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Context and objectives of this session

• SES II package adopted

• Focus on performance scheme

– Key features

– Roles and responsibilities

– Implementation schedule

Performance Review Commission

– Initial views 
on Performance indicators and targets

• Open discussion
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SES II

SES II packageSES II package

Performance Safety

Performance

scheme

FABs

R&D

SESAR
EASA

+ ATM, airports

Airports

Airport 

Observatory

Performance Review Commission

FABs

Network Mgt

& Design (NMD)

Charging

scheme



4

The SES II Performance scheme

• The SES II performance scheme (Art 11 FR) includes 

1. Selection of appropriate KPAs, KPIs

2. Reference periods for performance targets (3 to 5 years)
– Reference periods synchronised across Europe

– First reference period: 2012-14

3. Community targets (EC)

4. National/FAB performance plans (States/NSAs)

Performance Review Commission

– Targets, incentives 

5. Consistency check between European and local targets (EC)

6. Periodic review, monitoring and benchmarking of performance
– “Periodic review, monitoring and benchmarking of performance of ANS and 

network functions ” (Art 11.1c FR)

7. An independent Performance Review Body 
– assisting the EC

– assisting the NSAs on request
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Roles, responsibilities and timing

1st Reference period
Targets set

NSA input 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

2nd RP

Nat./FAB 
performance NSA input 

Nat./FAB 
performance 
plans RP2 

Performance Review Commission

NSA input 

European  
targets
for RP1

(EC/PRB)

performance 
plans RP1 

(NSA/States)

Review of  
consistency with 
European targets

(EC/PRB) 

NSA input 

European  
targets
for RP1

(EC/PRB)

plans RP2 
(NSA/States)

Review of  
consistency 

with 
European 

targets
(EC/PRB) 
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Cascading targets

• To whom will SES targets apply?

– States or FABs (at their discretion)
– ANSPs

– METPs

– NSAs

– NMD?

– Depending on who is accountable

EuropeanEuropean

NationalNational FABFAB

ATSPATSPATSPATSP

NMDNMD

Performance Review Commission

– Depending on KPA
ATSPATSP

ATSPATSP

ATSPATSP

METPMETP

ATSPATSP

METPMETP
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Consistency in SES

Regulatory Service Provision R&D Pillar

Inform PRB

Targets?

SESAR WP C

Information about mature developments 
(CBA, etc.)

SESAR WP B

Information about performance gaps

Multi -annual

ECSSC

IR

Community targets + 
consistency criteriaPRB

Governance

NMD

- ATFM
- Route design
- Scarce resources
- Other?

NMD KPIs
Targets?

E
ur

op
ea

n

Performance Review Commission

Multi -annual

1) Consistency of performance 
plans, ANSP governance, 
Business plans

2) Performance part of ANSP 
business plans must be part 
of the performance scheme

3) NMD role in perf. scheme

4) Two-way link with SESAR

3-5 years Yearly update

FAB/national 
Performance plans

NSA
ANSP Business Plans

Annual Plans

ANSP KPIs, targets, incentives

GovernanceStates

N
at

io
na

l/F
A

B
 



8

Incentives

• SES II legislation states:

– “[Performance] plans shall include an appropriate incentive scheme as adopted by 
the Member State(s)”

– “IRs shall cover … general principles for the setting up by Member States of the 
incentive scheme

• Incentives should define in advance what happens if  targets are exceeded or missed

• Incentives should focus attention towards improved system performance 

• Incentives should apply on those who are accountabl e

Performance Review Commission

• Incentives should apply on those who are accountabl e

• Notion of risk sharing

– Traffic risk

– Allowing higher ANSP revenue in case of traffic higher than planned (less than proportional), 
and conversely lower revenue if traffic lower (also less than proportional). 
Incentive to ANSP to be responsive to traffic variations while protecting it in case of traffic downturn

– Cost risk: Users would no longer bear all ANSP costs above agreed levels

• Financial and non-financial incentives
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• SES Legislation

– Framework regulation Article 11

• IR being developed under EC authority

• PS Implementation (PRC initiative)

– Perform PRB duties

Implementation of performance scheme

IRIR
(EC)(EC)

IC
A

O
 standards

IC
A

O
 standards

ArtArt
1111

P
erform

ance schem
e

P
erform

ance schem
e

Performance Review Commission

PSPS
ImplementationImplementation

PerformancePerformance
ManagementManagement
(ANSP, NMD)(ANSP, NMD)

– Perform PRB duties

– Refine roles, processes
– PRB, NSA, ANSPs, users, staff, etc

– Guidance material for all

• Performance management

– Essential for improved performance!

IC
A

O
 standards

IC
A

O
 standards

P
erform

ance schem
e

P
erform

ance schem
e

Performance
Scheme Implement.
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• Performance scheme 

– Key Performance Indicators (KPI) on 
which official targets are set 

– Performance Indicators (PI)
for official performance monitoring

– The PRC has developed implementation 
proposals in a Discussion paper 

Performance targets, monitoring and management

KPIs KPIs 
(Targets)(Targets)

OfficialOfficial
PerformancePerformance

P
erform

ance S
chem

e

Performance Review Commission

• Performance management

– Business Plans, 
Information systems, 
Management processes,
Operations, etc…

MonitoringMonitoring

PerformancePerformance
ManagementManagement
ANSP, NMDANSP, NMD

P
erform

ance S
chem

e
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Priorities for first reference period

• Performance targets for RP 1:
PRC proposes to focus 
on 4 specified KPAs 

– Safety

– Capacity 

– Cost-Efficiency

– Environment

– In principle 1 KPI per KPA

Performance Review Commission

– In principle 1 KPI per KPA

• Performance monitoring

– Gate-to-gate from RP1

– More indicators

– Will eventually cover 
all ICAO KPAs

• Cost-effectiveness (ICAO) 
= Cost-Efficiency (SES)
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Approach to Safety – Initial views

• Performance pillar

– Explicitly includes Safety 

– Proposed targets for RP 1

– Safety maturity (European and local targets)

– Top 3 key risk areas (Local targets)

– Monitoring using automated safety data acquisition 

– Where available, compulsory from 2015

– No financial incentives related to safety

– Consistency with State Safety Programmes

ICAO SARPs
Safety pillar

National rules

Oversight
EASA - NSAs

ICAO guidance
Performance
Pillar - SES

Safety

Performance Review Commission

– Consistency with State Safety Programmes

– Alarm signal when risk level exceeded

– Corrective actions under Safety Pillar

• Safety pillar 

– Rulemaking, Oversight

– EASA role extended to ATM and airports

• Link with other Key Performance Areas 

– Evidence that safety is not compromised 

– No trade-offs with other KPAs

EASA - NSAs

Overall 
Performance

Sustainable
development
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What is measured today

• European level
– Sep. Infringements

– Runway Incursions 

– Maturity 
– PC target

Performance Review Commission
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KPA Capacity 

• Capacity plays a central role in ANS performance 

– Directly influences Punctuality, ENV, Flight-Efficiency, Cost-Efficiency

• Proposed European/national targets for RP 1

– % flights delayed more than 15 minutes due to en-route ATFM

Safety

ENV, 

Within safety requirements

Capacity demand balancing

• Trade-off capacity/delays

Performance Review Commission

Cost –
efficiency

Capacity Punctuality
(Delays)

ENV, 
Flight-

Efficiency

• Trade-off capacity/delays

– Lack of capacity can be captured 
through ATFM delays

– Spare capacity is reflected 
in cost-efficiency

Airspace design and use

• Trade-off capacity/Flight-Eff.
DCBDCB

Airspace Airspace 
design & usedesign & use

Traffic
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Cost-effectiveness
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-20% decrease in en -route 

• User charges (en-route + terminal) in 2007: €8.4 B

• Significant improvement from 2003 to 2007

– Costs growing slower than traffic

• Trends are reversing with current crisis

• Proposed European/national targets for RP 1

– En-route unit rates
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Cost-effectiveness dynamics 

+12.7%

+24.1%

+10.1%

+0.6%

+20.7%

Decrease in
unit ATM/CNS 

provision costs
2003-2007

decreased 
support costs 
per composite 

flight-hour

Weight
31%

Weight
69%

Performance Review Commission

-9.8%

-16.6%

"Traffic 
effect"

increased 
ATCO-hour 
productivity

"Support 
costs effect"

increased 
employment 

costs per 
ATCO-hour

increased 
ATCO 

employment 
costs per 

composite flight-
hour

Financial cost-effectiveness trends (2003-07)
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Environment, Flight-efficiency 
• Environment and flight-efficiency linked
• Flight efficiency: high performance impact

– High economic impact (>€3 B p.a.) 
– Significant environmental impact 

• Indicators just becoming available
• Network-wide issues
• Proposed European KPIs  

– Route efficiency for RP 1 (G.circle/actual)
– Fuel efficiency from RP 2 
– A target for Network Management function? 

Fuel M Euro

Horizontal efficiency 3.6% 2400

Vertical efficiency 0.6% 130

TMA airborne delays 1.6%

Taxi delays 0.8%

Total 6.4% > 3000

-1.6% -1.1% -0.9% 2.5%
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Cost of route extension

Cost of ATFM delay

Cost of capacity

Performance Review Commission

– A target for Network Management function? Total 6.4% > 3000

Airborne
delays Horizontal

Vertical

Taxi
delays

Routing within 
state
63%State interfaces 

within FAB
11%

FAB 
interfaces

26%
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Trade-offs

-1.6% -1.1% -0.9% 2.5%
1.20

1.40

• Total user cost is useful indicator 

– to understand trade-offs and respective weights between KPAs in 
proposing performance targets (within given safety levels)

– as ex-post success test

• Not deemed suitable for target setting

Performance Review Commission
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Conclusions

• The performance scheme is a key element of SES II

• Delicate balance to be struck between conflicting d emands

• Tight deadlines for implementation

– First reference period starts in 2012

– European targets will be officially proposed in second half of 2010

– FABs/ States will have to adopt their own performance plans in 2011
– Targets + incentives

Performance Review Commission

– All stakeholders have a role to play, must get ready 
– Several communication channels

– EC: ICB, social dialogue, etc

– PRC: Open meetings, specific briefings, PSFG, etc

– NSAs, ANSPs, etc

• The success test is improved performance 
while respecting safety requirements

• Looking forward to further work with all of you!
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Performance Review Commission

Questions
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Target setting process (1/3) – Community-wide target s

PRBPRB

NSAsNSAs

Relevant Relevant 
inputsinputs

European European 
CommissionCommission

Proposed CommunityProposed Community--
wide performance wide performance 

targetstargets

Independent Independent 
analysisanalysis

Performance Review Commission

NSAsNSAs

SSC SSC 
regulatory regulatory 

opinionopinion

Adoption of Adoption of 
Community wide Community wide 

performance targets performance targets 
by ECby EC
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Target setting process(2/3) – National/FAB targets

NSAsNSAs StateState

Proposed national/FAB Proposed national/FAB 
Performance plan with:Performance plan with:

•• Performance targetsPerformance targets

•• Appropriate incentive schemeAppropriate incentive scheme

In consultation with:In consultation with:
Adoption of Adoption of 

Adopted CommunityAdopted Community--
wide performance wide performance 

targetstargets

AdAd--hoc hoc 

Performance Review Commission

In consultation with:In consultation with:

•• ANSPs, airspace users rep.ANSPs, airspace users rep.

•• Where relevant, airport Where relevant, airport 
operators and coordinatorsoperators and coordinators

Adoption of Adoption of 
performance plan performance plan 

by Stateby State

European European 
CommissionCommission

Transmission to Transmission to 
European European 

CommissionCommission

PRBPRB

AdAd--hoc hoc 
supportsupport
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Target setting process(3/3) – Assessment of targets

StateState Proposed national/FAB Performance Proposed national/FAB Performance 
planplan

State adoptsState adopts
revised targets and appropriate revised targets and appropriate 

measuresmeasures

OKOK

NSAsNSAs
EC recommendation to EC recommendation to 

propose revised propose revised 
targetstargets

not OKnot OK

SSC SSC 
advisory advisory 
opinionopinion

SSC SSC 
regulatory regulatory 

opinionopinion

European European 
CommissionCommission

Assessment Assessment 
against against 
criteria criteria 

defined in defined in 
IRIR

PRBPRB

EC Decision that State EC Decision that State 
takes corrective takes corrective 

measuresmeasures

Performance Review Commission

measuresmeasures

European European 
CommissionCommission

OKOK
Start of Review Start of Review 

PeriodPeriod

not OKnot OK

opinionopinion

Assessment Assessment 
against against 
criteria criteria 

defined in IRdefined in IR

PRBPRB

State implements State implements 
EC decisionEC decision

measuresmeasures

oror

EC revises the EC revises the 
CommunityCommunity--wide wide 

performance targetsperformance targets


