE MED FAB members, only
Albania (both IR) and Cyprus (FMTP IR) have already applied the mandatory requirements.

Electronic Dialogue implementation is fully in line with European deadline.



Collaborative Flight Planning is already planned by all FAB members within the scheduled timeframe.
STAM is only applicable to Italy that is planning the completion in time.

Interactive Rolling NOP shows no delay, although Greece has not yet planned its implementation.
AGDL implementation is planned by FAB members that are waiting for the amendments of the regulation.

All the objectives are planned and some of them already completed. No risk of delay.
3. Danube FAB (BG-RO)

ESSIP objectives that relate to an interface between one ATC centre and another (ATC-ATC) are fully harmonised within
DANUBE FAB, being Partly Completed by both ANSPs.

Electronic Dialogue as Automated Assistance to Controller during Coordination and Transfer is implemented in both ATM
systems, the limiting factor for the operational use being the level of preparedness in the neighbouring countries.

Both BULATSA and ROMATSA data networks are IPv4 capable for international services and migration has already been
performed with all adjacent ANSPs. FMTP message exchange over IPv6 was completed at FAB level.

Both BULATSA and ROMATSA ATM systems are capable of sending and receiving a complete set of basic OLDI messages,
and support the transfer of communication messages and co-ordination dialogue messages. The full implementation of

ITY-COTR is planned.

Both BULATSA and ROMATSA data communication networks have got the FMTP capability and the common flight
message transfer protocol was implemented at FAB level.

Harmonization of ESSIP objectives that relate to an interface between ATC and centralised systems (such as the CFMU or
EAD) is worked within DANUBE at the ANSP level.

Collaborative flight planning is completed by BULATSA, with ROMATSA planning to complete in 2015.

The automatic receiving and processing of ICAO FPL/RPL IFPS data is already in use in the BULATSA and ROMATSA ATM
systems. Also, both ATM systems are able to provide AFP messages in ADEXP format and needs to be validated by the
NM; actions are in progress for full implementation of the objective by 2015.

Both ANSPs plan to implement the interactive rolling NOP by the end of 2016.

Implementation of Short Term ATFCM Measures - phase 1 is not applicable in Bulgaria and Romania.

Both ANSPs plan to implement in due time the initial ATC air-ground data link services above FL195. A harmonised FAB
approach towards DLS implementation has been established through the TEN-T activities. The studies have developed
efficient procedures and provide an early insight into how the DLS will affect ATCO workload and how this translates into

available airspace capacity. The execution of a real time simulation and the preparation of a supporting safety case are
currently in progress, and will be used during the implementation of air-ground data link in DANUBE FAB.
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ESSIP objectives that relate to an achievement of a harmonised technical performance of ATM functions are harmonised
within DANUBE FAB.

Implementation of automated support for conflict detection and conformance monitoring is completed by both ANSPs.
Night Free Route at state level was implemented in both states in November 2013. An intermediate expansion step will
take place in 2015, with night-time FRA at DANUBE FAB level planned for introduction in Q1 2016. Depending on the
outcome of the TEN-T studies, phase 3 (extension to up to 24/7 operations) is planned for 2019/2020.

The implementation of the Advanced Airspace Management is Partly Completed by BULATSA with plans to be fully
completed by the end of 2015, while ROMATSA completed the implementation at the end of 2014.

DK/SE FAB (DK-SE)

The interface in DK-SE FAB are fully harmonised and the ANSPs have the same version of the system Topsky.

Electronic dialogue as Automated Assistance to Controller during Coordination will be implemented according to plan.
(ATC-17)

Migrate ground international or regional X.25 data networks or services to the Internet Protocol (IP) are expected to be
fully implemented at FAB level early 2015. LFV are working on migration of international services from X.25 to IP. (COM09)
Implementation of ground-ground automated co-ordination processes will be operational in 2015 at FAB level. It has
been technically possible since 04/2014. LFV will implement operationally in 2015. (ITY-COTR)

Flight message transfer protocol (FMTP) was implemented technically in Topsky systems 2013. Operational implementation
will be a gradual transition, starting with Naviair in 2014 and followed by LFV. Full implementation at FAB level will be in
2015. (ITY-FMTP)

Collaborative flight planning will be implemented according to plan. (FCMO03)

Denmark and Sweden are not in the applicability area, and will not implement Short Term ATFCM Measures. (FCMO04)

The ANSPs has not identified a need for implementation of interactive rolling NOP. (FCMO05)
Initial ATC air-ground data link services above FL-285 are planned to become operational in 2015. (ITY-AGDL)

Advanced Airspace Management is implemented at FAB level. However the ANSPs have not implemented SLoAs with
non-operational value or needs. (AOM-21)

Free route airspace is implemented in DK-SE FAB for FL285 and above. (AOM19)

Automated support for conflict detection and conformance monitoring are fully implemented in the Topsky system.
(ATC-12)



5. FABCE (AT -BA-CZ-HR-HU -SK-5SI)

The ESSIP objectives relating to an interface between one ATC centre and another (ATC-ATC) are subject to FAB projects
to harmonise implementation of COTR and OLDI. COTR status is late due to delayed implementation of AGDL throughout
the FAB except AT. The principle of Electronic Dialogue as Automated Assistance to Controller during Coordination and
Transfer has been technically implemented in the majority of the ATM systems. Nevertheless, some of these systems
will be upgraded / replaced during the next years until 2018 (CZ, SI, SK), thus not making the implementation possible
or justifying an earlier operational usage. AT still has to run the legacy ATM system in parallel to COOPANS until the full
integration of Local Approach Units by end of 2015, preventing full OLDI deployment till then.

All data networks within FABCE are Internet Protocol (IP) capable for international services. Minor adaptations to IPv6 —
especially for MIL ANSPs depend on the budgetary situation. FMTP message exchange over IPv6 was completed at FAB
level.

ESSIP objectives that relate to an interface between ATC and centralised systems (CFMU and EAD) are tackled at ANSP
level. Nonetheless, FCM04 (STAM) is subject to a common FABCE project, and even not being in the applicability area for
STAM Phase 1, FABCE will run a regional STAM live trial in September 2015. The implementation of interactive rolling NOP
elements is commonly planned.

Due to the expected postponement of the existing Air-Ground Datalink mandate by the European Commission at least to
2018, most of FABCE -partners have stopped their plans to implement AGDL for the time being, except AT where AGDL
has been put into operation in Oct. 2014.

Surveillance performance and interoperability is subject to a common FABCE project, tackling common principles of
sharing SUR-data, which is as such a common practice within FABCE already now.

The FAB CE Free Route Airspace Project in the framework of Strategic Operational Planning is a core project within FAB
CE, covering the whole FAB CE airspace. ESSIP contributors for FRA are the objectives AOM19, AOM21 and ATC17 to reach
the RP2 environmental target.

A clear roadmap for FRA is in place, developing cross border DCT applications H24 to full FRA. HU started with H24 full
FRA in Feb. 2015. For the time being, ATC12 / MTCD is not considered to be main enabler for Free Route implementation;

individual deployments are dependent on ATM System developments and either completed or planned by most of the
ANSPs (exemption SI).

6. FABEC (BE-FR-DE-LU-NL-CH)

All 4 FAB relevant ATC to ATC objectives have either been planned or have already been implemented, fully or partly,
within FABEC. The exception is for:

m  France where there is delay on 3 of the 4 objectives (COM09, COTR, FMTP), caused by the progress plan for DSNA’s
next generation ATM system.

m Besides, it is noted that Belgocontrol reports “no plan” for the COTR objective because the implementation of the
ground-ground automated coordination processes has not yet been put in place with all neighbours.
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FCMO3 (Collaborative Flight Planning) is already partly implemented in FABEC and plans are in place to achieve full
implementation.

FCMO04 (Short Term ATFCM Measures) is already partly implemented in FABEC except in Germany where there are no
plans to implement procedures, which support STAM phase 1.

The implementation of FCMO5 (Interactive Rolling NOP) is already partly implemented and plans exist to have the full
implementation on time.

The regulatory requirement AGDL (Initial ATC air-ground Datalink above FL285) has been fully implemented in the
applicable FABEC airspace, except in France.

In France a revised scenario for phased deployment has been developed jointly with the European Commission,
EUROCONTROL and DSNA Clients (airlines). Full capability in France will be achieved with the deployment of the new
French ATM systems (2016-2018).

The FABEC ANSPs are working together on the implementation of AOM19 (Advanced Airspace Management) in the
frame of the FABEC project ATFCM/ASM.

All FABEC ANSPs have reported (partly) completed except for DFS:

“DFS, as main service provider, and the German military have implemented an improved ASMA/ATFCM process as part
of the civil-military integration in Germany. Due to the fact that DFS is not using the Eurocontrol CIAM (Collaboration
Interface for Airspace Managers) system the interoperability with the ADR (Airspace Data Repository) is not planned to
be implemented. Therefore the status of the objective has to be set to «<No Plan»".

The FABEC ANSPs are working together on the implementation of AOM21 (Free Route Airspace) in the frame of the FABEC
project FRA.

Skyguide, DFS and MUAC report to have already partly completed with the implementation of some direct routings.

The implementation of ATC12 (automated support for conflict detection and conformance monitoring) is very much
dependent on the capabilities of the provider’s (legacy) ATM systems.

Both DFS and DSNA report “late” on this objective. DFS implementation is pending ITEC based system upgrade for all
ACCs but UAC Karlsruhe where the capabilities are available. Similarly, DSNA’s implementation is dependent of the
4-Flight system upgrades for all ACCs but Brest and Bordeaux, where the legacy ATM system will be upgraded in 2015.
Belgocontrol has to make a new plan as the validation tests of the MTCD tool in the legacy system were unsuccessful.
LVNL, MUAC and Skyguide have partly completed.

NEFAB (EE - FI - LV - NO)

m  ATC17: This is considered to be on time (due 12/2018), although there is no exact plan for Avinor who is presently
conducting the ATM-system renewal project and accurate dates are not available.

m  COMO9: All four ANSPs are considered to have technical readiness in order to replace the X.25 with TCP/IP. NEFAB
should take more active role to carry out the remaining integration between ANSPs, also with DK/SE FAB which is
largely surrounded by NEFAB.



m  COTR: The Objective is considered to be completed except for Avinor who is presently conducting the ATM-system
up-date project.

m  FMTP: Avinor and LGS are completed; EANS and Finavia are late due to the COM09 delay.

m  FCMO3: The Objective is considered to be on time.
m  FCMO4: Not applicable for NEFAB.
m  FCMO5: The Objective is considered to be on time.

m  AGDL: The Objective is late due to various reasons, the major reason being the known European-wide technical A/G
link problems.

m  ATC12: The Objective is considered to be completed except for Avinor who is presently conducting the ATM-system
up-date project.

m  FMTP: Avinor and LGS are completed; EANS and Finavia are late due to the COM09 delay.
8. SWFAB (ES - PT)

Implementation status of ATC-ATC objectives has small changes with respect to 2013. Although the progress can be
considered slow, completion of ATC-ATC objectives is progressing mostly aligned within the SW FAB. Objective ATC17 is
planned to be implemented on time but the others will be delayed.

COMO09 full implementation is expected by the end of 2015 in Spain and Portugal because the overall NAV migration of
X.25 data to IPv6 is still in course inside the PENS Framework (both ANSPs have subscribed to PENS services). Concerning
the Portuguese Military Authority, the transition is planned, but it will be dependent on Ministry of Defence budgetary
approval.

The objective implementation will be deployed in consecutive phases in the Portuguese ANSP both (basic and advanced)
by 2015, and with the Spanish ANSP by 2016. Similarly, ITY-FMTP objective implementation over IPv6 is currently being
prepared and planned for December 2015 to fulfil the Commission Implementing Regulations (EU) No 633/2007 and
283/2011. NAV and ENAIRE deployed FTMP over IPv4 in June 2014 and plan to fully deploy the FMTP exchanges over
IPv6 in 2015.

Both Spanish and Portuguese ANSPs have implemented almost all the FCMO03 SLoAs. The remaining ones are either
partially developed or pending on NM trials. In the case of NAV Portugal, there are two SLoAs planned for delayed
implementation: ASP 09 (Provide AFP message for a change of requested cruising level) planned by end 2017, and ASP11
(Use IFPLID in all messages to ETFMS) which are partially developed and planned to be completed in 2015-2016.

Both FCM04 and FCMO05 have risk of delay because of SLoAs not yet planned in Spain. Portugal is not in the FCM04
applicability area. In Spain, STAM phase 1 trial is being implemented in Barcelona ACC. Although the first outcomes from
the trial are satisfactory, the used occupancy parameters still need some refinement. Therefore the implementation is
still pending final decision. In addition, the following short term ATFCM measures are already used by ENAIRE in tactical
operations: Rerouting, Flight Level Capping, MIT (Miles in trail), Dynamic Configurations, Cherry Picking, Flow (Terminal
rerouting) and Capacity Management (Military negotiation) according to the specific needs per ACC.
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Although the FCMO05 implementation is not planed in Spain yet, the objective has been considered at FAB level by
military stakeholders within SW FAB Common Plan. In Portugal, the first steps of the interactive Rolling NOP are already
implemented through the deployment of the NOP portal. Further information and data will be planned for deployment
to support the Interactive approach to the NOP

Resembling the COTR objective, ITY-AGDL implementation will be deployed in consecutive phases in ENAIRE by 2016 and
in NAV by 2017.

The AOM objectives are planned to be implemented on time with the exception of AOM19 in Spain. Even both CIAM
phase 1 and phase 2 are being used in ENAIRE in accordance with the procedures, there is no plan for the implementation
of interoperability of local system with ADR, the improvement of the accuracy of airspace booking and the automated
ASM support system.

Concerning ATC12, ENAIRE and NAV have planned the implementation of MTCD functionality by before the end of 2019.

UK-IR FAB (IE - UK)

m ATC17: This objective is not applicable to Ireland and therefore not a FAB objective.
m  COMO9: The objective has been achieved by the UK and will be implemented in Ireland by end 2015.

m  COTR: This objective is being advanced at a FAB level and while implemented in Ireland it will be complete in the UK
by end of 2016.

m  FMTP: Late at FAB Level. Completed by the UK and will be completed by Ireland in 2015.

m FCMO3: This objective has been implemented by Ireland and partially implemented by UK with final implementation
planned for 2020.

m  FCMO4: Ireland is not part of the implementation area.

m  FCMO5: This objective is being advanced at a FAB level including upgrades to the ASM systems. The deadline will be
achieved.

m  AGDL: Implemented by both ANSPs.

m ATC12: Objective implemented in Ireland and partly completed by the UK. The complete objective will be
implemented at FAB level by 2020. The IFACTS system in the UK will meet this objective.

m  AOM19: Partly completed by both ANSPs, progress fully coordinated between both ANSPs and 2016 deadline will be
achieved.

m  AOM21: FRA has been implemented in Ireland only. Planning is under way for a 2017 implementation in the UK.



10. Conclusion

Table 5 (FAB progress assessment) indicates the implementation progress for the four main categories of ESSIP objectives
per FAB, based on expert judgement of the LSSIP information originating from ANSPs.

The progress under the group Common Implementation Objectives (AOM21, AOM19 and ATC12, which represent an
indication of the harmonised technical performance of ATM functions) is satisfactory across the nine FABs. The status of
AOM21 illustrates the strong will among ANSPs to provide the Free Route Airspace capability.

The other three categories of ESSIP objectives show a much more diverse status. ANSPs report a higher degree of delays and
risk of delays within all these categories. The centre-to-centre integration capabilities that will be implemented are indicated
through the ATC-ATC objectives. Considerable risk for late implementation in the majority of the FABs exists for objectives
COMOQ9, COTR and FMTP.

The category ATC-Central objectives represent the ATS unit’s integration to centralised European capabilities. Even if
those objectives have, in some cases, been implemented by the ANSPs unilaterally, particularly FCMO3 carries risk for late
implementation (in reality offset by the fact that the required date for full operational capability has been moved out as well).
It should be noted that this group of objectives will now be aligned with the content of and timelines for the Preliminary
Deployment Program.

The CNS objective (ITY-AGDL) measures harmonised deployment of CNS infrastructure for the benefit of the airspace
user. The uncertainty around the final technical solution for this objective, the complexity of its realisation and the recent
establishment of a later due date for the realisation of this capability calls for close monitoring of this objective at the next
LSSIP reporting point.

A number of the above ESSIP objectives form part of the Preliminary Deployment Program under the responsibility of the
Deployment Manager (ex. COM09, COTR and FMTP). One of the assumed reasons for delayed implementation progress is
that it is attractive for investors to position those enhancements as part of a proposal under INEA's annual calls.

REC-2014-06
The ANSPs within a FAB should coordinate their system renewal and capability evolution more

. : : FAB ANSPs
closely in order to deliver larger scale performance improvements to customers.

(equal to REC-
2013-15)
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ANNEX 1 -

Summary of recommendations in ESSIP Report for 2014

To increase implementation activities related to SES and SESAR improvements BA GE
with support of EUROCONTROL. '

Local Stakeholders that declared delays in implementation of FCMO1, AOP04.1, SAF10, INFO4, NAV03,
AOPO3, ENVOT1, ITY-AGDL, ITY-ADQ, COMO09, COM10, ITY-FMTP and ITY-COTR, to take corrective measures to Local Stakeholders
reduce the implementation delays.

Define corrective measures to address delays in implementation of interoperability objectives. EC

ESSIP objectives SRC-SLRD, SRC-RLMK and ATC02.2 should be proposed as ‘Achieved’
for the ESSIP Plan Edition 2015. BER 0L

Investigate the progress of ACASII equipage as mandated in Commission Regulation (EU) 1332/2011, in

particular the issues related to operators operational approval of this technology. B
The ANSPs within a FAB should coordinate their system renewal and capability evolution more closely in
. . FAB ANSPs
order to deliver larger scale performance improvements to customers.
Follow-up of recommendations in ESSIP Report for 2013
Local Stakeholders that declared delays in implementation of FCM01, SRC-RLMK, See individual State replies in Chapter
SRC-SLRD, AOP04.1, SAF10, INFO4, NAV03, AOP03, ATC02.2, ENVO1, ITY-AGDL, Local 5 of the State LSSIP 2014 documents:
[TY-ADQ, COM10, FCMO3 and ITY-COTR, to take corrective measures to reduce the Stakeholders  http://www.eurocontrol.int/articles/
implementation delays. Issip
. - . . - Recommendation distributed to
Define corrective measures to address Qelqys in implementation of interoperability K EC through official letter dated
objectives. 31/07/2014

ESSIP objectives AOM20, AOP01.2 and SRC-CHNG should be proposed as ‘Achieved’ for WPC.02T006 Implemented in ESSIP Plan Edition
the ESSIP Plan Edition 2014. ’ 2014.

See individual State replies in Chapter

- 5 of the State LSSIP 2014 documents:
Ensure better planning reliability at local level. All States http://www.eurocontrol.nt/articles/

Issip

See individual State replies in Chapter
The ANSPs should ensure synchronised system evolution between neighbouring States. Y S Dl S P Akl

ANSPs http://www.eurocontrol.int/articles/
Issi
To provide deployment support assistance to BA, GE and SI to increase the level of their EUROCONTROL Recommendation distributed
local implementation activities to comply with the Level 3 of the European ATM DPS to Support to States activity in
Master Plan. Directorate pan European Sky
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(losely monitor implementation of pre-requisites for AF2 and AF6 to ensure proper risk
management in case of delays in implementation.

Investigate the possibility of supporting the national regulatory authorities in
performance of their tasks.

Follow up EUROCONTROL letter 23/09/2013 to the EC on responsibility for ADQ
implementation with particular focus on handling of NSA responsibilities vs ANSP
responsibilities. An impact assessment of the fact that the majority of stakeholders

have not been able to comply with the SLoA deadlines that were due in 2013 should
be initiated.

Follow up EUROCONTROL letter 23/09/2013 to the EC on ways to ensure early
development of required guidance and specifications, in order to safeguard the progress
of the ADQ implementation.

To consider ESSIP objective ATC07.1 as an airport related objective.

To consider the EFS and initial DMAN as a candidates to be included in ESSIP.

Investigate the progress of ACASII equipage as mandated in Commission Regulation
(EU) 1332/2011, in particular the issues related to operators operational approval of
this technology.

To survey ANSPs in order to determine a number of operational OLDI links between
adjacent ACC units and messages being exchanged between these units.

The ANSPs within a FAB should coordinate their system renewal and capability
evolution more closely in order to deliver larger scale performance improvements to
customers.

EC

EC

EUROCONTROL
DPS

EUROCONTROL
DPS

WPC.02T006

WPC.02T006

EASA

EUROCONTROL
DPS

FAB ANSPs

Recommendation distributed to
EC through official letter dated
31/07/2014

Recommendation distributed to
EC through official letter dated
31/07/2014

Since origination of the letter EC
has held number of workshops
with Stakeholders to discuss
ADQ implementation. Therefore,
recommendation is closed.

Since origination of the letter EC
has held number of workshops
with Stakeholders to discuss
ADQ implementation. Therefore,
recommendation is closed.

Recommendation will be
implemented in ESSIP Plan Edition
2015.

Recommendation will be
implemented in ESSIP Plan Edition
2015.

Recommendation distributed to EASA
through working level arrangements.

(arried over to 2014 edition of the
report.

Recommendation completed through

(OM SG/FMTP database.

See individual State replies in Chapter
5 of the State LSSIP 2014 documents:

http://www.eurocontrol.int/articles/

Issip

Recommendation is carried over to
2014 edition of the report.



ANNEX 2 -

How to read

ATM Master Plan — presents Ol steps and enablers linked to ESSIP objective

PCP related AFx — indicates if the ESSIP objective implementation is linked to PCP ATM functionality

A (months) — indicates the delta between planned achievement date of ESSIP objective and
estimated achievement date as reported by the Stakeholders

Implementation progress:

ImpIementation progressing on time. No delays expected.

Estimated achievement date beyond ESSIP Panning date. Delayed
implementation.

Estimated achievement date is in line with ESSIP FOC date but there are
risks that could jeopardise timely implementation of the ESSIP objective. In
exceptional cases, “Risk of Delay” status can be attributed to objectives that
Risk of Delay [are estimated to be achieved beyond ESSIP FOC date. This is where experts
decide that current delays will not impact the overall implementation. These
intermediate delays can be max up to 12 months beyond ESSIP FOC. If more
than 12 months, objective has to be declared as “late”.

Overview of progress — shows overview of implementation in the year of reporting and previous
year. It indicates the differences in what is reported in the applicability area, which are the last
implementers of the objective and when the objective achievement will be reached.

-No data- is indicated in the table (field “Planned Achievement”) every time when there is no sufficient
information provided by Stakeholders to estimate when objective may reach 80% achievement in
ECAC area (due mainly to “no plan” status).

Stakeholders matters - Highlights the progress (or lack of progress) of objective or specific SLoAs
for the different stakeholder categories. This information is used at European level to identify possible
difficulties or reluctance to implement the objective or complete the action, that are specific to a given
stakeholder category. In addition, any other specific stakeholder issue important for implementation of
the objective (E.g. military) is addressed in this section.

Main reasons for delay - Highlights main reasons reported by stakeholders in LSSIP L2 for their
delays (E.g.: no budget allocated, not a priority, no operational benefit at National level, technical
difficulties, prerequisite not available, lack of skilled resources, lack of coordination with neighbouring
countries, etc).

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans - indicates if at least one ANSP within a FAB has included the
project related to ESSIP objective in the RP2 Performance Plan. This information is extracted from
Section 2 - Investments and Annex D “ANSPs Investment plans” of the RP2 Performance Plans
adopted by the European Commission in accordance with the EC Decision 2015/348.

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective - Provides
recommendation/remedial action to stakeholder (if any). If objective is expected to evolve in 2015, it is
explained in this field.

Map — indicates implementation status per State in the applicability area. In most of the cases State
map is included, but there are also few examples of ANSP map being used (e.g. ATC15).
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AOM13.1 - Harmonise Operational Air Traffic (OAT) and General Air Traffic (GAT) handling

AOM-0202 AOM-0301

D PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
I:l PCP related AF3

ESSIP FOC: 12/2018

Planned Achievement: - no data - (80% completion)

A (months): 0

(Il PCP related AF4 15% complete
PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6
Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013

Completed 6 [CH, DE, HU, MK, NL, SE] 5 [CH, DE, HU, NL, SE) +1/+IMK]
Partly Completed 7 [CY, CZ, FR, IT, RO, SK, UK] 6 [AZ, CY, FR, RO, SK, UK) +1/+(CZ, 1T/ -[AZ)
17 [AT, AZ, BA, BE, BG, DK, EE, ES, FIl, | 19 [AT, BA, BE, BG, CZ, DK, EE, ES, FI,
Planned GR, HR, LT, NO, PL, PT, SI, UA] GR, HR, IT, LT, MK, NO, PL, PT, 51, ua) | 2/ *1AZ1/-(CZ, 1T, MK]
No Plan 6 [AM, GE, IE, ME, RS, TR] 6 [AM, GE, IE, ME, RS, TR) 0

Not Applicable

4 [AL, LV, MD, MT]

6 [AL, LU, LV, MAS, MD, MT)

-2 /-[LU, MAS]

Latest to complete the
Objective

AT, AZ, BA, CZ, FI, FR, IT, LT, LV, PL,
RO, SI, SK, UA, UK - 12/2018

AT, BA, CZ, FI, FR, IT, LT, LV, RO, S, SK,
UA, UK - 12/2018

0 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

No Data (75 %)

No Data (71.43 %)

Stakeholders matters

Regulatory stakeholders from 13 States declared the revision of national legislation for the implementation of this Objective as
completed and 12 plan the revision within the FOC and 9 MIL stakeholders this objective is not applicable and for 4 no plans for
implementation exist mainly due to negligible or no OAT traffic, OAT/GAT rules not based on EUROAT or this objective being still
under review. With regards to the migration of the military aeronautical information to EAD 8 mil stakeholders declared it as
completed or partly completed, 11 plan the implementation within FOC. However 16 MIL stakeholders find it not applicable.

Main reasons for delay

No delays identified at this stage of implementation.

O

O

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC
I:l NEFAB

DK-SE FAB O i rae

AOM1Z.1 - Harmonise Operational Air Traffic (0AT) and

M Conpleted 6 (D)
Partly Completed 7 (D)
Planned 17 (0
Late 0 (0}

WMo Plan 6 (0)

M hot Applicable 4 (0)
Missing Data 0 (0)

O Undefined 0 (0}

& (1m0

17 (430

& (1m0
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AOM19 - Implement Advanced Airspace Management

D PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3

ESSIP FOC: 12/2016

Planned Achievement: - no data - (80% completion)

2 (months): 0

O PCP related AF4 10% complete
D PCP related AF5
D PCP related AF6
Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

4 [DK, MAS, RO, SE]

1 [DK)

+3 / +[MAS, RO, SE]

10 [BG, CH, FI, FR, HR, IE, LT, NL, SK,

11 [BG, CH, ES, FR, IE, IT, LT, RO, SE,

Objective

UA, UK - 12/2016

Partly Completed UK SK, UK) -1/ +[FI, HR, NL] / -[ES, IT, RO, SE]
Planned 16 AL AT, BE, CY, CZ, EE, GR, HU, 1T, | 20 (8 AV AT, B8 €V €2 B L O 1y ir 513/ am, i, 1R, maas, N,
LV, ME, NO, PL, PT, SI, UA] v ! e e RS]
RS, UA)
Late 2 [BA, SI) -2 /-[BA, SI]
No Plan 7 [AM, AZ, DE, ES, GE, RS, TR] 4 [AZ, DE, GE, TR) +3 / +[AM, ES, RS]
Missing Data 1 [BA] +1/+[BA]
Not Applicable 3 [MD, MK, MT] 4 [LU, MD, MK, MT) -1/-[LU]
Latest to complete the AL, BA, CZ, IT, LV, ME, PL, PT, RS, SK, AL, BA, LV - 12/2016 0 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

No Data (73.17 %)

2016 (80.95 %)

Stakeholders matters

In few cases for the deployment of automated support systems the military stakeholders are slightly behind in the implementation
when compared to their civil counterparts. Additionally, the answers provided by some military stakeholders for the improvement of
accuracy of airspace booking were not in line with the answers provided by the civil ASNPs.

Main reasons for delay CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
No delays identified at this stage of implementation. ] gatTic
01 nerag
.
L ok-se Fas My ras
ADH1S = Implement Advanced Airspace Management
e
Code Full nase Pragress
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AOM21 - Implementation of Free Route Airspace

Il PCP related AF1
(Il PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
U PCP related AF4
(Il PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2017

Planned Achievement: 12/2017 (80% completion)

21% complete

2\ (months): 0

achievement (80%)

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 8 [BG, CZ, DK, IE, MD, PT, RO, SE] 6 [BG, DK, IE, PT, RO, SE) +2/+[CZ, MD]
Partly Completed 6 [CH, DE, ES, Fl, HR, MAS] 2 [CH, MAS) +4 / +[DE, ES, FI, HR]
24 [AL, AT, BA, BE, CY, EE, FR, GR, HU, ‘:’IO g;L’ Gf 'l_?:’ :’LEJ ICTY’LCTZ'L\D/E'NEIE' ‘IE\/ISE
Planned IT, LT, LV, ME, MK, MT, NL, NO, PL, , T 9, R, T, A L WY, M2 VIS 6 /-[ez, DE, ES, FI, HR, MD]
RS, 51, SK. TR, UA, UK] MK, MT, NL, NO, PL, RS, SI, SK, TR,
, S, SK, TR, UA, UA, UK)
Not Applicable 1[LU) -1/-[LU]
Latest to complete the AT, BA, BE, CH, CZ, DE, FR, GR, HR, IT,
Objective ES - 12/2020 LT, MD, NL, PL, SI, SK, UK - 12/2017 36 months
Planned Objective 2017 (97.37 %) 2017 (97.44 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

8 States reported this objective as completed, however 3 of them (BG, RO, MD) implemented only night free route and 1 (CZ) only
DCT which is not fully satisfactory with the aim of this objective and should be reported as Partly Completed.

Main reasons for delay

No delays identified at this stage of implementation.

I:l DK-SE FAB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

U eattic

D NEFAB

D UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

This objective will be reviewed and aligned with the content of the PDP. It will address full FRA (AOM21 b) and DCT aligned with PCP
i.e. above FL310 (AOM21 a).

AONMZ1 = Implementatior

of Froe Route Alrspace
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AOPO3 - Improve runway safety by preventing runway incursions

D PCP related AF1
O PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
O PCP related AF4
D PCP related AF5
U PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2013

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

I

55% complete

A (months): +24

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013

23 [AM, AT, AZ, BG, CY, DE, DK, EE, FI, 23 [AM, AT, AZ, BG, CY, DE, DK, EE, FI,

Completed FR, IE, IT, LT, LV, MK, MT, NL, NO, PL, FR, IE, IT, LT, LV, MK, MT, NL, NO, PL, 0
SE, SK, TR, UK] SE, SK, TR, UK)

Partly Completed 1[CH] 2 [CH, GE) -1/ -[GE]
17 [AL, BA, BE, CZ, ES, GE, GR, HR, HU, 16 [AL, BA, BE, CZ, ES, GR, HR, HU, LU,

Late +1/ +[GE]
LU, MD, ME, PT, RO, RS, SI, UA] MD, ME, PT, RO, RS, SI, UA)

Not Applicable 1 [MAS] 1 [MAS) 0

Latest to complete the CZ, HU - 12/2018 HU - 12/2018 0 months

Objective

Planned Objective o o

achievement (80%) 2015 (80.95 %) 2015 (83.33 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

Military stakeholders from 17 States have reported this objective applicable. Most of MIL stakeholders have completed relevant

declared delays (BE, CZ, ES, PT, RO, UA).

recommendations from the European Action Plan for Prevention of Runway Incursions. Only 6 (six) national MIL stakeholders

Main reasons for delay
- MIL stakeholders implementation slower than expected (ES, BE, RO, CZ, HR)

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
D BALTIC

- National Regulation awaiting for approval (PT, UA, BA) [l NEFAB

- Difficulty to implement RT phraseology in English (MD, HU)

- Runway Safety team Framework Agreement still pending (RS, ME) 0

N . . . . D UK-IR FAB

Difficulty to implement Aeronautical Information Management recommendations (AL, DK-SE FAB

HU)

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

This objective should be considered in conjunction with its sister objective SAF11.

AOPOZ = Improve rurmay safety by provent incursions

I
Code Full name Progress

D U it 00 (0

27 taom

23 (mmxy
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AOPO04.1 - Implement Advanced Surface Movement Guidance and Control System

(A-SMGCS) Levell

\ ATM Master Plan \

U PCP related AF1
PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
[ PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2011

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

I

53% complete

A\ (months): +48

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

25 [EDDF, EDDM, EETN, EFHK, EGKK,
EGSS, EHAM, EIDW, EKCH, ENGM,

24 [EDDF, EETN, EFHK, EGKK, EGPH,
EGSS, EHAM, EIDW, EKCH, ENGM,

LFMN, LGAV, LGTS, LIMC, LIML, LIPZ,
LIRF, LPPT, LROP, UKBB]

LFMN, LGAV, LGTS, LIMC, LIML, LIPZ,
LIRF, LPPT, LROP, UKBB]

Completed ESSA, EVRA, EYVI, LEMD, LFLL, LFPG, ESSA, EVRA, EYVI, LEMD, LFPG, LFPO, | +1/+[EDDM, LFLL] / -[EGPH]
LFPO, LHBP, LKPR, LOWW, LSGG, LHBP, LKPR, LOWW, LSGG, LSZH,
LSZH, LTAG, LTAI, LTBA] LTAC, LTAI, LTBA]
21 [EBBR, EDDL, EGCC, EGLL, EGPH, 21 [EBBR, EDDL, EDDM, EGLL, EPWA,

Late EPWA, LBSF, LEBL, LEPA, LFBO, LFML, | LBSF, LEBL, LEPA, LFBO, LFLL, LFML, 0/ +[EGCC, EGPH] / -[EDDM, LFLL]

Not Applicable

1 [EDDB]

3 [EDDB, EGCC, ESSB]

-2 / -[EGCC, ESSB]

Latest to complete the
Objective

EGLL - 12/2018

EDDL - 12/2017

12 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

2015 (85.11 %)

2015 (81.25 %)

Stakeholders matters

Only few civil/MIL airports reported applicability for MIL stakeholders. What seems to be missing factor in reporting on REG actions is
Certification status of the A-SMGCS systems that are implemented at different airports. Very rarely specific references or statements
are made whether the systems, procedures implemented are certified for operation.

(EGPH)

needs (LBSF)

Main reasons for delay

- Slow process of equipping ground vehicles with Locator Transmitter Beacons (EBBR, EGLL,
LEBL, LIMC, LIML, LIRF, LPPT)

- Initial project plan in development or revised (EGCC, EPWA)
- Business benefit of investing in Vehicle Locator Transmitter Beacon being examined

- Implementation planned outside objective implementation timeframe according to local

- Lack of consistent provisions and/or regulations in all areas impacted by A-SMGCS,
especially with regard to aerodromes (LFBO, LFML, LFMN)
- Pending procurement (LGAV)

- System under operational and technical evaluation (LGTS)
- Late joining to applicability area (LROP, UKBB)

I:l DK-SE FAB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC

U neras

D UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

A-SMGCS Level 1 is an important element of ATM functionality 2 of the PCP. It is also pre-requisite for Level 2 implementation. In
order to meet the deadlines specified in PCP regulation, airports that are in the regulation applicability area have to speed up the
deployment process. One of the ways to get more information on the A-SMGCS implementation is a dedicated training course in IANS.
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ADPO4.1 — Implement Adwanced Surface Mowvement Guidance and Control System (A-SMGCS) Lewvell

M Completed 25 (0) Code Full name Progress
Partly Completed 0 (0)
Plarned 0 €0) LFPO PRRIS ORLY | |
Late 21 (0) EGKK LONDON/GATUICK |

M Ho Flan 0 (0)

W ot Fppliceble 1 (0) LIMC MILAND/MALPENSA
Missing Data O (0) LTHL MILAMO/L TNATE

O Undefined 0 (0}
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AOP04.2 - Implement Advanced Surface Movement Guidance and Control System
(A-SMGCS) Level 2

\ ATM Master Plan

|

PCP related AF1
PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4
PCP related AF5

oooorOd

PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2017

Planned Achievement: 12/2017 (80% completion)

40% complete

A\ (months): 0

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

19 [EDDM, EETN, EGKK, EGSS, EHAM,
EIDW, EKCH, ENGM, EVRA, EYVI,
LFPG, LFPO, LKPR, LOWW, LSGG,
LSZH, LTAC, LTAI, LTBA]

20 [EDDM, EETN, EGKK, EGLL, EGPH,
EGSS, EHAM, EIDW, EKCH, EVRA,
EYVI, LFPG, LFPO, LKPR, LOWW,
LSGG, LSZH, LTAC, LTAI, LTBA]

-1/ +[ENGM)] / -[EGLL, EGPH]

Partly Completed

8 [EFHK, EGPH, LBSF, LEBL, LEMD,
LEPA, LGTS, LROP]

2 [LGTS, LROP]

+6 / +[EFHK, EGPH, LBSF, LEBL, LEMD,
LEPA]

16 [EBBR, EDDF, EGCC, ESSA, LFBO,

23 [EBBR, EDDF, EDDL, EFHK, ENGM,
EPWA, ESSA, LBSF, LEBL, LEMD, LEPA,

-7 / +[EGCC] / -[EDDL, EFHK, ENGM,

Planned tIF,\L/ILL LLFI';"ZL’LLl:';"'\L‘;,FLfTEAL\J’ "(EL;:]BP’ UME, | LeBO, LFLL, LFML, LEMN, LGAV, LHBP, | EPWA, LBSF, LEBL, LEMD, LEPA]
» LG HIRE LPET LIMC, LIML, LIPZ, LIRF, LPPT, UKBB]
Late 3 [EDDL, EGLL, EPWA] +3 / +[EDDL, EGLL, EPWA]

Not Applicable

1 [EDDB]

3 [EDDB, EGCC, ESSB]

-2 / -[EGCC, ESSB]

Latest to complete the
Objective

EDDL, EGLL - 12/2018

EDDL, EFHK, LFBO, LIMC, LIML, LIPZ,
LIRF - 12/2017

12 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

2017 (91.49 %)

2017 (93.75 %)

Stakeholders matters

No specific stakeholder issues are identified at present. Military applicability reported in 2014 is marginal. Only few civil/MIL airports
reported applicability for MIL stakeholders.

Main reasons for delay

AOP04.1).

This objective is an important element for PCP AF2 functionality. Therefore, it is essential
to implement it according to schedule. However, there are some potential risks that could
jeopardise timely implementation of Level 2 A-SMGCS:
- Vehicle Locator Transmitter Beacon installation in ground vehicles is a pre-requisite to
unlock full functionality of A-SMGCS Level 2. And this process is late at many airports (see

- Implementation of Level 1 and Level 2 A-SMGCS at the same time is unrealistic because
reliable and stable Level 1 is a first pre-requisite.

I:l DK-SE FAB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
BALTIC

D NEFAB

D UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

In the framework of alignment between ESSIP and PDP, new Airspace Users SLoA will be added in this objective. Dedicated training
course is run in IANS for more information regarding the A-SMGCS implementation.
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AODPO4 .2 - Implement Adwvanced Surface Movement Guidance and Control System [A-SMGCS) Lewvel 2

M Conpleted 19 (00
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Late 3 (0)
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AOPO5 - Implement Airport Collaborative Decision Making (CDM)

\ ATM Master Plan

‘ AO-0501 AO-0601 A0-0602 A0-0603

PCP related AF1
PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4
PCP related AF5

oooorOd

PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 01/2016

Planned Achievement: 06/2016 (80% completion)

20% complete

A (months): +5

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

9 [EBBR, EDDF, EDDL, EDDM, EFHK,
EGKK, LEMD, LFPG, LSZH]

7 [EBBR, EDDF, EDDL, EDDM, EFHK,
LFPG, LSZH]

+2 / +[EGKK, LEMD]

Partly Completed

11 [EGCC, EGLL, EHAM, ENGM, ESSA,
LGAV, LIMC, LIML, LIRF, LKPR, LTBA]

12 [EGCC, EGLL, EHAM, ENGM, ESSA,
LGAV, LIMC, LIML, LIPZ, LIRF, LKPR,
LOWW]

-1/ +[LTBA] / -[LIPZ, LOWW]

13 [EETN, EGPH, EGSS, EYVI, LEBL,

18 [EETN, EGBB, EGKK, EGPH, EGSS,
EIDW, EPWA, EYVI, LEBL, LEMD, LGIR,

-5/ +[LFPO, LIPZ] / -[EGBB, EGKK,

LEPA, LFLL, LHBP, LOWW]

Planned LFPO, LGIR, LGRP, LIPZ, LPPT, LSGG, LGRP, LHBP, LPPT, LSGG, LTAI, LTBA, | EIDW, EPWA, LEMD, LHBP, LTBA]
LTAI, UKBB]
UKBB]
Lo 9 [EGBB, EGGW, EIDW, EKCH, EPWA, | oo con o ooy +4 / +[EGBB, EIDW, EPWA, LHBP,

LOWW] / -[LFPO]

Not Applicable

4 [EDDB, ESSB, LGKR, LGTS]

2 [EDDB, ESSB]

+2 / +[LGKR, LGTS]

Latest to complete the
Objective

EGGW - 09/2016

3 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

2016 (82.61 %)

2016 (86.36 %)

Stakeholders matters

The progress of actions to be completed by different stakeholders is almost equal. MIL applicability of this objective is limited to only
few States reporting it as applicable at certain aerodromes.

From Airspace Users perspective: the A-CDM was seen as a mature project in the SESAR Definition Phase and targeted for full

implementation by 2012. A few airports across Europe have succeeded in doing so, but for the vast majority there is still a huge
shortfall and lack of commitment to deploy more widely.

(LGAV)

Main reasons for delay

- Introduction of EFS and AODB (EGBB)

- CBA ongoing (EGGW, EGSS)

- Implementation plan or badged not approved yet (EGPH)
- System selection underway (EIDW)

- ANSP is awaiting airport initiative (EKCH)

- Project restarted after being frozen due to budget constraint (FLLL, LHBP)

- Full operational exploitation to be achieved in conjunction with DMAN development

- DPl implementation delayed (LOWW)

O

O

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC
NEFAB

DK-SE FAB D uemas

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

In the framework of alignment between ESSIP and PDP, FOC date of this objective will be postponed by 12/2016.
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AOPOS - Implement Alrport Collaborative Decision Making [(CDM)

M Conpleted 9 (0) Code Full name Progress
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ATC02.2 - Implement ground based safety nets - Short Term Conflict Alert (STCA) - level 2
l

[ ATM Master Plan

U PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
I:l PCP related AF5
U PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 01/2013

Planned Achievement: 12/2014 (80% completion)

81% complete

/5 (months): +23

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

34 [AL, AM, AT, AZ, BE, BG, CH, CY,
DE, DK, EE, FI, FR, HR, HU, IE, LT, LU,

30 [AM, AT, BE, BG, CH, CY, DE, DK,
EE, FI, FR, HR, HU, IE, LT, LU, LV, MAS,

achievement (80%)

Completed LV, MAS, MD, ME, MK, MT, NO, PL, MD, ME, MK, NO, PT, RO, RS, SE, I, | *+/ *[ALAZ MT, PL]
PT, RO, RS, SE, I, SK, UA, UK] SK, UA, UK)
Partly Completed 1[AZ) -1/-[AZ]
Late 8 [BA, CZ, ES, GE, GR, IT, NL, TR] ig)[AL’ BA, CZ,ES, GE,IT, MT,NL PL, | 5/ L[GR] / -[AL, MT, PL]
No Plan 1[GR) 1/GR]
Latest to complete the GR, NL - 12/2020 IT-12/2017 36 months
Objective
Pl jecti
anned Objective 2014 (80.95 %) 2014 (80.95 %) 6

Stakeholders matters

No specific Stakeholder related issues identified at present.

Main reasons for delay

Main reasons mentioned by States for their delays are:
- due to the implementation of a new ATM System (BA and GR);
- due to the replacement or upgrading of existing system (CZ, GE, NL, ES, IT, and TR)

DK-SE FAB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC

U Neras

D UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

This objective has reached 80% of achievement in the applicability area for 2015. States that still need to implement the objective
should continue to do so.

Edition 20
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ATCO02.5 - Implement ground based safety nets - Area Proximity Warning - level 2

‘ ATM Master Plan

D PCP related AF1
I:l PCP related AF2
I:' PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
I:l PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

|

ESSIP FOC: 12/2016

Planned Achievement: 12/2016 (80% completion)

I

50% complete

/v (months): 0

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

21 [AL, AM, AT, AZ, BE, BG, CY, DE,

19 [AL, AM, AT, BE, BG, CY, DE, DK, FI,

achievement (80%)

Completed DK, FI, HR, HU, IE, LV, MD, ME, MK, HR, HU, IE, LV, MD, ME, MK, RO, RS, | +2/+[AZ, PL]

PL, RO, RS, UA] UA)
Partly Completed 3 [MAS, MT, SE] 4 [AZ, MAS, PL, SE) 1/ +MT] /-[AZ, PL]

12 [CH, EE, ES, GE, GR, IT, LT, LU, PT, | 12 [CZ EE, ES, GE, LT, LU, MT, NO, PT,

[cz

Planned sI, SK, TR] sI, K, TR) 0/ +[CH, GR, IT] / -[CZ, MT, NO]
Late 3[CZ, NO, UK] 2[IT, UK) +1/+[CZ, NO] /-[IT]
No Plan 1 [BA] 3 [BA, CH, GR) 2 /-[CH, GR]
Not Applicable 2 [FR, NL] 2 [FR, NL) 0
Latest to complete the NO - 12/2019 IT, UK - 12/2017 24 months
Objective
Planned Objective 2016 (83.33 %) 2016 (83.33 %) 0

Main reasons for delay

Three States reported not being able to do this by 12/2017 (CZ and UK) and 12/2019 (NO).
There are no specific reasons given for this delay.

O

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC
NEFAB

DKSE FAB 01 uk-1r Fas

Team Meetings.

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

No specific action yet, however concerns regarding the progress implementation will be raised during SPIN Sub-Group and Safety

Area Proximity Warning level 2
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ATC02.6 - Implement ground based safety nets - Minimum Safe Altitude Warning - level 2
|

\ ATM Master Plan

I:l PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
I:l PCP related AF3

ESSIP FOC: 12/2016

Planned Achievement: 12/2016 (80% completion)

I

25 (months): 0

[ PCP related AF4 49% complete
D PCP related AF5
D PCP related AF6
Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
19 [AM, AZ, BE, BG, CH, CY, DE, DK, FI,
17 [AM, BE, BG, CH, CY, DK, FI, HU, IE,
Completed Bf\] IE, LU, LV, MD, ME, MK, RO, RS, LU LV, MD. ME, MK, RO, RS, UA) +2 / +[AZ, DE]
Partly Completed 2 [MT, PL] 3 [AZ, GE, PL) -1/ +[MT] / -[AZ, GE]
Planned 11 [AL, AT, BA, ES, GE, IT, LT, SE, SI, 15 [AL, AT, BA, CZ, DE, ES, HR, LT, MT, -4 [ +[GE, IT] / -[CZ, DE, HR, MT, NO,
SK, TR] NO, PT, SE, SI, SK, TR) PT]
Late 4[CZ, HR, NO, PT] 1[IT) +3/ +[CZ, HR, NO, PT] / -[IT]
No Plan 1 [EE] 1 [EE) 0
Not Applicable 2 [FR, NL] 3 [FR, MAS, NL) -1/-[MAS]
Latest to complete the NO, PT - 12/2019 IT - 12/2017 24 months
Objective
Planned Objective
201 2.059 201 59
achievement (80%) 016 (82.05 %) 016 (87.5 %) 0

Main reasons for delay CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

Four States reported not being able to do this by 04/2017 (CZ), 12/2017 (HR) and 12/2019 BALTIC
(NO and PT). There a no specific reasons given for this delay with the exception of HR due NEFAB
to the fact that operational implementation has been delayed due to false and nuisance
alerts which have a safety impact.
L ok-se ras D1 ucm pas

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

No specific action yet, however concerns regarding the progress implementation will be raised during SPIN Sub-Group and Safety
Team Meetings.

ATCOZ.6 - Implement ground based safety nets — Minimum Safe Altitude Warning - lewvel 2

M Completed 19 (0)
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ATCO02.7 - Implement ground based safety nets - Approach Path Monitor - level 2

\ ATM Master Plan \

CM-0801

D PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
I:l PCP related AF5
D PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2016

Planned Achievement: - no data - (80% completion)

24% complete

A (months): 0

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

9 [AM, BE, CH, DK, FI, HU, IE, MD, UA]

9 [AM, BE, CH, DK, FI, HU, IE, MD, UA)

0

Objective

Partly Completed 3 [DE, LT, MT] 1[LT) +2 / +[DE, MT]

Planned 10 [AT, CY, EE, ES, IT, LU, PL, SE, SI, 16 [AT, AZ, CY, CZ, DE, EE, ES, HR, LU, -6 / +[IT] / -[AZ, CZ, DE, HR, MT, NO,
TR] MT, NO, PL, PT, SE, SI, TR) PT]

Late 7 [AZ, HR, ME, NO, PT, RS, UK] 4 [IT, ME, RS, UK) +3 / +[AZ, HR, NO, PT] / -[IT]

No Plan 7 [AL, BA, BG, CZ, LV, MK, RO] 6 [AL, BA, BG, LV, MK, RO) +1/+[CZ)

Not Applicable 2 [FR, NL] 3 [FR, MAS, NL) -1/ -[MAS]

Latest to complete the ME, RS - 12/2020 ME, RS - 12/2020 0 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

No Data (76.32 %)

No Data (76.92 %)

Main reasons for delay

There are no other specific reasons given for this delay then the implementation of a new
ATM system (AZ, HR, ME, NO, and RS) or upgrade/enhancement of the existing system (PT
and UK).

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
BALTIC
L] neras

.
DK.SE FAB UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

Team Meetings.

No specific action yet, however concerns regarding the progress implementation will be raised during SPIN Sub-Group and Safety

ATCOZ.7 - Implement ground based safety nets - Approach Path Monitor - lewvel 2
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ATC07.1 - Implement arrival management tools

| ATM Master Plan | TS-0102

PCP related AF1 ESSIP FOC: 12/2015 I (months): 0
m Planned Achievement: - no data - (80% completion)

PCP related AF2 R

Risk of Delay
I:l PCP related AF3
[ PCP related AF4 39% complete
D PCP related AF5
U PCP related AF6
Overview of progress 2013 Deltas 2014-2013

Completed 9 [DE, DK, FI, IE, NL, NO, SE, UA, UK] 9 [DE, DK, FI, IE, NL, NO, SE, UA, UK) 0
Partly Completed 3 [CH, ES, FR] 2 [CH, FR) +1 / +[ES]
Planned 3 [BE, LV, RO] 6 [AT, BE, ES, LV, PT, RO) -3/ -[AT, ES, PT]
Late 3 [AT, CZ, PT] 1[C2) +2 / +[AT, PT]
No Plan 1[PL 2[IT, PL) -1/

Not Applicable

4 [BA, HR, IT, LU]

4 [BA, HR, LU, MAS)

0/ +[IT] / -[MAS]

Latest to complete the
Objective

CZ, PT - 12/2018

CH, CZ - 12/2016

24 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

No Data (78.26 %)

No Data (75 %)

Stakeholders matters

Any further delay by one of the States having declared the objective as Partially Completed or Planned would cause the overall
implementation to be late w.r.t. the FOC of the objective (12/2015).

Main reasons for delay

For those reporting delays in implementing AMAN, the reasons are the following:

- CZ: the implementation will be decided on the basis of a feasibility study/CBA for the
implementation of AMAN/DMAN at Prague airport.

- AT: following implementation of the new ATM system for APP Wien in November 2015,
the integrated AMAN functionality will be re-evaluated for later implementation.

- PT: implementation in Lisbon FIR following a new LISATM system version.

L] ok-se ras

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC

L neras

I:l UK-IR FAB

ATCO7.1 - Implement arrival management tools

M Completed 9 (0)
Partly Completed 3 {0}
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Late 3 {0}
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ATC12 - Implement automated support for conflict detection and conformance monitoring
[ cv-0203 |

| ATM Master Plan |

I:l PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
I:l PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2016

Planned Achievement: 12/2017 (80% completion)

41% complete

2\ (months): +12

‘ Risk of Delay

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 17 [AM, AT, BG, CY, DK, EE, FI, HR, 16 [AM, AT, BG, DK, EE, FI, HR, HU, IE, +1/+[CY]
HU, IE, LV, MD, ME, MK, RO, RS, SE] LV, MD, ME, MK, RO, RS, SE)
Partly Completed 6 [CH, LT, MAS, MT, NL, UK] 5 [CH, LT, MAS, NL, UK) +1 / +[MT]

10 [AL, AZ, BA, BE, GE, GR, IT, PL, TR,

16 [AL, AZ, BA, BE, CY, CZ, ES, GE, GR,

achievement (80%)

Planned VA] T MT. PL. PT. SK. TR, UA) -6 / -[CY, CZ, ES, MT, PT, SK]
Late 6 [CZ, DE, ES, FR, PT, SK] 2 [DE, FR) +4 [ +[CZ, ES, PT, SK]
No Plan 1[NO] 1[NO) 0
Not Applicable 1[s1] 2 [LU, SI) -1/-[LU]
Latest to complete the
- UK - 12/2020 UK - 12/2020 0 months
Objective
Planned Objective 2017 (80.49 %) 2016 (85.71 %) 12

Stakeholders matters

Although the trend is towards the achievement of 80% of the implementation within the objective FOC date, there is some risk for
delay, given that a few operational introductions are still under evaluation, albeit the capability is already available or planned into
their (new) ATM systems (Azerbaijan, Georgia, Slovenia and Poland).

Main reasons for delay

For Slovenia, given the current traffic levels, the need for MTCD is still to be evaluated
within its FAB. Spain and Portugal have a common plan at FAB level to implement it in
2019. France will complete its deployment in the context of their new ATM system (4-Flight
programme) by 12/2017. Germany plans the introduction of MTCD and MONA by 2019, in
the context of their iCAS programme (phase Il). Implementation in Slovak Republic is linked O
to the implementation of an upgrade to their ATM system, by 12/2018).

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC
D NEFAB

2
DKCSE FAB B Uk-ir Fas

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

Azerbaijan, Georgia, Slovenia and Poland should confirm their plans for operational introduction of MTCD and MONA, or declare the

ESSIP Report 2014

objective as Not Applicable.

14 €242

Edition 2014

Code Full neme

Progress
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ATC15 - Implement, in En-Route operations, information exchange mechanisms, tools and

procedures in support of Basic AMAN operations

‘ ATM Master Plan ‘

TS-0305

PCP related AF1
PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4
PCP related AF5

Oooddr

PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2017

Planned Achievement: - no data - (80% completion)

23% complete

5 (months): 0

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

7 [AT, DK, FI, MAS, NO, SE, UK]

6 [AT, DK, FI, MAS, SE, UK)

+1/+[NO]

Partly Completed

4 [DE, FR, IE, NL]

3 [FR, NL, NO)

+1 / +[DE, IE] / -[NO]

12 [BE, CH, CZ, DE, EE, ES, HU, IT, LV,

Objective

Planned 9 [BE, CH, CZ, EE, HU, IT, LV, RO, TR] BT, KO, TRY -3/ -[DE, ES, PT]
Late 2 [ES, PT] +2 / +[ES, PT]
No Plan 4 [BA, BG, HR, PL] 5 [BA, BG, HR, IE, PL) 1/ €]

Not Applicable 4 [LU, ME, RS, UA] 4 [LU, ME, RS, UA) 0

Latest to complete the ES - 12/2018 DE, FR, IT, RO - 12/2017 12 months

Planned Objective

0,
achievement (80%) No Data (73.33 %)

No Data (70 %)

Stakeholders matters

A number of administrations are still reporting no firm plans to implement it: Bulgaria, Croatia, Bosnia Herzegovina and Poland.

Main reasons for delay CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
In a number of cases, the operational introduction of extended AMAN has to be BALTIC
coordinated with the neighbouring ANSP. This negotiation has not yet been finalised for a | NEFAB
few of them (BG, HR and HU).
In other cases, its implementation is timed in line with a broader adaptation of their
O ¥| UK-IR FAB
systems (ES and PT). DK-SE FAB
Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective
Montenegro, Serbia and Ukraine should require to be removed from the applicability area of this objective.
ASF - Implement, in Cn-Route operations, information exchange mechanisms, tools and procedures in support of Dasic AHAH
.
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ATC16 - Implement ACAS Il compliant with TCAS Il change 7.1

‘ ATM Master Plan

I:l PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
[ PCP related AF3
I:l PCP related AF4
[ PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2015

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

19% complete

2\ (months): 0

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

8 [AL, CY, IT, LT, LU, MAS, ME, RS]

5 [IT, LU, MAS, ME, RS)

+3 / +[AL, CY, LT]

Partly Completed

10 [BE, CH, DE, FI, FR, NL, SE, SI, TR,
UK]

8 [CH, DE, FR, LT, NL, SE, TR, UK)

+2 / +[BE, FI, SI] / -[LT]

22 [AM, AT, BA, BG, CZ, DK, EE, ES,

27 [AL, AM, AT, AZ, BE, BG, CY, CZ,

achievement (80%)

Planned GR, HR, HU, IE, LV, MD, MK, MT, NO, | DK, EE, ES, Fl, GR, HR, HU, IE, LV, MD, | -5/+[BA]/-[AL, AZ, BE, CY, FI, SI]
PL, PT, RO, SK, UA] MK, MT, NO, PL, PT, RO, SI, SK, UA)

Late 1[AZ] 1[BA) 0/ +AZ] / -[BA]

No Plan 1 [GE] 1 [GE) 0

Latest to complete the BA, CH, CZ, DE, ES, FI, FR, GR, MD,

Objective AZ-12/2018 MT, NO, RO, UA, UK - 12/2015 36 months

Planned Objective 2015 (95.24 %) 2015 (97.62 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

A few ANSPs still seem to misunderstand the requirement in ATC16-ASP02 -Establish ACAS Il performance monitoring- which in fact
only calls for the implementation (as for PANS-ATM - ICAO Doc. 4444) of a monitoring and reporting mechanism in the ANSP to
account for care of RA reports.
Some Military Authorities do not seem to have fully acknowledged yet the fact that aircrews of tactical aircraft, not equipped with
ACAS I, still need to be trained to understand the possible impact of operating high performance aircraft in an airspace environment
with ACAS equipped aircraft (ATC16-MIL02).

ESSIP Report 2014

Editlan 2014

Fl

HD

Main reasons for delay CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
No delays identified at this stage of implementation but there is an issue in some States BALTIC
that objective is completed at ANSP level but not yet finalised at state level due to the fact U NEFAB
that operators did not implement ACAS Il requirements so far (impacting REG action
completion).  uk.
|:| DK-SE FAB UK-IR FAB

poriies |

Code Full name Progress
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ATC17 - Electronic Dialogue as Automated Assistance to Controller during Coordination and

Transfer

\ ATM Master Plan \

CM-0201

L PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
Ol PCP related AF5
D PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2018

Planned Achievement: 12/2018 (80% completion)

5% complete

2 (months): 0

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 2 [FI, HR] 1 [HR) +1 /+[FI]
Partly Completed 6 [BG, CH, DE, HU, NL, RO] 6 [BG, CH, DE, FI, NL, RO) 0/ +[HU] / -[FI]
29 [AL, AM, AT, AZ, BA, BE, CY, CZ, DK, | 30 [AL, AM, AT, AZ, BA, BE, CY, CZ, DK,

Planned EE, ES, FR, GE, GR, IT, LT, LV, MAS, EE, ES, FR, GE, GR, HU, IT, LT, LV, 1/-[HU]
MD, ME, MK, MT, PL, PT, RS, SE, SI, MAS, MD, ME, MK, MT, PL, PT, RS, SE,
TR, UK] SI, TR, UK)

No Plan 3 [LU, NO, UA] 3 [LU, NO, UA) 0

Not Applicable 1[IE] 1[IE) 0

Latest to complete the AL, AZ, BA, BG, CY, DK, EE, FR, GR, HU, | AL, BA, BE, BG, CY, DK, EE, FR, GR, HU,

Objective IT, LT, LV, MD, ME, NL, PL, PT, RO, RS, IT, LT, LV, MAS, MD, ME, NL, PL, PT, 0 months
SE, SI, UK - 12/2018 RO, RS, SE, SI, UK - 12/2018

:';’i‘gf:mi?fgg;) 2018 (90.24 %) 2018 (90.24 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

Implementation of ASP02 (PAC and COD) is fairly advanced, with 18 centres having completed the action and another 11 partially
completed it. Implementation of ASPO3 (transfer and communication process) and ASP04 (electronic dialogue procedure in
coordination process) evolve at a slower pace, in a fairly similar manner.

the objective as being

Main reasons for delay

Of the 3 States currently declaring of not having a plan, one (Norway) mentions that the
implementation will be considered in relation to the next generation ATM system, one

(Luxembourg) declares that the functions are already available in their system, but not in
operation pending requests from neighbouring centres. The third one (Ukraine) declares

under review.

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC
U neras

g
DK-SE FAB UKIR FAB
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COMO09 - Migrate ground international or regional X.25 data networks or services to the
Internet Protocol (IP)

\ ATM Master Plan

W cre-coeb J GGswim-26a | GGswim-s2 _J  NIMs-02

D PCP related AF1
I:l PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
PCP related AF5
Ol PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2014

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

I

50% complete

A (months): +12

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

21 [AL, AT, BG, CY, DE, DK, ES, HR, HU,

+13 / +[AL, AT, BG, CY, DE, DK, ES, HU,

Completed LT, LU, LV, MAS, MD, NL, PL, RO, I, 8 [BE, HR, LT, LU, MAS, NL, PL, TR) Ly, MD, RO, 51,5k, UK] 7 48]
SK, TR, UK]
Partly Completed 2 [AM, CH] ;%lAL' AM, BG, CH, GR, IT, LV, RO, SE, -8/ -[AL, BG, GR, IT, LV, RO, SE, SK]
19 [AT, AZ, CY, CZ, DK, EE, ES, FI, GE, | -19/-[AT, AZ, CY, CZ, DK, EE, ES, I,
Planned HU, IE, MD, ME, MT, NO, PT, RS, S|, GE, HU, IE, MD, ME, MT, NO, PT, RS,
UK) sl, UK]
19 [AZ, BA, BE, CZ, EE, I, FR, GE, GR,
Late IE, IT, ME, MK, MT, NO, PT, RS, SE, 5 [BA, DE, FR, MK, UA) +14/ +[AZ, BE, CZ, EE, Fl, GE, GR, IE,

VAl IT, ME, MT, NO, PT, RS, SE] / -[DE]

Latest to complete the
Objective

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

GE, MK - 12/2017 MK, UA - 12/2015 24 months

2015 (85.71 %) 2014 (92.86 %) 12

Stakeholders matters

This objective is applicable to ANPs providing services to GAT with communication networks connected to neighbouring States, which
makes it applicable only a very small number of military ANSP, therefore the delay is mostly attributable the main civil ANSPs.

Main reasons for delay CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

ANSPs did not provide specific details to justify the delay, in most cases they informed that BALTIC

the deadline for the project had been postponed for 12 months. ] Neras
There is no specific technical issue hindering implementation, and PENS is available as a

means of corﬁpllance,. so IF wguld seem that not enough prlorl'Fy.has been glV(-en to the O UkR FaB
implementation of this objective. ANSPs should accelerate their implementation plans and DK-SE FAB

consider using PENS services, where appropriate.

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

Being an enabler for other COM applications, this objective should be considered to be deleted and specific SLoAs added in the
objectives dealing with the different COM applications

Code Full nsss Frogres:
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COML10 - Migrate from AFTN to AMHS

\ ATM Master Plan |

CTE-C06¢

PCP related AF1
PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4
PCP related AF5

Oooood

PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2014

Planned Achievement: 12/2016 (80% completion)

24% complete

2\ (months): +24

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

10 [AT, BE, DK, ES, IE, LU, MAS, PT, SK,
TR]

4 [BE, DK, ES, PT)

+6 / +[AT, IE, LU, MAS, SK, TR]

Partly Completed

2 [CH, MK]

11 [AT, AZ, BG, CH, DE, LT, NL, RO, SK,
TR, UK)

-9/ +[MK] / -[AT, AZ, BG, DE, LT, NL,
RO, SK, TR, UK]

19 [AL, BA, CY, CZ, FI, GE, HR, IE, IT,

-19//-[AL, BA, CY, CZ, FI, GE, HR, IE, IT,

achievement (80%)

Planned LU, LV, MAS, MD, ME, MK, MT, PL, RS, | LU, LV, MAS, MD, ME, MK, MT, PL, RS,
SE) SE]

BRSO 2y s e

Late » PR B8, SR, R, Y UL S Y VB2 A, EE, FR, GR, HU, NO, UA) GE, HR, IT, LT, LV, MD, ME, MT, NL,
ME, MT, NL, NO, PL, RO, RS, SE, SI, PL RO, RS, SE. . UK]
UA, UK] , RO, RS, SE, SI,

No Plan 1[SI) -1/-[S1]

Latest to complete the LT - 09/2018 HU - 12/2017 9 months

Objective

Planned Objective 2016 (90.48 %) 2014 (80.95 %) 24

Stakeholders matters

Implementation of the Basic AMHS, can be considered as achieved (more than 80% Completed).The objective is suffering delay, in
most of the ANSPs, due to the ASP03, the Extended AMHS.

Main reasons for delay

- Some Extended AMHS functionalities are of a slight risk without the implementation of a
supporting security infrastructure which is not mandated by the Community Specification;
- Operation is subject to the readiness of the neighbouring ANSP-s;

- Delay on implementation of the new software regarding the -Directory Services- funct.;

- Operational needs do not justify the implementation of the Extended AMHS;

- Implementation is linked to the implementation of PENS;
- Negative Cost Benefit Analysis regarding the implementation of the Extended AMHS;

D DK-SE FAB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC
NEFAB

UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

As this is an objective which requires a regional approach, the ANSPs should coordinate and synchronise their implementation plans.
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COM11 - Implementation of Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) in ATM

‘ ATM Master Plan ‘
L] pcp related AF1 ESSIP FOC: 1_2/2020 2\ (months): 0
[ pep related AF2 Planned Achievement: 12/2020 (80% completion)

On Time

D PCP related AF3 |I _
[ PCP related AF4 2% complete
D PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 1[MD] +1/+[MD]
Partly Completed 2 [AM, DE] 1 [AM) +1 / +[DE]

35 [AL, AT, AZ, BA, BE, BG, CH, CY, CZ,
EE, ES, FI, FR, GE, GR, HU, IE, IT, LT,

35 [AL, AT, AZ, BA, BE, BG, CH, CY, CZ,
EE, ES, FI, FR, GE, GR, HU, IE, IT, LT,

achievement (80%)

Planned LV, MAS, ME, MK, MT, NL, PL, PT, RO, | LV, MAS, MD, ME, MK, MT, NL, pL, pT, | O/ +111/-(MD]
RS, SE, SI, SK, TR, UA, UK] RO, RS, SE, SK, TR, UA, UK)

Late 1[s)) 1/s1

No Plan 4 [DK, HR, LU, NOJ 5 [DE, DK, HR, LU, NO) 1/-IDE]

Latest to complete the AT, BA, BE, BG, CH, CZ, DE, EE, ES, FI, | AT, BA, BG, CZ, EE, ES, FI, FR, HR, IT,

Objoctive FR, HR, IT, LT, LU, LV, NL, NO, PL, PT, | LT, LU, LV, MD, NL, NO, PT, RO, SE, SI, | 0 months
SE, SI, SK, UA, UK - 12/2020 SK, UA, UK - 12/2020

Planned Objective 2020 (90.48 %) 2020 (88.1 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

All States/ANSPs, except DK, HR, LU and NO, have reported that the objective will be completed by 2020 without identifying any
possible risks on reaching the target date.
For DK, while the ANSP has planned completion by the end of 2018, the military has not yet considered its implementation.

Main reasons for delay

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

No delays identified at this stage of implementation. BALTIC
NEFAB
DKSE FAB UK-IR FAB

COH11 Implementation of Voice over Internet Protocol (WoIP) in ATH
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ENVO1 - Implement Continuous Descent Operations (CDO) techniques for environmental

improvements
\ ATM Master Plan \
| PCP related AF1 ESSIP FOC: 12/2013
I:l PCP related AF2
[ PCP related AF4 71% complete
D PCP related AF5
U

PCP related AF6

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

v (months): +24

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

42 [EBBR, EBCI, EBLG, EDDF, EDDH,
EDDK, EDDM, EDDN, EDDS, EDDV,
EFHK, EGBB, EGCC, EGGD, EGGW,
EGKK, EGLL, EGNT, EGNX, EGPH,
EGSS, EHAM, EIDW, EPWA, ESGG,
ESMS, ESNU, ESSA, EYVI, LEBL, LEMD,
LEPA, LFLL, LFML, LFMN, LFPG, LFPO,
LHBP, LOWW, LPPT, UDYZ, UKBB]

41 [EBCI, EDDF, EDDH, EDDK, EDDM,
EDDN, EDDS, EDDV, EFHK, EGBB,
EGCC, EGGD, EGGW, EGKK, EGLL,
EGNT, EGNX, EGPH, EGSS, EHAM,
EIDW, EKCH, EPWA, ESGG, ESMS,
ESNU, ESSA, EYVI, LEBL, LEMD, LEPA,
LFBO, LFLL, LFML, LFMN, LFPG, LFPO,
LHBP, LOWW, LPPT, UKBB]

+1/ +[EBBR, EBLG, UDYZ] / -[EKCH,
LFBO]

LTBA, LYBE]

LKPR, LQSA, LROP, LTAI, LTBA]

Partly Completed 1 [LSGG] 2 [LSGG, LSZH] -1/ -[LSZH]
Planned 1 [LYBE] -1/ -[LYBE]
13 [EBOS, EETN, EGPF, ENGM, LIMC, 16 [EBAW, EBBR, EBLG, EBOS, EETN,
Late LIPZ, LIRF, LQSA, LROP, LSZH, LTAI, EGPF, ENGM, LIMC, LIML, LIPZ, LIRF, -3/ +{LSZH, LYBE] / -[EBAW, EBER,

EBLG, LIML, LKPR]

Not Applicable

3 [EDDL, LDSP, LKPR]

4 [EDDB, EDDL, ESSB, LDSP]

-1/ +[LKPR] / -[EDDB, ESSB]

Latest to complete the
Objective

LSZH - 12/2016

EGPF, LKPR, LROP, LSGG, LSZH -
12/2015

12 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

2015 (93.22 %)

2014 (85.94 %)

12

Stakeholders matters

The implementation of CDO techniques has not significantly improved in 2014. The anticipated 80% implementation target, due by
end of 2013, was not reached by end of 2014.

Main reasons for delay

(AL, GR, HR, ME, RO, RS);

- Delays in implementing the Aeronautical Information Management recommendations

- Reorganisation of service provision and establishment of the ANSP (BH).

I:l DK-SE FAB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

O sactic

U neras

D UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

Based on the reports of Stakeholders, the Objective is expected to be achieved by December 2015 at the latest.

70




EMWO1 - Implement Continuous Descent Operations (CDO) technigues for environmental improvements

M Conpleted 42 (0) Code Full name Progress
Partly Completed 1 €00
Planned O (0}

Late 13 (0} EGLL LONDON/HEATHROW

M Ho Plan 0 (D)

M Mot Applicable 3 000

Miszing Data 0 (0} LIMC MILANO/MALPENSA
O Undefined 0 (0} :
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ENVO2 - Implement Collaborative Environmental Management (CEM) at Airports

[ ATM Master Plan

[ A0-0703 AO-0705 AO-0706

I:l PCP related AF1
U PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
I:l PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2016

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

N

58% complete

2\ (months): -12

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

28 [EDDF, EDDL, EDDM, EFHK, EGBB,
EGCC, EGLL, EGNT, EGSS, EHAM,
EIDW, EKCH, ENGM, ESSA, LEBL,
LEMD, LEPA, LFBO, LFLL, LFML, LFMN,
LFPG, LFPO, LHBP, LKPR, LOWW,
LPPT, LTBA]

26 [EDDF, EDDL, EDDM, EFHK, EGBB,
EGCC, EGNT, EGSS, EHAM, EIDW,
EKCH, ENGM, ESSA, LEBL, LEMD,
LEPA, LFBO, LFLL, LFML, LFMN, LFPG,
LFPO, LKPR, LOWW, LPPT, UDYZ]

+2 / +[EGLL, LHBP, LTBA] / -[UDYZ]

Partly Completed

13 [EGGD, EGGW, EGKK, EGLC, EGPH,
LGAV, LIMC, LIML, LIPZ, LIRF, LSGG,
LSZH, LTAI]

16 [EGGD, EGGW, EGKK, EGLC, EGLL,
EGPH, ESSB, LGAV, LIMC, LIML, LIPZ,
LIRF, LSGG, LSZH, LTAI, LTBA]

-3 /-[EGLL, ESSB, LTBA]

6 [EBBR, EETN, EPWA, EYVI, LHBP,

achievement (80%)

Planned 5 [EBBR, EETN, EPWA, EYVI, LQSA] LasA] -1/-[LHBP]
Not Applicable 2 [EDDB, EGPF] 2 [EDDB, EGPF] 0

Latest to complete the EGGD, EGPH, EPWA, LGAYV, LQSA,

Objective 1565 12/2016 EGGD, LQSA, LSGG - 12/2016 0 months
Planned Objective 2015 (83.33 %) 2015 (90 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

Two states declared that the Objective is not applicable to them, although they are in the Applicability Area of this Objective
(EDDN-Berlin Brandenburg International and EGPF-Glasgow). Berlin Brandenburg International Airport is not yet open to traffic and
Glasgow Airport might have misinterpreted the Objective NATS (ANSP) has declared the Objective completed for its Actions.

LGAV, LQSA).

Main reasons for delay

Reasons for delay are a backlog of initiating formal working partnership agreements for
CEM and the establishment of a CEM Team by the Airport Operators (EGGD, EGPH, LGAV,
LIMC, LIPZ, LQSA, LTAI). Some Airport Operators still need to conduct or finalise the
training of their operational staff (EBBR, EETN, EGGD, EGGW, EGKK, EGPF, EPWA, EYVI,

Some other Airport Operators still need to ensure implementation of an appropriate
Airport Policy and procedures (EGLC, EYVI, LGAV, LIRF, LQSA, LSGG, LSZH).

D DK-SE FAB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

O sactic

O Neras

D UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

Under the condition that the current backlogs are overcome, the Objective is expected to be achieved by end of 2016.
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EMYDZ - Implement Collaborative Environmental Management (CEM) at Alrports

M Conpleted 28 (00
Partly Canpleted 13 (0)
Planned § (07
Late 0 (0}

W Ho Plan 0 (0}

W Hot Applicable 2 (0)
Missing Dats 0 (0}

O Undefined 0 ()
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FCMOL1 - Implement enhanced tactical flow management services

\ ATM Master Plan

L PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
I:l PCP related AF4
D PCP related AF5
Ol PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2006

60% complete

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

N

s (months): +108

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

25 [AL, AT, BG, CZ, DE, ES, FI, FR, GR,
HR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, MAS, ME, MT,
NL, PL, RO, RS, SE, SI, SK]

23 [AL, AT, BG, DE, ES, FI, FR, GR, HR,
HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, ME, MT, NL, PL, RO,
RS, SE, SI, SK)

+2 / +[CZ, MAS]

Partly Completed

1[CH]

1[CH)

0

Late

14 [AM, BA, BE, CY, DK, EE, GE, LV,
MK, NO, PT, TR, UA, UK]

15 [AM, BA, BE, CY, CZ, DK, EE, LV,
MAS, MK, NO, PT, TR, UA, UK)

-1/ +[GE] / -[CZ, MAS]

achievement (80%)

Not Applicable 2 [AZ, MD] 3 [AZ, GE, MD) -1/ -[GE]
Latest to complete the UK - 12/2020 UK - 12/2020 0 months
Objective

Planned Objective 2015 (83.33 %) 2014 (80.95 %) 12

Stakeholders matters

reported -Late- at the

overall objective level.

The Objective is late, with SLoAs which should have been implemented more than 15 years ago and are still not finalised by several
States. However the priorities SLoAs have been implemented by more than three quarters of the States even if some of these States

Main reasons for delay

The main reason given by the States for delaying the implementation is of a technical
nature and lack of operational justification. Implementation is mostly linked to the
deployment of new systems or to major upgrades of existing ones, therefore the stand
alone implementation of the objective was not considered beneficial. In many instances
the objective is perceived as not being operationally justified at local level. However the
implementation decisions shall also take into account the network benefits, as the
Objective will allow the Network Manager to have access to real-time aircraft information,
enhancing so the Air Traffic Flow and Capacity Management.

DK-SE FAB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

O sattic

L] Neras

O uk-IR FaB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

The objective is close to implementation, at least with regard the priority SLoAs.
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FCMO3 - Implement collaborative flight planning

| ATM Master Plan

| DCB-0302 1S-0101 1S-0102

L] pcp related AF1 ESSIP FOC: 12/2015 2\ (months): +12
0 Planned Achievement: 12/2016 (80% completion)
PCP related AF2 q
Risk of Delay
D PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4 31% complete
D PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6
Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
13 [AL, AT, BG, CH, DE, EE, IE, LT, LU, 16 [AL, AT, BG, CH, DE, DK, EE, GR, I,
Completed MD, ME, NL, RS] LT, LU, MD, ME, NL, RS, SK) -3/-IDK, GR, K]

Partly Completed

6 [ES, GR, HR, IT, RO, SI]

3 [ES, IT, RO)

+3 / +[GR, HR, SI]

14 [AM, BA, BE, CY, DK, FI, HU, LV,

18 [AM, BA, BE, CY, CZ, FI, HR, HU, LV,

-4 / +[DK, SK] / -[CZ, HR, MK, PT, SI,

achievement (80%)

Planned MAS, MT, PL, SE, SK, TR] MAS, MK, MT, PL, PT, SE, SI, TR, UA) | UA]

Late 7 [FR, GE, MK, NO, PT, UA, UK] 3 [FR, NO, UK) +4 / +[GE, MK, PT, UA]
No Plan 1[Cz] +1/+[CZ]

Not Applicable 1[AZ] 2 [AZ, GE) -1/ -[GE]

Latest to complete the UK - 12/2020 UK - 12/2020 0 months

Objective

Planned Objective 2016 (83.33 %) 2015 (88.1 %) 12

Stakeholders matters

There is a very slow progress in the implementation of the objective. Compared with the initial Full Operational Capability (FOC) date
the objective is late, however due to the successive changes of the FOC date (now it is 12/2015), very few States appear as late.

Main reasons for delay

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

7

& t14m

The implementation of the objective involves a certain level of investments; it is done O saiTic
through the planned upgrades of current ATM systems or the installation of the new ones. O NEFAB
At the same time stakeholders do not recognise direct benefit from implementation as the
direct benefits are at network level and may not be perceived as such by the individual m
stakeholders. DK-SE FAB UK-IR FAB
Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective
In the context of the PDP, the objective will be reviewed and aligned with the content of the PDP.
FCHOZ - Implement collaborative flight planning
[ 3 Code Full nawe Progress
L Lusesbourg ||

MT  Maltas

W& Hasstricht UAC

o
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FCMO04 - Implementation of Short Term ATFCM Measures - phase 1
[ ATM Master Plan |

D PCP related AF1
I:l PCP related AF2
U PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4
D PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2015

Planned Achievement: - no data - (80% completion)

0% complete

2\ (months): 0

achievement (80%)

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Partly Completed 2 [CH, FR] 2 [CH, FR) 0
Planned 2T, PL] 2[IT, PL) 0
No Plan 2 [DE, ES] 2 [DE, ES) 0
Latest to complete the
Objective 0 months
Planned Objective No Data (50 %) No Data (50 %)

Stakeholders matters

The submitted reports indicate that the objective will be implemented in time by the States within its area of applicability. However
there is still a need for the clarification of implementation intention of States which have reported -No Plan- despite being in the
applicability area of the objective, as the applicability area has been customised based on the information provided by the IDP
(Interim Deployment Programme).

Main reasons for delay

No delays identified at this stage of implementation.

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

O sattic
L] Neras

7 okt as O uk-IRFaB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

STAM Phase 1 is identified as a Fast Track in the Preliminary deployment programme. As such the objective may suffer changes in the
near future and have its area of applicability expanded to the entire EATMN.

FCHO4

Implementation of Short Term ATFCH Heasures

Hizzing Data 0 (0
O i v 0 {0

2tm>I

2 (T

Edition 2014
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FCMO5 - Implementation of interactive rolling NOP

[ ATM Master Plan \

AOM-0202 AOM-0205 DCB-0102

D PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4
PCP related AF5
[ PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2016

Planned Achievement: - no data - (80% completion)

0% complete

s (months): 0

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Partly Completed

2[CH, NL]

2 [CH, NL)

29 [AL, AT, BA, BE, BG, CY, CZ, DE, EE,
Fl, FR, HR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LV, MAS, MD,

24 [AL, AT, BA, BE, BG, CY, CZ, EE, FI,

UA]

ME, MK, RS, TR, UA)

Planned FR, HU, IT, LT, LV, MAS, MD, MT, NO, | +5/ +[DE, HR, IE, ME, RS]
m(E] MT, NO, PL, PT, RO, RS, SI, SK, L. PT. RO, 51, SK. UK)
No Plan 9 [AM, DK, ES, GE, GR, LU, MK, TR, 13 [AM, DE, DK, ES, GR, HR, IE, LU,

-4 / +[GE] / -[DE, HR, IE, ME, RS]

Objective

SK, UA, UK - 12/2016

Not Applicable 2 [AZ, SE] 3 [AZ, GE, SE) -1/ -[GE]
Latest to complete the AL, AT, BA, BE, CY, CZ, FI, FR, HU, IE,
P AZ - 12/2018 IT, LT, LV, MD, MT, NL, PL, PT, RO, SI, | 24 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

No Data (71.43 %)

No Data (59.52 %)

Stakeholders matters

It is important to note that most of the SLoAs are applicable to the Network Manager (NM) and that all NM-s SLoAs planned for 2014
(5 out of 7) have been implemented according with the plans so can be considered as -Finalised-.

Main reasons for delay

No delays identified at this stage of implementation.

L ok-se Fas

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

D BALTIC

U] Neras

I:l UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

The objective is expected to evolve due to the publication of the Preliminary Deployment Programme. The most important change will
be the enlargement of the scope of the objective, so as to cover the connectivity with the Airport Operational Plan (AOP). This change
will also imply a revision of the implementation timescale, which will change from 2016 to 2021

ESSIP Report 2014

FCHOE - Implonantation of interactive rolling MOP

W Cospleted O (

Code Full nass Prograss
i

W

HT  Halta
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INFO4 - Implement integrated briefing

\ ATM Master Plan

O

PCP related AF1
PCP related AF2

PCP related AF4

O
U PCP related AF3
O
O

PCP related AF5
D PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2012

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

N

61% complete

2\ (months): +36

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

25 [AL, AM, AT, AZ, BE, CH, CY, CZ, DK,

25 [AL, AM, AT, AZ, BE, CH, CY, CZ, DK,

achievement (80%)

Completed EE, FR, LT, LV, MD, MK, MT, NL, NO, | EE, FR, LT, LV, MD, MK, MT, NL,NO, | O
PT, SE, SI, SK, TR, UA, UK] PT, SE, SI, SK, TR, UA, UK)
Late 14 [BA, BG, DE, Fl, G, GR, HR, HU, IT, | 15 [BA, BG, DE, ES, Fl, GE, GR, HR HU, | .
LU, ME, PL, RO, RS] IT, LU, ME, PL, RO, RS)
No Plan 1 [ES] +1 / +[ES]
Not Applicable 100E] 2 [IE, MAS) 1/-IMAS]
Latest to complete the HR - 12/2017 HR - 12/2017 0 months
Objective
Planned Objective 2015 (80.49 %) 2015 (83.33 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

Some ANSPs that were already late in 2013 did introduce in this cycle an additional delay of one year in their implementation plans
(BA, BG, GE, HU, IT, LU, and RO). The objective is optional to Military however it is recommended the implementation by those Units
that provide briefing service to both civil and military. There was no progress in relation to last reporting cycle.

Main reasons for delay

Main reasons for delay are:
- States are waiting for the implementation of new systems (BA, DE, GE and GR)
- Migration to EAD is expected but not yet achieved
- In house developments and upgrades have been done using a step approach

- Institutional aspects for integration of different sources of data remains a problem

O pk-se Fas

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC

L] Neras

D UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

It is recommended that States develop realistic plans in relation to this objective as there are postponements of implementation year
after year. It may be considered that this objective could be addressed by ICAO.

t integrated bri

afing
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INFO7 - Electronic Terrain and Obstacle Data (TOD)

\ ATM Master Plan

PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
I:l PCP related AF4
I:l PCP related AF5
[ PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 05/2018

Planned Achievement: - no data - (80% completion)

2% complete

A (months): 0
Risk of Delay

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 1[IE]
Partly Completed 2 [LT, SK]

27 [AL, AM, AT, BE, BG, CH, CY, CZ, EE,

Planned FI, FR, GE, HR, HU, IT, LU, LV, MD, MT,
NL, NO, PL, PT, SI, TR, UA, UK]

Late 1 [SE]

No Plan 9 [AZ, DE, DK, ES, GR, ME, MK, RO, RS]

Missing Data 1[BA]

Lat.est jco complete the SE - 12/2020

Objective

Planned Objective

[+
achievement (80%) No Data (75.61 %)

No Data (0 %)

Stakeholders matters

Only 3 States declared Military applicability (ES, PT and UK). An important missing action as reported by some Regulators, ANSPs and
AOPs is the lack of a TOD policy that shall be developed, as a matter of urgency, by the Regulators in cooperation with Stakeholders.

Main reasons for delay

This is a new objective and therefore the first year of implementation.

Only one State declared being late (SE). The delay is due to an existing number of open
questions and the impossibility to provide oversight on all TOD affected stakeholders, even
if the National TOD policy was established by the Regulator.

There is an overall risk of delay as some SLoAS that are due by end November 2015 are still
declared as -No Plan- by 9 States (AZ, DE, DK, ES, GR, ME, MK, RO, RS).

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

L] satic
U Neras

L ok-se FaB 0 ukcir ras

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

One important action for the very short term (Nov 2015) is the development of the National TOD Policy (REG 01).

INFOT Electronic Terrain and Obstacle Data (TOD)
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ITY-ACID - Aircraft identification
[ ATM Master Plan \

[ pcp related AFL ESSIP FOC: 01/2025

. Planned Achievement: 01/2020 (80% completion)
PCP related AF2

D PCP related AF3

[ PCP related AF4 18% complete
D PCP related AF5
D PCP related AF6

2\ (months): -60

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 7 [CH, CZ, HU, MAS, MD, NL, RO]
Partly Completed 4 [AT, DE, FR, IT]
24 [AL, BE, BG, CY, DK, EE, FI, GE, GR,
Planned HR, IE, LT, LU, LV, ME, MK, MT, PL, PT,
RS, SE, SI, SK, UK]
No Plan 1 [ES]
Missing Data 1[BA]
Not Applicable 1[NO]
Latest to complete the BE, CY, DE, FI, GR, IE, LV, MT, PL, PT,
Objective SE, SI - 01/2020
Planned Objective
achievemenjt (80%) 2020 (92.11 %) No Data (0 %)

Stakeholders matters

completion of the objective.

It is important to note that some States which are outside the applicability area have reported implementation plans or even

Main reasons for delay

The currently available information does not show risks of delay. However, as ITY-ACID is a
new objective and as the completion date is 01/2020 it is premature to draw definitive
conclusions. It should also be noted that the objective is only addressing the 2nd milestone
of Regulation 1206/2011; therefore it does not provide any information with regard the
status of implementation of the 1st milestone of 02/2012.

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
BALTIC
D NEFAB

0 b-se Fas [ ukerr rae

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

As the objective is aligned with a SES Regulation, any possible changes will have to be driven by the corresponding Regulation.

ITY-ACID - Aircraft identification

Ls {0}
M Ho Plan 1 {0)
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ITY-ADQ - Ensure quality of aeronautical data and aeronautical information

\ ATM Master Plan

PCP related AF1
PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4
PCP related AF5

Oooogr

PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 06/2017

Planned Achievement: 07/2017 (80% completion)

0% complete

s (months): +1

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

14 [AL, BA, BE, BG, CH, EE, GR, IT, LV,

20 [BA, BE, BG, CH, CY, EE, FI, GR, HR,

-6/ +[AL] / -[CY, FI, HR, LU, ME, PL,

achievement (80%)

Planned VD, M. RO, <E. <K] IT, LU, LV, MD, ME, MT, PL, RO, RS, e
SE, SK)
21[AT, CY, CZ, DE, DK, ES, FI, FR, HR, |1 ) 10\ AT 7 DE, ES, FR, HU, IE, LT, | +7/+[CY, DK, FI, HR, LU, ME, PL, RS] /
Late HU, IE, LT, LU, ME, NL, NO, PL, PT, RS,
NL, NO, PT, SI, UK) -[AL]
sl, UK]
No Plan 1[DK) 1/-[DK]
Not Applicable 2 [GE, NK] 3 [GE, MAS, MK) 1/-[MAS]
Latest to complete the CZ-12/2018 CZ-12/2018 0 months
Objective
Planned Objective 2017 (86.49 %) 2017 (86.84 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

There isn’t any State having achieved the -Completed- status and only about 35% are planning to complete it on time.

Main reasons for delay

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

Stakeholders mentioned that the requirements of this objective are considered extremely
challenging to meet by the defined deadline. Moreover the local projects to address the
ADQ regulation were established very late, in some cases due to lack of resources.
Additionally some means of compliance arrived late and industry failed to provide in due
time reliable software solutions. Achieving compliance with the regulation is seen as a
challenge as stakeholders had to significantly adapt existing processes and procedures or
needed to develop new ADQ compliant ones.

BALTIC
D NEFAB

.
DK-SE FAB UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

EUROCONTROL shall continue supporting stakeholders, as far as possible through various activities at different levels (including

guidelines), as well using the existing fora, working groups, workshops and training initiatives. States shall take urgent action and not

f-AD0 -
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wait because AIM is a key enabler for ATM and as well important in the context of PCP such as SWIM and PBN.

Code Full nome  Progress
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ITY-AGDL - Initial ATC air-ground data link services above FL-285

\ ATM Master Plan

|

U PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
I:l PCP related AF4
I:l PCP related AF5
PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 02/2016

Planned Achievement: 12/2018 (80% completion)

19% complete

2\ (months): +34

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 7 [AT, BE, CH, DE, IE, MAS, UK] 5 [BE, CH, DE, MAS, UK) +2 / +[AT, IE]
Partly Completed 1 [HR] +1 / +[HR]

14 [BA, BG, CY, CZ, EE, FI, GE, HU, LT,

-10/-[BA, CY, CZ, EE, FI, GE, HU, LT,

achievement (80%)

Planned 4 [BG, LV, MK, RO] LV, MD, MK, PL, RO) MD, PL]

Late at[?TL LBTA’“% Cl\ﬁ'ED:/'ITEEF;LESF;TF "R';R'SE 13 [AT, ES, FR, IE, IT, ME, MT, NO, PT, | +8/+[AL, BA, CY, CZ, DK, EE, I, HU,
o ’SK]’ » VIR, MIE, VL PR PL RS SE s sE, s1, 5K) LT, MD, PL] / -[AT, IE, NO]

No Plan 3 [GE, GR, NOJ 3 [AL, DK, GR) 0/ +[GE, NO] / -[AL, DK]

Not Applicable 1IN 3 [HR, LU, NL) 2/ -[HR, LU]

Latest to complete the AL, DK, FR, ME, PL, RS - 12/2018 FR, SE - 12/2018 0 months

Objective

Planned Objective 2018 (89.19 %) 2018 (84.21 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

Some of the Military Authorities report of not having plans to equip the existing fleet. There are 18 Military Authorities, which have
reported the objective as -Not Applicable-. AUs investments have been done in vane as the expected capabilities have not been
realised in ground systems. With the new compliance dates in IR 310/2015 States will be given additional respite, but without
meeting them the first important step of SESAR deployment (i.e. PCP) will be jeopardised.

European level;

Main reasons for delay

- Due to the status of the IR, the work on data link implementation is stopped;
- Due to technical problems identified with the reliability of DLS A/G service link on

- Due to complexity of ATM systems in place, a phased implementation is planned based on
the outcomes of CBA;

DK-SE FAB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC

U Neras

UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective
The Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/310 of 26 February 2015 has amended Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 and hence

82
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the new completion date for the ANSPs will be 5 February 2018, while for the new transport type state aircraft 1 January 2019.
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ITY-AGVCS2 - Implement air-ground voice channel spacing requirements below FL195

\ ATM Master Plan \

CTE-COl1a

D PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3

ESSIP FOC: 12/2020

Planned Achievement: 12/2020 (80% completion)

A (months): 0

[ PCP related AF4 0% complete
I:l PCP related AF5
[ PCP related AF6
Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Partly Completed 3 [MT, NL, UK] +3 / +[MT, NL, UK]

28 [AT, BA, BE, BG, CH, CY, CZ, DK, FI,

27 [AT, BA, BE, BG, CY, CZ, DE, DK, Fl,

+1/ +[CH, HR, MK, NO, SI] / -[DE, MT,

Objective

Planned FR, GR, HR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, LV, ME, | FR, GR, HU, IE,IT, LT, LU, LV, ME,MT, | | /-

MK, NO, PL, PT, RO, RS, SE, SI, SK] NL, PL, PT, RO, RS, SE, SK, UK) g
Late 2 [DE, ES] 1[CH) +1/ +[DE, ES] / -[CH]
No Plan 3 [AL EE, GE] 5 [AL, EE, GE, HR, NO) 22 /-[HR, NOJ
Missing Data 2 [ES, SI) -2/ -[ES, SI]
Not Applicable 1[MD] 2 [MD, MK) -1/-[MK]
Latest to complete the CZ, DE, HU, UK - 12/2020 €Z, HU, UK - 12/2020 0 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

2020 (89.19 %)

No Data (75.68 %)

Stakeholders matters

The first milestone for this objective, the interim target for frequency conversions, has been reportedly achieved by most of the
States to which it applies (AT, DE, FR, HU, IE, IT, LU, NL, UK). Only 10 regulators have reportedly published AICs to raise awareness
among the airspace users of the provisions of Regulation (EU) No 1079/2012.

Main reasons for delay

Only DE has reported delays in the objective, explaining that they will follow a phased
approach to frequency conversions and full compliance can be expected only by 12/2020.
ES also reported that some of the intermediate milestones might be completed late, but
expecting to fully comply with the frequency conversions deadline of 12/2018.

The main risk of delay at this stage is some States, not yet having a clear implementation
plan ahead of the 12/2018 deadline.

O ok-se FaB

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC

D NEFAB

L uk-ir FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

Where applicable, States should start planning their activities for raising awareness and implementing this objective well ahead of the

ESSIP Report 2014

Implement air=ground voice channel spacing requirements below FL1SS

wr
[} ] 1]

12/2018 deadline. States are encouraged to actively participate in the 8,33 Implementation Support Group.

Code Full mame  Progress
W Luasbourg

HT  Malts
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ITY-COTR - Implementation of ground-ground automated co-ordination processes

\ ATM Master Plan \

I:l PCP related AF1
U PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
D PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 02/2016

Planned Achievement: 06/2016 (80% completion)

29% complete

2\ (months): +4

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

11 [AL, AT, CH, EE, IE, LU, MAS, ME,

achievement (80%)

Completed NL PL_RS] 8 [AL, CH, EE, LU, MAS, ME, PL, RS) +3/ +[AT, IE, NU]
Partly Completed 6 [BG, Fl, LV, MD, MK, RO] 9 [BG, CZ, GR, LT, LV, MK, NL, RO, SE) | -3/ +[FI, MD] / -[CZ, GR, LT, NL, SE]
Planned 3 [CY, FI, MD) -3/ -[CY, FI, MD]

20 [BA, CY, CZ, DE, DK, ES, FR, GE, GR,

18 [AT, BA, BE, DE, DK, ES, FR, GE, HR,

Late EE] HU, IT, LT, MIT, NO, PT, SE, SI, K, | o) 5 o sk, Uk +2 / +[CY, CZ, GR, LT, SE] / -[AT, BE, IE]
No Plan 1[BE] +1 / +[BE]
Latest to complete the HR - 12/2017 IT - 10/2016 14 months
Objective
Planned Objective 2016 (81.58 %) 2015 (81.58 %) 16

Stakeholders matters

64% of Military stakeholders reported this objective as not applicable to them.

Main reasons for delay

- the operational use depends on neighboring centers (BE, CY, HR, LT)

- implementation linked to A/G Data-Link implementation (CZ)

- MIL centers capability upgrade (DE, DK)

- new system upgrade will address this implementation (GE, GR, IT, MT, NO, SI, UK)
- technically capable but operational implementation postponed (HU, SE, SK)

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

DK-SE FAB

BALTIC

O Neras

UK-IR FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

This objective is one of the important enablers in implementation of AF3 related to Flexible Airspace Management and Free Route.
Non-compliance may lead to delays in AF3 implementation.
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ITY-FMTP - Apply a common flight message transfer protocol (FMTP)

\ ATM Master Plan \

PCP related AF1
PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4
PCP related AF5

OorRgoOoog

PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2014

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

I

52% complete

v (months): +12

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

22 [AL, AT, BG, CH, CY, CZ, HR, HU, LT,
LU, LV, MAS, MD, ME, NL, NO, PL, RO,
RS, SI, SK, UK]

8 [AL, AT, CY, LT, MAS, RO, RS, SK)

+14 / +[BG, CH, CZ, HR, HU, LU, LV,
MD, ME, NL, NO, PL, SI, UK]

Partly Completed

1 [AM]

8 [AM, BG, CH, DE, EE, LU, NL, PL)

-7/ -[BG, CH, DE, EE, LU, NL, PL]

19 [AZ, BA, BE, DK, FI, GE, GR, HR, HU,

-19 /-[AZ, BA, BE, DK, Fl, GE, GR, HR,

achievement (80%)

Planned EIT. LV, 1D, ME. NO, PS¢, 51 TR) :;J] IE, IT, LV, MD, ME, NO, PT, SE, S|,
19 [AZ, BA, BE, DE, DK, EE, ES, I, FR, +12/ +[AZ, BA, BE, DE, DK, EE, I, GE,

Late GE, GR, IE, IT, MK, MT, PT. SE, TR, UA] | (€% ES, FR, MK, MT, UA, UK) GR, IE, IT, PT, SE, TR] / -[CZ, UK]

Latest to complete the FR - 01/2018 UK - 12/2018 -11 months

Objective

Planned Objective 2015 (92.86 %) 2014 (83.33 %) 12

Stakeholders matters

Of the 14 military ANSPs which considered this objective applicable 5 reported it completed, 8 late, and 1 no plan for budgetary
reasons. The percentage of completion is slightly below that of the civil ANSPs; in both cases well below the 2013 reported plans.

ESSIP Report 2014

T

Main reasons for delay CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
States did not provide specific details to justify the delay, in most cases they informed that BALTIC
the deadline for the project had been postponed for 12 months. O NEFAB
Probably the non-synchronised deployment of different Internet Protocol versions by
different ANSPs during the transition phase of Regulation (EC) No 633/2007, and the need 0
for coordinated tests with neighbours prior to operational deployment can account for DK-SE FAB UK-IR FAB
some of the delays, however it cannot not justify the current low level of completion rate.
Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective
ANSPs should accelerate their implementation plans to implement FMTP.
IT TP - Apply & common flight message transfer protocal (FHIP
Code Full rome Progress
WS ]
w L L}
HT  Halt
e ar
#
L
L
y 3
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ITY-SPI - Surveillance performance and interoperability

‘ ATM Master Plan

[ Gsurv-0101

U PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
I:l PCP related AF4
I:l PCP related AF5
[ PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 06/2020
Planned Achievement: 12/2019 (80% completion)

8% complete

2 (months): -5

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 3 [MAS, MT, NL] 2 [MAS, MT) +1/+INL]
Partly Completed 8 [CZ, DE, DK, FR, IE, LT, RO, UK] 7[CZ, DE, FR, LT, LU, RO, UK) +1/+[DK, IE] / -[LU]
olanned 17 [AT, BE, BG, CH, HR, HU, IT, Ly, | o [AT 85 88/ CH €V, £, 8 SR Mgy yip ik, si /v, s, P, G I,
MD, ME, MK, NO, PT, RS, SE, S, SK] st N IR e
Late 9 [AL, BA, CY, EE, ES, FI, GR, LU, PL] 4 [BA, DK, EE, HR) ;'rr’{]/ +[AL, CY, ES, FI, GR, LU, PL] /-[DK,
No Plan 1AL 1/ AU
Missing Data 11[s1) -1/-[S1]
Not Applicable 1[GE] 2 [GE, MK) -1/ -[MK]
Latest to complete the DE, FR, HR, IT - 06/2020 AT, CZ, ES, FR, LV, NL, PL - 12/2019 5 months
Objective
Planned Objective o o
rchiovement (80%) 2019 (86.84 %) 2019 (89.47 %) 0

Stakeholders matters

The overall implementation progress is good with very few ANSPs being just a few months late (map below). In this context it is
observed that in most of the States where multiple service providers are using or providing surveillance data, only the ANSP providing
service en-route have submitted reports. There is also good visibility from the Military stakeholders with regard the equipage plans of
their fleets.

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
BALTIC

Main reasons for delay
No substantial delays are expected in the implementation of the ESSIP objective (however

it should be noted that information captured through the LSSIP does not cover all the O NEFAB
regulatory requirements of Regulation (EU) No 1207/2011,as amended, therefore a timely
implementation of the objective does not imply a timely implementation of all the 0

UK-IR FAB

regulatory requirements). Moreover, there are elements indicating that regulatory DK-SE FAB
requirements applicable directly to the Member States and which should have been

already implemented, were not implemented as required by the Regulation.

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

For the States having multiple service providers providing services to IFR/GAT flights, it should be clarified that all ANSP providing or

using surveillance data are within the scope of the ASP SLoAs and should report accordingly.

Y-SPI-ASP = Surveillanee parformance

and interoperability

Code Full nane Progross
M Mamstricnt e B
MT  Halts u

Lonabourg

o
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NAVO03 - Implementation of P-RNAV
|

\ ATM Master Plan

2\ (months): +48

PCP related AF1 ESSIP FOC: 12/2012

] pep related A2 Planned Achievement: 12/2016 (80% completion)
I:l PCP related AF3

[ PCP related AF4 48% complete

O PCP related AF5

U PCP related AF6

Overview of progress 2014

2013 Deltas 2014-2013

19 [AM, AT, CH, CZ, DK, EE, FI, FR, IE,

18 [AM, AT, CH, CZ, DK, EE, FI, FR, IE,

achievement (80%)

Completed LT, NL, NO, PL, PT, RO, RS, SE, TR, UA] | LT, NL, NO, PL, PT, RO, SE, TR, UA) +1/+RS)

17 [AZ, BE, BG, CY, DE, ES, GE, GR, HR, | 16 [AZ, BE, BG, CY, DE, ES, GE, HR, IT,
Late IT, LV, MD, ME, MK, MT, SI, UK] LV, MD, ME, MK, MT, RS, UK) +1/+[GR, SI1/-(RS)]
No Plan 3 [AL, BA, HU] 6 [AL, BA, GR, HU, LU, SI) 3/-[GR, LU, SI]
Not Applicable 1[LY] 1 [MAS) 0/ +[LU] / -[MAS]
Latest to complete the UK - 01/2020 UK - 01/2020 0 months
Objective
Planned Objective 2016 (82.5 %) 2018 (80.49 %) 23

Main reasons for delay

and subsequently the PBN Plan at State Level;

development and approval, etc;
- Terrain limitations restricting the full DME coverage;

- Implementation is subject to the development and approval of the National PBN Concept

- The necessity for the installation of new ground equipment i.e. DMEs;
- Implementation is subject to the user local airspace users capability, OPS concept

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

BALTIC
NEFAB

.
[T okese Fag M uk-R FAB

- Implementation is part of the wider project on the whole TMA Airspace restructure;

- Implementation is subject to a positive Cost Benefit Analysis and Operational needs;

- Implementation is planned in steps approach, starting with major airports and continue
with minor ones;

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

2016.

The continuation of this objective will be re-assessed following the publication of PBN Implementing Rule expected by beginning of

NAYOZ - Implementation of P-RHAY

M Corpleted 19 (0)
Partly Conpleted 0 (0)
Planned 0 (0)

Late 17 (0)

Mo Plan 3 (0)

M Not Applicable 1 (0)
Mizsing Deta 0 (0)

O Uncefined 0 (@)

17 (433>

19 (480>

Edition 2014
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NAV10 - Implement APV procedures

‘ ATM Master Plan

\ AOM-0602 AOM-0604

PCP related AF1
PCP related AF2
PCP related AF3
PCP related AF4
PCP related AF5

OooogR

PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2016

Planned Achievement: 12/2016 (80% completion)

12% complete

A (months): 0

Overview of progress

2014

2013

Deltas 2014-2013

Completed

5 [AM, AT, CZ, DE, SE]

2 [AM, AT)

+3 / +[CZ, DE, SE]

Partly Completed

4 [CH, FI, NL, UK]

6 [CH, CZ, FR, IT, NL, UK)

-2 / +[FI] / -[CZ, FR, IT]

24 [AZ, BE, BG, CY, EE, ES, FR, GE, GR,

23 [AZ, BE, BG, CY, DE, EE, ES, FI, GE,

Planned HR, IE, IT, LT, LV, MK, MT, NO, PL, PT, | HR, IE, LT, LV, MD, MK, MT, NO, PL, +1/ +[FR, GR, IT, SI] / -[DE, FI, MD]
RO, SI, SK, TR, UA] PT, RO, SK, TR, UA)

Late 1[MD] 1 [SE) 0/ +[MD] / -[SE]

No Plan 6 [AL, BA, DK, HU, ME, RS] 9 [AL, BA, DK, GR, HU, LU, ME, RS, SI) -3/-[GR, LU, SI]

Not Applicable 1[LU] 1 [MAS) 0/ +[LU] / -[MAS]

Latest to complete the
Objective

AZ, BG, CH, FI, FR, GE, GR, HR, IT, LT,
LV, MD, MK, MT, NL, NO, RO, SI, UA,
UK - 12/2016

SE -12/2018

-24 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

2016 (82.93 %)

No Data (76.19 %)

Stakeholders matters

4 states have reported that EASA Material is considered directly applicable and hence no need for National Regulation to be
published to cover this subject. Most of ANSPs have planned to develop a National Safety Case but there are examples where
EUROCONTROL Generic Safety Case will be used and Local Safety Case.

88

24 cwm w

Main reasons for delay CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans
Potential risks that can cause delay: ] saiTic
- APV Implementation depends from the business needs defined by the airport operators; NEFAB
- Implementation is based on a list of criteria which have been developed taking into
account safety, operational, economic and environmental factors;
- Implementation depends from the development and approval of the National PBN O DK-SE FAB UK-IR FAB
Concept of Operation and National PBN Plan;
- Longer than expected for the development and approval of the feasibility study and CBA
for each runway end in the state -s territory;
Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective
The objective may be revisited following the publication of the PBN IR expected by the beginning of the year 2016.

HAVAO - Implonent APV procedures

EE

W Lssstorg H
HT  talts




SAF10 - Implement measures to reduce the risk to aircraft operations caused by airspace

infringements

| ATM Master Plan \

D PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
U PCP related AF3
D PCP related AF4
D PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 12/2011

Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

44% complete

v (months): +48

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013

18 [AM, AT, CH, CY, DE, DK, FI, GE, IE, | 16 [AM, AT, CY, DE, DK, Fl, GE, IT, LT,

Completed IT, LT, MAS, NL, NO, PL, RO, SK, UK] MAS, NL, NO, PL, RO, SK, UK) +2/+[CH, 1E)

Partly Completed 1 [CH) -1/-[CH]
20 [AL, AZ, BA, BE, BG, CZ, EE, GR, HR, | 22 [AL, AZ, BA, BE, BG, CZ, EE, ES, GR,

Late HU, LV, MD, ME, MK, PT, RS, SE, SI, HR, HU, IE, LV, MD, ME, MK, PT,RS, | -2/-[ES, IE]
TR, UA] SE, SI, TR, UA)

No Plan 2 [ES, LU] 1[LU) +1 / +[ES]

Not Applicable 1[MT] 1[MT) 0

Latest to complete the AZ, CZ, SI - 12/2016 Cz-12/2016 0 months

Objective

Planned Objective o o

achievement (60%) 2015 (85.37 %) 2014 (82.93 %) 12

Stakeholders matters

Slow progress has been made in the deployment of this objective. Two more States have declared this objective completed, which
constitutes around 45% of all ECAC States. The majority of the States have declared this objective as late.

Main reasons for delay

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

- National regulators have delays in verification of the implementation (EE, LV, SE);

D BALTIC

- National regulators have not yet promulgated or are still considering the promulgation of O NEFAB
the action plan (AL, BA, BE, BG, CZ, GR, HR, HU, ME, MK, RS, SI, TR);
- Formalisation of the action plan dependent of actions taken by the European Commission m
(ES). DK-SE FAB UK-IR FAB
Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective
Safety Improvement Sub Group (SISG) will to continue to support Stakeholders to work towards implementation.
SAFL0 = Implement messures to reduce the rigk to aircraft operatiorns coused by airspace infringements
poriies |
Code Full name Progress
WS Maastricht UAC n
T [ ]
w u

18 4
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SAF11 - Improve runway safety by preventing runway excursions

‘ ATM Master Plan ‘

I:l PCP related AF1
D PCP related AF2
D PCP related AF3
U PCP related AF4
D PCP related AF5
D PCP related AF6

ESSIP FOC: 01/2018

Planned Achievement: 01/2018 (80% completion)

10% complete

2\ (months): 0

Objective

01/2018

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 4 [DE, IE, LT, LV] 2 [DE, LV) +2 / +[IE, LT]
Partly Completed 8 [CH, DK, ES, FI, FR, RO, SE, UK] 5 [ES, FI, RO, SE, UK) +3 / +[CH, DK, FR]
22 [AL, AM, AT, BA, BG, CY, CZ, EE, 25 [AL, AT, BA, BE, BG, CY, CZ, EE, FR,
Planned GE, GR, HR, IT, MD, ME, MT, NO, PL, GE, GR, HU, IE, IT, LT, MD, ME, MT, S_/’\TIE]AM' HR, SI] /-[BE, FR, HU, IE,
PT, RS, SI, SK, TR] NL, NO, PL, PT, RS, SK, TR) ’
Late 5 [AZ, BE, HU, LU, NL] +5 / +[AZ, BE, HU, LU, NL]
No Plan 2 [MK, UA] 6 [AM, DK, HR, LU, MK, UA) -4 / -[AM, DK, HR, LU]
Missing Data 3 [AZ, CH, SI) -3/-[AZ, CH, SI]
Not Applicable 1 [MAS) -1/ -[MAS]
Latest to complete the AM, BA, CZ, ES, FR, GR, HU, IT, MD,
AZ, HU - 12/2018 MT, NL, NO, PL, PT, RO, SK, UK - 11 months

Planned Objective
achievement (80%)

2018 (90.24 %)

No Data (76.19 %)

Stakeholders matters

Progress has been made in the deployment of this objective. Two more States have declared this objective completed and 3 more
Partly Completed, which constitutes around respectively 10% and 19% of all ECAC States.

Main reasons for delay

The majority of the States have reported that the implementation of this objective is
ongoing. However, no specific reasons are given for this delay.

L] ok-se Fas

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

D BALTIC

D NEFAB

O uk-Ir FaB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

The Safety Improvement Sub Group (SISG) will continue to provide general promotion of EAPPRE and implementation support.

~ Improve ruray safety by preventing rurway excur

Edition 2014
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SRC-RLMK - Implement the EUROCONTROL Safety Regulatory Requirements (ESARRs)

\ ATM Master Plan ‘

PCP related AF1 ESSIP FOC: 12/2010
Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

2\ (months): +60

D PCP related AF2 ‘ ‘
[ PCP related AF4 75% complete
D PCP related AF5
I:l PCP related AF6
Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 3 [AM, AZ, TR] 2 [AM, TR) +1/ +[AZ]
Late 1 [UA] 2 [AZ, UA) -1/-[AZ)
Latest to complete the UA - 12/2015 AZ, UA-12/2014 12 months
Objective
Planned Objective o o
achievement (80%) 2015 (100 %) 2014 (100 %) 12

Stakeholders matters

at State level.

The implementation status for this objective is determined only by the REG stakeholder therefore the results are the same at REG as

Main reasons for delay

of ESARR 5 into national legislation.

Only 1 State (UA) reports this objective as Late due to on-going work on the transposition

CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

O sactic
U neras

O ok-se FaB 0 ucir ras

implementation.

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

Objective will be closed as achieved in 2014. Ukraine should continue implementing this objective as the only State still to finalise the

SRC-RLMK - Implement the EUROCOMTROL Safety Regulatory Requirements (ESARRs)

M Completed 3 (0)
Partly Completed 0 (0)
Plarned 0 (0}
Late 1 {0)

Mo Plan 0 (0)

W hot Applicable 0 ()
Missing Data 0 (0)

O Undefined 0 (0)

1 (258

3 (7R

Edition 2014
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SRC-SLRD - Safety Levels and Resolution of Deficiencies

\ ATM Master Plan \

(1 pcp related AF1 ESSIP FOC: 12/2010
O pep related AF2 Planned Achievement: 12/2015 (80% completion)

U PCP related AF4 75% complete

2\ (months): +60

I:l PCP related AF5
D PCP related AF6

Overview of progress 2014 2013 Deltas 2014-2013
Completed 3 [AM, AZ, TR] 2 [AM, TR) +1/ +[AZ]
Late 1 [UA] 2 [AZ, UA) -1/-[AZ]
Latest to complete the UA-12/2014 12 months
Objective
Planned Objective o o
achievement (80%) 2015 (100 %) 2014 (100 %) 12

Stakeholders matters

The implementation status for this objective is determined only by the REG stakeholder therefore the results are the same at REG as
at State level.

Main reasons for delay CAPEX RP2 Performance Plans

Only 1 State (UA) reports this objective as Late due to on-going work on the O BALTIC

implementation of the new rules for aircraft accidents and incidents investigation. O NEFAB
I:l UK-IR FAB

D DK-SE FAB

Recommendation to stakeholders or expected evolution of the objective

Objective will be closed as achieved in 2014. Ukraine should continue implementing this objective as the only State still to finalise the
implementation.

SRC-5LRD - Safety Levels and Resolution of Deficiencies

M Conpleted 3 (0) Code Full name Progress

Partly Canpleted 0 (0)
Planned 0 (0)
Late 1 (0}

M Mo Plan 0 (0)

M Mot Applicakle 0 (0)
Mizzing Data 0 (0)

O Undef ined 0 (0)

1 (zERY

e 13}

Edition 2014
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ANNEX 3 -

Airborne Collision Avoidance System

Area Control Centre

Airport Collaborative Decision making

ATC Data Exchange Presentation

Automatic Dependent Surveillance

Automatic Dependent Surveillance - Broadcast
Aeronautical Data Quality

ATM Functionality

Aeronautical Fixed Telecommunications
Network

Air-Ground Data Link
Aeronautical Information Publication

Aeronautical Information Regulation and
Control

Aeronautical Information Service
Aeronautical Information eXnange Model
Arrival Manager

ATS Message Handling Service

Air Navigation Service

Air Navigation Service Provider

Airspace organisation and management
Airport Operations Programme

Airport Operations Team

ATC Flight Plan

Airport Operations

Approach Control Service Facility
Approach with Vertical Guidance
Airborne Proximity Warning

Aeronautical Radio Incorporated

ATS Route Network

ATM Surveillance Tracker and Server System

Advanced Surface Movement Control and
Guidance System

Air Navigation Service Providers

Air Traffic Control

Air Traffic Control Officer

Air Traffic Flow and Capacity Management
Air Traffic Flow Management

Air Traffic Management

Aeronautical Telecommunications network
Air Traffic Services

Airspace Users

ESSIP Report 2014

Basic Continuous Descent Approach

Civil Aviation Authority

Capital Expenditure

Cost Benefit Analysis

Continuous Climb Departure

Continuous Descent Approach
Collaborative Decision Making
Collaborative Environmental Management
Communications, Navigation and Surveillance
Communications

Coordination and Transfer

Controller Pilot Data Link Communications

Controller Working Position

Departure Manager
Distance Measuring Equipment

Dynamic Management of the European
Airspace Network

Deployment Programme
Departure Planning Information (NM message)

European Aeronautical Service

European Action Plan for the Prevention of
Runway Incursions

European Air Traffic Management Network
European Commission

European Common Aviation Area

European Civil Aviation Conference

European Aviation Safety Agency
Environment

Enhanced Tactical Flow Management System
European Organisation for Civil Aviation
Equipment

EUROCONTROL Safety Regulatory
Requirements

European Safety Programme

European Single Sky Implementation
Electronic Terrain and Obstacle Data
European Union
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Functional Airspace Block

Flow and Capacity Management
Flight Data Processing System

Flight Information Services

Flight Level

Flight Message Transfer Protocol
Flight Management System

Final Operational Capability

Filed Flight Plan (Message Designator)
Free Route Airspace

Flexible Use of Airspace

Flight Update Message (CFMU message)

Former Yugoslavian Republic of Macedonia

General Air Traffic

Ground Based Augmentation System
General

Global Navigation Satellite System
Global Positioning System

Human Factors

International Civil Aviation Organisation
Interim Deployment Programme
Interim Deployment Steering Group
Individual Filed Flight Plan

Initial Flight Plan Processing System
Instrument Flight Rules

Instrument Landing System
Information Management

Internet Protocol

Joint undertaking

Key Performance Area

Local Single Sky Implementation

Meteorology

Megahertz

Military Authorities

Multi-National

SSR Selective Interrogation Mode
Memorandum of Understanding
Medium Term Conflict Detection
Maastricht Upper Area Control (Centre)

Not applicable

Navigation

Network Operations Plan

Notice of Proposed Amendment

Operational Air Traffic
Operational improvements
On Line Data Interchange

Pan-European Network Services
Pilot Common Project
Precision RNAV

Regulatory Authorities

Area Navigation

Repetitive Flight Plan

Research and Development
Required Navigation Performance

Safety

Satellite Based Augmentation System
SESAR Deployment Manager

Single European Sky



Single European Sky ATM Research

SESAR Joint Undertaking

SESAR Joint Undertaking Work package C.02
Stakeholder Line of Action

Short Term Conflict Alert

Surveillance

System-Wide Information Management

To Be Determined

Transmission Control Protocol / Internet Protocol

Upper Area Control (Centre)
Airspace Users

Voice Communications System
VHF Digital Link

Visual Flight Rules

Very High Frequency

Work Package

ESSIP Report 2014 95



ANNEX 4 -

Atle BERGE KRISTIANSEN - NORACON
Predrag VRANJKOVIC - EUROCONTROL (DPS/PEPR)

Luca DELLORTO - DPS/PEPR Denis BOUGUIGNAT - SEAC
Octavian CIOARA - DPS/PEPR Estibaliz SALAZAR - ENAIRE
Agnieszka DYBOWSKA — DPS/PEPR Anan ARNAIZ - INDRA

Ana Paola FRANGOLHO - DPS/PEPR Ulrich BERLETT - DFS

Adriatik KOKONA - DPS/PEPR Virginia COMAN - ROMATSA

Oscar ALFARO - DPS/PEPR Martin STIEBER - AUSTROCONTROL
Ingrid FEUT — DPS/PEPR Nick LOWTH - 1AA

Yi XIONG - DPS/PEPR Gunilla BLANK - LFV

Bernd HILL — DPS/PEPR Ronny MISSAULT - FABEC

Valerie OBLIN - DPS/PEPR Viktor POPOV - EANS

Danny DEBALS - DPS/PEPR Ronni Winker OSTERGAARD - Naviair
Claudio LUCCIOLI — ATM/CMC/ARD Pekka VIRTANEN - Finavia

Dimitris APSOURIS - NMD/NSD/STR Anne MUKELKA - AUSTROCONTROL

Andrea RUZZOLINI - ENAV

R. BUCUROIU (NMD/NSD), O. MROWICKI (NMD/NOM/OPL/PRO), M. BIRENHEIDE (NMD/NOM/APT), B. BAKKER (ATM/RDS/
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OPL/PRO), D. BOOTH (NMD/NOM/APT), T. POPOVA (NMD/NOM/APT), B. KLINKERS (NMD/NOM/APT), P. CONROY (ATM/RDS/
ATS), P. TERZIOSKI (ATM/RDS/ATS), S. MORTON (ATM/RDS/ATS), M. RICHARD (NMD/NSD/PCI), N. AGACDIKEN (NMD/NS/
EAIM), P. MATERN (NMD/NS/EAIM), M. UNTERREINER (DPS/STAN), R. LAWRENCE (NMD/NOM/SAF), M. DEBOECK (DPS/SSR),
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Pier-Luigi PARENTE (EHA), Francis RICHARDS (ELFA/EASYJET), Sule YILMAZ (Turkish Airlines), Tomas PAAL (Lufthansa).

The authors would like to thank all those who contributed and supported the work that culminated in the publication of this
report.

96






EUROCONTROL

© June 2015 - European Organisation for the Safety of Air Navigation (EUROCONTROL)
This document is published by EUROCONTROL for information purposes. It may be copied in
whole or in part, provided that EUROCONTROL is mentioned as the source and it is not used
for commercial purposes (i.e. for financial gain). The information in this document may not be
modified without prior written permission from EUROCONTROL.

Reference N° 15/06/29-60

www.eurocontrol.int



