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1 Technical PJ02 Need of clarification: PJ02-09 solution scope reduced in the DOW 1.0 by removing AO-0216, core of the solution, but in ERS it is reported: "AO-0216 shared by PJ.03b.06 and 

PJ02.09". Also dependencies between PJ.03b-06 and PJ02-09 are provided as input from PJ02-09. Is the solution to be addressed without any reference to AO-0216 and coordination 

with PJ.03b-06? Is there any chance to replenish AO-0216 in solution PJ02-09?   AO-0216 was related to ROT prediction, only remains now the work related to runway friction status 

in PJ02-09.  The ROT is an important component of the Solution 1 and 2 and overall project PJ02, considering the Solution 7 was not prioritised this two decisions will create a gap in 

the coherency of the whole PJ02.

Even if some dependencies with PJ03b-06 “Safety support tools for runway excursions”, this solution will not fill that gap.

PJ02 team therefore supports the reconsideration of that decision if feasible. 

07/12/2015 The general rule is that one OI step is only associated to one SESAR Solution. Since AO-0216 was shared between two solutions, the decission was to finally allocate it only to PJ.03b. 

However if PJ.02-09 can only achieve end of V3 with that element, then this should be managed through project dependencies and the definition of integrated validation activities 

involving both projects.

2 Technical PJ02 For Solution 02-06, all aspects related to rvTWR and service automation were removed from the description, emphasizing at the same time the use of GBAS 07/12/2015 That is correct. Remote Tower aspects have been addressed already in SESAR 1 and/or will be completed in SESAR 2020 under PJ.05

3 Technical PJ02 Even if it is appreciated that D-PWS was moved to PJ02-01, but there is the need of clarification on how addressing the D-PWS in PJ02-01 since this it is not expected to reach V3 

within wave 1 timescale

07/12/2015 SJU considers that all elements of solution PJ.02-01 are expected to achieve end of V3 in Wave 1.

4 Technical Pj03a Some validation activities related RPAS have been already performed in other operational environment (TMA/en-route) within SESAR. Specific aspects related to surface operations 

could be already addressed and validate at the beginning of S2020, so the suggestion is to anticipate both V1 and V2 activities in wave 1.  At any rate it would be advisable to clarify 

inputs or needs as regards  RPAS experimentations within the A-SMGCS.

07/12/2015 No RPAS validation has taken place in SESAR 1, only demonstrations. The project has a remit to study RPAS implications throughout, so working immediately is fine. If, as part of that 

work, Validation Dates could be advanced, then that's good but for the moment the SJU recommends to keep the targets as they are

5 Technical Pj03a Missing enablers related to PJ03A-1 specific to ATC. An OI equivalent to AO-0205 for STEP2 is needed. 07/12/2015 The DOWs reflect the current information in DS14.

Regarding missing OI steps / Enablers, the project will have the possibility to refine/update the list of OI steps and enablers under the scope of the solutions when going into 

execution. Validation results will be (as in SESAR 1) the way to demonstrate the need to update the current information in DS14.

Change Requests i.e. creation of a new OI step/enabler are reflected in the ERS

6 Technical Pj03a A major concern regarding DOW V1.0 is the discrepancy between the high level description made about solution PJ03a-01 and the OIs expected to be studied within this solution 

during SESAR2020.  The list of EN/OI associated to solution 01 does not reflect what will be done. In summary, there are 2 OIs related to vehicle guidance and 1 to aircraft; so nothing 

related to ATC side. Instead, the solution description of the DoW focuses on the ATC side. 

As in DOW V0.9, the OIs AO-0208-B "Advanced Information Management and System Integration in the ATC Tower for Step2" aims at providing the ATC the possibility to build on 

SESAR1 results and carry on activities regarding integrating airport functionalities into an integrated HMI for controllers in step 2, this OIs has been removed in the SESAR2020 Multi 

annual work program.

This is a major issue for an ANSPs and ground industries and thus for the following reasons:

- Developping an integrated HMI, integrating all the new functions of SESAR2020,with functions coming from SESAR1 (SMAN integrated with AMAN) is necessary to allow the ATCO to 

provide advanced routing and guidance servives for all the mobiles on the airport. Therefore, AO-0208-B should be in the scope of this Solution;

 - The textual description of the Solution mentions an algorithm optimising the routes allocated to mobiles, predicting conflicts and bottlenecks, with which the ATCO could interact. 

No OI step currently covers this new controller tool and a follow-up to AO-0205 (i.e. AO-0205-B) should be defined and included in this Solution.

- The integration of new functionnalities has not been completely assessed within SESAR1. This is mentioned in the textual description of the Solution but not supported by any 

enabler afterward;

- It is important to involve the ANSPs within this solution to ease the collaboration between airborne and ground systems contributors and ANSPs.

A consequence of this could be that a few number of ANSPs and ground industries could be interested in participating significantly in this solution.

Concerning the budget allocation mentioned in the SESAR2020 Multi annual work program and the number of partners involved in this solution, there is a risk that the budget 

allocated won't be significant enough to allow consistent activities within SESAR2020. 

Furthermore from OFA 04.02.01 current status:

Need for evolution - Transition to SESAR2020

– Some aspects of Solution #22 (Routing) not validated in live trials

– Use of common AMDB by both ATC and cockpit tools to improve interoperability

– Detection of conflicting situations in planning phase

07/12/2015 AO-0208-A, AO-0208-B & AO-0208-C were place holders to reflect the need of developing an integrated HMI, integrating all the new functions on the airport environment. The 

approach taken in SESAR 1 has been to finally delete these OI steps from the Integrated Roadmap and manage the HMI aspects through the corresponding system enablers (that 

should be linked to all relevent OI steps supported by the integrated HMI e.g. AO-0205, TS-0202, TS-0203, AO-0104-A in SESAR 1 to provide an example).

Therefore, even if AO-0208-B does not exist in DS14, the concern expressed by the ANSPs and ground industries is well covered by the system enablers AERODROME-ATC-49, 

AERODROME-ATC-50,...

Regarding missing OI steps / Enablers, the project will have the possibility to refine/update the list of OI steps and enablers under the scope of the solutions. Validation results will be 

(as in SESAR 1) the way to demonstrate the need to update the current information in DS14.

7 Technical PJ03a The sentence "Mainline platforms will be used as the basis for the Business and General Aviation validation but other prototyping tools might be required for other platforms." 

(PJ.03a-04 page 124) is not clear. What is meant with "mainline platforms"?

07/12/2015 The  language is unclear, but correct. Please read it as 'Validation activities for General Aviation and Business aviation aircraft will be based on platforms designed to validate mainline 

aircraft. However, other prototyping tools may also be required to support that validation.'

8 Technical PJ03a Main issue – missing CTE-N07c (MCMF GBAS) as enabler in DOW 1.0; 

Justification: the MCMF GNSS/GBAS is already stated in the navigation needs of the solution. It is expected that benefits brought by MCMF GNSS/GBAS with respect to increased 

accuracy, and further iono mitigation may be necessary to have a feasible ground navigation solution. This analysis will be a part of the project, and it is necessary to enable the 

analysis, and not prevent the viable solution from the beginning. 

Proposal: add back the CTE-N07c (MCMF GBAS) as enabler into DOW 1.0 

07/12/2015 The DOWs reflect the current information in DS14 in terms of OI steps and enablers

If the solutions mentioned require CTE-N07c (MCMF GBAS) as enabler, then the project will have the opportunity to update the definition of OI steps and enablers linked to these 

solutions in future datasets of the Integrated Roadmap. Also, the DOWs include the generic approach on how to deal with CNS related needs and the link to PJ.14

9 Technical PJ03a Missing enablers related to PJ03A-3 and -04 specific to MET. An OI equivalent to MET-0301 in DoW 0,9 sol 4  is needed 07/12/2015 The DOWs reflect the current information in DS14 in terms of OI steps and enablers

If the solutions mentioned require a MET enabler (under the scope of MET-0101 in SESAR 1 or solution 18-04 in SESAR 2020) the project will have the opportunity to update the 

definition of OI steps and enablers linked to these solutions.

10 Technical Pj03a It is recommended to postpone V2 validation activities for Solution 1 (AUO-0603-B “Enhanced Guidance Assistance to Aircraft on the Airport Surface Combined with Routing in Step 

2”) from R6 to R7.

07/12/2015 The proposal is accepted

11 Technical Pj03a AO-0206 “Enhanced Guidance Assistance to Airport Vehicle Driver Combined with Routing” and AO-0215 “Airport ATC provision of ground-related clearances and information to 

vehicle drivers via datalink” related to solution 1 still need V2 validation activities (R7).

07/12/2015 Maturity of this OI step will be confirmed at the end of R5. Based on that assessment, the V2 validation would be required or not.

12 Technical Pj03a AUO-0405 “Equivalent Visual Landing operations in Low Visibility Conditions” related to solution 4 still need V2 validation activities (R7). 07/12/2015 Maturity of this OI step will be confirmed at the end of R5. Based on that assessment, the V2 validation would be required or not.

13 Technical Pj03a OFA04.02.01 will introduce some changes in DS15 and that could impact the scope of PJ03a solution 1. The objective of these changes is to capture the part of OFA04.02.01 Solutions 

that will not be fully validated in Release 5 and which will have to be addressed by SESAR 2020. They have been coordinated within the OFA and with 06.02.

- Regarding SESAR Solution #22 (Routing), it was associated to AO-0205 until DS14. In DS15, it has been split into AO-0205-A (validated to V3 maturity level in SESAR 1) and AO-0205-B 

(to be validated to V3 in SESAR 2020). The enablers attached to each of these new OIs have also been revised.

- Regarding SESAR Solution #47 (AGL), it was associated to AO-0222 until DS14. In DS15, it has beel n  split into AO-0222-A (validated to V3 maturity level in SESAR 1) and AO-0222-B 

(to be validated to V3 in SESAR 2020). The enablers attached to each of these new OIs have also been revised.

07/12/2015 The CRs you refer to are not confirmed yet and could be part of DS16. Waiting the outcomes of R5SE3.

14 Technical PJ03b The maximum co-finacing value for PJ03B is low compared with other airport projects (PJ02-> PJ04). Furthermore, it is not clear whether part of PJ02-09 (ground activities) is now 

completely transfered to PJ03B: indeed, AO-0216 and its enablers (sensors, models) are now only identified in PJ03B (no more part of PJ02 table of OI steps, however still part of the 

textual information - only for ROT aspects). A clarification would be appreciated on the content of both solutions.

07/12/2015 The general rule is that one OI step is only associated to one SESAR Solution. Since AO-0216 was shared between two solution, the decission was to finally allocate it only to PJ.03b. 

However if PJ.02-09 can only achieve end of V3 with that element, then this should be managed through project dependencies and the definition of integrated validation activities 

involving both projects.
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15 Technical PJ03b MET OI step suppressed but MET hazards still mentioned in the text for PJ03B-01. It is therefore unclear whether the solution has to address met hazards or not. 07/12/2015 The text is good and describes a clear task. It does not need to be in support of a MET OI Step (it is input to enhanced safety nets). 

The link to the MET OI step is reflected through a dependency to solution 18-04. The link to MET OI steps should be done through the MET enablers. The general rule is that one OI 

step only belongs to one solution.

16 Technical PJ06 In the description of work programme for PJ 06-01 it is mentioned : "The validation roadmaps of PJ.06 will be coordinated with those from PJ.08 and PJ.09 on one side and from PJ.10, 

PJ.11 and PJ.18 and PJ.15, PJ.17 on the other side in order to avoid duplications and gaps in validation activities and to ensure consistency."

The question is : shall be this (needed !) consistency be done during the BAFO or left to the execution of the SESAR 2020 programme ? This second possibility entails important risks 

of "duplications and gaps". The first one will be quite demanding anyway, given the little guidance in the DOW.

07/12/2015 SJU agrees with the second option "left to the execution of the SESAR 2020 programme" as there is a 'no negotiation phase' clause under H2020 rules applicable to grant preparation.

17 Technical PJ06 PJ06-01: DSNA takes note of the V3 maturity target requested for AOM-0502. The content of the SESAR solution description as such is thus no longer correct as too ambitious 

considering the provided V3 date. Only the concepts and prototypes developped by the other projects and ready to be integrated in a V3 validation in 2018 could be considered.

07/12/2015 Noted. See answers to comments #105 and #106

18 Technical PJ06 V3 for PJ 06-01 (AOM-0502) by R7 seems quite challenging, even unrealistic given :

- the risks in the need to finalize the SESAR 1 developments (ex. AOM-0501)

- the complex processes to be integrated in such environment : DCB, Separation Management, Traffic Sequencing in TMA (or E-TMA), full SWIM context ...

It is however to be noted that the same OI Step in PJ 06-02 has a much more realistic (while ambitious ...) period : Wave 2. The inconsistency needs to be resolved.

07/12/2015 OI step AOM-0502 should be split between Solution 06-01 and 06-02 (the general rule is that an OI step belongs only to one SESAR Solution). This is a pending point that should be 

addressed in DS15 or DS16. That is why the target maturity is different for both solutions (even if the OI step is for the moment the same).

06-01 will complete the work started in SESAR 1 on AOM-0502 (expectation was that it would achieve end of V2 in SESAR 1) and therefore a target release as R7 is realistic. See 

addition feedback on comment #106.

19 Technical PJ06 Pj06-01: compared to v0.9 of the DoW, in paragraph List of OI steps and enablers the V3 maturity date for AOM-0502 has been dramatically changed from Wave 2 to R7. This ojective 

seems unrealistic taken into account the highly complex system environment and the dependencies to other SESAR2020 projects.

07/12/2015 The SJU considers that taking into account the dates for deployment in the PCP Implementing rule, solution 06-01 shall not be completed in Wave 2, and that is why End of V3 is set 

for R7.

20 Technical PJ06 In paragraph Dependencies tables have replaced detailed text for each project which was more clear for the reader.

In addition the color code used in these tables is not specified. 

07/12/2015 Noted.

21 Technical PJ06 Many dependencies clearly identified and justified with other projects have disappeared (e.g. pj 8, 9, 10, 13, 18). What is the reason for suppressing these dependencies? 07/12/2015 The intention is not to create too rigid dependencies where not absolutely necessary, and the list in the DOW states 'non-exhaustive'. A dependency is not simply a link or a need for 

coordination that is in any case also highlighted in the text. The dependencies table shows the need for actual inputs from one solution to another.

Anyway the list of dependencies can be updated accordingly based on inter-project coordination

22 Technical PJ08 Error in the name of the solution PJ08-02 in the table (in green)   at p.222.  Should be: “SESAR Solution PJ.08-02: Dynamic Airspace Configuration supporting moving areas”. 07/12/2015 Correct. The title of the table in green should be "SESAR Solution PJ.08-02: Dynamic Airspace Configuration supporting moving areas". This will taken into consideration in the next 

version of the Extended Release Strategy

23 Technical PJ08 Expected inputs for PJ08 at p.224:  SESAR 1 P07.05.04 D82 Technical specification Step 2-V2 v2.0 delivery.  This deliverable has been suppressed from P07.05.04 and hence should be 

scratched from this list.   

07/12/2015 Correct. The SJU PM confirms that the deliverable 07.05.04-D82 Step 2 V2 TS has been removed from the 07.05.04 project baseline. This deliverable is therefore no input for the 

project PJ.08

24 Technical PJ08 At p. 225 Table with Dependencies with Other SESAR Solutions. The link to PJ09.03 is listed “Collaborative Network Management functions”.  After the v0.9 of the DOW and in 

discussion with PJ09, we said that the link should rather be to PJ09.02 “Integrated Local DCB processes” than PJ09.03. The best will be to define a link to both solutions PJ09.02 and 

PJ09.03; And PJ18.04  does not provide output information for PJ08.01 but for PJ08.02

07/12/2015 Agreed. A link should be considered from PJ.08 to PJ09-03. PJ18-04 provides output information to PJ08-02 while the link to PJ08-01 is irrelevant. This modification has to be 

considered during the preparation of any grant.

25 Technical PJ10 Solutions 10-02a and 10-02 b are mixing OIs from different steps (being some OIs an improvement over other OIs). This makes it impossible to synchronize the maturity of all Ois of 

each solution. How to proceed in such cases?

07/12/2015 SESAR Solutions can group OI steps from Step 1, Step 2,... thus solutions are not linked to Steps of the Concept Story Board. The SJU understanding is that  differents 

components/services of a specific SESAR Solution can be developed with different timescales & speed. However, the Solution, as a whole, will be considered as ready for 

industrialization when all its constituent elements e.g. OI steps have achieved End of V3.

Final datapack (contractual) covers the full scope of the solution

If during the R&D work, the project determines that one part of the initial solution can be delivered in its own, the Release Process will take into consideration these cases, and will 

deliver that part as a solution with its corresponding solution datapack. 

So, the Proposal shall describe the overall validation approach to achieve this final objective (full scope of the solution);

Further details will be described in the project plan (e.g. exercise description), including intermediate steps.

26 Technical PJ10 Refernces to the PJ14 datalink are missing e.g. ER APP ATC 149a Air-Ground Datalink to Support i4D … 07/12/2015 The DOWs reflect the current information in DS14 in terms of OI steps and enablers. If there is some gap in the current definition of OI steps / enablers this can be solved in future 

versions of the Integrated Roadmap Dataset.

27 Technical PJ10 Are these different datalinks? E.g. VDLM2 and LDACS?

CTE-C02b A/G Datalink over ATN/OSI - Single Frequency

CTE-C02c A/G Datalink over ATN/OSI - Multi Frequency

CTE-C02e New A/G datalink using ATN/IPS over L-band

07/12/2015 Yes, they are different datalinks and that is why they are different enablers. It is considered that the enabler CTE-C02e is the one related to LDACS.

28 Technical PJ10 p. 321 There are no dependencies on PJ14 in this table! 07/12/2015 In the section "dependencies" there is a text describing how projects should liase with PJ.14 in generic terms (the table reflects only the key ones).

29 Technical PJ11 OSED/SPR/INTEROP is systematically proposed as deliverables for the V3 pack (also applicable for V2). This set of deliverable will not necessarily suited for all solutions. Is it possible 

to replace OSED/SPR/INTEROP  by other means of compliance recognised by EUROCAE/RTCA, e.g. Contribution to  MOPS (it would notably be the case for Pj-11-A1)? This would be 

valid only in the cases where it is duly justified and substantiated.

07/12/2015 SJU aggrees with the approach for PJ11 only in the cases where it is duly justified and substantiated.

30 Technical PJ13 According to MAWP: "The project is aimed both to develop and verify the technical solutions (including CNS) that are necessary to support the operational ATM Solutions. The 

operational aspects will be developed outside the scope of this project, but technical solutions and operational aspects will have to be subject to an integrated validation process.  

The technical solutions that will be addressed into the present project cover two main areas: integrated RPAS operations, specifically Airborne Co-operative Detect and Avoid (D&A) 

and General Aviation and Rotorcraft (GA/R) operations."  

Since PJ13 is focused on technical activities, where do you expect that the associated validation activities will be performed?

07/12/2015 The technological development should be done in PJ13. The operational validation is lead by the operational projects as they have strong links to PJ13.

31 Technical PJ14 PJ14 introduction part - Security topic included. Cyber security developments in parallel. Clarification needed 07/12/2015 Cyber security is a subset of the overall security approach which is required in all SESAR Solutions.

32 Technical PJ14 PJ14.02.02 - Future satcom: refers to enabler CTE-C02f Future SATCOM for ATM (Long Term SATCOM), while other parts of this same document refer to CTE-C02f as Future Satcom 

for ATM- P15.2.5 Precursor for SBB, apparently using different dataset versions. 

Can you confirm the scope of the solution regarding Long Term SATCOM and Precursor /INMARSAT SBB (class B Satcom).

07/12/2015 Although the described enabler could be confusing the text itself of the solution description is very clear:

"The future satellite data link shall be based on the work performed on Long Term SATCOM in SESAR1 and ESA Iris Programme and aligned with international standardisation activities 

as required in ICAO, EUROCAE/RTCA and AEEC. Currently the NEXUS WG is defining the new communication performance for Long term SATCOM (Class A) and for an intermediate 

step for initial 4D (i4D) SATCOM services (Class B).  "

"Define a seamless transition from SESAR baseline to  Iris Long Term (Class A) integrated in the FCI based on IPv6 and ATN/IPS stack  considering the intermediate step of the i4D 

SATCOM services based on the ESA Iris Precursor solution (Class B) "
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33 Technical PJ14 PJ14.03.01 - Validation of the Solution: "GAST F: verification and validation of components and early prototypes" replaced by "GAST F: Verification and validation MC/MF CAT II/III 

GBAS.".

"of the component and early prototype" has been deleted. 

Clarify if it has impact on maturity level expected.

07/12/2015 The level of maturity is well described in the expected outcome:

"GAST F: Subsystem component prototypes and early Ground and airborne segment prototypes (Del: Availability note). Inputs to standards and regulation as well as evidences derived 

from any potential flight trials in order to support the standard validation up to a certain extent.   "

34 Technical PJ14 PJ14.03.01 - Major links and dependencies: compered with previous version, in page 385, all links to other PJs seems to have been deleted for GAST D and GAST F, but not for the 

military part

07/12/2015 All interproject links are provided in the overall "interprojects dependency table" . The table in PJ14 is for information only.

35 Technical PJ14 p. 402: Obsolete sentence: E.N. this activity will be refined during the drafting of the

DoW 0.9”

07/12/2015 The comment is valid. Nevertheless , the text does not impact the understanding of the work

36 Technical PJ14 p. 407: Reference to non-existing solutin PJ14-02-03. 07/12/2015 The comment is valid. Nevertheless , the text does not impact the understanding of the work

37 Technical PJ14 p. 407: Reference to non-existing solutin PJ14-04-04. 07/12/2015 The comment is valid. Nevertheless , the text does not impact the understanding of the work 

38 Technical PJ14 p. 408: Reference to non-existing solutin PJ14-02-03. 07/12/2015 The comment is valid. Nevertheless , the text does not impact the understanding of the work 

39 Technical PJ14 p. 408: Reference to non-existing solutin PJ14-04-04. 07/12/2015 The comment is valid. Nevertheless , the text does not impact the understanding of the work

40 Technical PJ14 p. 358 "Integrated CNS architecture definition to be used as basis for SESAR2020 ATM design." What is the "CNS architecture" and who is responsible for it? 07/12/2015 P15.01.07 is providing the CNS TAD. This should be integrated with SESAR 2020 ADD. Evolution expected as required

41 Technical PJ14 p. 367 "Development of fully functional LDACS prototype"

p. 369 ".. results and prototypes .."

This should be changed to "demonstrator". A "prototype" might be to expensive.

07/12/2015 The expectation is to have a full functional LDACS prototype at the end.

42 Technical PJ15 Inconsistencies regarding the Enablers of the Project: line 18 of the PJ15 DOW states "this is also likely to result in a change to the enablers specified as the requirements on their 

relative assets are modified" but there are no enablers associated to the project in the DOW

07/12/2015 The DOWs reflect the current information in DS14.

Regarding missing OI steps / Enablers, the project will have the possibility to refine/update the list of OI steps and enablers under the scope of the solutions when going into 

execution.

43 Technical PJ15 Work shared between PJ16 and PJ15-09 (virtual centre) contains different level of detail:

- PJ16: "Note that this project primarily addresses the technical services and interfaces and that the elicitation of the Business Services will be coordinated with PJ15"

- PJ15: "Low level of interaction as Virtual Centre concept will be developed in PJ16"

07/12/2015 During the proposal preparation activities and then finalised in the execution phase, coordination between PJ.15 and PJ.16 should clarify these boundaries.

44 Technical PJ15 The DOW v1.0 does not clarify where the PJ15’s solutions will be validated: within the PJ15 or they are going to be done in the different solution projects 07/12/2015 SJU confirms that PJ.15 is expected to perform validation activities of the common services.

45 Technical PJ15 Lack of details in relation to the General Aviation / Rotorcraft and RPAS capabilities 07/12/2015 As the terms are well understood, there should not be any need to make detailed reference to these types of airspace user types in this project other than what is provided at the 

beginning of the solution descriptions.

46 Technical PJ15 The current content is not explicite as regard prototyping and development, is this part of the project activities or not and especially toward the common services which are 

described.  Will it come from other projects, from these project ?  The lecture of the document does not really tell, therefore a clarification would be beneficial.

07/12/2015 Under solution descriptions it is stated "Developing the necessary mock-ups and/or prototypes and integrating these, where necessary, into the validation platforms for the solution 

concerned,"

47 Technical PJ16 At page 438 paragraph 7: New: “A loosely related problem that needs to be addressed by this project is the need to identify …” In the old version the HMI issue was not indicated as 

“A loosely related problem” this is a significant problem.

07/12/2015 Noted

48 Technical PJ16 At page 441 last paragraph: New: The issue “Cyber Security” is completely new. It never was discussed in the past und is not mentioned in the solution description. 07/12/2015 Cyber security is a subset of the overall security approach which is required in all SESAR Solutions.

49 Technical PJ16 At page 444 second paragraph “attention control”: New: in the last sentence the shown TRL for this issue is raised from TRL 3 to 5. This is not acceptable TRL 5 is too high. 07/12/2015 This proposal was done by the members contributing to the drafting of the DOWs and was not modified by SJU. The sentence you refer to is proposing to show the feasibility of gaze 

detection deployment for attention control at TRL5. Considering that TRL5 relies on Lab environment verification, SJU considers that this capability should reach that TRL5 level. Any 

deviation to that TRL5 target shall be duly justified. Development only reaching TRL3 must be considered as Exploratory Research. 

50 Technical PJ16 At page 444 third paragraph “user Profile management systems”: New: In the third line the TRL is raised from 4 to 5. This should be reduced again to 4. 07/12/2015 This proposal was done by the members contributing to the drafting of the DOWs and was not modified by SJU.  Considering that TRL5 relies on Lab environment verification, SJU 

considers that this capability should reach that TRL5 level. Any deviation to that TRL5 target shall be duly justified. Development only reaching TRL3 must be considered as 

Exploratory Research. 

51 Technical PJ16 Clarification on input/output dependencies:

PJ03b has planned co-ordination with PJ16 for solution P.03b-01 and PJ.-03b-06 for the development of requirements, mock.-ups and prototypes; this is not reflected in PJ.16

07/12/2015 There is no reference in the DoW for PJ-03b of dependencies on PJ-16, so the two DoWs are overall consistent.

52 Technical PJ17 Since PJ17 is an Enabling Project (delivering Technological Solutions) is it confirmed that Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs) should be used to assess the maturity of the solutions 

and/or corresponding enablers?

In particular it is necessary to know whether TRLs will have to be used to assess the maturity of a technological solution at the beginning of its activities.

07/12/2015 Yes, we confirm that TRL will be applicable for the Enabling projects

53 Technical PJ17 General comment: 

It is suggested to hamonize further the descriptions of the 5 PJ.17 solutions. 

For instance, most of the "activities" listed for PJ.17-01 on pages 454 and 455 (of the "SESAR 2020 Multi-annual Work Programme V1.0"), from "Analysis of, and coordination with 

ATM Solution projects … " to "Global coordination ensuring interoperability ... " are candidate to be applicable to all 5 solutions.

07/12/2015 Coordination between projects in the programme and with external actors is applicable to all SESAR Solutions. This has to be considered as part of the proposal.

54 Technical PJ17 General comment:

In SESAR 1, some work seems to remain to clarify how the maturity of system enablers (like SWIM) can be assessed. 

Since the maturity of the solutions is mentioned several times in the DOW, which assumptions can be taken for the SESAR 2020 bid in this respect?

07/12/2015 For SESAR 2020, the SJU will provide maturity criteria applicable for both types of solutions: technological solutions  will be based on a purely TRL scale while ATM Solutions will be 

based on a E-OCVM scale.

55 Technical PJ17 General comment: 

Please check the name of the SESAR 2020 mentioned projets (e.g. PJ14 should be "CNS", and PJ19 should be "Content Integration"). 

More generally, it is suggested to explicitly provide the name (not only the ID) of the SESAR 2020 projects at least the first time they are mentioned in the DOW. 

07/12/2015 noted

56 Technical PJ17 PJ.17-03, page 453, 1st paragraph: please include the meaning of "AD" (Air Defence). 

By the way, shouldn't it be replaced by "AD/C2" (like on page456)?

07/12/2015 Noted.

57 Technical PJ17 PJ.17-03, page 453, 2nd paragraph: is it relevant to keep the following sentence "The feasibility to reach “full” V3

maturity for this (possible) new SWIM Profile or “just” for a portion of it within wave 2 will have to be

estimated " whereas PJ17-03 is only planned for wave 1?

07/12/2015 The DOW states that in principle V3 will be achieved beyond 2020, but there might be a possibility to reach this maturity as part of Wave 2.
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58 Technical PJ17 PJ.17-03, bottom of page 453: please confirm that the "Cyber Security" section is applicable to all 5 solutions. 07/12/2015 The SJU confirms that this is a generic text on cyber security that is applicable to all Solutions under PJ.17, and in fact to all projects

59 Technical PJ17 The PJ.17-01 solution description text (page 454) states that the Purple profile advisory information sharing services have reached V2 maturity at end of SESAR1. Yet in the list of OI 

steps and enablers (page 455) "NA" is specified at end of SESAR1. This seems to be inconsistent.

Similar comment for PJ.17-02 (pages 455 and 456).

07/12/2015 The ERS will be updated to show that the maturity achieved by the solution is V2 at the end of SESAR 1 (or a given TRL since this is a technological solution). 

60 Technical PJ17 PJ.17-01 page 454, 2nd paragraph: please replace "other SESAR 2020 solution project " with "other SESAR 2020  project ". 07/12/2015 Noted.

61 Technical PJ17 PJ.17-02 page 455: the title ("SWIM TI Federated Identity Management ") seems to be too restrictive, and not fully reflecting the solution scope, since PJ.17-02 also encompasses 

Security Features which are not necessarily  federated.

07/12/2015 Noted.

62 Technical PJ17 PJ.17-01 page 455, "Assessment on feasibility (and cost) to achieve required assurance levels .": is it confirmed that an "Industrial & applied Research" (IR) project will have to assess 

costs? 

Same comment for the other solutions.

07/12/2015 The SJU confirms that cost assessment is required as contribution to CBA analysis

63 Technical PJ17 PJ.17-02 page 455: please clarify whether "shareable" is considered to have the same meaning as "federated" in this solution description. Otherwise, please provide the definition of 

"federated".

07/12/2015 The SJU confirms that "shareable" is considered to have the same meaning as "federated".

64 Technical PJ17 "Performance Goals" page 462, "In particular for Solution PJ17-01 (Purple Profile implementation) Cost Efficiency of operating air/ground

communication systems are expected to be greatly improved ": doesn't it also apply to PJ.17-07? 

07/12/2015 Yes

65 Technical PJ17 "Expected inputs to be considered by the project " pages 464 and 465: please check the iteration number of the listed 14.01.04 D43-XXX deliverables (3.0 vs.3.1). 07/12/2015 The SJU confirms that the latest 14.01.04 CR was finalized after baselining the DOW 1.0. The list of expected inputs for SESAR2020 has been therefore slightly modified. The 

maintenance document is planned to be delivered as a single document including all the relevant TSs. 

66 Technical PJ18 Solutions 18.01, 18.02, 18.06 are mixing OIs from different steps (being some OIs an improvement over other OIs). This makes it impossible to synchronize the maturity of all Ois of 

each solution. How to proceed in such cases?

07/12/2015 Project 18 is not intended to mature OI steps as such. It is an enabling project and therefore develops technological solutions / capabilities to support the ATM Solutions developed 

under PJ01 to PJ11.

Therefore, OI steps now associated to PJ18 in the ERS need to be understood as a collection of enablers supporting ATM Solutions.

Regarding the different level of maturity between elements within a solution, the proposal will need to explain how to deal with these aspects, as well as with the dependencies with 

other solutions.

Solutions are not bound to the notion of Step 1, Step 2 or Step 3.

67 Technical PJ18 Although PJ18 is an Enabling Project, the DoW focus on OIs. The assumption is that PJ18 will validate its own OIs, but on the other hand, the expected project deliverables correspond 

to an Enabling Project (this is, mainly technical documents, with no ValP for example).

In our view, these validations are previous to further ones to be done in the Solutions Projects using PJ18 prototypes for validating their own Solutions and OIs. These two different 

levels of OIs and expected validations are not described or recognized in the DOW nor in the Programme Execution Guidance.

Which deliverable schema should we follow, the Enabling Project one or the Solution Project one?

07/12/2015 See the reply to comment #01 regarding the OI steps under PJ.18. PJ.18 is an enabling project and as such it is not expected to deliver SPR/OSED but the set of deliverables for 

technological solutions. However, the proposal can identify additional deliverables (if required) e.g. INTEROP

68 Technical PJ20 High level solution description: "The SJU and its Governance Bodies are fully in charge of all phases of the master plan maintenance, …final document." The intentions of this 

paragraph should be clarified:

- currently, it appears as somehow contradicting the PJ20 requirement in the Problem Statement: "The work shall consist in maintaining, updating and publishing as and when 

necessary the ATM-MP. It shall also consist in managing the ATM-MP update campaigns. "

- for example,will MPG and related effort be part of PJ20?

- will PJ20 be responsible for the final deliverables as listed at the end of the DOW, if it is SJU who is in charge of all phases of the MP maintenance and if each activity can be launched 

on request? 

07/12/2015 The statutes of SESAR Joint Undertaking as clear with regards to the role and responsibility of the SJU. The role of Pj20 is to support the SJU in executing its role.

69 Technical PJ20 In Problem statement: "• The Single European Sky objectives may not be achieved if SESAR solutions are not developed and implemented in a performance-orientated manner . ..."

Q:  Whether “performance-oriented manner” also embraces “business-oriented” approach? If yes, it seems to be a need to  highlight this (most probably in the High level solution 

description), taking into account that  _____business view reflectring part is already in the ATM-MP. 

Rcm: If not – seems there is a need to be addressed in Problem statement...., so, we recommend  to read:

"• The Single European Sky objectives may not be achieved if SESAR solutions are not developed and implemented in a performance-driven and business-orientated manner . ..."

07/12/2015 SJU agrees with the following understanding: "The Single European Sky objectives may not be achieved if SESAR solutions are not developed and implemented in a performance-

driven and business-orientated manner". 

70 Technical PJ20 It is not clarified, what the challenge 'Adressing key issues related to the Architecture at MP level' means. There is no corresponding deliverable for PJ 20. 07/12/2015 The intention is to highlight the need to enforce the link between architecture in PJ.19 and the work on the ATM MP in PJ.20. Deliverables such as the updated of Level 1, 2 and 3 have 

to gradually reflect more architectural information to support decision making.

71 Technical PJ20 The DoW does not clearly state which duties and responsibility the contributors to PJ 20 shall take. The problem statements reads, for example,  'The work shall.... It also consists in 

managing the udpdate campaign', while the high level solution description reads 'support the update of the Master Plan campaign'. If the role of contribution in PJ20 is 'support', who 

takes the responsibility? The role of 'repository manager' should be clarified, to allow contributors to schedule the appropriately skilled staff.

07/12/2015 The responsibility of Project 20 delivery is under SJU and its Governance Bodies.

The repository manager main role is to manage on behalf of the SJU all Master Plan data through the ATM MP Portal.

72 Technical PJ20 In High level solution description:  

"The SJU and its Governance Bodies are fully in charge of all phases of the master plan maintenance, from developing the updated version, involving stakeholders, launching various 

expert consultations, taking on board comments, helping diverging opinions converge, etc … to approving the final document. "

In addition to ECTL --> line nb.5 of this table:

Q: Whether the possibility of /prerequisites  for initiation (if and once identified by SJU itself) of the ATM-MP update campaign is also foreseen within the project PJ20?

07/12/2015 Yes is support of the SJU and its governance bodies

73 Technical PJ20 In High level solution description. "1. Master Plan:

"….

• Starting from the SESAR Solutions, to outline the essential and other operational and technological changes that will enable SESAR to contribute to achieving the SES high-level 

goals.

Q: Is it about the SESAR solutions in general or regular references to the particular ones throuough the portal are also foreseen within these activities?

07/12/2015 It is about the SESAR Solutions in general

74 Technical PJ20 We recommend to consider both, level 2 and 3, as 'implementation planning', but with a different accuracy and time horizon. Level 2 should be defined as long term plan (with lower 

accuracy), while level 3 should be defined as short/medium term plan (with higher accuracy). The process to forward items from level 2 to level 3 requires some kind of maturity 

assessment and a subsequent decision, which need to be assigned to a body or project in SJU. It is not clear who that is.

07/12/2015 Level 2 contains all the elements of SESAR seen as a holistic project (i.e. both development and deployment activities). In doing that it should focus on "what needs to be done" and 

by "when" to ensure harmonized and deployment oriented R&D as well to support the gradual evolution of the architecture (the "how").

Level 3 contains Pre-SESAR and SESAR elements for which a decision has been taken by the SJU and its governance bodies to consider them "in deployment" (R&D completed) and 

ensure the necessary connection to deployment reporting mechanisms.

75 Technical PJ20 Activity 1 'Master Plan' seems to encompass also activities 2-8 which are as well parts of the Master Plan. Does activity 1 adress the 'Executive View'? It should be clarfied if the 

activities 5-8 are part of level 2 or 3 or of both levels of the MP.

07/12/2015 Noted
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76 Technical PJ20 In High level solution description: the paragraph "Furthermore, the need for the SJU to monitor the deployment baseline makes it important for it to have early access to the annual 

reports on capital expenditure ... templates."  implies as indicated establishing coordination / contribution links with the PRB.

- this PRB link should be included in the dependencies;

- shouldn't a link  to the SESAR Deployment Manager or a clarification of the scope intention with respect to SDM be included here?

07/12/2015 Link to the PRB is under discussion. Close coordination between SJU and SDM is already guaranteed.

77 Technical PJ20 In High level solution description: the paragraph "Furthermore, the need for the SJU to monitor the deployment baseline makes it important for it to have early access to the annual 

reports on capital expenditure ... templates." , it needs to be clear that the organisations’ individual responsibilities are respected, even though information needs to be shared. There 

is a need for the SJU to understand deployment progress but I’m not sure about the actual financial spend.

07/12/2015 Noted

78 Technical PJ20 Activity 5 'Support for definition of Common Projects' should consist of expert level input to 'select' rather than 'define' building blocks that are suitable for common projects. This 

should be based on previously elaborated business cases (MP Level 3) combined and updated with recent information. 

07/12/2015 Noted

79 Technical PJ20 In High level solution description: in the light of SESAR 1 experience we recommend to clarify and focus the scope of the Regulation activities to read:

The activities and processes shall be:

• To identify the links with existing regulation and potential needs for new regulatory actions resulting from R&I activities.

• To maintain the regulatory roadmap for the part related to SESAR Solutions.

07/12/2015 Noted

80 Technical PJ20 In High level solution description: in the light of SESAR 1 experience we recommend to clarify and focus the scope of the Standardisation activities to read:

The activities and processes shall be:

• To assess standardisation needs and timelines resulting from R&I activities.

• To monitor the development of standards issued by Standard Making Organisations impacting or needed by SESAR solutions.

• To maintain the standardisation roadmap for the part related to SESAR Solutions.

07/12/2015 Noted

81 Technical PJ20 In  High level solution description: 

"… agree on where there is a need to act, articulate a clear vision and set the right priorities." 

Q: Will it be addressed also the issue related to the setting of the priorities …according to the certain clear criteria… ?

Is it the proper place to mention about the criteria to be formulated and accepted (via consultation process?) or at least to bear in mind this approach - id est: the needs for the 

criteria for priortization?

07/12/2015 Supporting the defintion of priorities is part of the role of P20 however it would be too early to define the prioritisation criteria as they may evolve in time according to changing 

needs establishing by the SJU and its governance bodies.

82 Technical PJ20 In High level solution description:  

Could be added:

"…

- The set of tool configuration and customisation files;

- The set of analysis and visualization tools."

Note: It seems logical and useful to add the appropriate means for workload optimization...

07/12/2015 Noted

83 Technical PJ20 In High level solution description.  "4. Implementation Planning and Monitoring (ATM MP Level 3)": 

The SJU will consider the issue bearing in mind the following key principles:

• ....

Rcm: It is recommended to introduce also the following item, which will help to ensure seamless "...possible transition process for SESAR Deployment reporting mechanisms ..."

• Traceability of / links between relevant reported activities should be ensured 

07/12/2015 Noted

84 Technical PJ20 In Dependencies with other Projects or external activities if required:  there appears to be a number of missing Dependencies: 

- to external activities: PRB (performance planning and deployment baseline monitoring), SESAR Deployment Manager, EUROCAE, ESA, ICAO and other  Standard Making 

Organisations (SMOs) for standardisation and regulation activities; and 

- to PJ 22: as a systematic and early input from PJ22 and the validation process would be key to better address the standardisation and regulatory needs and to ensure that level 2 of 

the MP remains properly synchronised with the Solutions validation progress i.e. that description of enablers, not only technical but also standardisation and regulatory ones are part 

of maturity criteria for SESAR solutions and be included in the PJ22 System Engineering data management framework.

07/12/2015 Link to the PRB is under discussion. Close coordination between SJU and SDM is already guaranteed. Other external bodies are already considered as part of SESAR work e.g. 

EUROCAE, EASA,..

Aspects related in the comment to PJ.22 will be covered through the SESAR Maturity Criteria and the required evidences that projects shall deliver to support the maturity 

assessments

85 Technical PJ20 There are various dependencies to PJ 19 'Content integration', e.g. in terms of performance management. 07/12/2015 Yes and the DOW refers to it

86 Technical PJ20 In "Dependencies with other Projects or external activities if required" in principle all those solution projects could be listed that have standards/regulations listed in the 

corresponding section of the DOW.

Perhaps also a dependency to PJ19/21 could be added as it "contributes to international data exchange standards (e.g. AIXM, FIXM,..), and where appropriate to international 

standardisation"

07/12/2015 Coordination with external bodies are already considered as part of SESAR work e.g. EUROCAE, EASA, FAA via SJU arrangements.

87 Technical PJ20 In Final deliverables:  

- There would be a need to clarify the expectations for  deliverable "Yearly ATM-MP Level 2 plan and report ". Currently in SESAR1 at Master Plan level 2, there are different types of 

deliverables with different timescales, for example, Data Set releases twice a year and Performance Plan every 2-3 years aligned with ECTL STATFOR Long Term Forecast publication.

07/12/2015 The delivery of the dataset will performed by PJ.19 while PJ.20 will identify the subset of data that will have to be publicly available. Release report of this sub-set shall be approved 

by the SJU Governance Bodies including an impact assessment with regards to Level 1 and 3 (in terms of magnitude of the change).

88 Technical PJ20 The term 'Deployment Baseline' should be explained in the glossary. Is the task 'to monitor the deployment baseline' assigned to PJ20? In this case a corresponding deliverable is 

missing.

07/12/2015 In PJ.20 the text refers to monitoring the ATM MP level 3.

89 Technical PJ20 The terms 'Implementation' and 'Deployment' should be explained in the glossary and consequently distinguished in the DoW to avoid unneccessary discussions among stakeholders. 

We recommend to use implementation for industrialisation+deployment, as used in the E-OCVM model.

07/12/2015 Noted

90 Technical PJ26 While in PJ26 DoW this project is identified as a VLD without any specification related to waves, other projects DoWs, like the ones of PJ25 and PJ28, distinguished them as Wave 1 

VLD. If not an oversight (PJ26 would be in fact also a Wave 1 VLD), does it mean there will be no PJ26 additional part for Wave 2  and/or that PJ26 duration can be more than 3 years?

07/12/2015 The objective of the VLD is clearly to support AF#1 so by default is for Wave#1 and it is therfore constrained by the Wave 1 timeframe. Nevertheless, we could foresee a wave 2 for 

GLS Cat III down to Cat I (to be defined and confirmed at a later stage).

91 Technical PJ26 While PJ26 DoW objective is the demonstration of PCP ATM sub-functionality "Enhanced Terminal Airspace using RNP-Based Operations", it is not clear if operations based on OIstep 

"AOM-0605 Enhanced terminal operations with automatic RNP transition to ILS/GLS/LPV" could be included in the proposal or they will be considered out of the scope. AOM-0605 

includes advanced transitions with curved procedures connecting directly to the final approach. 

Inclusion of operations based on OIs AOM-0605 would be coherent with the fact that DoW identifies a dependency with SESAR solution "Enhanced terminal operations with 

automatic RNP transition to ILS/GLS" (by the way it should read ILS/GLS/LPV as per Dataset 13).

07/12/2015 The scope of the VLD is associated to the PCP content and therefore to SESAR Solution#51 "Enhanced terminal operations with LPV procedures", which covers only part of AOM-0605. 

There is another Solution under the scope of AOM-0605 "Enhanced terminal operations with automatic RNP transition to ILS/GLS" (the name is correct) and that is identified in the 

dependencies but it is not part of PCP implementing rule: since this solution is expected to achieve end of V3 in SESAR 1 then the proposal could take this into consideration 
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92 Technical PJ26 PJ26 DoW requires demonstration activities and mentions that the use of pre-operational products may be envisaged but also requires reversion concepts in case of issues. Does this 

mean, that implementations may be temporary, full operational or operational with limited applicability, i.e. only during a limited time period per day with preference to flights 

following the RNP1 operations or with some RNP1 operations available as an option. Does PJ26 accept all these types of demonstrations or are some of them out of scope for PJ26.

07/12/2015 All could be OK

93 Technical PJ27 Many details from DoW 0.9 are missing, for example the roadmap information. What was the reason to exclude this information? 07/12/2015 The SJU considers that the roadmap information does not provide added value for the call process.

94 Technical PJ27 The Network Manager shall participate in wave 1 demonstration already. In DoW 0.9,  NM participation is planned in wave 2. 07/12/2015 The PJ.27 is a demonstration project for Wave 1 and the DOW 1.0 already foresees the participation of the Network Manager.

95 Technical PJ27 Various SESAR 1 deliverables are identified as reference documents. In Dow 0.9, the Eurocae ED133A document is defined as main reference document. This Industry Standard is the 

necessary reference because the VLD is understood to be the ultimate validation activity before deployment.

07/12/2015 Validation activities shall be completed on IOP in SESAR 1 and the VLD should build on top of SESAR 1 delivery.

96 Technical PJ27 The provision of SWIM infrastructure is expected from the PJ27  project. In DoW 0.9, there is an assumption that SWIM infrastructure will already be available for PJ27 

demonstrations.  This might have an impact on PJ27 cost.

07/12/2015 The SWIM infrastructure has already been prototyped as part of SESAR 1. It is assumed that this prototyping does not need to be re-done, and that existing prototypes will be made 

available for the VLDs.

97 Technical PJ28 The activities related to the Manual Taxi routing function (reference “S5” in DoW 0.9) have been removed. Could you please justify? 07/12/2015 The Manual Taxi routing function was considered as not ambitious enough to be included in a demonstration activity.

98 Technical PJ31 DoW V1.0 significantly extends and alters DoW V0.9. Notably a new 20 page section "Contextual Information" was added featuring e.g. trajectory management use cases not 

discussed in V0.9. Additional context was also added to other sections throughout the document. While this new information describes some valid long term goals/target concepts 

that motivate the VLD, it needs to be clarified that from ANSP perspective, these newly added contents/objectives cannot generally be asssumed to be demonstrated and realized 

within a wave#1 VLD timeframe. 

07/12/2015 The comment is noted.

99 Technical PJ31 Beyond the proposed demonstration topics of DoW V0.9 for Wave#1 (i.e. EPP downlink recording and analysis, TP enhancements for ground CD&R tools) DoW V1.0 seems to feature 

significant additional applications (i4D trajectory management, Arrival Mangement, Traffic Synchronization, Flight Object Exchange for EPP). These were partly foreseen to be 

demonstrated in DoW V0.9 Wave#2 and should not be assumed for a Wave#1 demonstration timeframe. 

07/12/2015 The VLD needs to go beyond simply setting up the technical capability of EPP downlink. The five use cases described set the SJU expectation on the VLD scope.

100 Technical PJ31 Dow V1.0 goals seem to cover full PCP AF#6 scope already for wave#1. This includes the inclusion of the Network Manager, which DoW V0.9 assumed only for wave#2. 07/12/2015 In order to be consistent with IOP activities in SESAR 1, the NM is requested for Wave 1.

101 Technical PJ31 DoW1.0 in contrast to DoW 0.9 does not state a dependency with PJ18 (Trajectory Management) which was however confirmed by the PJ31 team in the ongoing coordination. 

DoW1.0 in contrast to DoW0.9 states a new dependency with PJ01 (Enhanced Arrivals and Departures) which was not confirmed so far in the PJ31 coordination. 

07/12/2015 There is no justification for the link with PJ.18 as SJU considers that this VLD will build upon SESAR 1 results.

102 Technical All PJs It would be highly appreciated if SJU could give an indication about DOW 1.0 differences wrt to DOW 0.9 and if possible any changes also to include still on-going change requests of 

Enablers/OIs.

07/12/2015 The published version is the baseline under which the SJU calls for its proposals.  It is not relevant for the call for the SJU to provide historical traceability to development versions of 

documentation.

103 Technical All PJs Do you confirm that the earliest start date for a W1 project is September 2016 and the latest end date for a W1 project is December 2019? 07/12/2015 As defined in the S2020 Multi Annual Work Programme, Wave 1 starts from 2016 till end of 2019. Launch of the projects will depend on the Grant Agreement Preparation proces sand 

the date of launching a project will normally be the first day of the month following Grant signature.

104 Technical All PJs “On page 14 of the Multi-Annual Work Programme, it is indicated that 5% of the PPP budget, i.e. 5% x (335 M + 63 M) = 20 M EURO is reserved to RPAS activities. There are RPAS 

activities in PJ.03a, PJ.10, PJ.11, and PJ.13, but the breakdown on page 15 does not provide details about how the RPAS dedicated co-funding is allocated to these PJs. Could you 

indicate the RPAS dedicated budgets for these work packages? Can you indicate the division between Airborne Industry, Ground Industry and Service Providers?”

07/12/2015 The Multi Annual Work programme is the reference identifying the global budget allocated to the RPAS activities in the IR projects. No detailed information of budget per RPAS 

solution will be provided.

105 Technical All VLDs The identification by EASA/Authorities of the requirements, means of compliance and guidance material applicable to the VLD activities is fundamental to judge the work to be done 

and its feasibility, firstly by bid members and afterwards by end-users involved through open calls. This information should be provided as part of the Call.

07/12/2015 EASA is ready to work together with you to:

- Review and give assurance on safety assessment

- Issue approvals, certificates or special conditions when required for the execution of the project,

- Facilitate the coordination between the different competent authorities involved in the approval process of issuing approvals or certificates when required for the execution of the 

project,

- Develop the necessary supporting material to support the readiness of the different functionalities.

This support of EASA should be duly budgeted for by each project.

To ensure effective communication with all interested parties during the final bidding process EASA is providing a centralized email address: research@easa.europa.eu 

106 Technical All VLDs Demonstrations with external areas, e.g. north Atlantic, are not mentioned. Although they are not planned for Wave 1, the DoW should make a provision for this type of 

demonstrations.

07/12/2015 Global demonstrations will be awarded under VLD Open Calls. A first call may be launched in 2016

107 Technical All VLDs How can the VLDs coordinate with external parties that are not S2020 members? This will become necessary to prepare external demonstrations with external partners or to get 

support from companies which are not Sesar 2020 members.

07/12/2015 The VLD Innovation Action under H2020 rules permits the engagement of a wide range of stakeholders. SESAR Members are encoured to coordinate beyond the Membership in order 

to deliver the full scope of the project and de-risk the execution of the VLDs, while the SJU may facilitate the wider engagement of the stakeholder communicty through a separate 

and open call.

108 Technical All VLDs EASA is announced to become a facilitator and coordinator of regulatory aspects. Is there reference material available that describes the role and intended process from EASA? 07/12/2015 See answer 105

109 Technical  All VLDs The DoWs formerly described the VLDs as "vitrine, showcase, to see is to believe" The Multi Annual Work Plan states "VLD shall aim at a minimum at a demonstration in a close-to-

operational environment including the preparation and platform availability to support demonstrations" yet it also states "Proof of Concept has to be distinguished from operational 

live trials since..." A close-to-operational environment could be a trial? What is the difference?

07/12/2015 The overall idea is to test SESAR Solutions in an operational (not "lab") environment to generate higher levels of confidence from the broader community with regards to the 

readiness for wide scale deployment.

110 Technical All Dependencies with Other SESAR Solution Projects:

In v0.9 of the DOWs the dependencies section was sometimes quite elaborate with dependencies often described at a level of detail that clarified the type of dependency. In v1.0 of 

the DOWs dependencies are represented by tables in which grey-coloured cells indicate the solutions between which a dependency exists. This is the only level of information 

provided so there is no longer any indication of the type of dependency expected (e.g. does the target solution intend to use specifications developed by the source project/solution, 

to use prototypes developed by the source project solution, other...). 

In addition, dependencies listed in the DOWs sometimes appear incomplete or questionable. It does say that the list is non-exhaustive but are these dependencies considered 

indicative or binding for the offer ? In other words is there room for the project teams to propose to clean up the dependencies.Candidate members recommend that SJU clarify in the 

call documentation what are the DOW elements for which full compliance is expected versus those for which some flexibility exists to propose changes if relevant and duly justified. 

DOW elements for which clarification is expected include for example the inputs section, the dependencies section and the V1/V2/V3 target maturity dates of the OI steps and 

Enablers listed in the Solutions section. 

07/12/2015 The dependencies presented in the DOWs are not exhaustive but represent the critical ones. Members are invited to propose a review of these dependencies as part of the proposals.

111 Call All There are restrictions to the SJU newcomers (e.g. B4, Dassault, etc) in the access to the SESAR 1 documentation (OSED, SPR, INTEROP, TS/IRS). It reduces use of the SESAR1 concepts 

in the preparations (imited information on many details, which are to be used as the baseline for future work). Could you please indicate when and where this information will be 

available for the Candidate Members.

07/12/2015 The information required for proposals to be prepared and submitted is already provided by the SJU to all candidate Members.  This does not prevent additional and more detailed 

information being provided once a grant is awarded and access rights to background information is then possible.
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112 Technical All There are some differences between the deliverables defined in the Introduction to the Programme Execution Guidance and the SJU Excell Template: could you indicate which 

document has precedence?

07/12/2015 SJU Excel Template has precedence on the Execution guidance, however re-alignment would still be possible as part of the Project Plan.

113 Technical All The SJU Excell template for IR, TA, and VLDs , tab 3 Project Plan requires to identify deliverables which are “PMP deliverable” / non contractual : Will these non- contractual 

deliverables be part of the Grant?

07/12/2015 No, these deliverables will be managed through the PMP, that is the data pack that will be considered as the contractual deliverables in the Grant

114 Technical All Considering that the launch of the S2020 projects can be expected at the end of the Summer 2016, should validation activites still be scheduled in the Release 6? 07/12/2015 In the context of Wave 1, the SESAR Releases are indeed dependent on the T0 date of the various projects that will feed the validation activities. Based on the current plans 

established on the basis of H2020 procedures for call evaluation, grant preparation and award, the R7 is the Release compatible with the forecasted T0 date and must consequently 

be considered as the first year of validation and the first Release of S2020. All activities planned in R6/2016 in the DOWs must be scheduled in 2017. This shift will also apply for 

activities planned in the DOWs in the column R7, R8 up to 2019. Care will have to be taken in planning activities in 2019/R9 due to the closure process of Wave 1.

It must be clear that the Wave 1 scope remains unchanged, all SESAR Solutions planned in the DOWs will have to be deliverd accordingly by the end of Wave 1.

End of BATCH 1 - Published 21/01/2016 End of BATCH 1 - Published 21/01/2016
115 Finance All In the Annual Workprogramme 2015 3.5 a requirement for the Beneficiaries of an awarded grant to provide to the SJU details on the use of the wave 1 budget (up to €260 million) 

with review points in the project to enable an update to the grant agreement to award budget beyond an initial allocation limited to €50 million in the first instance. - Please explain 

this paragraph. Does this mean that each project will get a Grant Award with a budget of 50/28 = 1,78 million euro and that is the limit until a project management plan is delivered 

and approved, or will the 50 million be split according to project size or other parameters? And please confirm we are talking budget in terms of co-financing, not total eligible cost?

09/12/2015 A suitable, reduced amount will be chosen by the SJU per project to ensure the 50 million (EU budget) is not exceeded at the point of grant award. In this case, the 50 million 

corresponding to the initially available budget for Wave 1 will be firstly split in equal parts among all the projects, as indicated in the MGAM Ammendment process

116 Legal All Please confirm that the Annual Workprogramme 2015 is for information and that all legally binding information is in the  SJU Model Grant Agreement? 09/12/2015 The Annual Work Programme establishes the legal basis for options to be selected in the Grant Agreement during grant preparation and the conditions uder which the call is 

established - therefore it is also legally binding.

117 Legal All In the Annual Workprogramme 2015 3.5.1 (c) c the list of countries and applicable rules for funding: 1. As per Part A of the General Annexes to the EC Work Programme, Legal entities 

established in the following countries and territories will be eligible to receive funding through Horizon 2020

If participating as a consortium, do that has to be a legal entity or is it enough that statements by the members has been made that the coordinator can act on their behalf and there 

is a Consortium Agreement? 

09/12/2015 Consortia not having legal personality have the possibility to be eligible for grants as long as both following conditions set in the Financial Regulation (Article 131.2 of the Financial 

Regulation and Article 198 of its Rules of Application) are met:

1. Their representatives have the capacity to undertake legal obligations on behalf of the entity. The entity must provide the Validation Services with sufficient proof (by means of 

legal documents) of its representatives' capacity to undertake legal obligations on behalf of the same entity. This means that, when, on the contrary, the obligations are assumed on 

behalf of each member/owner of the entity, the entity cannot be assimilated to a legal entity.

2. The entity has the financial and operational capacity equivalent to that of a legal person. the "operational and financial capacity equivalent to that of a legal entity" can be 

recognised if the entity is able to prove the following elements: 

2.1 existence of a patrimony/asset/capital of the entity separated and different from those of its members/owners; 

2.2 setting up of rules ensuring that creditors can rely on this patrimony/asset/capital and that, in case of liquidation/insolvency, creditors are reimbursed in advance (prior to the 

repartition of the patrimony/asset/capital between owners/members). 

Non-legal entities can register in the Beneficiary Register, obtain a temporary PIC and upload the relevant supporting documents. The PIC will be validated as long as the Validation 

Services will ascertain, against supporting documents, that both conditions are met. Further checks will be carried out later during the Grant Preparation phase.

The SJU is also taking the necessary steps to allow that constituents of a consortium not set up as a legal entity could also apply for grants on their own PICs and become beneficiaries.

Please also refer to answers 126 & 127 below on the participation of Consortia.

118 Legal All Is it possible for participants (which are legal entities) in a consortium not set up as e legal entity where the consortium is a pre-qualified Candidate Member of SJU (nnnnnn), to 

participate in a Call proposal as an individual entity with its own PIC code of said individual consortium participant (n1, n2 and n3) and apply for H2020 SESAR2020 grant awards – 

even though the Call is officially restricted to pre-qualified Candidate Members of SJU?

17/12/2015 The specific conditions of the call are defined in the SESAR JU Work Programme/Work Plan 2015 as well as in the call document published on the H2020 Participant Portal. In the light 

of the foregoing we conclude that the participation in the call "H2020-SESAR-2015-2" is restricted to the nineteen entities pre-selected as SESAR JU Candidate Members. Therefore an 

undertaking, which is a member of consortium "nnnnnn" is not eligible for participation in this call as an individual entity with its own PIC code.

In order to avoid any misunderstanding, please note that the above analysis does not preclude the possibility for "nnnnnn" to submit a proposal taking into consideration that before 

applying for funding (by submitting a project proposal), all participants involved must first be registered. When a participant does not have legal personality (in the case at hand you 

indicate that "nnnnnn" does not) its representatives (i.e. the representatives of "nnnnnn" in this case) must prove they have the capacity to undertake legal obligations on behalf of 

the participant and that the participant has financial and operational capacity equivalent to that of legal persons.

Please refer to answers 126 & 127 below on the participation of Consortia, and to answer 117 above on participation of entities without legal personality.

119 Call All In the new SESAR 2020 context, where the payments may be coordinated between SJU and Project Coordinators, it is not clear how to report the efforts within the projects.

Could you please provide further clarification in the reporting process? Will the members report their efforts directly to SJU, to the Project Coordinators, or to both of them? How?

21/12/2015 H2020 'reports and payment' is fully described in the on-line manual available from the Participant portal.

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/h2020-funding-guide/grants/grant-management/reports_en.htm

120 H2020 All The Call of SESAR 2020 (Projects) have to be fulfilled in a project  by project basis. 

Does it imply that the administrative documentation to be provided at company level, have to be submitted repeatedly for each project, or may it be submitted once as a general 

delivery? 

21/12/2015 In accordance with the procedures of H2020, each entity is checked when applying for a PIC number and then during the evaluation REA conducts the final legal and financial checks 

per entity across the grants to be awarded as a result of the call. Consequently, it can be submitted once for all projects within a Call for Proposal.

121 Technical PJ08 In PJ 08 we are discussing a contribution by German air forces. How could Military be involved, as Lionked Third Party? Or, do we have to propose their involvement and their 

contribution will be ensured via separate "other partner" budget from SJU?

21/12/2015 There is no "separate other partner" budget available from the SJU as the maximum budget has been allocated to the programme.  Each proposal and therefore each grant has to be 

complete in order to deliver the results and impact stated. The engagement of other parties that are required to complete the work shall be enaged using H2020 compliant 

mechanisms.

122 H2020 All Can any existing contractual relation between two organistions be considered as a legal link, which is a pre-condition for a Linked Third Party? How long does such a legal link (beyond 

SESAR 2020) have to exist? Until the end of the programme?

21/12/2015 According to Article 14 of the AMGA, Linked Third Party could be any legal entity which has a legal link to the beneficiary implying collaboration that is not limited to the Action.

In the light of the MGA, the Action is understood as the subject matter of the Grant Agreement itself; the project. In order to qualify as Link Third Parties, and in  particular, Third 

party with a legal link to a beneficiary’, the scope of the legal link shall go beyond the scope of the Grant Agreement.

123 Legal All In the templates for the S2020 projects the term "consortium" is mentioned again and again and description is required, while information from SJU is that is will not be necessary as 

we are covered by Membership Agreement. Which is correct?

21/12/2015 The option selected by the SJU and stated in the Work programme is "to not require a Consortium Agreement" in accordance with Article 24 (2) of the Rules of Participation.  Other 

possibilities exist through the Membership to manage Member to Member working arrangements and so it remains the responsibility of the respective consortium to determine what 

adiitional arrangements are required (if any).

Indeed “alternative arrangements” or “consortium agreements” are advised, see Article 41 of the MGA, to cover internal arrangement between beneficiaries that cannot be covered 

by the MA. In terms of prevalence, and in case of discrepancy between documents, the grant agreement will prevail over any alternative arrangement and the membership 

agreement.
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124 H2020 All To fulfill requirement for non-legal entities participating in H2020: Is there a need for the legal capacity of a Consortium to be total or can it be limited to certain areas. And if yes is it 

sufficient if this capacity just covers work under SESAR2020 or is it required to cover all work done under H2020?  

21/12/2015 The consortium has to prove compliance with the conditions set in the Financial Regulation (Article 131.2 of the Financial Regulation and Article 198 of its Rules of Application) for 

those actions in which it is going to participate, not for the whole SESAR 2020 scope.

125 Call All To fulfill requirement for non-legal entities participating in H2020: Please confirm that Consortium Agreement and SESAR Joint Undertaking Membership Agreement together is 

sufficient documentation for approval of <nnnnn> Consortium for H2020? If not, please advise on what documentation is needed (changes to Consortium Agreement, liability 

agreements). If additional documentation is not enough, please advise on what structural changes the Consortium should undertake in order to be eligible? 

21/12/2015 The Consortium Agreement, together with the Membership Agreement can be sufficient as long as the Consortium Agreement complies with the conditions set in the Financial 

Regulation (Article 131.2 of the Financial Regulation and Article 198 of its Rules of Application) 

See also answer 118.

126 Legal All If not possible to participate as non-legal entity, please confirm that it will be possible for any partner of the Consortium to apply for grant awards in H2020 – eg. all the partners being 

individual beneficiaries in H2020 but a Consortium in SJU? The Call is restricted to the pre-qualified Candidate Members of SJU. 

21/12/2015 Participation of entities without legal personality is permitted under the financial rules.  

See also answers 117, 118 & 126.

More particularly, in case of Consortia there are two possibilities:

A) In a Consortium constituted by Linked Third Parties – The one applicant and beneficiary is the Consortium itself. The Consortium shall therefore either be a legal entity itself or be 

compliant with Articles 131.2 FR and 198 RAP for applicants without legal personality. The Consortium obtains a PIC number. Any constituent entity of the consortium, would qualify 

as LTP to the Consortium as long as able to prove the “link” (conditions of Art 14 of the AMGA), or any other type of “third party”. LTP would not be able to bring other LTP since all 

LTP would be on equal footing; principle of no cascading of LTPs.

B) In a Consortium constituted by its Members – Any individual constituent of a Consortium is eligible (shall obtain a PIC ) to participate in the restricted calls for JU members, in their 

capacity of members of a Consortium, as long as all constituents are applying for the same Action i.e. the full consortium is represented in that given Action. In the case in which any 

of the constituents of the Consortium is not meant to perform a task, this entity shall provide justification on the added value of the application to the Action.

127 Legal All Please confirm that it is an option for a consortium to apply for Grant Awards by registering one beneficiary and 4 linked parties – and if yes will there be any requirements (size of 

contribution for linked third parties, for beneficiary compared to linked third parties etc.)

21/12/2015 This is one of the posible options available to consortia described in Part A of answer 126. Eligibility is limited to the SJU Members listed in the Annual Work Programme and 

compliance must be proven within the Financial Rules and conditions of the respective Grant Agreement.  

Please refer to full answer 126 on Consortia constituted by linked third parties.

128 H2020 All If the application as consortium is not possible - is it then possible to register as one beneficiary and 4 linked third parties - using different beneficiary for each project? 21/12/2015 The two possibilities for Consortia are specified in answer 126 above. See also answers 117, 118 and 127.

129 Call All The call documents do not mention any limitation regarding the duration of waves. For wave 1,  would a duration of 40 months be acceptable  (ie, duration between project start date 

and project end date). More generally speaking, is there any minimum or maximum duration imposed for Wave 1 Projects?

21/12/2015 The grant duration can in principle be set to match the requirements of the project, although respecting the Wave 1 duration and release schedule. Consequently with an earliest start 

date and latest finish a maximum duration of 40 months is theoretically possible; so the project must be ready to run early and fully justify to the SJU its proposed duration in the 

context of Wave 1.

See also answer 114. 

130 Call All Would a project start date set in Q1 or Q2 2017 be acceptable ? This option would really make sense in some projects, and in particular for Large Scale Demo projects. 21/12/2015 The start date of a project is set by the submission of grant preparation data int the IT tools by the consortium and will be considered by the SJU during the grant preparation phase. 

In order to deviate from a start date automatically being the first day of the month after the date on which the grant agreement is signed (default) then it is a requirement the 

consortium request a 'fixed start date' and add suitable justification in the IT tools and the SJU shall consider this request.  If approved the consortium requested date is used to 

prepare the grant documentation.

131 Call All Will the clarifications received (e.g. at the Info Days), the answers received to the official submitted questions officially be binding and part of the agreements to be signed? 21/12/2015 The documentation referenced on the participant portal forms the legal basis for this Call for Proposals.  The Q&A is frequently updated and uploaded to the portal. The purpose of 

the Q&A document is to provide clarifications on the Call documentation, not to replace it.  The Q&A will be made available to the evaluators and will be used in the process leading 

to selection and award.  The Q&A itself will not form part of the agreements to be signed.

132 H2020 All For the Grant Agreement(s), do all backgrounds (e.g. intellectual properties) need to be declared before signing the Agreement with SJU. Could SJU provide a template for background 

declaration?

21/12/2015 Information on background of a beneficiary that is needed to execute the grant agreement needs to be declared. It is strongly recommended that this is done before the signature of 

the grant agreement.

The declaration can be done through a positive list (listing the pieces of information which are considered background) or through a negative list (declaring that all information of the 

beneficiary that should be considered background, except some pieces of information listed). 

133 Call All Until which date/deadline do we need to submit our questions for the Call for Proposals? 21/12/2015 Two weeks before the closure date of the call.

134 Legal All In the Model Grant Agreement  Chapter 6 Section 2, the Liability between the participants within a grant is not defined, can this be added? 21/12/2015 Liability aspects of the JU and the beneficiaries (vis a vis the JU) are covered by Article 46 of the MGA. In addition, Article 14 of the MGA allows the SJU to request joint and several 

liability of LTP (a template of the declaration can be found in Annex 3a of the MGA). 

Liability of the beneficiaries is one of the aspects to be tackled as part of the divisions of roles and responsibilities between beneficiaries or partners of a Joint Action, Article 41 of the 

MGA; internal arrangement between beneficiaries. This internal arrangement must be set out in the “Consortium Agreement” (although not explicitly requested in the AWP) or 

alternative means. Whenever a Consortium agreement or alternative mean is used, the clauses on liability shall be in compliance with the Membership Agreement and the Model 

Grant Agreement.

In addition to this, please refer to answer 123.

135 Legal All In the Model Grant Agreement Chapter 6 Section 1, the procedure around penalties is unclear as well as which dates and actions are penalised. Please clarify the procedure! We 

suggest the penalties are not applicable since no risk can be calculated by the Members.

21/12/2015 Penalties are part of the text of the Model Grant Agreement approved for the SJU, so it is not possible to remove it.

136 Legal All In the Model Grant Agreement  Chapter 6 Section 2, is each participant of a GA only liable for it's own damages or will the SJU request joint and reveral liabilities for some projects? 21/12/2015 Decision of the SJU to be taken during Grant Preparation as it depends upon the scope of the work to be performed.

In addition, please refer to answer 134.

137 Call All How will the options be decided? Will the participants select the options for each project before making the offer? 21/12/2015 Options are activated during the Grant preparation Phase: 

A) Automatically (i.e.: depending on the type of Action); 

B) on the basis of the choices made in the Work Programme, or; 

C) to serve a specific need of a beneficiary  (e.g. : to activate option 14.1 of the MGA when a beneficiary wishes to bring in Linked third parties).

138 Legal All In art. 14 of the AMGA (cfr. pag. 136) is said that the commission/agency may (or may not) ask for "joint and several liability" for LTP contributing to the action, based on a number of 

conditions If so, then a procedure is triggered as described there (signature of annex 3a etc.).

Can you anticipate what is the orientation of the commission/agency with regards to this option?

21/12/2015 LTPs must in general, comply with the rules for participation under Horizon 2020, and in particular, be assessed in the light of Article 14 of the AMGA. The SJU has the right to activate 

during the GAP the request of the joint and several liability of the LTP, e.g.: weak financial capacity of the beneficiary, or, in case the SJU has authorised a LTP to perform a substantial 

part of the Action and the work of the beneficiary is mainly to coordinate the work of its LTP.

In addition to this, please refer to answers 134 & 136.
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139 Technical All VLDs The participation of airlines is essential in many VLDs (eg the implementation of AMAN extended to En Route phase on airports). In the PJ25 DoW, it is mentioned that "The 

involvement of  additional end-users to perform  the  related  operational  demonstration  will  be  contracted  through  open  calls  that  will  be awarded in a second step and will run 

in parallel.". Could you please confirm that this is the rule for all already launched VLDs requiring airlines participation.Could we have information about the release dates of these 

open calls and availability of related contractual arrangements ?

21/12/2015 In the preparation of the proposals : coordination beyond SJU candidate Members is encouraged in order to de-risk the execution of the VLDs - See draft Grant Agreement (e.g. Linked 

third party and Sub-contractors)

During the execution of the VLD : The engagement of additional end-users may be complemented by the SJU through open calls.  This is described in each VLD project being called.

140 Technical All Some solutions are addressing 2 different aspects, is it acceptable to define 2 sub solutions with 2 sets of OSED/SPR/Interop ? 21/12/2015 The full scope of the Solution must be delivered in a single data pack consisting in a single set of  OSED/SPR/Interop (contractual deliverable) 

Proposal shall describe the overall validation approach to achieve this final objective;

Further details will be described in the project plan (e.g. exercise description), including intermediate steps. if required additional Packs can be identified.

141 Technical All The way to handle integrated validations between 2 projects is not described. Do you confirm that the required integrated validation exercises will be included in the most involved 

project with clear dependency identified vis à vis the other project(s) in particular to results and deliveries required to be completed before the integrated validation exercise is 

executed ?  

21/12/2015 The most appropriate project has to plan the execution of the integrated validation.

142 Call All The participation of Airspace Users is essential in many projects, could you confirm that a Third party resources contract from SJU will financially support the participation of Airspace 

Users and that projects only have to scope the required support.

21/12/2015 See answer 139 for VLD projects where special provisions have been made.

For other projects there will be no support provided from the SJU and other budget.  The maximum budget is allocated to the programme and each proposal and therefore each grant 

has to be complete in order to deliver the results and impact stated.  The only exception is the engagement of Airspace users to the VLD projects where the SJU may use an open call 

to complement a grant to extend its geographic scope or range of stakeholder involvement to achieve a greater impact from the results.

143 Legal All Is a consortium agreement allowed at Action level between the members and linked third parties involved in the said Action ? 13/01/2016 Yes, although it is not mandatory. 

See answer 123.

144 Call All Who decides that a linked third party is jointly and severally liable towards its member/beneficiary (option in  article 14 of the MGA):  SJU ? The concerned Member ?

When is this decision made: during the proposal preparation phase or during the grant preparation phase ?

13/01/2016 See answers 137 & 138.

145 Legal All From a previous answer, Membership of SJU and participation in H2020 has to be as exactly the same entity, eg. a Consortium cannot be a member of SJU but the individual partners 

of the consortium registered as beneficiaries in H2020, please confirm interpretation is correct.

13/01/2016 There are 19 entities proposed to accede to the Membership Agreement. In the case of consortia Members, all interactions to the SJU will be through the single coordinator who 

represents that Member. 

See also answers 117, 118, 125 & 126.

146 Legal All When a company (i.e. legal entity) belongs to a consortium (SJU member), is there any conflict if another SJU member declares this company as subcontractor on a specific PJ:

a) If the consortium does not bid to this PJ?

b) If the consortium bids to this PJ but the company (legal entity) does not actually contribute to this PJ?

c) If the consortium bids to this PJ and the company contributes to this PJ ?

13/01/2016 The beneficiary shall act, in each action, in their own right (as a Member) and not as a subcontractor to another Member.

As per Article 13 of the AMGA (p. 133),"Subcontracting between beneficiaries is NOT allowed in the same grant agreement. All beneficiaries contribute to and are interested in the 

action; if one beneficiary needs the services of another in order to perform its part of the work it is the second beneficiary who should declare the costs for that work."

A consortium without legal personality, which would participate in a project, is actually defined by all its constituent entities. The given consortium cannot exclude one particular 

constituent entity when it acts in a project. Thus, in one action, a member of a consortium-beneficiary without legal personality cannot act at the same time as a subcontractor.

In addition to the above, the conditions set out in the Article 13.1 of MGA , shall be respected "The beneficiaries must award the subcontracts ensuring the best value for money or, if 

appropriate, the lowest price. In doing so, they must avoid any conflict of interests (see Article 35 MGA)."

147 Legal All Consortium "nnnn" applies for full membership of the SESAR JU for SESAR2020. This consortium consists of two entities.

When the consortium does not participate Project Pxx is it then possible for one of the entities to act within Pxx as a subcontrcator to another participating member?

Will this be possible in the case of the consortium not participating in a certain solution within project Pxx?

13/01/2016 Please refer to answer 146.

148 Legal All One consortium participant of a consortium member of the SJU act as a supplier of software solutions & associated services which are directly used by several other SJU members 

within the SESAR programme. Our understanding is that each member should declare the anticipated costs relating to such solutions in their projects Cost Breakdown Forms as 

“other direct costs” (equipment / goods and services). 

Are there any rules on procurement that could limit or constrain the ability to sell solutions to other SJU members in the frame of the programme? 

13/01/2016 Please refer to answer 146.

149 Call All In case airspace user expertise is needed (e.g. AOC know-how), we assume that the required contribution can be speified in the bid documentation and after award, the SJU will 

establish an appropriate support contract with airspace users. This Airspace User expertise/support will also cover AOC system providers expertise and system development.  The 

funding for airspace user support is not included in the table in chapter 1.5.2 of the MAWP but comes from other SJU sources (e.g. SJU running costs/third parties).

Please confirm, if this understanding is correct or otherwise describe how airspace user support should be established.

15/01/2016 In addition to the above, the conditions set out in the Article 13.1 of MGA , shall be respected "The beneficiaries must award the subcontracts ensuring the best value for money or, if 

appropriate, the lowest price. In doing so, they must avoid any conflict of interests (see Article 35 MGA)."

150 Finance All It is assumed that the Project Management share is in the range of 5 - 7 % of the total project budget. Exceptions need to be duly justified. Can you confirm that this assumption is 

acceptable.  

It is assumed that Candidate Members are free to define the necessary Project Management activities as long as the acceptable range (5-7%) for the total budet share is kept (current 

planning for PM activities comprises mainly project coordination, GA coordination, content integration team lead).  Can you confirm that this assumption is acceptable. 

15/01/2016 There is no foreseen range of project management share neither in the call nor in the model grant agreement. It is obvious that this share has to be reasonable as well as ensuring the 

H2020 funding rules are applied. The applicant must make themselves aware of the rules for funding and declaration of costs relevant to this call.

151 Legal All Is it possible for participants (which are legal entities) in a consortium not set up as e legal entity where the consortium is a pre-qualified Candidate Member of SJU, to participate in a 

Call proposal as an individual entity with its own PIC code of said individual consortium participant and apply for H2020 SESAR2020 grant awards – even though the Call is officially 

restricted to pre-qualified Candidate Members of SJU?"

17/01/2015 See answers 117, 118, 124, 125, 126, 127 and 145.

152 Legal All According to regulation 966/2012 & 1268/2012 it is possible to register a non-legal entity if the following conditions are met:

1. That the entity has representatives that can undertake legal obligations on its behalf and

2. That the entity has the same financial and operational capacity than that of a legal person/entity.

 

1) To fulfill requirement for non-legal entities participating in H2020: Is there a need for the legal capacity of a Consortium to be total or can it be limited to certain areas. And if yes is 

it sufficient if this capacity just covers work under SESAR2020 or is it required to cover all work done under H2020?  

2) To fulfill requirement for non-legal entities participating in H2020: Please confirm that Consortium Agreement and SESAR Joint Undertaking Membership Agreement together is 

sufficient documentation for approval of Consortium not set up as legal entity for H2020? If not, please advise on what documentation is needed (changes to Consortium Agreement, 

liability agreements). If additional documentation is not enough, please advise on what structural changes the Consortium should undertake in order to be eligible?   

3) If not possible to participate as non-legal entity, please confirm that it will be possible for any partner of the Consortium to apply for grant awards in H2020 – eg. the 5 partners 

being individual beneficiaries in H2020 but a Consortium in SJU? The Call is restricted to the pre-qualified Candidate Members of SJU. 

17/01/2015 For question number 1), see answer 124. 

For question number 2), see answer 125. 

For question number 3), see answer 126
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153 Call All If an entity (not included in the SJU or in any candidate member of the SJU) would like to apply for this call with a common project, could they? 17/01/2015 The only eligible entities are the 19 Members that accede to the Membership Agreement and are identified in the AWP. 

For entities not covered by the AWP, other possibilities of participation such as Linked Third Parties, Subcontracting or Contributions in kind could be explored.

154 Legal All See Question 118

I understand that a member of the SJU Member that is "nnnnnn" consortium is not eligible for participation with its own PIC code. Other parts of the answer are not understood.  

"In order to avoid any misunderstanding, please note that the above analysis does not preclude the possibility for "nnnnnn" to submit a proposal taking into consideration that before 

applying for funding 

(by submitting a project proposal), all participants involved must first be registered."

Does this mean that "nnnnnn" consortium should register to the H2020 and ask for a PIC code (as long as the conditions for this are met)? In case so, will the payment go to one of 

the participants/the coordinator?

"When a participant does not have legal personality (in the case at hand you indicate that "nnnnnn" does not) its representatives (i.e. the representatives of "nnnnnn" in this case) must 

prove they have the capacity to undertake legal obligations on behalf of the participant and that the participant has financial and operational capacity equivalent to that of legal 

persons. "

I think this will be taken care of in our application to the SJU membership. All "nnnnnn" Consortium members will prove their capacity. As I understand it, this is also a requirement to 

get Non-legal entities registered and provided a PIC number. Will we need to provide the same documentation to H2020 as well?

Our preferred solution will be that after the possible final acceptance as a SJU member (application due in January)  SJU will send an updated list with accepted SJU members, 

including the participants to every consortium, and that the participants can register and apply to the different proposals they would like to contribute to. Do you foresee a solution 

like this? 

18/01/2016 See answers 117, 118 and the additional information below:

In relation to your first question, we confirm that if/when the "nnnnnn" Consortium intends to submit a proposal to the restricted call for proposal "H2020-SESAR-2015-2", it should 

first register in the H2020 Participant Data Management (PDM) IT system via H2020 Participant Portal and have a PIC code attributed to it (as long as the conditions for this are met). 

If the proposal submitted by "nnnnnn" is admissible (confirmed as coming from an eligible entity to the call as well as other published conditions), and then is subsequently 

successful, the information provided registering "nnnnnn" in PDM should be validated. In particular "nnnnnn" should submit official supporting documents to demonstrate the legal 

name, legal form and legal address. In this respect you may also refer to the H2020 Online Manual: http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/h2020-funding-

guide/grants/applying-for-funding/register-an-organisation/registration-of-organisation_en.htm   The validation process is managed by the Research Executive Agency (REA).

Please note that, according to Article 198 of the Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 1268/2012, "When an application for a grant is submitted by an applicant which does not 

have legal personality, in accordance with Article 131(2) of the Financial Regulation, the representatives of that applicant shall prove that they have the capacity to undertake legal 

obligations on behalf of the applicant and that the applicant has financial and operational capacity equivalent to that of legal persons."

In case of a successful project, if a multi-beneficiary grant agreement is concluded, the payments (pre-financing and subsequent interim payments and final payment) are made to the 

coordinator of the consortium of beneficiaries (the "consortium of beneficiaries" should not be confused with the "consortium of undertakings without legal personality" such as 

"nnnnnn" itself). In this respect, please refer to Articles 21.1 and 21.7 of the SESAR Model Grant Agreement for Members. A consortium of beneficiaries may include, for example, 

one or more beneficiaries which are themselves consortia of legal entities without legal personality, like "nnnnnn". For example, Company A , Company B and the Consortium X 

(formed by the companies C, D and E) may set up a consortium of beneficiaries.

In relation to your last question, we would like to remind that our opinion relates to the call for proposals "H2020-SESAR-2015-2", as described in the SESAR JU Work Programme 

2015 and fully subject to the Horizon 2020 applicable rules. This is a restricted call where only the 19 entities can apply in view of becoming beneficiaries in a potential subsequent 

grant agreement. The membership accession process, managed simultaneously by the SESAR JU, would result in final acceptance of candidate members as SESAR JU members. This 

process will not impose changes to the conditions of participation to the restricted call for proposals "H2020-SESAR-2015-2".

155 Legal All An SJU Member is a beneficiary of a grant and has a linked third party connected to them.  Is there a limit to how much of the work can be performed by the linked third party in such 

an arrangement?

19/01/2016 In accordance with Article 14  of the Annotated Model Grant Agreement, Linked third parties should only exceptionally perform a major part of the R&I work. So it will be normally 

expected that the majority of the work is done by the beneficiary. 

Given the unique nature of the SJU, discretion will be applied by the SJU on a case-by-case basis to allow for beneficiaries or occasionally linked third parties to commit up to 100% of 

the work on a per grant basis as long as the contribution is always presented through a recognised beneficiary and in such cases, the SJU reserves the right to request joint and several 

liability of the LTP.

Please also refer to answers 137 and 138.

156 Technical All In case a solution consists of more than one OI step: can we already start the work on higher maturity levels before the Gate for the lower maturity levels for all OI's has been passed 

(e.g. start with V3 activities before V2 gate has been passed)? If yes, how can we enter this information in the Excel SESAR2020 proposal template for IR projects (e.g. duplicate lines 

in the SESAR Solutions tab)?

22/01/2016 There is no need to reflect this information for the proposal in the xcel sheet , Such an  information will be further detailed with the validation path and exercise description as part of 

the Project Plan (first deliverable of each project).

157 Legal All From the H2020 portal + work programme-technical annex-description of the consortium as a whole.

In Part A, section 6 "Third Countries" and in section 3.3, Part B of the Technical Annex, the text  refers toNon-EU members or to  "Other countries and international organisations". Do 

we need to provide an extra explanation for the participation of Skyguide ANSP (because Switzerland is non EU member state)?

22/01/2016 Presently Switzerland is associated to Horizon 2020 programme only partially however, the Part of Horizon 2020 implemented by SESAR JU (the specific objective "Smart, green and 

integrated transport" of Pillar III "Societal Challenges") is outside of the scope of partial association. When outside the scope of partial association, the Swiss entities are treated as 

entities from any industrialised third country not associated to Horizon 2020.

In accordance with Article 10.2 of the Rules of Participation, on participation of legal entities established in a third country, not eligible for funding, funding may be granted provided 

that at least one of the following conditions is fulfilled:

(a) the participation is deemed essential for carrying out the action by the Commission or the relevant funding body;

(b) such funding is provided for under a bilateral scientific and technological agreement or any other arrangement between the Union and the international organisation or, for 

entities established in third countries, the country in which the legal entity is established.

In practical terms this would mean:

1. On point a), the SJU will evaluate (during the evaluation process) on a case by case basis that the participation of the Swiss entity essential, due, for example, to outstanding 

competence and expertise, access to unique know-how, access to research infrastructures, access to geographical environments, involving key partners in emerging markets, access 

to data, etc.

2. Point b) would in principle be covered by the existence of the Agreement on Air Transport between the European Community and the Swiss Confederation in force since June 2002 

upon which Switzerland has joined all the initiatives derived from the implementation of Single European Sky, including the establishment of the Functional Airspace Block Europe 

Central (FABEC).

158 Technical PJ06 According to PJ06 DoW V1, the two solutions of this project are both addressing AOM-0502. The maturity dates associated to AOM-0502 in Solutions PJ06-01 and PJ06-02 

descriptions are not consistent: 

• In PJ06-01 V2 maturity is reached at the end of SESAR1 and V3 in R7

• In PJ06-02 V1 is reached in R6, V2 in R8 and V3 in wave 2.

This discrepancy does not allow a coherent answer to the SESAR2020 – PJ06-CFT.

Considering the objective of the solution PJ06-01 (to cover high and very high complexity airspace above FL310 in order to complete research supporting delivery of PCP) and PJ06-02 

(to make available free routing for airspace users in lower airspace), and in order to solve this OI Step maturity level discrepancy, would it be possible to split AOM-0502 in the answer 

to the call as described below, each part being a standalone OI Step?

• AOM-050X: Seamless Free Routing for Flights both in cruise and vertically evolving within high -complexity environments in upper En Route airspace

• AOM-050Y: Free Routing for Flights both in cruise and vertically evolving in lower en Route airspace

The maturity targets associated to these OI Steps being: 

• AOM-050X part 1: V2 maturity is reached at the end of SESAR1 and V3 in early 2019 (R9)

• AOM-050Y part 2: V1 is reached in 2017 (R7), V2 in 2018 (R8) and V3 in wave 2

It is also to be noted that the Enablers associated to these two OI Steps cannot be specified in the answer to the call. Could this specificity be confirmed in the answer provided to this 

question through the Q&A process?

22/01/2016 The source of the problem is that for DS14 there was no time to split the OI step AOM-0502 between the two solutions PJ.06-01 and PJ.06-02 (and therefore the inconsistency at the 

level of the Extended Release Strategy where the same maturity levels are associated to both solutions).

However, SJU considers that the proposal is in line with the description and maturity of the solutions described in the DOWs. Considering that R7 will be the first Release of S2020, 

AOM-050X part 1 (PJ06-01 currently scheduled in V3 in R7) will be postponed to R8 and not R9.

We expect to see identification of the enablers to be considered in the answer to the call, even if it is recognised that it could evolve as the work progresses in maturity. Any work 

required on enabler development needs to be reflected.

159 Technical All Question about the Integrated Roadmap versus the S2020 call: If while preparing the reply to the S2020 Proposal Call, an error is found in DS15 , is it ok to enter CRs and refer to them 

in the reply? Or should we be “strictly” aligned to DS15 even if this version contains errors.

22/01/2016 The DOWs are based on DS14, so the reference should be DS14 but the text can refer to changes already implemented in DS15 (they are a fact and published as part of the ATM MP 

2015). If there are proposed changes for further Datasets, that will be taken into consideration in the future e.g. issues identified in DS15, they can be referred to in notes to the main 

text

160 Technical PJ19 Could you please confirm/or not that PJ19 is not only expected to support the IR projects but is also expected to support the VLD projects. 22/01/2016 Transversal Projects such as PJ19, 20 and 22 will support IR and VLD projects,
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161 Technical PJ16 Within solution PJ16-03, PJ16 members intend to develop the Virtual Centre operational definition required for the project in the form of an OSED. Can you please confirm that this is 

an acceptable approach despite the fact that PJ16 is classified as an Enabling Aviation Infrastructure project.

22/01/2016 The PJ16 DOW refers to Virtual Centre Operating Concept as PJ16 deliverable. So the proposed approach to define this operating concept in the form of an OSED is acceptable. It 

should however be noted that OSED alone is not sufficinet and SPR, Interop and Technical Specification will also be required to be delivered.

162 Legal All At the info meeting the recommendation was given to register as consortium using the details of one of the legal entities in the consortium (for these questions assume the 

coordinator). How to do that is a little unclear.

- legal name - shall it be stated and shall it be the consortium or the coordinators name?

- legal status - a legal person?

- legal entity type - options are private entity and public body. Public body is "any legal entity" - what shall be used for the consortium?

- type of company - to use consortium or the type relevant for the coordinator?

- shall VAT and registration for the coordinator be stated here?

Please confirm that we shall use the consortium name and specific PIC connected to this - and please advise on details above as it is unclear how to register. Eg. to which extent to use 

the coordinators details and where to use the consortium details. Also please advise on required documentation for the validation. 

Please also confirm that if any data are incorrect in the registration for S2020 purposes it will be possible to adjust at a later stage. 

22/01/2016 For the question on the 1st indent: the name shall be the one of the consortium. 

For the question on the 2nd indent: it is not mandatory that the consortium is a legal entity. 

For the question on the 3rd indent: the legal status shall be always a legal person, either because the consortium is a legal entity or because it has been assimilated to a legal entity 

(without being it). 

For the question on the 4th indent: the type of company is the consortium. 

For the question on the 5th indent: VAT and registration of the coordinator is not needed in this step.

Non-legal entities can register in the Beneficiary Register, obtain a temporary PIC and upload the relevant supporting documents (currently this requires: a copy of official document 

attesting that the representatives have the capacity to undertake legal obligations on behalf of the entity, and a copy of an official document atesting that the entity has the same 

operational and financial capacity of a legal entity). The PIC will be validated as long as the Validation Services will ascertain, against supporting documents. 

There are no specific models for these documents, as long as they provide evidence of complience with the conditions set in the Financial Regulation (Article 131.2 of the Financial 

Regulation and Article 198 of its Rules of Application) 

The SJU will facilitate, to the extent possible, the correction of any erroneous data during the registration, in the understanding that the verification of the documentation is out of the 

scope of the SJU. 

See  also answers 118, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 151 & 152.

163 Legal All In the SJU information day (19/02/2016) the European Commission Legal Services representative stated that it was not allowed that a linked third party to an SJU Member offer to 

contribute to an action where the Member itself was not present. 

The annotated Model Grant Agreement state the following: "Linked third parties should only exceptionally perform a major part of the R&I work.”

Could you please confirm if the SESAR2020 IR-VLD WAVE1 offers can be consired to be in these "exceptions", especially taking into account that this call is restricted to the pre-

qualified candidate members of the SJU and for most of the projects the expertise of many linked third parties is needed?

22/01/2016 See answer 155

164 Call All In the SJU information day (19/02/2016) it was stated that there won't be a framework contract neither between the SJU and the Airspace Users nor between the SJU and EASA, to 

support the work of the actions, which makes necessary to include those kind of contributions in the offers to the  SESAR2020 IR-VLD WAVE1 call.   Could you please confirm this 

understandig for both EASA and AUs?

Regarding VLDs, where an open call will be issued along this year 2016, could you please confirm that it is not neccessary to include any Airspace Users expertise to answer the 

current SESAR2020 IR-VLD WAVE1 call (antincipating that this contribution will exist after the Open Call? Should we mention the existence of this open call when answering to the 

current SESAR2020 IR-VLD WAVE1 call, in order the independent experts to take it into account (without reducing the score)? 

Furthermore, could you please provide with a tentative planning of this open call in order to be considered  in the planning for the work to be done in the VLDs execution?

22/01/2016 See answers 105, 139, 142 & 149.

End of BATCH 2 - Published 28/01/2016 End of BATCH 2 - Published 28/01/2016
165 Technical All While the SJU Excel Template proposes automatically SPR/INTEROP, TS/IR and CBA for V1, these deliverables are not requested  in the "Introduction to the SESAR 2020 Programme 

Execution" Document (page 21).  

Since these deliverables are not relevant for assessing V1 maturity (e.g. industrial prototypes are never delivered at V1 maturity level), it is proposed not to include them in the 

deliverables list.

28/01/20106 The remark is correct and the proposal not to consider SPR/INTEROP, TS/IR and CBA for V1 is agreed. However, care must be taken to ensure the capture of the benefits as part of the 

OSED and to consider the Functional Requirements Definition (FRD) deliverable for Technological Solution (ref to page 23 of the  "Introduction to the SESAR 2020 Programme 

Execution" Document ".

166 Legal All The 'nn' Consortium is a Candidate Member to the SESAR 2020 programme. Having compared the proper sections of the H2020 Rules of Participation, H2020 Annotated Model Grant 

Agreement, Regulation 966/2012, SJU PPP Agreement, we did not find the unambiguous answer to the question: 

Would a Beneficiary of the SESAR 2020 Grant Agreement be the 'nn' Consortium - as not a legal entity or each separate member of the Consortium?

28/01/2016 Please refer to answers 117, 118 124 and 126 on participation of consortia.

End of BATCH 3 - Published 02/02/2016 End of BATCH 3 - Published 02/02/2016
*** Earlier published answers identified with an orange highlihght in the Question Reference above have been updated in this publication. *** *** Earlier published answers identified with an orange highlihght in the Question Reference above have been updated in this publication. ***

167 Call All Due to the budget constraints, all members are reviewing the prioritization of their involvement in the various solutions.

As a consequence, it has been identified that some solutions (some limited cases) are not high-marked by any partner and therefore will be excluded from the reply to the call.

For some other solutions, with the knowledge of today and the maturity we expect being achieved in SESAR 1 compared to what we were thinking one year ago, there is a consensus 

that the targeted maturity as proposed in the multi annual work programme, will not be reached or that some activities will have to be added to close the gap with SESAR 1.

Finally, the prioritization exercise has led to a slightly revised balance of the budget between projects while keeping the same overall envelope for the programme and the same 

overall envelope per stakeholder group for industrial research.

As a consequence, when coordinating potential interests to the various projects, all the candidate members and EUROCONTROL are now agreeing on slight amendments compared to 

the existing multiannual work programme in terms of:

• inclusion of all solutions in a project / achievement of the targeted maturity level /additional activities stemming from SESAR1

• maximum capping per project while keeping the same overall envelope for the programme 

• And share of project budget between waves 1 and 2 (rule of 65/35).

We considered that these differences are part of the flexibility that the Work Programme is permitting, and that the answer of each candidate can be built on these hypotheses.

Can the SJU confirm our understanding?

16/02/2016 The Multi-Annual Work Programme & Annual Work Programme 2015 (Amendment 1) are the defining documents for conditions, scope, budget, timescale and the needs of the SJU 

under the SESAR2020 Programme and the calls referenced therein. 

The programme as published cannot now be changed and any proposals received that vary substantially from this specification and the applicable conditions may not be awarded by 

the SJU, meaning the budget will be lost for this project.

Once a project is confirmed and a grant awarded a grant amendment procedure can be used (triggered by the SJU or Action Coordinator) for amending a grant.

Should the SJU update its Programme then new activities would be possible and this is not expected before 2018, in preparation for Wave 2.
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168 Call All As Programme Manager (Candidate Member of SJU for SESAR 2020) I am trying to register in H2020 portal to be prepared for placing bid for Call H2020-SESAR-2015-2. However the 

registration form is for legal entities only. Our Consortium is not a legal entity, and to our knowledge that should not be a requirement in SESAR 2020. So how should we handle 

registration in order to participate in the bid?

09/12/2015 After having consulted with the relevant services of the European Commission, we would like to inform you that the Validation Services may assign a PIC number to a participant as 

long as it recognized as a "legal person" under its national law and thus provided with its independent legal personality. The acquisition of legal personality means that the entity in 

question should be entitled to stand up alone for itself and on its own name in litigation processes and without the intervention of any parent organization.

Entities without the legal personality have the possibility to participate in H2020 calls provided that the following conditions set in the Financial Regulation (Article 131.2 of the 

Financial Regulation and Article 198 of its Rules of Application) are met:

· their representatives have the capacity to undertake legal obligations on behalf of the entity,

· the entity has the financial and operational capacity equivalent to that of a legal person (see the Horizon 2020 Guide on Beneficiary Registration, Validation and Financial Viability 

Check, at http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/lev/h2020-guide-lev_en.pdf).

Both conditions must be fulfilled.

Please also consider that each validation is performed by the Validation Services on the basis of the specific legal documents submitted by the same participant. Thus the final 

assessment on the legal personality of any participant cannot prescind from the analysis of the submitted documents.

This being clarified in general terms, a consortium can be validated and obtain an individual PIC as long as (i) it is considered as a ‘legal entity’ provided with its own legal personality 

under the national law in which it has been established or (ii) it fulfills both the above criteria set in the Financial Regulation.

Please refer to answers 117, 118 124 and 126 on participation of consortia.

169 Finance All I am writing with reference to the SESAR 2020 application, which takes tha advantage of Horiozn 2020 framework.

We have misleading information regarding Indirect Costs. 

According to p 6.2 E of Grant Agreement: “Indirect costs are eligible if they are declared on the basis of the flat-rate of 25% of the eligible direct costs”, while in information passed via 

SESAR JU it is said, that: “Indirect Costs: Real Indirect Costs and 25% H2020 flat rate calculated on each CBF!”

We have asked Question to SJU regarding this issue. SJU said “The flat rate of 25% for Indirect Costs does not apply as such to the Membership application. The applicants are asked 

instead to budget real Indirect Costs” and “In addition to the real Indirect costs, the Excel file simulates automatically in Section V. also the Indirect Costs under Horizon 2020 rules 

(i.e. the 25% flat rate). This is done for the sole purpose of estimating how much Co-Financing a Member is expected to receive”

As shown above, SJU presents 3 different views on the same topic of Indirect Costs. We would appreciate to have clear and legally binding statement what is understanding of 

Indirect Costs for Horizon2020. 

Is it 

1.            flat rate of 25% only or 

2.            flat rate and real indirect costs 

3.            or real indirect costs

We also have to have clear answer in case we use flat rate. Should we provide information what costs are covered with this rate? 

On top of it: we didn’t get answer what is covered by flat rate of Indirect Costs and what can be covered by real indirect costs? We asked it, because we had opinion, that both (real 

costs and flat rate) can be claimed for eligibility.

23/02/2016 Regarding the specific case of calculation of indirect costs in an action:

The calculation of indirect costs in Horizon 2020 actions is regulated by Article 29 of Regulation 1290/2013 ('Horizon 2020 Rules for Participation') which states:

1. Indirect eligible costs shall be determined by applying a flat rate of 25 % of the total direct eligible costs, excluding direct eligible costs for subcontracting and the costs of resources 

made available by third parties which are not used on the premises of the beneficiary, as well as financial support to third parties. 

2. By way of derogation from paragraph 1, indirect costs may be declared in the form of a lump sum or unit costs when provided for in the work programme or work plan. "

In the Annual Work Programmes for 2015 and 2016 there is no derogation along these lines; therefore the indirect costs are subject to a flat rate of 25% of the total direct eligible 

costs.

For more information on the indirect costs and other aspects of the H2020 MGA, please refer to the Annotated Model Grant Agreement available on the Participant Portal, pp. 96-97:

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/amga/h2020-amga_en.pdf

This factual need to comply with H2020 regulation is independent, and does not condition, the reporting requirements derived from the application for SJU membership and the 

reporting obligations of the SJU members in compliance with the MA.

170 Technical All In SESAR 1, the need for a new OI step in SESAR 2020 timescales was identified (addressing a comment in TS-0305-B) which has been documented in the Transition Conops and 

Transition VALS.  A change request has been submitted to create this new OI step in DS16 (TS-0315 – JIRA IR-2776). In PJ01-01 some elements of the proposed work contribute to this 

new OI step. Please confirm that this is acceptable to be compliant with the SESAR1/SESAR 2020 Transition Conops / VALS as this information is not documented in the MAWP.

11/02/2016 Ref also to question 159. The DOWs are based on DS14. Reference to proposed changes or Transition CONOPS can be made in notes to the main text. 

171 Technical All What are the latest deadlines for a project closure in 2019 (last deliverable, closure gate, etc)? Can closure activities take place after the end of 2019? 11/02/2016 The procedure for closing the wave 1 projects has still to be defined. However, we can assume that the submission of the deliverables or the execution of the gates need to be 

performed before the formal closing date defined by the Grant, so before end of 2019. 

172 Technical All During Wave-1 2019, what are the deadlines for VLD projects to complete shadow mode demonstration trial activities and to deliver final demonstration reports? 11/02/2016 All Wave 1 VLDs will have to be be closed by end of Wave 1 - december 2019, The execution of the demonstration trials must be scheduled in such a way that the results can be 

consolidated in the Demonstration report and be reviewed by the SJU before end of 2019.

173 Technical PJ03b PJ03B partners in Solution 03B-01 think the INTEROP is not relevant for the safety net for controllers activity (none was developed in SESAR1 for this subject). Is it acceptable to 

answer the call with a clarification that the INTEROP document will not be delivered (i.e. OSED/SPR/INTEROP datapack will only include OSED/SPR) ?

23/02/2016 The OSED/SPR/INTEROP will be a single document/deliverable made of these 3 elements/sections. The proposal shall refer to that OSED/SPR/INTEROP deliverable and propose a 

submission date. The need to complete the INTEROP part of the deliverable will be addressed through technical discussion between the Project and the SJU during the execution 

phase.

174 Legal All The ‘xyz' consortium is a Candidate Member to the SJU without legal personality.

Based on the latest clarifications (cf. item #166 of Q&A), we understand that FSP would formally be the beneficiary of the SESAR 2020 grant(s) while the legal entities constituent of 

the FSP consortium would be designated as Linked Third Parties (LTP) to FSP. 

As member of the consortium, a third party intends to contribute exclusively to transversal programme activities: PJ22 (V&V Engineering) and PJ19 CI.03 (Performance Management).

In the frame of  another project (e.g. PJ.10) where a constituent entity of 'xyz' other than the third party above intends to contribute, a separate candidate member anticipates to 

subcontract some work to this third party.

In this specific case - as constituent of 'xyz' (consortium-beneficiary) and despite the absence of direct involvement - the third party would then be formally designated as LTP to 'xyz'.

Could you please confirm :

1.            The compatibility between this LTP status and the subcontracting of some work to the linked third party by another grant beneficiary?

2.            The eligibility of such subcontracting costs as per the financial rules ?

23/02/2016 Please refer to answers:

117, 118, 124 and 126 above on participation of consortia, and to

146 and 147 on subcontracting.

175 Legal All What happens if the legal link to an LTP, which was referred to during the bidding phase (going beyond SESAR 2020), terminates after the signing of a GA? Can the LTP stay an LTP 

until the GA has terminated?

11/02/2016 The contractual relationship established under the respective Grant Agreement remains in force for the duration of the grant. If a party formally withdraws during the period, such 

that it impacts the execution of the Action, the Coordinator can propose to the SJU a grant amendment to recover the situation. If the party is willing to remain in the action, but with 

a different relation to the members, other forms of participation (contribution in kind and subcontracting) could be explored. If the case arrives, the SJU will consider the situation 

and liaise with the relevant services in order to find a workable solution based on the information at that time.

176 Call All What happens if proposed LTPs are not accepted as LTP? Is there any room for reconciliation the signing of the GA? 11/02/2016 Yes, the Action Coordinator is permitted to propose a new construction sufficient to satisfy the scope of the Action.  This takes place during the grant preparation phase directly with 

the SJU, other forms of participation (contribution in kind and subcontracting) would need to be sought and new arrangements may be accepted by the SJU at that time.

177 Call All Concerning the Call reply - Part A - 1-General Information - Declaration section. By the fact that all partners to the call are Members of the SJU, can we automatically reply "yes" to the 

question 5

11/02/2016 Once the Membership outcome is published then you will be in a position to determine that:

The coordinator hereby declares that each applicant has confirmed:

- they are fully eligible in accordance with the criteria set out in the specific call for proposals; and

- they have the financial and operational capacity to carry out the proposed action.
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178 Call All A candidate member to SESAR 2020, has described an approach to be a part of the SESAR 2020 projects as a consortium in the in the response to the membership PPP call. There  

have been a lot of Q&A and specific procedures for applying as a consortium, and they would like go get a confirmation that the intentions still are acceptable.  

The Consortium will apply as a non-legal entity with the reference to the Delegated Regulation Article 198 and Regulation 1291/2013 Establishing Horizon 2020.

• The Consortium will be a non-legal entity consisting of 3 legal entities 

      o A consortium as a legal entity with own capital and bank account is not an option in our Country according to the national law. 

      o The partners in the consortium will act as Linked Third Parties under the Consortium in the proposals

      o The Consortium is registered in the Participant Portal and has received its own PIC

               All three members of the Consortium are also registered and have their own PICs 

• One of the 3 legal entities will be the coordinator of the consortium 

• The coordinator will prove the legal, operational and financial capacity of the consortium

• The coordinator will establish a bank account on the behalf of the consortium

• The consortium members will sign a consortium agreement, including regulation of 

       o Distribution of funding

       o Internal organisation

       o Dissemination, access rights and settling of disputes

       o Liability

       o Etc.

• The consortium, by its coordinator will provide the Validation Service with required documentation

 

The Consortium would like a confirmation that our planned approach, as described above, is one feasible way to register and participate as a consortium for the S2020 Actions. 

22/02/2016 Please refer to answers 117, 118, 124 and 126 on participation of consortia.

179 Call All To register as an entity, the ECAS leaves the option „natural person“ or „legal person“. Which option shall a not-legally-set-up consortium choose? 01/03/2016 See answer 162 -in particular the third indent.

180 Legal All Would it be possible to specify the „List of eligible entities“ in each work package so that each member of the consortium is mentioned? Would it be possible to register with the 

original PIC of every entity?

01/03/2016 The eligible entities are the Members and the SJU will also publish the construction of all consortium legal entities. The applications must be received from the Member (eligibility 

criteria) although grants will be awarded to the beneficiaries. The SJU is taking the necessary steps to allow that constituents of a consortium not set up as a legal entity to become 

beneficiaries 

See also Answer 178.

181 Call All Are “like a legal entity” and be a „linked third party“ without any other linked third parties the only options? The construct „linked third party“ is created to involve third parties in a 

H2020 funding-project without being beneficiaries. Here it would be used to solve an unsatisfactory situation with the membership of consortia. In the end every partner of a 

consortium will do work and will receive funding and not the consortium itself. But what happens, if a single partner is not fulfilling the obligations? Will the whole consortium be 

held liable by the SJU? Will there be a possibility to involve further linked third parties as a “linked third member-party”? There will probably arise further inconsistencies while using 

the construction “linked third party” for the not-legally registered consortia-members. How will the SJU deal with such inconsistencies?

01/03/2016 See answer 180.

In addition, the beneficiaries will be held laible via the Action Coordinator.

Should there be a need to re-organise the arrangements of contributions during the duration of an action, the Action Coordinator may request a grant amendment.

182 Call All There will be consequences by forcing the members into setting up a legally registered consortium like extra costs or tax- and commercial-law related obligations, which have to be 

taken care of. If the SJU insists on the current process, these problems have to be addressed. What is the position of the SJU to these upcoming problems and is there a suggestion for 

a solution – especially with regard to the extra-costs?

01/03/2016 SJU has to follow the direction of the EC in these matters. The options for participation of consortia are given in answers 117, 118, 124 & 126.

183 Call All Which sort of documents shall be sufficient to prove power of attorney of the coordinator or the legal, financial and operational capacity? Shall each member of the consortium send 

these documents for itself?

01/03/2016 This is not within the remit of the SJU but defined by the Validation Service of the EC. They will respond directly to specific application enquiries regarding this matter via PDM.

184 Finance All I am representing a Consortium that is a Candidate Member to the SESAR JU in the SESAR 2020 Programe.

Question 1.  Each of the consortium members has research non-profit partners, who are supposed to be Linked Third Parties.  As it is said in Grant Agreement and repeated in AMGA, 

it is possible to have cofinance rate of 100%. Who can decide if we can apply for 100% for our non-profit linked third parties? It is very important for us, as our partners are very much 

involved in participating in projects. They are non-profit organizations, partly government founded and don’t have funds to participate in cofinancing.

Question 2.  If we apply 100% to Annex C (or similar calculations) of the SESAR 2020 Application, then ESTIMATED NET IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS are below 0. What is the 

interpretation of this situation?

02/03/2016 Please note that the funding rate for H2020 actions (projects) is set out in the relevant Work Plan/Work Programme, in this case the SESAR JU Work Plan/Work Programme and the 

100% possibility does not apply as in accordance with the SJU Annual Work Programme a funding rate of 70% applies to all parties.

185 Legal My understanding on background IPR and third party access rights is that if a beneficiary is not involved in an Action then, even though they may be a member of SESAR 2020, they 

will not have to provide any background IPR. If a beneficiary is in an Action then they will have to provide background IPR required in connection with completing the Action.  The 

background IPR arrangements are intended to ensure that the Commission / SJU don't pay twice for work that has already been carried out by another Beneficiary . It follows that 

there will be no requirement for a beneficiary to give access to background IPR which is not required for that beneficiary to perform the action that they are responsible for.

In order to confirm our understanding we would like to discuss and agree with you the arrangements for background IPR in a formal way prior to the submission of the Project 

Proposals.

28/01/2016 In general, only background needed for the project must be declared pursuant to a positive/negative list. As best practice, participants should identify the background needed for the 

Action before signing the GA. This is usually decided during the negotiation of the consortium agreement (although not required by the AWP) or similar arrangements, as referred to 

in Article 24.2 of the RfP.

In addition, please refer to answer 132, and to the relevant sections of the Membership Agreement. Proper and timely access to background as well as the proper channelling of 

background is foreseen in the MA as part of the Programme Management principles (Appendix E on Governance). Further reference on members (beneficiaries of actions) granting 

access rights (to the SJU and to beneficiaries of complementary grants) and transfer of ownership on results of Actions to the SJU is provided in Article 3 of the MA.

186 Legal PJ07 In PJ 07 there is a significant need for AOC know-how, which is not available among the Candidate Members. There is one organisation that can provide this know how, but does not 

have a legal link to the interested project participants, but to another Candidate Member, which does not participate in PJ07. To solve the situation, the Candidate Member with the 

legal link could partcipate formally to PJ07 to allow the participation of this needed organisation. Consequently, in this case  this Candidate Member would have no own contribution, 

i.e. 100% would be performed by its LTP. Given the special nature of the SESAR programme and in light of the Q&A answers on consortia and the justification given above, we are of 

the opinion that this has to be an acceptable exception of the AMGA. Please confirm.

11/02/2016 In this case the Member having the legal link to the AOC Expertise will need to apply to the Project and will perform the necessary administration and management tasks required. 

The point about third parties undertaking a significant proportion of the proposed work will be considered on a case by case basis. Assuing there is adequate justification (and it 

appears there could be in this case) then the possibility will be allowed, although the formal position cannot be given until during the grant preparation phase.

Please refer to answers 138, 155 abd 163 on linked third parties.

187 Finance All Is it possible to provide guidance on allocating licensing as a capital expenditure? For example, is it possible to record the transaction as a financial lease amortising over the duration 

of the project and as such to record the transaction under capital expenditure within the SJU reporting framework as opposed to subcontracting?

11/02/2016 Costs of renting or leasing equipment, infrastructure or other assets used for the action (i.e. finance leasing, renting and operational leasing) shall be reported under the category 

"Other Direct Costs" in accordance with Artcile 6.2 (D.2) of the MGA, not under "Subcontracting" (please refer to the annotaded MGA for more guidance).

188 Finance All A Member intends to subcontract some activities to fulfil the proposed studies in this call. To do so, and in accordance with the French Code des marchés Publics, they will purchase 

studies, mock up development, .... BUT cannot purchase person.months. It is then impossible to translate the subcontracting costs in person.month. As a consequence, those costs 

are given in Annex A - A3, but are not reported in person.month in Annex B and cannot be given per WP within an Action. Is this a problem ot is there an alternative approach?

23/02/2016 Under H2020 person-month for subcontracting are not foreseen, consequently they do not need to be translated.

189 Finance All A partner wants to declare costs in  (D) « Direct costs of providing financial support to third parties ».

But the colomn is grey-out in the H2020 Online template. Does this mean that this type of costs cannot be declared for the S2020 IR&VLD Call ?

23/02/2016 Yes. The possibility of a member providing financial support to 3rd parties is not foreseen in this call.
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190 Legal All Q1.A: Is it correct that legal entities forming a consortium without legal personality may acquire, jointly through such consortium, membership in the SJU according to the (draft) MA? 

Q1.B: Is it correct that the consortium participant shall be treated as a member of SJU in conjunction with the other consortium participants and the consortium as a whole? 

Q1.C: Is it correct that the membership in the SJU by means of consortium not set up as legal entity is legally feasible while such consortium is represented by its coordinator that 

undertakes commitments in the name and on behalf of the consortium participants?

Q1.D: If Q1.A, B or C is incorrect, why not (please provide the justification)?

29/02/2016 A1.A: The Member is the consortia only and represented by the coordinator. As such the separate entities are not themselves Members but the consortia construction will be defined 

in the MA.

A1.B: No

A1.C: Yes, for membership purposes. Participation in actions have additional requirements.

A1.D: In accordance with the SJU Founding Regulation conditions of accession, the SJU establishes Members.  The accession process has identified 19 candidate Members, some of 

which are consortia, and the Membership will be concluded with the set of Members who are approved by the Administrative Board and then accede to the Membership Agreement. 

There are no provisions for Membership at a level of granularity below the consortium as a whole.

Please refer to answers 117, 118, 124 and 126 on participation of consortia.

191 Finance All Q2: Does Art. 24 of RfP apply also to a consortium not set up as legal entity which participates in an action as beneficiary? 

If not, why not (please provide the justification)?

29/02/2016 It does, however, Consortia not set up as legal entity or "applicant without legal personality" shall comply with Articles 131.2 of the FR and 198 of the RAP.

192 Legal All Q3.A: Is it correct that legal entities forming a consortium without legal personality and being eligible to acquire, jointly through such consortium, membership in the SJU will be also 

eligible for funding under the funding calls (grant agreements) which are limited to SJU (Candidate) Members if they apply for such funding in the same form by which they acquire 

membership in the SJU (i.e. the form of a consortium without legal personality)?

Q3.B: If the consortium participant is eligible for funding based on its membership in the SJU (being represented by the consortium coordinator) and/or Art. 24 RfP does apply to the 

consortia not set up as legal entities, why cannot the consortium participants be applicants under the CfP and beneficiaries under grant agreements, being represented by the 

consortium coordinator? 

 Q3.C: If not, why not (please provide the justification)?

Q3.D: Is the only obstacle the list of eligible entities under the amended SJU Annual Work Programme 2015?

Q3.E: If a consortium participant does not qualify as an applicant, how come that for certain purposes, i.e. the subcontracting , the participants of the consortium which is a SJU 

member can also be individually considered as a beneficiary?

29/02/2016 A3.A: The membership is acquired by the consortium, not by each of the constituents individually. Additionally,  the SJU is taking the necessary steps to allow that constituents of a 

consortium not set up as a legal entity could also apply for grants on their own PICs and evetuallty become beneficiaries, with the condition that all the constituents of a consortium 

apply for the same actions.

A3.B: See answer Q3.A. The consortium coordinator must ensure the exact contributions are clear to the Action Coordinator (Applicant) at the time of making the proposal.

A3.C: See above.

A3.D: Assuming the proposed update to the AWP2015 is approved, there is no obstacle as the relevant update to the AWP will be make this point clear.

A3.E: See above.

193 Legal All Q4: Can the SJU clarify the „List of eligible entities“ to explicitly mention each participant of a consortium not set up as legal entity so as to clarify the composition of the consortium 

and the fact that the consortium and its participants will be SJU members/grant beneficiaries and may apply under the CfP as applicants?

29/02/2016 This is currently subject to consultation and will be confirmed shortly. A copy of the draft list has been provided to all Members.

Please also refer to answers 117, 118, 124 and 126 participation of consortia.

194 Legal All Q5: Is it correct that the validity, eligibility and success of grant applications by whomsoever will not depend on, or be harmed by, the availability or lack of particular features and 

routines for registration and document exchange in electronic platforms like the “Participant Portal”. (In plain words: that ancillary technical means will be subordinated to legal rules 

and not the other way round?)

If not, why not (please provide the justification)?

29/02/2016 Whereas the validation of the legal and financinal capacity of entities applying for H2020 calls for proposals is performed by the validation team of REA, the evaluation of proposals is 

performed by the SJU. H2020 dedicated IT tools are used along this process and these tools are designed to accomodate the legal provisions governing this process.

Please note nevertheless that athough the SJU uses H2020 IT tools, it is the European Commission the ultimate responsible for the design and maintenance of these tools.

195 Legal All Q6: Is it correct that if the consortium participant does qualify as the SJU member and the beneficiary/part of the beneficiary (represented by the consortium coordinator), it cannot, 

at the same time, qualify as both the SJU member/the beneficiary/part of the beneficiary and the linked third party to the beneficiary (i.e. to linked third party to itself)?  

29/02/2016 Please refer to answers 117, 118, 124 and 126 participation of consortia.

196 Legal All Q7: If a consortium participant is a SJU member however the consortium participant does not qualify as an applicant/beneficiary/part of the beneficiary:

Q7.A: How can a consortium participant be the SJU member and simultaneously the Linked third party to the SJU member?

Q7.B: How is it possible for consortium participant to be LTP of such consortium in the following situation? According to AMGA there are 2 types of LTPs: affiliated entities and third 

parties with legal link to beneficiary. When it comes to affiliated entities: there is no control of any single participant over the consortium or consortium over the participant. No third 

party controls both any consortium participant and the consortium. When it comes to third parties with legal link to the beneficiary there is no legal relationship between the 

consortium and its participant because the consortium is not a legal entity and cannot be party to any agreement, the consortium is just a term referring to the sum of mutual rights 

and obligations of the consortium participants.

29/02/2016 Either the SJU Member or, in the case of consortia without legal personaility, the constituents of the consortia must be able to qualify as applicant/beneficiary(s) to be awarded grants 

under the rules.

A7.A - An SJU member can only be:

            1. a 'single entity'

            2. a 'consortium' - composed by its constituent entities.

Thus, an entity is either an SJU member as a single entity, or a constituent of a consortium where the consortium is the SJU member. There is no possibility to have an SJU member 

being at the same time constituent of a consortium which is an SJU member on its own right.

A7.B This option has been determined by the EC services, on which the SJU cannot pronounce on its adequacy.

197 Legal All Q8.A: Is it correct that the legal link to the consortium participant does constitute a legal link within the meaning of RfP to the consortium itself considering the fact that the 

consortium exists only as a sum of mutual rights and obligations of the consortium participants?

 Q8.B: Is a legal link based on SJU Membership and the membership procedure considered as established between the consortium participant (i.e. the “consortium itself”) and the 

third party that is not a consortium participant itself but have a legal link to the consortium participant? 

29/02/2016 By reference to the first possibility for consortia as defined in answer 126, yes, it is the constitutive instrument setup for the purpose of Membership the legal link required in the light 

of the Article 14 AMGA for the LTP.

198 Legal All Q9: What is the legal reasoning or source substantiating rather extensive interpretation of the original binding legal text [Art. 131(2) FR and Art. 198 RAP] by SJU (see Q 117 of the SJU 

Q&A, Batch 3)? 

Please do not refer to the H2020 Grant Manuals because as we understood, they are only a guidance material and as such should be firmly based on the provisions of the binding 

financial regulations and cannot go beyond the scope of their provisions or impose stricter requirements than the provisions themselves.

29/02/2016 Clarifications have been provided (rather than interpretation), on Articles 131(2) of the FR and 198 RAP by the relevant European Commission services and it is based on a common 

approach to all applicants to calls for proposals.

Since receiving your question the SJU has received further clarification and this is included in an update to answers 117, 126 and 127.

199 Legal All Q10:  For the purpose of SJU Membership, the financial soundness check of the SJU Candidate Members (set up as consortia without legal personality) was reviewed on the basis of 

financial statements of its participants and not the consortia themselves (under CEI as well as Call for Final Membership Applications). 

Q10.A: If the consortia themselves are subject to financial viability as described by the SJU (representation, patrimony), why are there two sets of criteria for financial soundness 

check?

Q10.B: Is it correct that, from the EU financial regulations perspective, the consortium participants are legal entities that may as such provide, inter alia, sufficient financial capacity to 

secure the repayment of funds (if and where necessary under the financial rules) and/or other obligations?

Q10.C: If not, why not (please provide the justification)?

29/02/2016 A 10 A - Financial capacity for the purpose of Membership was required at the level of "participant/member of a consortium". Application for grants is governed by Article 131 of the 

FR and requires that entities applying have legal personality. In case of entities (applicants) withouth legal personality, Article 131 (2) of the FR and Article 198 RAP further define the 

requirements that an entity must meet in order to be assimilated as a legal entity, these are at the level of representation and at the level of financial and operational capacity.

The financial soundness check is a different operation performed within the frame of the selection criteria, once the entity has been validated as eligiblle.

A 10 B - By reference to answer to question 126 on the two possibilities regarding Consortia:

- In a Consortium constituted by Linked Third Parties – The one applicant and beneficiary is the Consortium itself. The financial capacity check that REA will make will be on the 

Consortium itself; whereas

- In a Consortium constituted by Members – Any individual constituent is eligible (shall obtain a PIC ) to participate in the restricted calls, the finacial capacity check will be done on 

the members of the Consortium as a whole.
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200 Legal All Q11: Is it sufficient for a consortium not set up a legal entity to prove its financial viability by means of a separate account, opened by the coordinator of such consortium? Access and 

use of such account would meet the other criteria requested by SJU (protection of creditors’ interests, etc.).

29/02/2016 Please note the following information that REA confirmed will be looking at when assessing whether the applicant has the financial and operational capacity equivalent to that of a 

legal person:

- setting up of a patrimony/capital of the entitiy separated and different from those of its members hwich is initially created by cointribution of its members;

- setting up of a mechanism ensuring that Consortium creditos can rely on this patrimony/capital (definition of an organ resonsible for the budget and the use of the Consortium 

money, definition of rules related to the annual approval of budget;

- setting up of a mechanism ensuring that, in case of liquidation/insolvency, a specific liquidation procedure is to be put in advance (prior to the repartition of the patrimony/capital 

between members). 

201 Legal All Q12:   Which sort of documents shall be sufficient to prove financial viability of the consortium not set up as legal entity? 29/02/2016 Please refer to answer 200.

202 Legal All Q13: At which point of time is the consortium not set up as legal entity required to prove/submit the proofs of its operational and financial capacity, including the internal legal 

arrangements among the consortium participants?

29/02/2016 At the point of submitting an application.

203 Legal All Q14.A: As a last resort, is it acceptable for SJU to include local partners of each consortium participant into the consortium at this stage? 

Q14.B: Would it be acceptable to include such local partners into the consortium at later stage? 

Q14.C: Would amendment to the consortium agreement embracing the inclusion of this local partner(s) as another consortium participant(s) be accepted as the change in the 

composition of the consortium against the application for membership?

29/02/2016 In a first instance, it should be clarified the status of the "local partners", which form of participation would they acquire under the rules of H2020 which are limited to beneficiaries 

(this would be excluded since these are not one of the 19 selected entities as defined in the SJU AWP 2015), linked third parties (would need to fulfill the requirements set in Article 

14 AMGA), subcontractors (as defined in Article  13 AMGA), and or in-kind contributions (Articles 11 and 12 of the AMGA).

204 Legal All Q15: As a last resort, does SJU MGA allow linked third parties to use contracting, subcontracting and in-kind contribution against payment (Art. 10, 11 and 13 of SJU MGA) and declare 

their costs under the same conditions as the beneficiaries?

29/02/2016 The participation of entites in such forms shall be governed by the relevant Articles of the AMGA, including costs.

205 Legal All Q16:  As a last resort, and if answer to Q15 is YES, can the beneficiaries/LTPs use the subcontracting, contracting and/or in-kind contributions against payment for the same amount of 

efforts as calculated for LTPs under Annex C of the final membership applications?

29/02/2016 See answer 204.

End of BATCH 4 (Final) - Published 16/03/2016 End of BATCH 4 (Final) - Published 16/03/2016
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