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Executive S ummary

The Study on Functional Airspace Blocks (FABs)was conducted upon request of the
European Commission (DG MOVE)

This Executive Summary outlines the study background and objectives, the applied
methodology, the outcome of the stakeholder consultation process, and the overall
conclusions and recommendations.In order to avoid any misinterpretation due to a lack

of contextual information, the results of the FAB benchmarking exercise are not displayed
in the executive summary but can be found in Chapter 4 of the report.

Study background and objectives

Functional airspace blocks (FABs) constitute one of the cornerstones of the Single
European Sky legislation and policy. FABs are multiState arrangements based on
operational requirements and established regardless of State boundaries. FABs aim to
reduce the fragmentation of the European ATM network and thus to improve

performance.

Pursuant to the SES legislation, Member States have the legal obligation to implement
FABs. Accordingly, nineFABs have been formed:

Baltic FAB (Lithuania, Poland);

BLUE MED FAB (Cyprus, Greece, Italy and Malta);

Danube FAB (Bulgaria, Romania);

DK-SE FAB (Denmark, Sweden);

FAB CE (Austria, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovak

Republic, Slovenia);

1 FABEC (Belgium, France, Germany, Luxemburg, the Netherlands and
Switzerland);

1 NEFABi North European FAB (Estonia, Finland, Latvia, and Norway);

1 South West FAB (Portugal, Spain);

1 UK-Ireland FAB.
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The general objective of this study, conducted on behalf of the EC DG MOVE]js to assess
the organisational, operational and technical progress of FABs since their creation in
December 2012. The specific objectives of the study are to:

1 Review progress of FAB implementation.

Gather views of operational stakeholders.

Define measurable benchmarking criteria and identify best practices.
Benchmark FABs against the applied criteria.

Provide recommendations for the further development and implementation of
FABs.
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Methodology

The study methodology is based on a multidisciplinary approach covering all the key
aspects of FAB implementation i.e. the regulatory/institutional, technical/operational,
and economic/financial dimensions.

Data and materials for the study were collected from public sources, from the EU level
and directly from FABs (on ANSP and NSA level)The study team requested each FAB to
respond to two data collection questionnaires (one for ANSPs and another for NSAs)
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which aimed to collect the most up -to-date factual data and information concerning the
status and developments of each FAB.Additional data and documentation were gathered
through information requests to FAB focal points.

The study team validated, complemented and clarified the received data through

interviews with FAB representatives A final workshop for internal FAB stakeholders
(ANSP and NSA representatives)was held for the purpose of discussing FAB best
practices and exploring solutions and mechanisms for their practical implementation.

A comprehensive stakehdder consultation process was conducted with a view to
understanding how the FABs meet the stakehol del
are the related key issues and challenges encountered by stakeholders. Stakeholder

views were collected through an online stakeholder survey as well as interviews.

The progress made by FABshas been appraisedthrough a benchmarking analysis, built
upon 10 benchmarking criteria. The FAB benchmarking criteria were developed
considering the applicable regulatory requirements, the policy expectations set on FABs,
the review of FAB documentation and the views collected through our stakeholder
survey.

The criteria used for the benchmarking analysis are the following:

1. FAB geographic and operational scale i The FABs should be large enough to
support economies of scale.

2. The scope of FAB activities T The broader the scope of activities, the greater the
potential to deliver against the SES performance goals.

3. FAB business planning and development I The FAB busiress plan should
demonstrate how the ambitions of the FAB will be achieved and updated annually.

4. Optimised operations and consolidation T The FABs should transition towards
consolidated/integrated operations, including ATFCM, ASM.

5. Technical harmonisation and rationalisation I The FABs should apply an
integrated approach to technical systems and the deployment of new technology.

6. Network integration and support to network level operations i The FABs
should cooperate with the Network Manager, other FABs and third countries with a
view to maximising network benefits.

7. FAB governance and customer engagement T The decision making structures
and processes at all FAB levels should enable the effective implementation of FAB
objectives. FABs should demonstrate strongcustomer engagement and focus.

8. Management of the FAB social dimension i The FABs should ensure a regular
social dialogue regarding the FAB implementation.

9. NSA level cooperation T The NSA level cooperation and coordination within the
FABs should ensure effetive implementation of FAB objectives.

10. Development of FAB common charging zone T FABs should develop common
charging zones that deliver operational and/or environmental improvements.

The results of the conducted benchmarking analysis (including scores per criterion and
per FAB) can be found in Chapter 4 of the report.
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Stakeholder views

The online stakeholder survey for this study ran from 31 August to 30 September 2016.
The purpose of the survey was to gather stakeholder views on FAB implementation in
general, not in relation to specific FABs.

In total 56 complete survey responses and 16 partial responses were received from
stakeholders. The distribution of respondents per stakeholder group (as percentage of
total responses) is illustrated in the figure be low. Survey responses were complemented
and substantiated through stakeholder interviews.

Figure 1 Distribution of survey responses per stakeholder group
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The outcome of the stakeholder survey is summarised below per analytical domain.

Regulatory and institutional dimensions

1 Respondents considered that the current FABs are not consistent with the
definition set out in the SES legislation (art. 2(25), EU Reg. 549/2004) .

1 FABswere widely seen to have generated high administrative costs that are not
fully offset by the operational and performance benefits , as a consequence of the
lack of ambition to implement FABs and the absence of formalised shared
accountability for FAB performance.

1 Respondents highlighted that a more performance and market based approach
would be needed to drive change.

1 Anumber of respondents suggested that the development of FABs should be based
on a fNettt eampproach and paocowme&r aphppeaclA fiidro
ANSPs to achieve reorganisation of airspacecannot be successful when entities
find themselves to some extent in competition.

i Existing FAB objectives and outcomes were not found to be adequate. National
sovereignty aspects and interests related to the control of national ANSPs were
seen to limit the potential of FABs in terms of benefits to airspace users.

1 According to the airspace users, the failure to implement FABs is not due a flawed
policy setting or to lack of regulatory clarity, but rather to inadequate
implementation, a lack of political willingness and ambition.
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Technical and operational dimensions

T

Respondents regarded FABs as having the highest potential in improved airspace
configuration and management, and have made the most progress in this area.
There was a difference in opinion as to whether the improvements are due to
coordination from FABs or the Network Manager.

Respondents also highlighted the continuing difficulties with cross border airspace
optimisation due to military or other sovereignty concerns, although there was
doubt from some as to whether the military really is the blocking factor. In regards
to the flexible use of airspace, States and military respondents tend to vi ew this as
a national process, predating the SES.

A general theme from respondents' comments was whether FAB projects could
have been implemented without the FAB existing. l.e. is the FAB driving progress
or has it become a grouping of national and regional projects that would have been
done anyway.

Airspace users do not feel they have been involved in any meaningful way in FAB
developments, with little to no consultation or progress updates.

FAB plans are generally seen as supporting performance improvemerts but
criticisms were that they were either unrealistic or lacking ambition.

FABs were not particularly seen as driving common technology or interoperability,
with limiting factors seen mostly as financial or political.

FABs were not seen as enhancing saéty.

Economic and financial dimensions

)l

Regarding benefits to airspace users, respondents indicate that benefits have been
higher in the area of flight efficiency, i.e. cost savings resulting from reduced fuel
burn, compared to cost savings from reduced delays. Delays are said to be
generated at the local level or caused by external factors, neither of which can be
addressed by the FABs. At the same time, many FABs do not experience delays,
therefore removing any potential impact.

The main driver of benefits has been the implementation of cross -border airspace
structures, in particular FRA and more direct routing. Many respondents contend
that the FAB initiatives which contributed to the benefits that have materialised
(i.e. from the implementation of FRA) would have been established regardless of
the FABs regulation, however the FABs sped up the process of establishing the
FRAs.

The common charging zone has not been the focus of FABs, but rather FABs have
focused on targeting improved service quality through the establishment of FRA.

Costs have significantly outweighed benefits since the creation of FABs. At the
same time, the majority of respondents offer a positive assessment of the future

potential of the FABs, expecting that the initial investment will bring benefits going

forward. The long-term potential for FABs to become the preferred vehicle to fulfil
more challenging performance requirements will depend, however, on the ability
of stakeholders to set such requirements in the future.
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Conclusions

FABs have not met the high level policy objectives set by the SES legislation, despite the
substantial efforts undertaken for their implementation. There is a widely shared opinion,
reflected in the results of our stakeholder survey, that the FABs have not overall reached
the set policy expectations. The most critical views were expressed by airspace users,
who voiced their strong disappointment with the results of FABs and as regards FAB
customer engagement.

The implementation of the FAB concept appears to have revolved too much around the
aim of ensuring formal, minimal regulatory compliance, whilst efficiency gains have been
held back by political, legal and technical impediments. Hence, FABs have not overall
generated the benefits foreseen before their implementation. Progress has been
particularly slow as regards the rationalisation of services and the related resource
optimisation.

In terms of operational cooperation, several FABs have made progress on the
implementation of Free Route Airspace. This was identified as the most valuable benefit
and achievement of FABs to date by stakeholders. However, it is our view that this PCP
initiative, coordinated by the Network Manager as part of the ERNIP, would probably
have progressed irrespective of FAB structures.

There is no strong support among stakeholders to abandon the FAB conceptas the lack
of progress is seen to result from an inadequate implementation of existing
requirements.

Key conclusions in the institutional and regulatory domain

The decisionrmaking in all FABs is based on the mnsensus principle (unanimity) which
entails challenges in particular for multi -State FABs. For example, a FAB level project
may not be endorsed if it does not generate distinct benefits to each FAB member, even
if the overall added value of the project for the FAB and the ANS network is clearly
demonstrated.

The institutional structures in place across the various FABs are largey similar and reflect
the State, NSA and ANSPevels of the FAB concept.

The conducted stakeholder survey highlighted that the current engage ment of military
users in the FAB activities needs to be further enhanced, in particular to remove
constraints around the flexible use airspace.

FAB administrative and technical support functions are seen as important enablers for
the successful governance and implementation of FABs.

NSA cooperation was found to be making progress within all the FABs. However, there
is still room for improvement and NSAs within many FABs are planning to develop their
cooperation further.

There are wide differences between FABs as regards the transparency of activities.
Whilst some FABs systematically publish annual activity reports and implementation
plans, others provide only limited or no public information on the FAB progre ss.

Most of the FABs have established an annual consultation mechanism of airspace users
in respect of the FAB implementation, but only one FAB has enabled the direct
involvement of airspace user representatives in its governance structures.
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In the major ity of FABSs, there is a formal setup for FAB level social dialogue. However,
in many FABS, social dialogue has been inadequate in practice, as the established
mechanisms have been dormant.

Key conclusions in the technical and operational domain

From an operational perspective, there are limitations for FABs that are either small
(typically 2-State) or are on the periphery of EU airspace and hence have less traffic to
influence through an operational partnership. Furthermore, those FABs with limited
traffic flows between States will not necessarily create much greater operational
efficiency by grouping together, as there will still remain limited flows between States.

The scope of FABs has been examined and may be limiting in respect of excluding TMA
and related services and infrastructure. However, it is also the case that FABs who have
excluded TMA have cited TMArelated projects in their achievements. This leads the

study to conclude that the FABs should simplify their scope by stating that it includes alll

ANS and related infrastructure and services.

The majority of FAB plans are high level and conceptual as opposed to concrete business
plans. Without sufficient detail in its business planning it is not clear how the FAB can
have confidence that the operational concepts defined will be delivered on.

FABs are claiming as FAB initiatives developments such as FRA, which is required by the
ERNIP (as responsibility for coordination of FRA falls on the Network Manager) and the
Pilot Common Project Reg (EU) 716/2014. However, these are not essentially FAB
initiatives as they should have happened anyway, assuming compliance with the
regulation and support of ERNIP/Level 3 of the European ATM Master Plan

In general the FAB plans are more statements of aspiration and articulate short term
project goals; they are not a comprehensive road map to a defined point to deliver
against the SES targets. Furthermore, the end state is not well articulated.

In many instances, the FABs seem to be superseded by Industrial Partnerships,
particularly the smaller FABs. Stakeholders have specifically highlighted the results
achieved within the BOREALIS and COOPANS alliance§.hus these partnerships may
become more important than FABs in driving at least technological progress.

The Performance Scheme implementation at FAB level has not led to a truly FABlevel
approach: FAB targets are an aggregation of national targets with either no or very
limited FAB synergies.

Aside from the technology issue, the focus of FABs is almost exclusivelyon airspace
optimisation. There is very little evidence, if any, of FABs driving the attainment of the
SES targets, particularly user charges.Hence FABs arenot driving a step changing in
efficiency and thus costs, even in services such as ATCO training, AlIS and MET.

Key conclusions in the economic and financial domain

FAB targets and reporting under the Performance Scheme are based on blending the
constituent ANSP performance plans. FABs do not operate or have any form of FABwide
financial planning or accountability.

FABs do nothave real business plans. The FAB is seen as an umbrella for some states
to undertake projects together i it is not seen to have an economic or financial
dimension. Thus the FAB contributions to the SES cost effectiveness targes are a
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product of project outcomes and individual state initiatives, rather than any financial plan
of the FAB.

Combining the CBAs and ANSP responses to the FAB survey shows that more benefits
have been achieved for flight efficiency than for delays. This echoes the response to the
stakeholder survey.

Only a few FABs have reported on ANSP costs savings in the CBAs; rather they have
reported on benefits for users. Most of the CBAs have not been updated since they were
first produced to meet regulatory requi rements in 2012. They are thus not current and
not living documents used in managing the FAB.

Most projected benefits have not been realised yet in full, due to delays in the
implementation of projects.

Resource efficiency does not seem to have been the key target for FABs. Instead the
focus has been on the implementation of projects that would benefit users and are
required under the European ATM Master Plan (Level 3)or to support SESAR.

FRA seems to have been a key source of achieved benefits. However, he FRA
improvements also could probably have been realised without FABSs.

FABs seem reluctant to move towards a single FAB level charging zone. This corroborates
that FABs focus on service qualily rather than cost efficiency.

Recommendations

The study recommendations aim to provide a narrower focus to FAB policy, positioning
FABs as a means to an end and complementary to other actions such as industrial
partnerships.

Whilst we propose that the expectation on FABs should be lowered, there are additional
recommendations, including regulatory changes, that should make FABs more cost
effective. We recommend that performance should be addressed through the

performance scheme, with FABs contributing where cost beneficial only. Network
development should continue to be managed by the Network Manager, working with

FABs as much as possible, but not where FABs may introduce delay or suboptimal
outcomes due to revenue concerns.

This said, FABs are the best vehicle for airspace development where nationalmilitary
interests are a barrier to progress in optimising the delivery of air navigation services.
The study does not make any recommendations in respect of SESAR deployment, as
industrial partnerships may be a more effective approach. This does not preclude FABs
and the SESAR Deployment Manager working towards delivery per FAB, and there may
be advantages to this where concepts are best deployed regionally.

Our recommendations are divided into the recommendations addressed to the European

Commi ssidvevéhfhEUecommendati onso) and recommenda

(which comprise both general and FAB-specific recommendations).

EU level recommendations

Recommendation No. 1: Reset the expectations of FABs

The longer term political goals of SES require fundamental changes in the configuration
of operations to reduce the costs of service, which may only be achieved with strong
political will at State-level. In the absence of such political will, industrial partnerships
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have emerged in parallel with FABs and have provided an alternative solution to drive
performance.

In these circumstances, FABs should not be seen as the sole path to rationalisation or
as an end in themselves. FABs should be refocused on operational and technical
cooperation that is cost-beneficial, and the governance structures and administrative
overheads of FABs should be in proportion to the likely benefits. In respect of airspace
design and route development, work in this area should also involve the input of the
Network Manager to reduce any side effects caused by revenue considerations of FAB
partners.

With a resetting of expectations, the likely outcome is that FABs become refocused on
airspace and operational partnerships, where they may increase their impact on flight
efficiency, building on the progress made in Free Route Airspace improvements.
Retaining a focused but light FAB governance will be important to help unblock
constraints set by military considerations, so the full engagement of the military in FAB
governance is critical.

Whilst resetting the expectation on FABs, the EC should place an even stronger focus on
the performance scheme framework, treating FABs as one vehicle among others to
bolster performance. Robust economic regulation will be essential to drive cost-efficiency
gains, which have so far not materialised through synergies at FAB level and in respect
of which industrial partnership may constitute a more effective driver.

The preparatory phase of RP3 of the SES performance scheme constitutes a good
opportunity to set the updated policy objectives and priorities regarding FABs, following
the consultation of all relevant stakeholders.

Recommendation No. 2: Strengthen FAB business planning and transparency
to foster progress

In resetting the expectations, FABs should move away from loose visions and become
more concrete. In our view, revitalising FAB implementation requires more serious joint

business planning, greater transparency and stronger accountability within FABs, as well
as proper scrutiny by airspace users. Improved FAB business plans would give a better
understanding of how a FAB will contribute to improved performance and help

stakeholders to influence the types of FAB projects and their priorities.

The EC should hence pursue the following measures, includirg through regulatory
changes as appropriate:

A Each FAB should be required to produce and regularly update a joint business plan,
setting out the overall vision, strategy, deliverables and milestones of the FAB. The
FAB business plans should be linked with e FAB Performance Plans, and subject
to stakeholder consultation and EC review.

A FABs should be required to report each year on the progress made in the
implementation of their business plans. This should be done through the
development and publication of annual reports, including a review with users. This
could be associated with a regular progress monitoring process of FABs at EU level.

Recommendation No. 3: Encoura ge industrial partnerships

The performance framework may be credited for
partnerships. These tend to have light governance in pursuit of specific goals, and focus
on well-defined projects. Industrial partnerships should therefore be encouraged, with
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assistance given by the Network Manager in spotting network opportunities for
collaboration (e.g. rationalisation of CNS and other ancillary infrastructure and services).
However, new partnerships should not become talking-shops, they should have a strict
implementation focus.

In the framework of the SES I+ initiative, the European Commission has proposed to
amend the substantive FAB legal provisions (art. 9a, EU Reg. 58/2004) so as to enable
more flexibility within FAB structures and foster industrial p artnerships. This course of
action is supported by the conclusions of our study, and should be pursued by the
European Commission.

Recommendation No. 4: Encourage inter -FAB cooperation (STR)

At the stakeholder workshop there was a reluctance by FAB stakeholders to consider a
reconfiguration or amalgamation of FABs. It is understandable that the years spent
developing the FAB governance structures would make ANSPs reluctant to change.
However, our recommendation is for the Network Manager to look at r elated possible
options for FABs at the periphery of Europe, in terms of future network efficiency. In
spite of the lack of enthusiasm to combine FABs, such a study should at least inform on
network opportunities and the findings could be taken forward thr ough inter-FAB
cooperation.

Further, by definition the 2 -state FABs have limited potential to address airspace issues
based on traffic flows. For the 2 -state FABs there is arguably nothing achieved as a FAB
that could not have been achieved through the no rmal process of bilateral arrangements
between the ANSPs- as happened prior to FABs. Thus the FAB provides a structure, but
the structure does not facilitate a regional approach, as 2 -states do not make a region.
Thus, whilst it adds complexity to decision making, the 2 -state FABs need to extend their
scope to be effective in meeting the original intent of FAB of driving a regional approach.

Recommendation No. 5: Promote pan -European exten sion of FABs

The SES policy encapsulates a parEuropean dimensionwhich is closely linked with the
EU enlargement process, the European Common Aviation Area (ECAA) Agreement , and
other comprehensive aviation agreements between the EU and Third Countries. The SES
Framework Regulation expressly refers to the integration of EU partner countries in FABs

The Commission has supported the objective of extending FABs to the ECAA countries
located in the South-East Europe region. Our study supports this approach, including in
the light of operational considerations. The significance of this part of the European
airspace is that it is located in the axis of the major traffic flows in Europe, i.e. the so -
called South-East traffic flow. The recent events and the various airspace blockages (e.g.
Eastern Ukraine, Syria, Libya), hawe significantly changed the traffic patterns in South -
Eastern Europe and have a high influence on the network situation in Europe.
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FAB level recommendations

Recommendations to FABs comprise both general and specific recommendations. We
are summing up below the general recommendations which are relevant for all FABs.

The complementary recommendations specific to each FAB can be found in chapter 5 of
the report.

1. FABs should clarify their strategic priorities, and focus on maximising operational
benefits to stakeholders. It is the role of the high -level governing body in each FAB to
provide the needed strategic direction and to follow up on its realisation.

2. There are FABlevel synergies that remain untapped and, in the short to medium term,
FABs should implement relevant best practices with a view to making the most o f
available opportunities.

3. The longer term political goals of SES are unlikely to be achieved by airspace changes
alone i they require fundamental changes in the configuration of operat ions to reduce
the costs of service, which may only be achieved with strong political will at State -level.
In the absence of such political will, alternative approaches to drive improved
performance such as the industrial partnerships have emerged. The existing alternatives
should be nurtured, additional alternatives identified and facilitated so that FABs are not
the sole path to rati onalisation.

4. FAB governance should be calibrated to foster the delivery of key technical and
operational benefits. As far as practicable, Member States should consider the possibility
of delegating more FAB governance responsibilities to CAAS/NSAs, in an effort to shift
the focus of FAB governanceto technical cooperation.

5. There should be a possibility for governing structures within multi -State FABs to adopt
decisions based on a simple majority of votes in cases where consensus cannot be
reached. This possibility should apply at least in matters related to the implementation
of FAB strategic plans and objectives which have been already approved by the FAB
high-level governing body or bodies.

6. FAB implementation should not prevent smaller groups of States or ANSPs within FABs
to establish enhanced cooperation arrangements, even if the project or activity
concerned is not supported by all FAB members. The same flexibility is also needed in
respect of inter-FABindustrial partnerships.

7. Each FAB (at ANSP level) should consider strengthening the management of their
common activities through the establishment of a joint legal entity which is entrusted

with project management responsibilities. This approach has generated positive results
in the FABs where it has been implemented.

8. FABs should ensure that their activities are transparent and that relevant information
on the FAB plans and results is made avalable, preferably online.

9. As FABs are vehicles for delivering benefits to airspace users they should ensure a
strong customer engagement. This would help FABs refocus their activities on
performance improvements and the related key operational priorities. FABs should

ensure the regular consultation of airspace users, and aim to directly involve relevant

airspace users in their governance structures in order to support FAB progress.

10. FABs should ensure the appropriate, continuous involvement of relevant military
stakeholders in the FAB gowernance and implementation.
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11. FABs should consider strengthening the NSA level processes for performance
planning, i.e. by agreeing on more ambitious NSA working arrangements focusing the
development of the Performance plan on FAB level. The process for FAB performance
planning should not be based on the sole aggregation of values and contributions
produced at national level.

12.There is still a need for a more common approach by NSAs in oversight activities to
reuse information and results; between the different national activities within the FAB

and industrial partnerships. Today the information required by the different NSAs to

perform oversight differs in both the t ype of content needed and the depth.

13. FABs should ensure the appropriate consultation of employee representatives on key
FAB social issues and should ensure adequate consultative arrangements through a FAB
level social dialogue mechanism.

14. Each FA should establish and regularly update a business plan which will guide FAB
entities in successfully implementing the joint activities. It is recommended that the FAB
business plans should be maintained based on a FAB business plan template and
guidance in order to better plan, manage and evaluate FAB performance.

15. A gate-to-gate approach recognises the inter-relationship between ANS services in
terms of impact on performance of the total system (particularly delay, cost efficiency
and safety). Furthermore, it removes the artificial allocation of cost between services
which are delivered off a substantially common technology platform. To the extent that
these problems may be addressed at the FAB level, such as extended arrivals
management, it is recommended that FABs include TMA and aerodrome operations and
infrastructure in their scope.

16. FABs should pursue cooperation with Third Countries with a view to optimising
operational performance. FABs located in the South-East Europe region should be open
to the gradual integration of ECAA Partner Countries in FABs, as foreseen in the context
of the ECAA Agreement.

17. The expectation for FABs to optimise operations should be focused on airspace and
route development. Work in this area should also involve the input of the Network
Manager.

18. FABs should also seek opportunities to implement new SESAR concepts that impve
terminal airspace flows, but this should not be limited to FABs and may be done on a
bilateral basis within and between FABs.

19. FABs should focus on technical harmonisation and rationalisation of infrastructure
and support services where costbeneficial, and for ANSPs to explore alternative
arrangements for this through outsourcing or industrial partnerships where the FAB is
not seen as the appropriate vehicle.

20. Member States should consider engaging FABs as agents for the coordination of
technical (and operational) roadmaps for SESAR deployment.
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Introduction

This report constitutes the Final Report of the Study on Functional Airspace Blocks
(FABs), conducted upon request of the European Commission (DG MOVE) under Specific
Contract MOVE E2/SER/2016194/S12.735467. The study was produced by a consortium
of companies comprising Integra (lead), Ecorys, Winsland and Combitech.

This report contains the following elements:

A Chapter 1 provides an overview of the EU policy context and regulatory context
relevant for FABs, recallsthe study objectives and methodology, and explains the
purpose of this Final Report.

A Chapter 2 describes the status and developments in each FAB, in terms of the
institutional and regulatory dimension, technical and operational progress, and
economic aspects.

A Chapter 3 outlines the outcome of the stakeholder consultation process
conducted as part of the study, including an online stakeholder survey and
interviews of stakeholders.

A Chapter 4 presents the results of the benchmarking assessment of FABs and
highlights the id entified best practices.

A Chapter 5 sets out the overall conclusions of the study as well as
recommendations addressed to the European Commission and FABdVember
States.

Background

FABs: a key component of the SES policy

Functional airspace blocks (FABs) castitute one of the cornerstones of the Single
European Sky legislation and policy. FABs are multiState arrangements based on
operational requirements and established regardless of State boundaries. FABs aim to
reduce the fragmentation of the European ATM network and thus to improve
performance.

The implementation of FABs was already enshrined in the first SES legislative package
(2004). The FAB concept was subsequently reshaped, as part of the SES Il legislative
package (2009), with a focus on performance and service provision aspects. FABs are
expected to be based on performance-driven and optimised air navigation services and

related functions.
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Figure 2 Map of functional airspace blocks

FAB Detnton
based on FIRs
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Pursuant to the SES legislation, Member States have the legal obligation to set up and
implement FAB<. Nine FABs have been established as pictured on the mapabove and
listed in the table below.

Table 1 List of FABs

FAB FAB Member States (in alphabetical order) ‘

Baltic FAB Lithuania, Poland

BLUE MED FAB Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Malta

DANUBE FAB Bulgaria, Romania

DK-SE FAB Denmark, Sweden

FAB CE Austria, Bosnia & Herzegovin&, Croatia, Czech
Republic, Hungary, Slovak Republic, Slovenia

FABEC Belgium, France, Germany, Luxemburg, the
Netherlands, Switzerland®

NEFAB Estonia, Finland, Latvia, and Norway'

South West FAB Portugal, Spain

UK-Ireland FAB Ireland, United Kingdom

! EU Regulation 550/2004 set 4 December 2012 as the deadline for FAB establishment.

2 Applies SES legislation pursuant to ECAA Agreement. BH is Member oFAB CE but does not
currently take part in all the FAB activities. For example, BH is not covered by the FAB
Performance Plan for RP2.

3 Applies SES legislation in accordance with bilateral agreement with EU.

4 Applies SES legislationby virtue of the EEA Agreement.
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1.1.2 Regulatory framework

The key EU regulatory requirements pertaining to FABs are outlined in the figure below.

Figure 3 Key FAB regulatory requirements

~N

(
1 {L/

Primary legislation

J

Secondary
legislation

K . Y © y

The substantive legal provisions applicable to FABs are spelled out in article 9a of EU
Regulation 550/2004 (Service Provision Regulation), which requires each FAB to fulfil
the following criteria:

a) be supported by a safety case;

b) enable optimum use of airspace, taking into account air traffic flows;

c) ensure consistency with the European route network established in accordance
with Article 6 of the Airspace Regulation;

d) be justified by their overall added value, including optimal use of technical and
human resources, on the basis of cost-benefit analyses;

e) ensure a smooth and flexible transfer of responsibility for air traffic control
between air traffic service units;

f) ensure compatibility between the different airspace configurations;

g) comply with conditions stemming from regional agreements concluded within
ICAOQ;

h) respect existing regional agreements, in particular th ose involving Europeanthird
countries;

i) facilitate consistency with EU-wide performance targets.

In order to accelerate the development of FABs, a regulatory deadline for FAB
implementation was instituted as part of the SES Il package: all Member States wee
obliged to establish FABs by 4 December 2012. The detailed information and consultation
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requirements related to the establishment (and possible subsequent modifications) of
FABs are spelled out inCommission Regulation 176/2011

By and large, FABs constitute an important mechanism for the implementation of the
Single Skylegislation by Member States in various domains, both at NSA and ANSP level.

In the SES performance scheme domain, FABs have become key actors in the second
reference period (RP2). By virtue of the Performance Scheme Regulation
(Commission Implementing Regulation 390/2013) , FABs are entrusted with
significant responsibilities as regards the establishment, implementation and monitoring
of ANS performance targets. Aacordingly, all RP2 performance plans were developed and
jointly adopted at FAB level, thus constituting a step change from the national
performance planning approach which prevailed under RP1.

The Performance Scheme Regulation is implemented in conjunctionwith the Charging
Regulation (  Commission Implementing Regulation 391/2013) which expressly
enables Member States to establish common charging zones at FAB level. In connection
with the FAB performance plans, Member States within a FAB are required to adopt a
financial incentive scheme applicable in the key performance area (KPA) of capacity and
may also adopt a similar scheme in the environment KPA.

FABs also play an active role in respect of network functions. Pursuant to Commission
Regulation 677/2011 , Member States have the responsibility to ensure close
cooperation and coordination between the FAB level and the Network Manager, such as
in strategic planning and tactical daily flow and capacity management. Member States
are also required to formulate consolidated views at FAB level in relation to the network
functions, including as regards operational issues. The aforementioned requirement is
exemplified by the fact that each FAB has to mandate one ANSP to represent it in the
Network Management Board (management committee of the Network Manager).

In terms of possible future regulatory changes, it is important to note that the EC has
proposed, as part of the SES II+ proposal, to redefi ne FABs around the concept of
Ondustrial partnershipsd This would allow more flexibility, including the possible
participation of service providers in several FABs if justified by operational and
performance aspects.

Purpose of the S tudy

The general objective of the FAB study is to assess the organisational, operational and
technical progress of FABs following their creation in December 2012.

The specific objectives of the study are to:

Review progress of FAB implementation.

Gather views of operational stakeholders.

Define measurable benchmarking criteria and identify best pr actices.
Benchmark FABs against the applied criteria.

Provide recommendations for the further development and implementation of
FABs.

To Do Do o I
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In accordance with our Terms of Reference and work plan, the purpose of this final
report is as follows:

A to describe the existing situation of each FAB, based on the review and analysis
of FAB data and documentation;

A to provide findings on the nature and scope of cooperation within each FAB
regarding service provision, the level of technical harmonisation within each FAB,
the institutional framework at various levels (States, NSA, and ANSPSs) including
governance, inter-FAB cooperation, implementation constraints;

A to present the outcome of the conducted online stakeholder survey concerning
FAB implementation, as well as summaise findings deriving from a set of
interviews with FAB stakeholders;

A to assess the progress achieved by each FAB against a set of benchmarking
criteria  covering the institutional/regulatory, operational/technical and
economic/financial dimensions of FAB mplementation;

A to propose recommendations for accelerating the development and
implementation of the FABSs.

1.3  Methodology of the Study

The work of the study team was structured around four Work Packages (WP),which are
outlined in the chart below:

Figure 4 Work Packages

WP3: Multidisciplinary

WP1: Data collection WP2: Stakeholder Y~ WP4: Final
and review consultation benchmarking recommendations
Data collection Conclusionson
from public Stakeholqzr Institutional/ best practices and
| - —  consultation — - — 5
domain, ECand survey Regulatory anahsis solutionsto
FABs enhance progress
Interviews of FABs Stakeholder JE;:‘E”U!;ZEI FAB-spedific
and sitevisits | intenviews W F;nalys's | recommendations

b A b A L8 A L8

Reviewofthedam Final Stakeholder E ic/
L....d and L Consultation | | tcanom .
financia anaksis

documentation Workshop

Overall
benchmarking of
FABs
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We are summarising below, for the sake of clarity, the key components.
Work Package 1 covered the data collection and review tasks of the study, including:

Identification and listing of relevant data sources .

Collection of documents available online

Collection of complementary materials from the EC and relevant EU level actors.
Collection of data and views directly from FABs (including data collection
guestionnaires, interviews with FAB representatives and site visits).

To To Do I

Work Package 2 encompassel the stakeholder consultation components of the study,
including a comprehensive stakeholder survey.

Work Package 3 comprisal the realisation of a thorough review and benchmarking
assessment of existing FABs.

Work Package 4 consisted of the development of f inal recommendations for accelerating
the development and implementation of FABs.

The study methodology is based on a multidisciplinary approach covering all the key
aspects of FAB implementation highlighted in the figure below, namely the
regulatory/institutional, technical/operational, and economic/financial dimensions.

Figure 5 Analytical dimensions of the FAB study

* Consistency of FAB implementing arrangements with EU law
Regulatory/ * FAB institutional frameworks and governance

Institutional * Inter-FAB cooperation arrangements

» Stakeholder consultation and social dialogue within FABs

* Impact of FABs on ANS operational performance
Technical/ » FAB level safety management and policies

Operational * Cooperation in ANS provision

* SESAR implementation

* Impact of FABson ANS cost-efficiency
Economic/ * Financial costs vs benefits of FABs

Financial * Synergies in infrastructure procurement and utilisation
* ANS charging and investment policies
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Performed T asks and Activities

Collection and review of FAB data and materials

The first phase of the project comprised a number of essential data collection and review
tasks.

The study team gathered FAB data and materials (WP1)from public sources (FAB and
EU websites), from the European Commission (technical files submitted by Member
States concerning FAB implementation) as well as directly from FABSs.

For the purpose of data collection and interaction with the study team, the study team
requested each FAB to designate ANSP and NSAevel focal points.

The study team developed two data collection questionnaires (one for ANSP and
another for NSAs) which aimed to collect the most up-to-date factual data and
information concerning the status and developments of each FAB. These data collection
questionnaires were submitted to the FAB focal points in mid-September 2016, with 4
October 2016 as the deadline for responses.

As displayed in the table below, most FABs provided responses both to the ANSP and
NSA level data collecton questionnaires.

Table 2 Data collection questionnaire responses

FAB Response o ANSP  Response fo NSA
questionnaire questionnaire

Baltic FAB Response provided Response provided

BLUE MEDFAB Response provided

Danube FAB Response provided Response provided

DK-SE FAB Response provided Response provided

FAB CE Response provided _

FABEC Responseprovided Responseprovided

NEFAB Response provided Response provided

South-West FAB IDECIREE Response provided

UK-Ireland FAB Response proviced Response provided

Additional data and documentation were gathered through information requests to FAB
focal points in the second phase of the study in October and November 2016.

Furthermore, the study team validated, complemented and clarified the received data
through interviews with FAB representatives, the BOREALIS Alliance the Network
Manager, and the SESAR Deployment ManagerThese interviews were conducted in the
second phase of the study, and comprised:

1 UK-IRL FABT phone interview with FAB NSA focal point (CAA UK), 3 Nov 2016;

1 SW FABiI phone interview with FAB NSA focal point (Spanish NSA), 8 Nov 2016;

1 DANUBE FAB phone interview with the NSAs of Bulgaria and Romania 16 Nov
2016;
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NEFABi phone interview with FAB ANSP level focal point, 17 Nov 2016;
DK-SE FABI meeting with the NSAs of Sweden and Denmark on 18 Nov 2016;
DANUBE FAB phone interview with the ANSP level focal points, 21 Nov 2016;
FABEC meeting with the FABEC ANSP level focal point, 23 Nov 2016

BLUE MEDFAB, phone interview with FAB ANSP level focal point, 25 Nov 2016;
FABCE phone interview with FABCE focal point, 25 Nov 2016;

Baltic FABT meeting with BALTIC FAB focal point 29 Nov 2016;

Network Manager i meeting with Director Network Manager and Head Network
Strategy and Development on 23 Nov 2016;

Borealisi meeting with Executive Director, 24 Nov 2016;

SESAR Deployment Managr 1 phone interview, 25 Nov 2016.

= =4 -4 —a a8 8 8 -9

= =

Stakeholder consultation process

In the first phase of the study, the study team conducted a comprehensive stakeholder
consultation process (WP2) with a view to understanding how the FABs meet the
stakehol der so needs and expectations, and
challenges encountered by stakeholders.

Table 3 below outlines the various categories of stakeholdersincluded in the consultation
process. For the purpose of the study, dnternal stakeholdersd are defined as the
stakeholders legally responsible and accountable for the implementation of the FAB,

whi lother it akehol derso are the FAB customers
representatives (staff representative bodies) and cooperation partners (manufacturing
industry, airports).

Table 3 Stakeholder matrix

Stakeholder group Entities
Internal stakeholders Member States CAAsNSAS, Ministries
(FABs) Military authorities
Service providers ANSPs
(+ CANSO)
Other stakeholders Airspace users IATA, A4E, IACA, AEA, ELFAA,
EBAA
Staff representative ATCEUC, ETHIFATCA,
bodies IFATSEA

Manufacturing industry ~ ASD

Airports ACI
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Stakeholder group Entities

EU EU level actors PRB, EASANM/NMB, NCP, ICB,
NDOP, EGHD, SJU, SDM, EDA

The performed stakeholder consultation included two key components:

A The online stakeholder survey;
A The structured interviews of FAB stakeholders.

The online stakeholder survey for this study ran from 31 August to 30 September 2016.

A total of 423 stakeholders (categories identified in Table 2 above) were invited by email
to take part in the survey. To reach as many respondents as possible, while also aiming
to ensure sufficient representativeness of the relevant ANS stakeholder groups, the list
of invitees comprised the following persons/entities®:

Members and observers of the Single Sky Committee (SSC)

Members of the NSA Coordination Platform(NCP)

Members of the Network Management Board (NMB);

Members of the Network Directors of Operations Group (NDOP);

Members of the EGHD Group (professional staff representative bodies and
CANSO)

A Airspace users (IATA, A4E, IACA, AEA, ELFAA, EBAA);

A Manufacturing industry (ASD);

A Airports (ACI).

To o o o I

Furthermore, the study team provided a hyperlink to enable stakeholders to share the
survey directly with other interested parties that were not included in the original invitee
list. Automated reminders were sent periodically to non-respondents; to those
respondents who had started, but not finished the survey, an automated reminder was
sent 24 hours later.

In total 56 complete responsesand 16 partial survey responseswere received from the
targeted stakeholders. More details on the survey results (incl. distribution of
respondents per stakeholder group) are provided in chapter 3.

In addition to the survey, a number of in -depth interviews of FAB stakeholders were
performed as part of the consultation process. The list of conducted interviews is
provided in chapter 3.1.

5 The stakeholders below were initially informed of the FAB study and related stakeholder
consultation by the EC in July 2016.
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Final Workshop

The study team organised a final workshop for internal FAB stakeholders (ANSP and NSA
representatives) which was held in Brussels on 29 November 2016. All the FABs were
represented at the workshop.

The workshop provided a forum for discussing FAB best practices and exploring solutions
and mechanisms for their practical implementation. The study team presented the key
findings and draft conclusions of the study, including the results of the stakeholder
survey conducted in the first phase of the study.

The workshop featured a high level of interactivity, including real -time polling and
discussions with FAB representatives on the key elements of FAB implementation. The
outcome of the workshop, including collected insights and views, has been taken into
account in the development of this report.
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Status and developments of FABs

This chapter outlines the findings of the study as regards the status and developments
of each FAB, including in terms of organisational, operational and technical progress.

Introductory remarks

The findings presented in this chapter constitute the basis for the comparative
benchmarking analysis presented in chapter 4.

The data and materials used for the purpose of the FAB statusreview contained in this
chapter include:

1 FAB responses to the ANSRevel and NSAlevel data collection questionnaires of
the study, as well as to additional information requests of the study team;

1 Interviews with FAB representatives (both with ANSP and NSA representatives)

i FAB activity reports, strategy documents, business plans, operational
deliverables, costbenefit analyses;

1 Agreements and other legal instruments relating to the FAB establishment and
implementation;

1 FAB performance plans for the RP2 period (20152019);

1 FAB websites

1 Technical FAB materialsand information submitted by the Member States to the
EC;

1 Consultation materials submitted in accordance with Commission Regulation
176/2011 when formally establishing the FAB.

The specific data sources used with regard to each FAB areindicated in the related
sections.
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Baltic FAB

General information

The BALTIC FAB comprises the Republic of Poland and the Republic of Lithuania The
FABwas formally established in July 2012. The overview of the BALTIC FAB constituents
is provided below:

Table 4 Overview of the BALTIC FAB constituents

Member States Air navigation service National supervisory
providers authorities
Poland Polish  Air Navigation Polish Civil Aviation Authority

Services Agency (PANSA)

Lithuania Oro Navigacija Lithuanian  Civil  Aviation
Administration

Figure 6 Geographic scope of the BALTIC FAB

As shown on the attached map,
\sweden FIR ATS Delegation Rigalti®

Deypsson A { the geographic scope of the
Lo Riga <A . [~ . o
g & T § BALTIC FAB comprises the Vilnius

\ elegations 4R i Vilnius FIR -
e MalmS ACC I~ ; FIR and the Warszawa FIR®
Y \ g The two FIRs are surrounded by
= ?/«/// J\ multiple other FIRs i thus, there
ATS /% are a large number of interfaces
DE:?:;L"ZZE? ﬁ to deal with operationally.

X3

N Warszawa FIR
German \%
Rs/UIR

...~ Furthermore, there are several
long standing delegations of
airspace (cross border areas) in
place with neighbouring ANSP.

_~'ATS Delegations &, The geographical area of the
W from/to Praha ACC iv FIR i . .
D Praha FIR S s Baltic FAB is suboptimal due to
\ U by 1 - .. .
Ny { the Kaliningrad airspace

intersecting the two FIR.

Pursuant to the FAB Agreement, the remit of the FAB activities in terms of services
encapsulates all air navigation services (ATS, CNS, MET, AlS)with the services being
delivered in each FIR by the designated national ANSP’ 8

Terminal ANS are not in the scope of the conducted FAB activities. Baltic FAB is
evaluating the benefits of all common training activities and wherever possible, common
trainings will be pursued. SAR activities, corntinue to be provided on a national basis with
cooperation only, due to language barriers and different local specifics.

6 State-level Agreement, art. 4(1)
7 State-level Agreement, art. 13-17
8 BALTIC FAB Implementation Plan update, February 2016.
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2.2.2 Institutional and legal arrangements
2.2.2.1 Legal basis

CCMBITEC

The BALTIC FAB implementation isgoverned by the following legal instruments:

1 State-level agreement: Agreement on the Establishment of the Baltic Functional
Airspace Block between the Republic of Poland and the Republic of Lithuania,signed

17 July 2012

1 NSAlevel agreement:. NSA Cooperation Agreement between the Civil Aviation
Administration of the Republic of Lithuania and the Civil Aviation Office of the
Republic of Poland, signed 6 September 2012

1 ANSRIlevel agreement: Cooperation Agreement of the BALTIC FAB Air Navigation
Service Providers concluded béween State Enterprise "Oro Navigaciid' and Polish

Air Navigation Services Agency,signed 19 November 2012

2.2.2.2 Governance ¢

As depicted in the chart below, the BALTIC FAB governance structure consists of the

following bodies:

1 the Baltic FAB Council,
9 the Baltic FAB Board,
1 the Baltic FAB Management Office,
1 Committees and Working Groups.
Figure 7 BALTIC FAB institutional structure
| Baltic FAB Council
|
Baltic FAB Board
Baltic FAB
Management Office
Operational and Strategic, Economic
Technical Safety Committee Airspace Committee and Performance
Committee Committee

Working Groups and

specialized Task
Forces (If necessary)

The BALTIC FAB Council is the highest decisiormaking body, and has overall
responsibility for the FABimplementation and for its strategic development. Each State
is represented at the Council by the following persons (or their duly authorised

representatives):

1 Minister responsible for civil aviation

9 Minister of Defence
T Head of NSA
i CEO of designated ANSP.

% Information sources: BALTIC FAB response to ANSPdvel data collection questionnaire; State-

l evel Agreement ;
(http://www.balticfab.eu/?info=governance )
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The BALTIC FABCouncil meets at least two times per year, and decision-making is based
on unanimity. Each State has one vote. There is no conciliation procedure. If there is no
agreement reached, no decision is made.

The BALTIC FAB Board is in charge of the operational ad technical decisions and
orientations of the FAB, e.g. agreeing on a common design and policy for airspace,
defining cooperation on FUA application, ensuring the implementation of a common
overall SMS, approval of FAB performance plan etc. The Board is omposed of the same
representatives as the BALTIC FAB Council, and makes decisianbased on the unanimity
principle (each State having one vote).

The Committees and working groups supporting the Board comprise:
the Airspace Committee;

the Strategic, Economic and Performance Committee;

the Safety Committee;

the Operational and Technical Committee.

=a =4 —a -8

The BALTIC FAB Management Office (MO) supports the Baltic FAB Board and FAB related
activities. The MO is funded through ANS charges and financial contributions of
international organisations, financial institutions as well as other legal persons.

2.2.2.3 NSA cooperation ¢

An NSA Coordination Committee (NSA CC) has been set up pursuant to the NSAevel
cooperation agreement signed in September 2012 The Committee is responsible for the
f\management of the relationships between the NSAs in order to ensure harmonized
supervision over the ANSPs in BALTIC FAB .

With regard to NSA cooperation in the field of ANS oversight, the following progress has
been made so far:

1 Audit schedules are exchanged on annual basis. There is a possibility for each
NSA to take part as an observer in the other
necessary.

1 The classification of findings has been harmonised and NSA procedures on
ongoing oversight (incl. oversight of changes) have been exchanged.

1 The lessons learnt and best practices are exchanged through meetings of the
NSA CC, in particular as regards experience from ongoing oversight and
certification processes.

1 The development of a Common NSA Oversight Handbook is planned.

1 The training requirements of NSA inspectors are harmonised, e.g. by the use of
IANS courses (SAF/LEX/NSAUDIT).

1 A pool of NSA experts was established in 2014. By virtue of the NSA Cooperation
Agreement, each NSA isentitled to make use of the expertise of any listed expert

10 Information sources: Baltic FAB NSAlevel Agreement and BALTIC FAB response to NSA level
data collection questionnaire
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to support its supervisory activities, in a manner consistent with its national rules
regulating the execution of such activities.

1 FAB safetyr el at ed changes are subj ecTherethas NSA Cor
been no such change yet.

The Lithuanian and Polish NSAs are jointly responsible for the development of the FAB
Performance Plan, which is subject to the BALTIC FAB Board approval. ANSP investment
plans as an integral part of the FAB performance plan are subject to this reviewing and
approval procedure. The Baltic FAB Strategic, Economic and Performance Committee
(SEPC) is responsible for monitoring actual performance and target achievement. SEPC
reports to Baltic FAB Board (twice a year) and EC @nnually).

The main medium term priority in terms of NSA cooperation is the development of a
common NSA Oversight Handbook. The identified main challenge (due to financial
constraints in particular) is the availability of NSA inspectors to take part in th e audits
conducted by the partner NSA. Overall, NSA resources are deemed sufficient for
effectively managing the FABG6s NSA di mensi on.

2.2.2.4 Customer engagement, stakeholder consultation and communication 1

The Bal t iState-ldveh BridsNSA agreements contain provisions regarding
stakeholder consultation. An annual meeting is held with airspace users and other
stakeholders, where users are consulted about FAB activities. Both trade unions
representatives and airspace user representatives are invited to consultations to discuss
the status of the FAB and its future plans. Participants have the opportunity to influence
agendas.

Face to face meetings are held once per year, with a WebExfacility available on request.
Additional ad hoc meetings may be convened out of cycle, on request of either the social
partners or ANSPs. There is also the option to use written consultations if required.

Baltic FAB States alsoconsult with airspace users and stakeholders on the Performance
Plan/targets, terminal charges based on Commission Implementing Regulation No.
390/2013 and Commission Implementing Regulations No. 391/2013. Such consultation
meetings are conducted by both Polish and Lithuanian parties and are usually held in
May.

The BALTIC FABwebsite provides an introduction of the FAB background, governance
and components. The information is mostly of general nature. The website also includes
a set of FAB documents that can be downloaded i however, apart from the FAB legal
instruments. these documents relate mostly to the time period of establishment of the
FAB in 2012 and are connected with the initial FAB submission to the EC. There are no
updates on the FAB activities available on the website.

1 Information sources: BALTIC FAB response to ANSHevel data collection questionnaire; Baltic
FAB website: http://www.balticfab.eu/?info=home .
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2.2.2.5 Social dialogue

Social dialogue is included in the scope of cooperation of the BALTIC FABANSP
Cooperation Agreement. The Agreement stipulates that the CEOs of the ANSPs shall be
r e s p o n s icbord@mating eammdn ANSPs positions vith respect to the matters of
social dialogue activities and external communicatiorn.

Trade unions are invited to the annual FAB consultation meetings (described under the

previous sub-section). Typically each meeting addressesa range of tactical and strategic

items, with trade unions most interested in social aspects (employment conditions,

payé) and operational projects, and airspace
investment plans. Additional ad hoc meetings may be convened out of cycle, on request

of either the social partners or ANSPs?!3

2.2.2.6 Inter -FAB cooperation and cooperation with  Third countries 24
The BALTIC FAB ANSPs are part of the

1 GATE ONE(GO) strategic alliance together with ANSPs from the DANUBE FAB
and FAB CE.GATE One (GO) is a bottom up regional ANSP initiativeestablished
in 2013. The members of GO also include two ANSPsfrom third countries not
member of a FAB, i.e. M-NAV (Macedonia) and SMATSA(Serbia);

9 B4 Consortium, together with ANS CR (Czech Republicand LPS SR (Slovakia),
and linked parties from research (universities, research centres, consultancy)
and industry (equipment manufacturers) community . The B4 Consortium is a
member of ANSP Consortium A6+ on SESAR 2020 Programme content.

The Baltic FAB menbers have also been involved in exploring various initiatives with
other ANSP, although no projects have materialised. The scope of discussions includes

i Potential Data Link extension to Ukraine
i Potential FRA Extension to Ukraine and Belarus
9 Participation in Gate One FRA Study (13 ANSPs).

12 BALTIC FAB ANSP Cooperation Agreement, art. 4(2)(f) and Annex
13 BALTIC FAB response to ANSHevel data collection questionnaire
14 Information source: LSSIP Report Year 2015 Poland p. 34
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2.2.3.1 Overview of operational and technical elements

Geographic scope and
traffic features

Number of States

Scope of FAB service
provision

FAB
Business/Implementation
Plans

Airspace configuration /
ATFM

BALTIC FAB

Warsaw and Vilnius FIRs excluding those sectors
delegated to Sweden and Estonia.

FAB has the Russian Federation airspace of
Kaliningrad substantially dividing it.

The short border between the Warsaw and Vilnius
FIRs and the proximity of Kaliningrad limits
opportunities to optimise airspace or the route
network at a FAB level.

Significant over flight traffic - 81% in case of
Vilnius 60%, for Warsaw. The major flows are
North-South from Czech Republic to Poland and
East West from Germany to Poland.

Two state FAB - Poland and Lithuania.

Enroute ATS in the Warsaw and Vilnius FIRs.Two
ANSP independently provide the CNS systems,
AIS. The Polish ANSP also provides MET.

FAB Airspace plans, Operational concept,
Technology optimisation plans and CBA were
produced in 2012 to meet the requirements of
Article 3 of Commission Regulation (EU) N°
176/2011.

There are no publicly available updates of the
2012 documents.

The Performance Plans produced for the purposes
of the Performance Regulation (EU) No 390/2013
(and its predecessors) are in fact two separate
state performance plans not a FAB performance
plan and certainly do not qualify as a business
plan.

Flight efficiency already good*®.

Initial FRA has been initiated consistent with
ERNIP.

15 Baltic FAB Implementation Programme Progress Report, October 2014 November 2015
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Convergence of
operational concepts and
systems

FAB integration for
delivery  of the new
technology AND

Rationalisation of systems
and equipment

Rationalisation of support
services

f
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Harmonisation of procedures, although the
normal process of SLA updates between
neighbouring FIR would achieve the same end.
The FAB has possibly accelerated this.

Strategy of technical systems harmonisation as an
enabler for Cross Border Service provision,
dynamic sectorisation and Joint Contingency.

Key milestones are's;

0 2018 - Implementation of the initial Baltic
FAB ATM solution

o0 202071 Contingency Service Provision

0 2020 i Cross border Operations and
Dynamic sectorisation

Operationally, the States are quite different with
Poland having 87% of the combined en route
traffic and a history of capacity issues.
Comparatively, Lithuanian traffic is light and there
are no delays.

FAB common procurement strategy to optimise
procurement outcomes.

Major procurement under this strategy is to enter
iTEC. Once delivered, this provides a basis for
technical alignment in terms of FDPS capability
and common Controller Working Positions.

Both ANSPs will implement basic AMHS
capabilities to comply with European ATM Master
Plan (Level 3) requirements, at the same time.

Very little achieved beyond exchange of
information

Is a project for coordination of AIS but no
intention to rationalise on a single system.

The BALTIC FAB operational highlights are:

1 Free Route Airspace is being implemented, but not as a FAB as the two ANSPs plan
to implement it at different times. FRA is driven by the ERNIP and the Pilot Common

Project Reg (EU) 716/2014.

16 Baltic FAB- Towards Baltic FAB ATM System presentation to InterFAB Workshop Operations,
2-3 May, Frankfurt/Langen, Germany.
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1 Joint procurement of common FDPS [iTEC] is planned and contracts signed,
providing the technical basis for operational integration.

1 There is a clear technicd and operational roadmap.
1 There is a clear strategy, at three levels: individual ANSP initiatives, FAB initiatives,

Industrial Partnerships.

The study has also observed:

T Kaliningrad and it being a two State FAB are constraints: "The geographical area of
the Baltic FAB is suboptimal in regard to airspace. It is difficult to understand how
based upon the relative size, that the establishment of these 2-states as a stand-
alone FAB is likely to provide optimal use of airspace, human and technical
resources".’

1 The FAB is responding to this limitation by:

0 Both ANSPs are in the FAB part of the B4 Consortium- set up to participate
in the SESAR 2020 Research and Innovation Programme.

0 Also Lithuania expressed an intent to collaborate with neighbouring countries,
especially with Ukraine and Belarus.

1 The FAB is exploring options for working with other States and FABs - particularly
through the Gate One arrangement

1 The FAB has both articulated and, in the form of procuring a common technology
platform, commenced implementation of a plan which delivers cross border
operations, dynamic sectorisation and mutual contingency operations. Depending on
the detail, this may represent a high level of ambition in operational convergence
compared to other FABs.

1 The FAB has entered the iTEC (Interoperability Through European Collaboration)
alliance, which provides access to and the capacity to leverage expertise of other
partners.

1 The FAB is also recognised as bringing knowledge transfer benefits through informal
exchange of information.

Detailed review
Airspace configuration / ATFM

Warsaw FIR lies within the national borders to the East, South and West, where it borders
on respectively the Vilnius, Mi ns k, Lvi
and UIRs. To the North it covers part of the Baltic Sea and has common boundaries with
the Sweden and Kaliningrad FIRs. The air traffic service in two northern parts of the FIR
over the Baltic Sea is delegated to Sweden. Vilnius FIR adjoins Riga FIR to the north,

YAComment Response -BACTICMRABohsltatiolCfRobeEss under Commission
Regulation (EU) No. 176/2011
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Minsk FIR to the east and south, Kaliningrad FIR to the west, Warsaw FIR to the south -
west and Sweden FIRs to the west.'®

Despite the delegation of airspace, the FABOsS
and do not take into account air traffic and are significantly comp romised by the
Kaliningrad airspace intersecting the two FIRs.

The bulk of traffic is overflights, 81% in case of Vilnius 1° and 60% for Warsaw?°. Warsaw
has significant international arrivals and departure traffic.

The traffic flow analysis within the Concept of Operations supports the view with traffic
flow data that the establishment of a Polish -Lithuanian stand-alone FAB is a suboptimal
decision for European airspace management. Additionally, it would obviously be
beneficial to airspace design and managenent if the Russian Federation airspace for
Kaliningrad was included !

The FAB states manage FUA at an individual ASM level there is no concept of FAB level
ASM or ATFCM.Free Route Airspace [FRA] is being implemented consistenly with
European ATM Master Plan (Level 3). AOM21 and OI-Steps: AOM0401, AOMO0402.
However, the timeline is set on a state rather than FAB basis. In December 2015 Oro
Navigacijaimplemented FRA in upper airspace between FL245 and FL66&. About 50%
of planned benefits®® have so far been achieved. PANSA has a plan to implement FRA in
2019. Based on traffic flows between partner states, it seems that these two
implementations are not strictly a FAB project even though the project is coordinated by
the FAB.

Convergence of operational concepts and systems

Is dependent on achieving technical systems harmonisation as an enabler for Cross
Border Service provision, dynamic sectorisation and Joint Contingency.

Operationally the states are quite different with Poland having 87% of the combined en-
route traffic thus the potential operational gains available from the use of such strategies
is limited.

Rationalisation of systems and equipment

In July 2016 the FAB partners signed contracts with Indra for the deployment of iTEC
under the common procurement procedure. This system is essential for the deployment
of a common FDPS to support integrated services across the Baltic FAB.

18 Baltic FAB submission in accordance with Article 9a.3 of Regulation (EC) No. 550/2004 PMO,

version 2.0, 4 December 2012

18 Local Single Sky Imdementation Report (LSSIP) LITHUANIA- 2015

20 | ocal Single Sky Impementation Report (LSSIP) POLAND 2015

2AComment Response -BALCTICHAABCcoNSUltaticd Brickss under Commission

Regulation (EU) No. 176/2011

2 sUP 011/ 2015, Ol mpl ementati on of Free Rout e
http://www.ans.lt/media/cms_page_media/78/EY_Sup_A 2015 011 en.pdf, available on

1/12/2016

2 |Interview with Baltic FAB 29/11/16.
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Both ANSPs will implement basic AMHS capabilities to comply witHEuropean ATM Master
Plan (Level 3) requirements at the same time.?*

Performance scheme

1 Safety: the FAB targets submitted for RP2 are consistent with European wide target.

1 Environmental: the FAB targets submitted for RP2 are trend of ongoing improvement
and for RP2 are consistent with European wide target

9 Capacity: Lithuania has had excellent capacity performance. Poland had significant
problems in RP1 and does not plan to meet the planned RP2 capacity targets until
the end of RP2. However, the Baltic FAB capacity targets are consistent with the
respective FAB rekrence values.

T Cost: Polandés en route direct costs represen
Baltic FAB over RP2 thus the FAB target refl e
2019 the Baltic FAB unit cost will be 45.5% lower than the EU average.?®

2.2.4 Assessment of economic aspects

2.2.4.1 FAB CBA analysis

The Baltic FAB submitted its CBA in 2012. Benefits were mainly expected in the following
areas®®:

Savings:

1 Technical benefits include the capital and operating cost savings arising from
technical opportunities;

9 Operational benefits include indirect benefits such as ATCO cost savings, and
other capital and operating cost savings from operational opportunities;

1 Financial savings include indirect financial benefits from the MET service
provision opportunity and from sharing best practices;

1 Safety savings include capital and operating cost reductions arising from safety
opportunities;

91 Delay savings and flight efficiency benefits include direct benefits to users arising
from operational opportunities.

Impacts on performance:

1 Capacity: the FAB opportunities have no impact on en-route ATFM delay, as delay
is expected to reach optimum levels from 2013. Any capacity improvements from
FAB opportunities translate into cost savings from better utilisation of ATCOs;

24 European ATM Master Plan Level 3 Report Implementation View - 2015

2 PRB Assessment of RP2 FAB Revised Performance TargetdANUBE FAB Version 3.1-
16/10/2015

26 Baltic FAB Submission, Chapter 2 Baltic FAB Benefits Statement, 2012.
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i Financial costeffectiveness: working together in FAB cooperation can bring
improvements in cost-effectiveness of around 5% up to 2030. This represents a
cost saving of 019 per flight hour i

1 Economic costeffectiveness: since there are no delay benefits from the FAB, and
horizontal flight efficiency benefits are negligible, the economic cost effectiveness
improvement is the same as the financial cost-effectiveness improvement;

1 En-route unit rate: the FAB opportunities bring improvements to the averag e en-
route unit rate of up to 2.5% by 2015;

1 Vertical flight efficiency: the FAB opportunities improve vertical flight efficiency,

n 2

| eading to fuel <cost savings of around

to airspace users.

The CBA reported an expected NPV of 0129.4m in 2030.
savings to the ANSPs, through efficiencies from working together which can be passed
through as unit rate reductions. There are also benefits from fuel savings and delay
reduction, which accrue directly to airspace users. Baltic FAB indicated that the benefits
for Baltic FAB are limited due to their short common border, limited shared traffic and
disparate country sizes. The CBA includes scenarios of intefFAB cooperation, which
would bring three categories of benefits:

1 Savings in ATM/CNS costs for the ANSPs, through a reduced requirement for
staffing, through rationalisation or better planning of infrastructure, through
economies of scale, and sharing of resources;

9 Flight efficiency benefits through b etter flight profiles and direct routing, leading
to savings in fuel costs for airspace users and reduced km flown, with consequent
reductions in CO2 emissions;

1 Reduced ATFM delay for airspace users.

At the time of writing the CBA, Baltic FAB had not furth er explored the potential of inter -
FAB cooperation.

As mentioned in Section 2.1.3, FRA has been initiated consistent with ERNIP, but not as
a FAB. The two ANSP plan to implement at different times. Other initiated elements
under Section 2.1.3 may lead to economic benefits.

In response to the ANSP level data collection questionnaire, complemented with an
interview, Baltic FAB indicates the following on flight efficiency benefits: the progress on

the establishment of FRA within Baltic FAB and the convergence of ATM systems in the
Baltic FAB ACCs and Cross Bder Service Provision with Joint Contingency Provision.
Benefits are being achieved, however not as a result of the Baltic FAB initiatives per se:
both ANSPs strive to deliver efficient traffic management as a daily routine and also as
an effect of earlier projects. Baltic FAB foresees that the latter benefit will also lead to

lower costs in the system maintenance area. For Lithuania about 50% of the FRA benefits
have been achieved. FRA in Poland is scheduled for 2019. It is not strictly a FAB project,
because of the traffic flows between the states. This project is however coordinated with
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