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1. Summay of theoutcome of the consultatior

1. Summary of the outcome of the consultation

A total of 2610 comments were received on NP@21-14 from 104 differenstakeholders.

104 stakeholders comments
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This diagram specifies the distributiohcommentsamong the different stakeholders

Number of comments other NPA parts

m General comments
‘ ’ = Explanatory Note
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The Explanatory Note has been subject to many comments with more than a hundred.
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1. Summay of theoutcome of the consultatior

Number of comments per regulation

m Reg 2021/664
= Reg. 2021/665
= Reg. 2021/666

The majority of the comments relate to Regulatififl))2021/664 This is due to the fact that this
Regulation contains the main regulatory package including all thpadeservices, the concept of-U

space airspace and its management by the Member States in terms of risk assessment and
responsibilities, the dynamic reconfiguration of thespace airspace, the operational functioning of

the common information services and tkertification scheme for USSPs, among others.
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This graphic shows the most commented provisions. The most commented subject relates to the
airspace risk assessment, followed by the AMC/GM on the UAS flight authorisation service. The
proposals on the dymaic airspace reconfigurationeve also heavily commented with 201 comments.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

2. Individualcomments and responses

Inrespondingtoth®© 2 YYSy G azX GKS F2ft26Ay3 GSN¥YAy2f238 Aa
(8) Acceptedt EASA agrees with the comment and any proposed change is incorporated into the text.

(b) Partially accepted EASA either partially agrees with the comment or agrees witht itiguproposed
change is partially incorporated into the text.

(c) Notedt EASA acknowledges the comment, but no change to the text is considered necessary.

(d) Not acceptedt EASA does not agree with the comment or proposed change.

General Comments

comment | Comment 1:U-Space Airspace volumes are not always well defined

Comment 2:A data link between the ATC in charge and the CIS is necessary to al
a real time exchange of the air situation picture between the two.

Comment3: method/protocol to interface with USSP services should be standard
precised and harmonized aca®Europe

Comment 4. The NPA 20244 includes more concept description than providin
compliance means and many aspects are still open or not addressed.

Comment5: A table of abbreviations should be added for easier reference.

Comment6: The question ofihancing the development and operation ofdgace is stil
outstanding. The costs should be covered solely by UAS operators/owners and st
be transferred to the participants in manned aviation.

Comment7: Drones who want to use existing airspace must adapt to the existing
of manned aircraft and not the other way around.

Comment 8: A lot of elements are missing that will appear step by step with
implementation attempts. Actual implementation is ays different from a pure pape
drafting exercise and turning "words on paper" into "operational reality" will not b
easy process.

Comment 9 Existing research, technical development and systems should be nc
and identified as an option or readyade solution for this concept.

Comment10: U-Space concept should be implemented only into areas where r
needed.

Comment11l: U-Space concept should be implemented stgpstep according to the
phase of technical development to collect and utilize eigrare from the testingphase.

**
*
*
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2. Individual comments and respons:

Commentl2: Due to the early stage of-Bpace concept it should be implemented bel
altitude 150m/ 500 FT AGL.

Comment13: U-Space airspace designation should be uniform across all EU Mg
States to generate a single markiet drones that encourages safety, innovation &
a20ASGLE FOOSLIFYyOSd ¢KS OdzNNB{yLdl Nt
Member States are entitled to designateSpace airspace merely on the basis of a
assessment, this could lead inconsistent and multiple interpretations of-8pace
across Europe. We call on the introduction of clear guidelines-@pa¢e designatio
and to ensure a minimum level of consistency.

Commentl4: Ensuring a competitive-Spacerequirements to becomae certified USSF
are very strict and restrictive, which could prevent a lot of actors from being able to
those strict requirements; this could result in lack of competition in the market.

Commentl5: Ensuring consistent implementation: The Regulag@pplication date (2!
January 2023) is not a mandatory timeline for the implementation-8jpdce, but rathe
a starting point for Member States to refer to the regulation. There is no consisten
when each Member States will start developingsplace mspaces (some of them ai
already developing trial projects). It would be helpful to understand where Mer
States stand on the implementation, against this timeline.

Commentl6: The Uspace regulatiooes not seem to beomplying with the ICAO UT
framework for global harmonisation. What is the reasoning behind this decision tak
have separate rules in the EU? When do you plan to reconciliate-spatk regulatior
with the ICAO UTM framework?

Comment 17: Some in the GA community consider that th&A includes hidde
provisions that could be harmful for them. Could you reassure them ?

Comment18: The guidance provided in the NPA is not sufficient to clarifctimeept of
operation.In many cases, the AMGM are repeating the content of the articles of t
IR, without providing additional useful information that is missing or on the cont
extremely technical and detailed material based on industry standardisation docur
(sometimes still in draft status). A number of sections of the explanatory note
superficial and do not provide the expected justification and explanations that ¢
clarify the meaning or intention of some AMC or GM.

Comment19: The current proposal is bagen the (false) premise, that there is little
traffic below 500 feet and more traffic above 500 feetsphce should not be
established in uncontrolled airspace, unless all the operations that take place in G
E, be it paragliding, model aircraft op&oms or speed flying can seamlessly take
place in the ktkpace airspace through conspicuity.

response| Comment 1:PARTIALLY ACCEPTED. There is no simple and generic definitpacd
but a series of attributes and needs. Clarification have been brought to the text.

Comment 2NOTEDAs per the Art 5 (2) and Annex Il of the (EU) Regulation 2021/66.
ATdsa provider of common information, and may also adhere to the CIS.

**
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2. Individual comments and respons:
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*
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Comment 3:NOTED. While ensuring interoperability is a key factor, at this stage ¢
implementation there a no consensus in the industry on how to exchange the infornm
between USSPt is then too premature to enforce a standard. Flexibility and I
arrangements is offered to the USSP to define the most suitable way to exc
information.

Comment 4.PARTIALLY ACCEPTED. The NPA2@2Etady offeed in numerous area:
detailed iformation. However it isrecognisedthat some compliance meansad to be
clarified andcomplemented(e.g. for Art 3(4), Art 7, Art )5

Comment 5 NOTED. Definitions, including acronyms have been locally added

Comment 6 NOTED. The implementation is supported by the numerous actors in av
that are impacted by the {gace implementation. The affordability and flexibility of t
proposed technical solutions (e.g-censpicuity) has been a key driver in the E/
approach.

Comment 7 NOTEDEnsuring safety continuum with manned aviation, while wic
enablingintegrationof dronesoperationsgoes throughadjustments of the existing usag
of airspaceAt this stage of the implementation, the required technical building blocks
DAA) are not available to ensure full and transparent integration of drones in the airs

Comment 8 NOTED. The AMC/GM have been refined and complemented to pr
missng and more concrete or operational considerations.

Comment 9NOTED. Outcome and feedback of reseantten duly validated and releval
are considered by EASA in the frame eddce implementation.

Comment 10 NOTED. EASA confirms that the whole aicspis not meant to becomle-
space where the designation of 4Space has an interesfhe designation of {dpace
airspace is the responsibility of each Member States and guidance is provide to s
the process of designation.

Comment 11NOTEDThe AMCGM need to be developed enough to ensure the efficie
and safety of the first implementations. Nevertheless the AMC/GM will benefits o
experience gaied from the first implementations.

Comment 12 NOTED. The limitation to 500ft has been consolidaed confirmedwith
the answerdi 2 (0 KS WW de® &K hag feemin@obluced.

Comment 13 NOTED. The designation ofspace is not mandatory, and as per 1
performance based approach underlying thephce implementation, flexibility is offere
Vailiations may indeed exist on purpose. Nevertheless the AMC/GM have been clari
ensure more consistent application, and EASA will foster harmonisation between Me
States.

Comment 14 NOTED. The USSP will be subject to the same AMC/GM and atéstif
activities, fairness will be ensured between competitors. The AMC/GM have
developed to enable drones operation whiteaintaining safety continuum with manne
aviation. The overall level of safety should not be compromised, thus it may indagezkoh
that some Applicants may not be eligible until they satisfy a certain level of qt
However, the kbspace framework is performance based and the AMC/GM has

:. TE.RPRO.068-007 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
kX Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status througBAB& intranet/internet. Page7 of 196



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency CRIR021-14

2. Individual comments and respons:

tailored for the specificities of idpace and to enable as much as safely practictdale
implementation.

Comment 15 NOTED. The designation ofspace is not mandatory, and as per 1
performance based approach underlying thesphce implementation, flexibility is offere
G2 aSYoOSNJ adl 0Sa 66KSYy3> ¢ K SHdihankation b&weér
Member States.

Comment 16 NOTEDThe Uspace regulatiomomplieswith the ICAO UTM framework

Comment 17NOTED. The impact on the GA community is clearly identified and is r:
to SERA6005(c) and the need to be becoco@spicuous in dpace established i
uncontrolled area.

Comment 18 PARTIALLY ACCEPTED. The NPA2@Rtady offered in numerous are
detailed information. However, it is recognised that some concrete and operati
perspective had to be complementéd.g. for Art 3(4), Art 7, Art 15).

Comment 1I9NOT ACCEPTED. Per the regulation applicable to GA the flight mustr
conduct below 500 ft. The limitation of-§pace ensures a first layer of strategic
deconfliction between manned and unmanned &éft. For the other kind of manned
aircraft crossing t$pace airspace in uncontrolled airspace, they shall make themsel\
conspicwus.

change to text| YES

QUESTIONS TO STAKEHOLDERS

LI N} INJ LK G2 FAYyLE 9!{1Qa 550AaA2y 6AGK (KS

Q11 Stakeholders are invited to express their opinion on the addition of this applicability and sc

comment | § Although the limitation of scope arapplicability is understandable from a techni

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

standpoint, it will be very hard to develop procedures and implemergphice
elements without a correct and up to date understanding of the legislation i.e
AMC and GM

 Utmost importance not to limit thé application to a maximum height : doing
would hinder the emergence of advanced and innovative solutions, and :
current preimplementations of kspace do not have such height limitations (
instance implementation in CTR aiming at facilitating th@vision of flight
authorisations to UAS operators).

1 Support the introduction of an upper limit of iSpace. Several surveys in Europe h
shown that namely UAVs carrying passengers lack social acceptance. The pi
step bystep-approach is reasonahlé maximum height of 500 ft/AGL for$pace
seems appropriate
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2. Individual comments and respons:

)l

Despite the fact that k$pace airspaces have been considered as Very Low
airspaces, the proposed AMC/GM shoantat be limited to certain low level height:

response; NOTEDEASA 28takeholders responded to Q1.

15 are in favour of a limitation of scope

6 are not in favour of limiting the scope

2 are indecisive

change to text| EASA will include an applicability and scope paragraph irEfhBecision limiting the
application of the AMC & GM to cases eEphce implementation that concern-&pace
airspaces that are below certain altitude or height (e.g. low level airspace bel0vit):
and to certain UAS traffic and traffic complexity excluding the applicability for

operations carrying passengers for instance.

segregation.

Q21 Stakeholders are invited to express their opinion on this provision. EASA welcomes any altern
proposal to cover the need of applying protection buffers within the-dpace airspace to ensur

ative

SEGREGATION ASSURANCE

Protection buffers should be applied internally in the design phase, valssassing the volume of airspace
to be designated as Space airspace, so that flight authorisations are only granted to a specified
vertical/horizontal distance from the {gpace airspace limits. ATC would thus be entitled to manage any
volume of controllel airspace external to the-Ebace airspace. The upper limit of thesphce airspace
should be considered part of the-gpace.

comment |

)l

*
*
*

**

support this formulation in principland welcome proposal for applying buffers
protection buffer is needed at least sbme scenarios, but what is considerec
sufficient distance to segregate/separate UAS from manned traffic shoul
determined taking into account whether the UAS is performing VLOS or E
operations, and whether they are protected in relation to maninédeR or IFR traffi
in uncontrolled or controlled airspace.

needto take into accounbuffersinsideand outsidethe U-space airspace

need to define an unambiguous, known and constant limit betweeapate
operations and ATM operations so that any portimfrairspace external to {gpace
airspace can be fully managed using normal ATM standards and procedures
there seems to be no need to introduce additional buffers between a U spac:
the surrounding controlled airspace as the U space airspace can tefigeoed at
any time

predetermined performance buffers are unable to account for the performe
characteristics of UAS

:. TE.RPRO.068-007 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response| NOTED. EASA acknowledges the comments received and note that no alternative
to the proposed AMC was seritherefore, the AMC will remain as it is. However it wil
revised at a later stage, taking due account of the comments as it is considered that |
assessment and possible consultation on this subject are needed.

change to text| NO

Q31 Stakeholders are invited to provide their opinion on the possibility to express a latency number for
the distribution of traffic information data to UAS operators.

TIMELINESS

Traffic information should bmade available with a latency that is lower than that necessary for the proper
functioning of the traffic information service, in at least®0of the time.

comment|§ Stakeholders generally do not express a proposal for latency for the distributi
data for the network identification servicedowever, someproposas indicates a
latency numbeof 5 seconds obetween 1020 seconds.

1 Many comments underline that the number would depend on (1) the performz
of the UAS (2) on the performance of the other taaffic (3) on the airspace ris
assessment/safety case and the business model.

1 Other comments highlight the need to express a latency for the traffic inform:
service rather than including it in the CIS.

T In addition, such latency could only be derifeain operational experience which
currently lacking that would provide more data and further research. Demonstri
and validation would identify the best latency number for different use case.

response| NOTED. Text remains as it is and wilhbsessed in the future when further operationa
experience can support the determination of a latency value

change to text| NO.

Q41 Stakeholders are invited to provide their opinion on the possibility to express a latency number|for
the distribution of data for the network identification service.

CONTINUOUS PROCESSING

USSP should demonstrate a response time for distributing data received from the UAS or other service
providers that ismaller than the latency necessary for the proper functioning of the traffic information
service, this at least 9% of the time.

**
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

1 Stakeholders do not express a proposal for latency for the distribution of data fc
network identification service

1 Many comments underline that the number would depend on (1) the performz
of the UAS (2) on the performance of the other air traffic (3) on the
assessment/safety case and the business model.

1 Other comments highlight the need to express a latefarythe traffic information
service rather than for the network id

T Inaddition,such latency could only be derived from operational experience whi
currently lackinghat would provide more data and further research. Demonstrai
and validation wold identify the best latency number for different use case.

NOTED. Text remains as it is and will be assessed in the future when further operat
experience can support the determination of a latency value

NO.

Subjectmatter and scope

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

GML1 Article 1(1)

Comment 1 Some of the activities included are state e.g. excluded from the requirel
for civil aviation and the other are public which should be included. Proposal:
clarification is needed.

GML1 Article 13)

Comment 2 Point(c)@) means that certified UAS flying according to IFR rules couli
either ATS or USSP services, while crewed IFR aircraft can only use ATS services
be considered to also enable crewed aircrafts (like UAS type #3) tJ8S@ service
when flying in tspace airspace.

Comment 3¢)(2) the need to register as operator is linked also to below 250g UAs
these UAs have cameras (sensor to capture private data).

Comment4: Please specify if exclusion fromspace provisionalso covers those UAs
Al subcategories which have cameras on board.

Comment5: Consider widening the applicability to include manned eVTOL operatic

Comment6:; exemption of IFRUASG ¢ KA & R2S8a y2iG SEOf dzR
U-spaceairspace with the support of d LJ- OS & Mdid@splarktion neededhow
can a certified UAS usedJservices if the Art.1(3c) states that the Regulation shal
apply to operations of UAS conducted as IFR?
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

response

Comment 1.NOTEDImplicitly all civil operations are supported, emphasis is made or
areas which required clarifications, such as state operations.

Comment 2NOT ACCEPTHD this stage of the implementation it is considered to
LINBY | G dzNB G2 &dzLJLJ2 Nlion@ RISNRé D2V aDadA k&
the possibilities.

Comment 3ACCEPTEBentence removed.
Comment4: NOTED YesUAS< 250gare excluded.

Comment5: NOT ACCEPTED. The regulatory framework for the manned eVTOL is
impacted by the introduction of the drone regulatory framework (with the sole excep
for the SERA6005).

Comment6: NOTED. Those UAS even if IFR capable may still be operated wsfisioeU
airspaces, provided to satisfy the conditions of the (EU) 2021/664.

YES

Definitions

comment

response

The cases to apply the dynamic airspace reconfiguration when -gfront changes
would be needed are not always exceptional.

This GM only provide some examples of cases when such dynamic airspace reconfi
should be applied. Other cases may exist. Of course, every time there is a need t
such reconfiguration, it shall be done.

change to text| YES

U-space airspace and airspace risk assessment

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

Generic comments

Comment 1The Uspace airspace should enable the drones operation not restrict tt
Comment 2:The Uspace airspace designation, Risk Assessnugfinition of the
performance requirementsgtc... require harmonisation to ensure safe atwhsistent
KENY2yAaldAazy o0SGs6SSy aidl 1SK2f RSNAR o
Comment3: Who is responsible for conducting the airspace risk assessment?
Comment 4 Clear tiggers and pros and coms established kspace airspace should t
established.

Comment 5 AMC/GM related to the Art.3(4re missing.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**

*
*
*
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Comment 6:An AMC/GM shouldescribe the crosborder Uspace setup.

Commentl: NOT ACCEPTED. Tkspllce design has necessarily to establish bounda
and acceptability criteria to ensure a safe design and to ensure safe management o
operations.EASA reminds that-Epace is meant to safely enable dense and complex
drones operation (e.g. BVLOS).

Comment 2NOTED. EASA has launched harmonisation activities to ensure alignme
between stakeholders.

Comment 3NOTED. The airspace risk assessmentifis 6 S LIS NF 2 NY S R
I dzi K2NR(G&¢é¢ RS&AAIYyFrGSR o0& (G4KS aSYoSNJ {

to the Article 18(f).

Comment 4NOTED. EASA may further complete the set of AMC/GM to clarify thost
criteria.

Comment 5ACCEPTED. AMC/GM to Art.3(4) have been developed.

Comment6: NOTED. Complementary AMC/GM maybe further elaborated to addres
crossborder operations.

Yes

AMCL1 Article 3(1) $pace airspace

in risk assessments. Please provide explanation.

Comment2: GM4 Article 3(1) letter (c) paragraph (2), stafesy X 8 ¢ KA OK
the potential failure ofthe & LI OS T dzy O (tAf25/11afS EEpSGEBtoDha
aeaiasSvyeo

Comment3: The airspace risk assessment should be made before the establishm
the U-space airspace and before changes to thepace airspace affecting the initi
FANBLI OS NARa]l aasSaavySyid FNBE AyiNRRdz

Comment 1: PARTIALLY ACCERTHIRAanges made to AMCL1 (a)(2)
GComment 2: PARTIALLY ACCERT®EDnition added in the Art 15
Comment 3: PARTIALLY ACCERTHEANges made to AMC1 b)

Yes

AMC1 Article 3(1) $pace airspace

There is a need for an overall safety and risk assessment for all hazards so far id
with regard to drone operations.

Partial safety cases or riglssessment will not prove that an overall safety case is
achieving positive values.

On top of that: How can a risk be assessed adequately at all? A risk might be very sut
The establishment of a methodology for risk assessments for speaiéigary type of
operation (e.g., SORA, assessment fadefined scenario) is not part of the scope of t
section; however, this Item should be identified for further research.

What is the exact Target Levels of Safety shall be in terms of fataliteboques of
operation / year / million movements? And how this will be measured?

The mitigation measures established by the UAS operator limit the risk of operation
acceptable level, but might interfere with the mission planned.
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change to text

change to text

change to text

change to text

*
*
*

**

ok

*

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

The question arisek 2 6 SOSNE g KI & al OOSLIilI ot S f S¢
NOTED.

The way the Target level of safety is considered in this document is that there ar
possible levels of granularity. There could be a qualitative level and quantitative le
RSGOSNXAYS AlGd LGQA dzLd G2 St OK Y SondedtNd
evaluate how confident they are in assuring a specific level of safety. Most will have t
by the qualitative (based on risk perception and social acceptability) while the quanti
level will come later with the recording of data andther experience.

No

GML1 Article 3(1) tbpace airspace

(a) (2), suggested the following sentence: "To create a known traffic environme
means of conspicuity.” Not to leave an impression that UAS compromisatéwy if not
visible to ATC.

PARTIALLY ACCERTED

Yes

GML1 Article 3(1) bpace airspace

How Uspace is meant to support detection of unlawful or malicious operations ?

NOTED.

The Network Information service and Traffic Information helps to discriminate betwe
authorised and norauthorised operations. Some MS may-gptmeans to esure that
the detection is possible.

Yes

GM2 Article 3(1) Airspace Risk Assessme@General

Clarification needed for the execution of SORA by UAS operators, regarding their ri
the inputs from the airspace rislssessment.

ACCEPTEDhe conditions under which operators shall execute SORA and how it
from Airspace Risk Assessmang clarified

Yes

GM3 Article 3(1) Airspace Risk AssessmerRrocess phases

Comment 1 There were requests to include the mitigation phase inside airspact
assessment and not outside the process
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change to text

*
*
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*
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response

comment

response

Comment 2:Request to develop and AMC/GM related to Article 3.3. or to deal with
topics in the Airspace risk assessment section

Comment 31t was requested to develop standardize safety criteria so that each me
state does not have to develop their own eBf criteria in an isolated/standalone way
Comment 4 Dealing with collision between two unmanned aircraft that will not prod
casualties in the air but fly over populated areas.

Comment 5 Some paragraphs read more like a rationale than providirey geidance
and focusing on temporary nature.

Comment 6:Should the risk assessment methods as "approved under EU 2017
legislation" part of the kspace airspace risk assessment is the risk assessment fi
those risks not related to performing AT&\dce?

Comment 6:Why is the ground infrastructure "assessed"? Is this about the real e
value of buildings? Could a common data format for interviews with stakeholde
other than text documents?

GComment 1:NOTEDThe risk assessment is an iterative process; based on the outco
the analysis, expert judgment, consultation, etc. and this will include the determinati
mitigations.

Comment 2: ACCEPTEDNe relationship between the airspace risk assessment
articles 3.3 and 3.4 included

Comment 3 PARTIALLY ACCEPMEDe guidance on how to develop safety critesige
included as well as ahe risks to look at and the possible comparison with other avia
or nortraviation risk measure<€riteria may bdurther developed.

Comment 4: ACCEPTERome justification are included onhow these flights ma
potentially produce casualties on the ground as the collided UAS will inevitably fal
the populated area.

Comment 5: ACCEPTEDhe paragraphs not prading clear guidanceare deleted and
replaced by clearer guidance regardemgeptable levels of safety and definition of saf
criteria.

Comment 6:NOTED. Methodology is partially common but in one case we are ass
different things the introduction of UAS operations in an airspace while in the other w
assessing changes to the functional system ATM/ANS. TFhgadé is nevertheles
independert from the 2017/373.

Comment 7 NOT ACCEPTED. Ground infrastructure needs to be assessed be
includes electromagnetic emitting sites, tall buildings, obstacles, strategic and ¢
infrastructure etc.

Yes

GM4 Article 3(1Airspace Risk AssessmenChecklist template

Numerous criteria should be added, such as:

Suggested to add GM4 Article 3(1) details the maran@dtion restricted areas, it coul
be necessary to include Control Zones (CTR), Control Areas (CTA) amélT@amirol
Areas (TMA) ! ANLI2NIia aa20AldA2yz {w5 ycn
Others to be removed, such as cranes.

PARTIALLY ACCERTED
The checklist has been deeply revised.
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change to text| Yes

comment | GM5 Article 3(1Airspace Risk Assessmeniarget Level of Safety

The TLS approach is hardly managedblg. lack of clear quantitative figur@nd
applicable and shouldbe revised

response| ACCEPTED.
Thenotion of TLS has been improved to Acceptable levalbff SG& a! [ { ¢ 2
approach deeply revised.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM6 Article 3(1)Airspace Risk AssessmenOther Risks

Suggested to add EUROCARBIA standardd GM6.
response; ACCEPTER clearing statement has been includes in section (c).

change to text| Yes

comment  GM6 Article 3(1) Airspace Risk Assessmefither Risks

Why do schools and hospitals deserve special attention with regard to environme
risks?

response| REJECTED.
Schools and hospitals are important infrastructure with large vulnerable populations
where quiet is a necessity. Airspace risk assessment does not take individual flights
account; that is the job of operational risk assessments.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM6 Article 3(1)Airspace Risk AssessmenOther Risks

The TLS to be considered in relation to the overall safety including manned traff
guidance on the interaction between the safety assessments of the matmaéfit
airspace and the {$PACE airspace

response| ACCEPTEDReferences to Regulation (EU) 2017/373 are added, which ensures
compatibility betweenthe latter Regulation and the {dpace regulation regarding tt
safety assessment

change to text| Yesinthe GM related to the Acceptable of Safety

Dynamic airspace reconfiguration

comment | GM2 ATS.TR.237(b)

**

{ :. TE.RPRO0.0608-007 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
kX Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status througBAB# intranet/internet.  Pagel6 of 196

An agency of the European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency CRIR021-14

2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text
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response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment
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What s early enough? There must be a clear rule with time limitse&eencetable which
AyOf dzZRSa &aLISSR3> @2esslidfodnEl Andl designlth® widIN procéss
reconfig the overaltonceptmore robust and into the direction @utomatization

NOTEDThis GM emphasizes on the importance of activating the DAR process as ¢
possible,when ATC has reason to consider airspace reconfiguration. Time canjc
according to circumstances. The wholesphce regulatory framework leads towar
automatizatian.

No

GM2 ATS.TR.237(a)

Satements are based on a dangerously wrong assumption about activities in the
airspace. UAS operations should not take place at all, without taking the above int
account.Furthermore, Uspace should not be established in uncontrolled airspace, ul
all the above operationg as well as model aircraft operatioggan seamlessly take pla
in the Uspace airspace through conspicuity.

NOTED.The quoted assumptions are qualitative, although based on a reason
evaluation of manned traffic figures at VLL, compared to total amounts. The prese
manned traffic at VLL is understood, and addressed within the operational frame
established by the IR.

No

It is suggested to develop a more comprehensive set of right of way rules at the le
SERA.3210 level to manage the collision risk between UAS and other aircraft in th
airspace.

Dynamic reconfiguration of thé)-space airspace paragraph indicates "there may
instances where manned traffic does not necessarily have priority over unmanned.
it would be premature, at this stage, to engage in establishing a detailed order of pr
the subject should be attessed in the relevant soft law."

NOTEDThe Regulatory framework, may evolve when once more experience and
confidence will have be gained from the field.

No

We recommend EASA give member states the optiomplement ADSB UAT T which
can provide a real time traffic picture of both manned and unmanned traffic on
applications in the manned cockpit and on the Ground Control Station of the UAS opi

NOTED.lIt is addressed in the comments orcenspicuity.

No

AMC1 ATS.OR.127(a)
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change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**
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If SERA Article 4 (1) defines special operations for all aircraft, then this paragraph
NEFSNBEYOS aaLISOAlIt 2LNADESya B&@OBRSTA

NOTED. SERA.4001 is referred to in that very same AMC.
No

GM1 ATS.TR.237(a)

The current text "Airspace design criteria imply the inclusion in airspace structure:
ATZs, CTRs) of volumesaisEpace, mostly at very low level, which are not actually of
to manned traffic"is insufficient to cover the issue explained in the general comment
Make reference to 2019/123 in the text and add an AMC to provide means to e
availability of relgant Uspace information for flight planning Network

NOT ACCEPTED. The dynamic airspace reconfiguration is differeairjmece
structuredesignationln addition,DAR is not supposed to impact flight planning.

No

ATC may need to take the decision to reconfigure due to operational needs, like ch
runways due to wind or enabling more landings, from a-standard runway or becaus
of unscheduled runway inspections. During these scenarios it is wortktimgtihat
reconfiguring of WSpace airspace should not change focus for the ATGg@sem suppor
should be considered and part of the plan.

NOTEDWhile ATC has the final decision, a balanced approach is recommended.

No

Please elaborate how IR 2019/847 & IR 2021/6664 shall coexist, e.g. what is the dif
for the different types of drone operations (weight, Class, multicopter/fingag,
certificate, VLOS/BVLOS).

NOTEDIn the framework ofRegulation 2019/947, specific capabilities and performe
requirements are set in accordance with Regulation 2021/664 Article 3 (4) (a), bas
the airspace risk assessment.

No

AMC1 ATS.TR.237(a)

Keep in mind thasafety reasons not only appear from manned aircraft. Mostly the us
manned aircraft for safety and security tasks (Emergency medical service, disastel
will be the reason.

NOTED

No

AMC1 Article Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

{ :. TE.RPRO0.0608-007 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
kX Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status througBAB# intranet/internet.  Pagel8of 196



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency CRIR021-14

2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

change to text

change to text

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

If controlled airspace is above sspace airspace, a 150m vertical buffer should be in pl
If controlled airspace is next to agpace airspace, a 2km horizontal buffer should
applied. If a uspace airspace is next to uncontrolled (class G) airspace, no bu
foreseen.

NOTED. While the proposeddresseemreasonablethe rationaleis missing
Please see above the part related to the questionstadkeholders, in particular Questio
2.

No

AMCL1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfigurati(2 o Sakeholderg

Add "Values of protection buffers should be taken into account for and consistent wit
UAS performance requirements for a given -&pace airspace, specifically thc
requirements related to lateral and vertical navigational performance or containr
criteria."

ACCEPTEPIease see above the part related to the questions to stakeholders, in
particular Question 2.

YES

GML1 Article 4(f)

How shall the activationr deactivation of the LEpace airspace take placéto car/
shall activate/ deactivate the airspace in which time period?

NOTEDPIease see above the part related to the questions to stakeholders, in partic
Question 2.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

Option where the buffer is located inside thespace airspace is preferred. There isan
to define an unambiguous, known and constant limit betweespdce operations and AT
operations so that any portion of airspace external tspace airspace careliully managec
using normal ATM standards and procedures (ex. FARIS, radar vectoring).

NOTED. Please see above the part related to the questions to stakeholders, in partic
Question 2.

No

AMC1 Article Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

91 {! &aK2dAZ R RSAONAROGS ONRGSNRI Qa T 2-$phce
airspace but also take into the account for segregation and separation outsiefpadd
airspace where ATS is provided. The criterias should at least follow thedupiincipals
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response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**
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described in the Eurocontrol ASM handbook in order to allow for harmonized cross t
operations.

NOTEDAMCL1 Art. 4 only refers to the fact that buffers should be applied internally.
Art.4 deals with criteria to determine those buffers. The final decision is left to Mel
States through the airspace risk assessment, with reference to UAS capabiliti¢
performance. The assessment could take into account, as far as practicabl
Eurocontrol ASM HB, when deemed appropriftkease see above the part related to t
questions to stakeholders, in particular Question 2.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

It is important to note that in the case of a dynamic reconfiguration tool for TWR A
the implementation of such new solutions requires time. This includes not only the
to develop the technology but with this comes in hand with the development of
operational procedures and the need to train ATCOs accordingly.

NOTEDEXisting ATC procedures should allow for the management of properly desic
U-spaceairspace.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration

Our position is positive to the proposal for the initial deployment edgdce. In future
evolutions, however, we consider that protection buffers candyeamically estimatet
based on the operational risk and aircraft performances.

ACCEPTEDhe comment is integrated within the AMC/GM to the Art 3(4), and to be
considered in the design in thedpace Airspace.

Yes

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

Height is a very inaccurate parameter in aviation. Hence a buffer is essential, and b
establishing the size of this buffer is a very complex calculation it should not be left
operators to establish it, but be included within the U space atspa

Noted Thisis the approach in the proposd€aM. Please see above the part related to ti
questions to stakeholders, in particular Question 2.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (QZStakeholders)

Answer to Q2:
With the concept in place, there seems to be no need to introduce additional bt
between a Uspace and the surrounding controlled airspace. Besides, as #paté
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comment

response

comment

response

change to text
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*
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comment

airspace can be reconfigured at any time, there is no added value in having such a
It would only be useful, if it protected the -&pace from spontaneous airspa
reconfigurations.

NOTEDThe comment suggeshfferisation being sufficiently implicit in Re2019/947.
This does not seem contradictory to the proposed AMIEase see above the part
related to the questions to stakeholders, in particular Question 2.

No

AMC1 Article Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)
Who will determine what these buffers should be? National authority or EASA?
Noted The NAA through the dpace airspace risk assessment.

No

AMC1 Article Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)
Answer to Q2:

No alternative solution is proposed b viable solution should be explained in the fi
Opinion

NOTEDInthe Ua LJF OS NX3dz I G2NB LI O1F3AST 5! w
application; occasional reconfigurations by ATC should accommodate occasional |
needs. However, the airspace risk assessment might take into account regular alt
usage of an airspace volume (i.e. fixed time slots for drones, other slots for the mil
More flexibility could be too disruptive for UAS operations, thus implying that such vc
of airspace is not suitable for&pace designatiorRlease see abowbe part related to the
questions to stakeholders, in particular Question 2.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

The protection buffer provisiols supportedif this one iscorrelated and consistent wit
the level of performance specified for the UAS by the member state.

NOTEDPRIlease see above the part related to the questions to stakeholders, in partic
Question 2The comment is integrated within the AMC/GM to the Art 3(4), and to be
considered in the design in thedpace Airspace.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

This AMC should be more precise, or alternatively additional AMC/GM shou!
developed to support it. It is obvious that protection buffer is needed, but wh:
considered a sufficient distance to segregate/separate UAS from manned traffic?
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

PARTIALLY ACCEPTANC1 Art. 4 only refers to the fact that buffers should be apg
internally. GM2 Art.4 deals with criteria to determine those buffers. The final decis
left to Member States through the airspace risk assessment, witergece to UAS
capabilities and performancePlease see above the part related to the questions
stakeholders, in particular Question 2.

EASA also deems necessary to clarify this aspect regarding the expected outcome ¢
3(4).

Yes, completed in AMC/GM to Article 3(4)

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

It is important to underline that once the-gpace is deactivated it turns into ATS airsp
with its ownclassification and services. Proposed text:

"The ATC unit will clear the manned aircraft to enter the deactivated portionsgdde
airspace once it is confirmed that segregation from UAS traffic is achieved."

NOT ACCEPTEIe GM refers tothe ATCO perspective, as judgement based on
available information.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration, segregation assuranceg
stakeholders opinion ?

Buffers shall be defined within Hgpace airspace when designing thisphce airspace
These buffers shall be determined after safety assessment during which separation r
between manned and unmanned aircraft will Befined. Moreover, having buffers insic
gAtf fAYAG !¢/ hQ&ad o2 NJ f 2spabBe aibsfae limits Hepictai
their screens/viewers without creating virtually an additional buffer line.

PARTIALLACCEPTEIPIease see above the part related to the questions to stakehol
in particular Question 2.

Yes

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

The concept of a safety buffer is supported agi@mporary measure. This measure sho
be in place until or unless other (technological/procedural) means allow for the
operation of UAS in the givendpace airspace(s).
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response| NOTEDPlease see above the part related to the questions to stakeholders, in partic
Question 2.

change to text| No

CommENtl Amc1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

Protection buffers should be determined inside the volume of the airspace t
designated as {dpace airspace, so that flight authorisation are only granted to a spe
vertical/horizontal distance when a reconfiguration of theSidace airspace is etfeed.

response| PARTIALLY ACCERTEB AMC explicitly refers to the design/assessment phase.
Nevertheless EASA deems necessary to clarify thestaggarding the expected
outcome of Article 3(4).

change to text| Yes, completed in AMC/GM #farticle 3(4)

comment | AMCL1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

In order to contain the drone operations within-&pace, an activity buffer (bot
horizontally/laterally) shall be applied within the published U Space. Within this ac
buffer no drone operations are allowed and ATC can operate their traffic outselé)
Space without interfernce of the U Space users.

response| NOTEDThe comment is in line with the proposed AMC text.

change to text| No

comment | AMCL1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)
Protection buffers could badapted to the actual performance of the UAS considering
w ! VIE@GAILGA2Y OFLIOAfAGE F OOdz2NI O =
w 5!! OFLIoAfAGE a ¢Sttt a NBtAFOALA
response PARTIALLY ACCEPTED.

change to text| Yes, completed in AMC/GM to Artidéed)

comment | AMCL1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

A performance basedequirement depending on the user's navigation and vert
accuracy is recommended. A common altitude reference service is required for v
accuracy.

response| NOTED. Please see above the part related to the questions to stakeholgejdalar
Question 2.

change to text| No

**
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comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

How would applying buffers to the-Bpace airspace make flights to/from other types
airspace possible, e.g. a fligktarting in Uspace airspace but ending in ordine
uncontrolled airspace (class G)? Would it be possible to get flight authorisation for :
flight since the UAS would then have to pass through the buffer? If not possible then
buffers might not le a good idea. Please clarify.

NOTEDUAS operations outside-§pace airspacmaycontinue taking place in
accordance with national regulations.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (QStakeholders)

U-spaces within CTR's or within any airspace in which a lot of manned aviation is
the use of protection buffers might show their benefit. We propose to ensure tha
protection buffers are not overlapping with the UAS flightthorisationvolumes (4D)
including the deviation thresholds to guarantsegregatiorwhich is envisaged.

NOT ACCEPTEBMC1 Art. 4 only refers to the fact that buffers should be apg
internally. GM2 Art.4 deals with criteria to determine those buffers. filnal decision is
left to Member States through the airspace risk assessment, with reference to
capabilities and performance.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

a ! -sgaceairspace would initially be designated in a volume of airspace where
2LISNI GA2ya gAftt 0S GKS y2N¥ YR gKSNB
Due to the high number of hospitals in cities, helicopter traffic would be the rule r:
than the exception. What solution would thedpace concept provide for cities located
a controlled airspace?

NOTED. The regulatory framework proposed fespdce takes into account the traffic
today. In the future, it is expected that this statement could be different.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (QZStakeholders)

The proposed principle that buffers are included within thepdce airspace makes ser
and is welcome. However, there is no reason to indicate that the upper limit of
airspace is part of idpace airspace since it cannot be flown by a UAS due toutfier.
Change text to read: "The upper limit of thespace airspace should not be conside
part of the Uspace airspace." Alternatively, this sentence could be simply remove
the local airspace description left to local ANSP to determine the absetup.

ACCEPTEDhe sentence is removed.
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change to text| Yes

change to text

change to text

change to text

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

AMCL1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

In delegated airspace, how isdpgace handled there? Which country is doing and allov
what? How shall the dynamic reconfiguration work here?

NOTEDDAR is applied by ATC within its area of responsibility, whether or not in
delegated airspace.

No

AMCL1 Article 4 Dynamic airspaceconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

¢SEGY da! ¢/ g2dd R GKdza 68 SydAdt SR G2
tothe Ua LI OS I ANE LI OSd¢

Comment: Uncontrolled airspace also needs to be taken into consideration
NOTEDHowever ATC is not provided in uncontrolled airspace.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

What sort of vertical separation should then be used between top-8plce airspace ar
manned aviation? The smaller the separation the smaller the burden to ATS units.

NOTEDAs buffers are applied internally, ATC is entitled to manage vahyme of
controlled airspace external to the designatedsphce airspace; no additional vertic
separation is required.

No

AMC1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

UAS operations amdescribed by their operational volume and there should be no nee
additional buffers as the operation (certainty 95%) is kept within the definegpade
boundaries.

It should be possible to define 2 separatesphces beside each other without havimgy
(buffer) gaps.

NOTED.

Although verylow level is not defined in the-Bpace regulatory package, the expressic
appears N NPA202an | & NBFSNNBR G2 alF ANELI OS
operating UAS up to 400 ft AGIwislely understood with the aim of staying adequatel’
below minimum flight altitudes, the buffer applicable to a specifisgdce airspace
should be part of the relevant airspace risk assessment.

change to text| No

*
*
*

**

ok

*
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AMCL1 Article 4 Dynamiairspace reconfiguration (Q2 to Stakeholders)

Segregation buffer: please consider the separation ATS need to keep to the border
area, and how close to a border a manned aircraft may fly in controlled and uncont
airspace, wherleciding which buffer is relevant on the inside of thaphce.

NOTEDAMC1 Art. 4 refers to the fact that buffers should be applied internally
designated kkpace airspace, to ensure segregation between unmanned traffic insid
manned traffic outside. GM2 Art.4 deals with criteria to determine those buffers. The
decision is left to Member States through the airspace risk assessment, with refere
UAS capabilities and performance, in the design phase. In the proposdnsero further
external spacing would be required.

No

GML1 Article 4(h)(J)

Item h

The Dynamic Airspace Reconfiguration (hereafter: DAR) procedure should be as
The ATC unit should instruct the USSP to clear the required piece ofsibeca airspace
giving location/block as well as the start time. End time is optional, theult@ay not
know in advance the duration of the DAR. The USSP is in chargpate airspace, ar
must heed ATC instructions. See also: AMC1 Article 7§Batk service providers

items h and j

Technically, the ATC unit cannot not give a clearan@er@nned (IFR or VFR) aircrafi
enter the uspace airspace (within controlled airspace), since only UAS are allowed
DAR reclaims the-space airspace from the USSP temporarily, correct? See apper
2021/664. If it is tspace in class G airsgads the USSP in charge of providing tre
information to the manned IFR/VFR flight and any drones flying there?

item |

Confirmation that the required airspace will be vacated by the USSP should be ir
Procedures should be in plagstablished via contracts between USSP and ATC, all¢
the USSP a set amount of time to vacate the requested airspace. The USSP mi
procedures in place allowing for the immediate-aetivation/restructuring of the airspace
All users must be madenare of this procedure and ideally trained in using it. Conside
the reasons behind DAR, it may not be possible ta feaiconfirmation by the USSP.

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED

1) Although it is understood that ATC has the final decision, totally discarding any fc
coordination might turn out to be operationally nenable and, ultimately, unsafe. /
UAS operators might simply be unable to comply in the desired timeframe, tienc
of clearing manned traffic into a volume of airspace designated-agade without
such coordination should be confined to contingencies.

2) By definition, it may be correct that, while reconfigured, the airspace is no long
aLJ OS I A NA L¥nddificadian @f$he LE2LBIIONS A NE LI OS
A3S23ANF LIKAOIE fAYAGAEOLT

3) Acknowledgement to ATC should be performed whesplce is clear of UAS traffic
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response

comment

response

comment

It is nevertheless correct toonsider that the DAR requires coordination. Clarificatianes
added to AMC/GM to Articles 6 and 7.

Yes

GM1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration

1) Please delete the following sentence in section (d):
"A Uspace airspace would initially be designated in a volume of airsphese UAS
operations will be the norm and where manned aircraft operations will be the excepti
Please change the first sentence of section (f):
"Operationally, the ATC unitr the certified ClSwill inform the USSPaspart-ofthe CIS
that certain portions [...]."
If there is a CIS at place, the information should be transferred through it and not ¢
from ATC to USSP.

2) Please change the the first sentence of section (h):
"If the ATC unit intends to issue a&atance for a manned aircraft to enter thedgace
airspace it will initiate a dynamic airspace reconfiguration procedureiifiotdm the CIS
The ATC or the CtSvho ever is reponsible will publish the information”

3) Please change the following sentenia section (i):
"USSPRr the ClSwill notify the ATC unit [...]"

4) The CIS is the single source of truth and should therefore publish all informe

1) ACCEPTED.

2) Partially ACCEPTED. The text is amended accordingly.

3) ACCEPTED. The text is amended accordingly

4) NOT ACCEPTED. The notification is made by the USSP, not the CIS provider.

Yes

GM1 Article 4(b)

Scope is alreadgiarified in the AMC/GM and repetition should be avoidBelete bullet
(b)

ACCEPTED.

Yes

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration bullet (g)

In regards toestablishing the time margins on a casgcase basis, add the followir
explanation:

Add: "It should be considered whether a single ATC unit imayface with multiple U
Space Airspaces. In such cadesjing different coordination parameters for eachch
airspace would further complexify the dynamic
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reconfiguration process. ATC units tend to drive towahldsmonised coordinatior
procedures, and USSPs and Up&formance requirements should be defined
accommodate that."

Noted

No

GM1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration bullet (h)

Remark:

Ability of ATC to define a safety margin on a eagease basis will only be possible
advancedapplications, and only once the performance characteristics (in partic
vertical and lateral navigationaccuracy) of the UAS are standardised. In the ir
application, the operational intent volumes of UAS da$ined in the ASTM F38 Standz
for UTM/USS Interface) will have the containment criteria sufficienttertarget safety
level of the prevention of collision UABAS, that is, not sufficient for the prevention
collision UASnanned aircraft. Therefore, ATC cannot define its decisionsdbas the
submitted operational intent volumes of UAS for the prevention of manned aircraft,
has to start with largebuffers that cannot be tactically applied.

Add at the beginning of the second sentence: "In the advaapgtications, where it is nc
required to deactivate the entir&-Space Airspace volume..."

ACCEPTED.¢ KA & NBAGNAROGAZ2Y gAff O2OSNJ (KS
aircraft with a sufficient safety margin taking UAS and manned aircraft naviga
LISNJF 2 NXY I yOSaisdelgtéd2 | 002 dzy ¢

Yes

GM1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration bullet (i)

Second sentence, statement "... or they will share live UAS traffic information with th
unit". ATC unitcannot takeinto account the live information about the UAS traffic
scenarios other than emergency

Delete "... or they will share live UAS traffic information with

the ATC unit"

ACCEPTED.

Yes, deleted as requested

GM1Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration bullet (d)

Although it is understandable that the-8pace Airspace should be defined where
manned aircraft are only "exceptionally”, it cannot translate into dynamic airs
reconfiguration being "aexceptional event". For ATC, the more critical aspect of dyn
airspace reconfiguration is the frequency and predictability.

It is suggested to reformulate here to highlight that the dynamic airspace reconfigui
should be initially assumed to be (moally) plannable and infrequent event, although r
necessarily exceptional.
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GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration bullet (e)

Add: "In theinitial implementation, however, caution should be exercised in orde
reduce the complexity of the dynamic airspace reconfiguration process and its implic
on the ATC side. The segmentation into airspace blocks should, therefore, o
consideredat the later stages of implementation."

PARTIALLY ACCEPTE®RIso taking into account the need to manage the complexit
the dynamic airspace reconfiguration process, which might be progressively incree
the later stages ok Y LJ S Y S ysiaddéd/atahg énd of the paragraph

Yes

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration

"(h) ... publish a temporary-gpace airspace restriction..."

Unfortunately, the wording is confusinghis is an authorisation for the manned aircr
but a restriction for the UAS. It should always be very clearly spelled out which a
category each text refers to in this regulation where both manned and unmanned ai
are involved.

ACCEPTED.RR a¥2NJ ! I { ¢

Yes

GM1 Ariticle 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (j)

It should be kept in mind that VFR traffic is exempted from clearances in airspace ¢
and E. Therefore, ATC cannot issue clearances in these cases.

NOT ACCEPTED.
Class G is out of the scope of DAR, which takes place in controlled airspace only.
About Class E, there are two possible legal interpretations:

1) Itis to be generally considered controlled airspace; if so, ATC will not apply
for VFR, which will eventilg never be allowed to fly in a volume of airspace
designated as dpace; or

2) lItis to be considered controlled airspace for IFR and uncontrolled for VFR; if
VFR will enter designateddpace without DAR, by the only requirement ef e
conspicuity.

change to text| No

*
*
*

**
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*

comment

GM1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration
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We propose to detail the case whenever a dynamic airspace restriction needs
SEGSYRSR 0S@2yR (GKS aSyR GAYSé¢ RSTAYS
wording provides a clear path to implementing in this specific case.

NOTED.

No

GML1 Article 4(g)

We propose to list as part of the factors to define the time margins, the coordination
the USSP on the acti#AS flight plans in the area.

NOT ACCEPTHDe paragrapltoversthe establishment of time margins with referen
to controlled airspace design and traffic. Tactical constraints related to active UAS
authorisations are dealt with by GNATS.TR.237(b).

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

G600 wX8 Li A& OFNNARSR 2dzi o0& GKS ! ¢/
which demand midor shortterm U-space airspack Rl LJGF G A 2y & ®¢

In controlled airspaces with frequent helicopter traffic at low altitudes, this will lead t
unacceptable workload for air traffic controllers.

NOTED. The regulatory framework proposed is meant to cater for initial operations
Further improvement are needed at a later stage espace implementation.

No

GM1 Article 4¢)

Add(g): A UAS operator would not be able to land if he is e.g. over a forest or a cil
would not be able to leave the airspace if he is too far from the boundary. Hence ¢
the flight planning, the operator should plan the flight such that he idlatraes able to
leave the airspace timely.?

NOT ACCEPTBMRhen time margins are set, the UAS operator is expected to refer to
them. In such case, the-§pace airspace designation process should determine whet
flight authorisations can be provided exceeding those limits as, in principle, this wou
either imply a forced landing, or the impossibility of applying DAR.

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

How will the USSPform the operator of dynamic airspace reconfigurations? Or do
require a link from the USSP to all UAS in the affected airspace, so that the USSP r
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control of aircrafts affected by a reconfiguration if the operator cannot be informe
time?

PARTIALLY ACCERTEB USSP Wikceive the Wspace airspace reconfiguration from t
CIS and will inform the UAS operators about this airspace restricfidresoperator will
see his flight authorisation modified.

Meanwhile it has been conséded useful to send a preliminary alert to the operators to
them anticipate the DAR.

Yes

GM1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

G6F0 XaKz2dz R NBljdzSad GKS ! { 2 LISNWUsphde
FANBLI OS SAGKSNI G2 fSIF@S AdG 2N G2 fly
If landing is possible. In rural environments this is probably feasible, in an
environment there should be alternatives.

Would UAS operators be entitled to deviate from their route in case of "leave"?

NOTEDUAS operators are expected to adhere to updated flight authorisations, or
might elect to land according to their operating procedures. A forced landing is
envisaged when so dictated by safety reasons.

Contingency plans may be paf the flight authorisation

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

Communication of airspace reconfiguration between ANSP and USSP is not "as part
cf. (EU) 2021/665 Art. 1(3)(b).

NOTED. Data resulting from the dynamic airspace reconfiguration referred
ATS.TR.237 are to be made available as part of the common information serv
accordance with Regulation 2021/664 Art. 5 (f) 2.

No

GM1Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

OPERATIONAL SCENARIO

This procedure takes far too long. Manned aircraft should not be given clearance |
has been ensured that the airspace has been cleared of UAS.

Should the same procedure appifhen HEMS want to enter the airspace? Who woulc
liable in case that doctors do not arrive on time at the scene of an accident or patiel
not get to the hospital in time?

NOTEDHEMS would decide whether to await a clearance or nosulth a contingency
information to USSPs would only aim to clear the area as soon as possible.

No
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GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

The paragraplfc)is confusing

The paragraph addresses mid teand short term demands while the beginning of 1
AMC/GM addressed only short term changes with emergency examiplshould be
clearly stated that DAR also apply to planned or non urgemand of traffic at certair
times, like in a hubClarify the objective of dynamic airspace reconfiguration (s
term/med term, emergency or not?)

ACCEPTED 5Sf SZRSE aYAR

Yes

GML1 Article 4 Dynamiairspace configuration

Point (c)

Concept of dynamic reconfiguratiors the dynamic reconfiguration for-Bpace insidt
controlled airspace. In the last sentence of part 9 c) it states that it is required to
manned aircraft to fly in the Y LI OS X LayQid GKS Reyl
guarantee that the manned m@iraft in controlled airspace is NOT flying #bplace airspace
odzi Ay | GSYLERNINE NBO2YTAIdZNBR W sIpsicE
airspace?

Please clarify this.

NOTED. This is correct.hilé reconfigured, the airspace is no longesspihce airspac
OGUSYLRZNIYNE Y2RAFDOOSI GARK LR OSIKS®D 68 |

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

Point (d)

Thissentence is not clear. The better the airspace is designed, the easier it will be fi
units to segregate manned from unmanned aircraft in thepace airspaceire ATC unit:
segregating manned from unmanned aircraft irshhce airspace?

NOTEDATC is segregating thedgace airspace to allow manned aircraft to enter the
space airspace and avoid the risk of collision with unmanned aircraft

No

GM1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

"Segregation assurance": to implment buffers seems reasonable in the beginning
Spce. Nevertheless, the role of teh military needs to be defined by teh MSs especiall
referring to (EU) 2017/373.
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GM1Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

(d) A Uspace airspace wouliditially be designated

However the WSpace airspace will be designed, with or without dynamic airs
reconfiguration, the fact will be that this airspace WILL be useddbge, SAR, medive
helicopters, balloons and gliders and manned aviation at private airstrips or in di
looking for a suitable place to land.

Creating temporary means of compliance through unproven technology will result in
adoption rate ands likely to only increase the risk as unequipped aircraft will contint

fly.

Providing a solution that has future potential, offers additional benefits to the mat
aircraft (such as weather and traffic) will significantly aid the equipment levels
adoption rate and meet the goals that EASA has set.

NOTEDThis is the objective of the regulatory framework proposed. Indeed at a later
of implementation, the situation will be different. The first sentence is deleted.

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

(d) Thebetter the airspace is designed, the easier it will be for ATC units to segt
manned aircraft from unmanned aircraft in thedpace airspace.

Globally there is a trend towards moving away from segregation. Integration is key
CONORPS to truly warkhowing that unmanned operations in neagregated airspace c
be conducted in a safe way using shared standards

NOTEDThis is correct, integration is the final goal.

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspaa@nfiguration

DYNAMIC AIRSPACE RECONFIGURATION concept is unclear and wrong.
It shall be included as ASM service not ATC/ATS. It shall be done by ASM pers
tactical level who has the tools, knowledge and skills to do so.

NOT ACCEPTED. Dynamic airspace reconfiguration is not assimilated to ASM. It is
different from it even if there are some similarities.

No
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GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

Article 4 ¢, It The question arises d@® which distance or staggering values should
adhered to here. These are to be specified uniformly by EASA.

PARTIALLY ACCERTRUR Art.4 deals with criteria to determine applicable buffers.
final decision is left to Member Statdgough the airspace risk assessment, with refere
to UAS capabilities and performance.

Yes, clarifications are brought to AMC/GM to Art. 3(4)

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

GML1 Article 4 Dynamairspace reconfiguration, general understanding of the operatis
concept

Questions on the way to publish such set of airspace blocks. Indeed, the key poil
efficiently exchange between ATSP and USSP about blocks that are actually ava
unmanned aircraft. Identification of blocks shall be done without any ambiguity. There
do we have only one4dpace airspace published and the subdivision in smaller bheidk
be part of a bilateral arrangementy, do we have all smaller blocks publidhia AIP as L
space airspaces ?

NOTED. There should be no need to publissplkce airspace blocks in the AIP, as
clearances would be granted by ATC taking into account the availability of such
rather than making expliciteference to them in communications. Blocks shall be pa
U-space common information, according to the model adopted by the Member State

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspamconfiguration, general understanding of the operatio
concept, (g) + operational scenario, (i) & (j)

I GOAYS YINBAYE¢ &aK2dzZ R 0S RSTAYSR Sya
deactivated WUspace airspace part concerned.

Propose to adavithin the regulation a clear requirement to UAS operators that they t
G2 O2YLX & 6AGK !'{{t NBOGAASR CftAIKI I
space airspace considered : vacate thspdce airspace concerned or discontinue tt
flights.

PARTIALLY ACCERHeWvever, point (g) deals with the establishment of time margin
with reference to controlled airspace design and traffic. Tactical constraints related f
active UAS flight authorisations are dealt with by GM1S.TR.237(b). UAS operators a
required to comply with the UAS flight authorisation, as well as with any changes th
according to Regulation 2021/664 Article 6 @). AMC is nevertheless created to
provide a preliminary alert to the operators.
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Yes

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

To (c) According to Art. 2 of the 43pace Regulation, the instrument Dynamic Airsf
Reconfiguration is to be applied ONLY in the casbafiterm changes. An interpretatior
that also includes milerm changes, is not legally permissible, as it clearly eglitts the
wording.

To (e) This is not flexible enough for an effiecient use of airspdae flight path of
manned aviation is predictable, only this corridor should be closed. Note: The AN
Regulation (EU) 2021/665 are also more precise hére AMCs should be uniform here

To (N): It should be made clear here that "to land" means a safety landing outsid:
airspace restriction area. An immediate landing on the spot may not be safe in every

To (i): More precisely: When UAS operators are affected by Dynamic Air
Reconfiguration, they receive a) an information via th&S Flight Autorisation Servic
that their UAS flight authorisation has the status "withdrawn" and second, they rece
an information via theGeoawareness Servicabout the scope (spatial and temporal)
the reconfiguration/temporary airspace restriction.

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED

1) ' ANBSR 606& RSTAFMEAZ2YOP 5StS3GS aYAR

2) This is considered the highest degredlexibility currently achievable, pending the
ability to apply tactical separatiomnd adequate level of UAS performances and
integrityd  a ¢ OGAOIE O2NNAR2NEé¢ O2dzZ R 085
manned traffic the flight authorisation coapt.

3) ACCEPTEReferred to in AMC1 ATS.TR.237(a), GM2 ATS.TR.237(a).

4) ACCEPTH™lthough the flight authorisation could be updated, instead of
withdrawn. Anyhow, while this bullet focuses on this aspect, other AMC/GM dea
with other relevant elements.

Yes, changes as indicated

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

LG A& &adz33SaidSR 0KS NBLX I OS GKS OdzaNNB
NB O2 y F A 3 dzNJ-dpace gir€pace & aniirpSrtagtement of the overall safet
argument for safe operations in thed¢pace airspace. It applies for sspace airspace the
is established in controlled airspace aatlows manned aircraft to fly clear dfhe U-space
airspace whilst ensuring the containmteof the U Space traffic by the applied activ
buffer.

Justification:
If one adapts the U Space dynamically, then the traffic for which it is adapted dot
cross the U Space.

ACCEPTED
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Yes, €xt amended accordingly.

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

About paragraph (g), this is confusing with regard to the "short notice" in the beginn
the GM/AMC, how should this be handled. It is suggested e.g. to hayeredefined "time
to land".

NOTEDThe paragraph deals with the establishment of time margins with reference
controlled airspace design and traffic. Tactical constraints related to active UAS fligl
authorisations are dealt with by GMATS.TR.237(b).

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

About paragraph (i), what does "Traffic Information" mean and what does ATC do w

ICAO (Doc 4444) has defined the term "traffic information” (Information issued by .
traffic services unit to alert a pilot to other known or observed air traffic which may |
proximity to the position or intended route of flight and to help theopiévoid a collision.)
It is very unfortunate that in this document this term is constantly used incorrectly.

ACCEPTED

Yes, "... or they will share live UAS traffic information with the ATC unit" is deleted

GM1Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

Some UAM operations will be performed with a pilot on board (ops type #3). The r
dynamic airspace reconfiguration should be carefully assessed and agreed with all ir
parties. As such, dynamadrspace reconfiguration concept should be used as an exce
and only in emergency cases, rather than on regular basis.

Still, in order to integrate crewed and uncrewed traffic, a smart design of airspace !
be needed as a short term solution. Thisuld enable operations of both crewed ai
uncrewed aicrafts without the need of dynamic airspace reconfiguration. Another sol
would be to enable crewed aicraft to usesgace services, what is suggested as a lo
term option.

NOTEDWill be considered during the further stages of the Drones regulatory framev
evolution.

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

"(c) last sentence:

Manned traffic will fly in the kpace outside ofontrolled airspace and therefore withol
dynamic reconfiguration. This wording suggests this would not be safe.
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consider rewording.
ACCEPTED. Text amended accordingly.

Yes

GM1 Article 4 Dynamic airspa@®nfiguration

Qarify if the article implies that dynamic reconfiguration uses sectors or blocks in wi
U-Space airspace volume can be divided. That is, that these blocks adegigpedand
they are activated/deactivated according to ATC needs.

Likewise, the role of military ANSPs in dynamic reconfiguration is not taken into ac
as USpace airspace may also be within controlled airspace where ATC servic
provided by a militay ANSP. Can military ANSPs make use of dynamic reconfiguratio
role needs to be clarified, since it is important that military ANSPs can also use this d
reconfiguration.

NOT ACCEPTED.

1) correct, as guidance.

2) No reference is made about the nature of the ANMS¥hether civil or military. DAR i
applicable by whomever is responsible for ATC provision in the relevant airspac

No

GM1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration
tK2aS GLR-BEIKDOEal 2RAELI OS¢ Ydza i -sp&e A3t
design, thus strategically predefined or is it more focused as dinealATC application’

In the former case, who will be the responsible of the strategic design of
portions/blocks?

Is this question within the scope of the regulation, or is it more of a technical issue
discretion of Member States?

NOTEDASs described in point (e), a strategic approach is paramount in the design |
as AT@bility to apply DAR in a purely tactical way could be limited.

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

Letter h) states that if the ATC unit initiates a dynamic reconfiguration, tiespdde
restriction will bepublished. What is the purpose of this publication and where/how sh
it be done?

NOTEDE KS (G(GSNXY aLJz0f A aKkLJzof AAaKSRé A& dzd
I NIAOES mp GKSNBoeésx YSIFIyAy3a aYlFRS Llzo

No
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GM1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

reads "Operationally, the ATC unit will inform the USSPs, as part of the CIS, that
LR2NIA2yaxXbo tfSFaS NBLKNIaS G2 bhLISNI
CIS, that certain portions...". Otherwise you might getitheressionthe ATC unit is the
provider of the CIS

PARTIALLAXCCEPTEReformulated, but the ATC is a provider of CIS.

Yes.

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration
(k):

2 K@ (0 KNER dz3IKg HINGSy SahPasmmMIBrio (K () Regulation (E
2021/664 it is a task of the CIS.

NOTEDAIthough they are all quite similar in nature, Regulation 2021/664 Article 5 i
a clear distinction between UAS geozones / airspace restrictions, and data resultin
5!lwd | YSYR a F2fft2a aXNBalGNAROGA2yend
P FEAIKG FdzK2NRAaFGA2ya F2NI ! { 2LIS

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

What happens to special operations in case of a dynamic airspace reconfigu
According to Art 10.8 arahnex 4, UAS special operation are also subjectto a UAS
authorization. Do they also need to leave or stop operation or can the continue
mission? How will this be managed/communicated?

NOTED. As segregation shalldmesured, no UAS operation is expected to take plac
volumes of designated Space airspace once they have been deactivated through
However, the potential presence of UAS special operations is addressed in
ATS.TR.237(a) as a circumstance ttaken into account by ATC before applying DAR

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

The application of dynamic restrictions ofspace is not clearly described. A possib
would be to use aircraft helicopter position to close 9pace as needed. Otherwise lar
areas of the tspace will have to close, resulting in unnecessary reduction in capacit;

NOTEDThis is considered the highest degree of flexibility currently achievpbleding
0KS FToAfAdGe G2 FLWJXe GFOGAOKE aSLI NI @
somehow mirroring for manned traffic the flight authorisation concept.

change to text| No
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GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspaanfiguration

OPERATIONAL SCENARI®& of sub paragraph (h)
Can this be fast enough and compatible with the emergency situations that are ment
in sub paragraph (g) above?

NOTEDPRaragraph (g) deals with the establishment of timargins with reference to
controlled airspace design and traffic. The operational scenario in (h) is referred to
normal operations, while an emergency scenario would call for ATC to apply DAR a
without coordination, as in AMC1 ATS.TR.237(a).

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

Add in the text clear references to IR 2150/2005, 2019/123 and ICAO Doc 8168
Review GM1 to Article 4 for providing clear guidelines how to conciliate aire
requirements and management of airspace across all airspace users at the same ti

NOT ACCEPTERDKAf S RAFTFSNBY(d FANRBRLI OS dza SNE
airspace assessment, DAR is specifically intended for ATC deaithmugh with a
balanced approach.

No

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

Point (e) The terms "especially when designated in controlled airspace" are useles
potentially confusing since this GM is undsgticle 4 that is ONLY for controlled airspa
Remove the terms "especially when designated in controlled airspace"

ACCEPTED

Yes, as requested.

GML1 Article 4 Dynamic airspace configuration

Point (i) In such a description, it is noticeable that the details of the conditions fc
exchange of data will be essential. Considering the well known intention of canc
USSPs to use as much as possible automation and not human operators, ithage
been useful to obtain information on the conditions of e.g. "they will share live UAS 1
information with the ATC unit" that for the time being remain unclear. This impress!
reinforced by the proposed AMC and GM related to Annex V, addgessiry technica
aspects of automatic data exchange.

PARTIALLY ACCERTED sentencé... or they will share live UAS traffic information w
the ATC unitis deleted.

Yes, as indicated.
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comment
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comment

response

change to text

comment
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GML1 Article 4 Dynamiairspace configuration

Regarding the last sentence of GM2 to Article 4 Dynamic airspace reconfiguration (k
availability of those standards and criteria would also be of use to an ATC unit for t
application, although to a limite@xtent." We have trouble determininghat exactly
would be of use to an ATC unit on a tactical levilerefore we suggest to include sor
examples here, for better understanding.

NOTEDINn theory, ATC might possess enough informatiotatbically reconfigure t$pace
airspace by means of buffers, analogous to those used-$pdde airspace design.
practice, this would be likely to happen on the vertical plan only (e.g. lowering the 1
limit of the Uspace aspace as in GM2 ATS. TR.@).

No

GM2 Atrticle 4 bullet (b)

U-space airspace design must take into account buffers, based on those standar
criteria. For reasonalso mentioned above, there would be no situation in which ATC
would use theknowledge of this athe tactical level, other than managing an emergen

Delete sentence "The availability of those standardsaitdria would also be of use to ¢
ATC unit for tacticapplication, although to a limited extent."

ACCEPTED.

Yes, as suggested

Standard Development Organisations (SDOs) are developing standards for nax
performance of UAS. Among them EUROCAE for the Navigation System Erorr (NSE
draft 24355 for the Flight Technical Error (FTE) of the Flight Control System.

One more sntence is necessary to clarify that States may refer to industry standards
they would be available.

NOTEDConventional practice when a consensus is achieved for the recognition of
standard.

No
GM2 Article 4

Go6FvomM0 wXB8 GKSNB Aa Iy S8 kose Brikdannis NiEraf
0SAy3 It NBIRe gARSte &Siopé

There is also a need for performance standards for legacy aircraft and legacy ATC et
in the very low level. This is not true for all possible cases of U space airspaces,
those designated below 500 ft, legacy surveillance technologies miaydagred. ATC ma
be able to see drones moving in the reconfigured U space airspace, but they may +
information about legacy aircratft.
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NOTED. Separation provision between manned and unmanned traffic is not fores
presentregulatory stage. As segregation is applied, drones are not expected to opel
UaLlk OS | ANBLI OS ¢KAOK Kla 0SSy RSI O,
means of ATS surveillance, all controlled manned traffic is expected to be known to

No

GM2 Article 4, Paragraph (a)(1)
Provide more specificity on acceptable performance standards for UAS.

PARTIALLY ACCERTEDe framework of Regulation 2019/947, specific capabilities
performancerequirements are set in accordance with Regulation 2021/664 Article
(a), based on the airspace risk assessment.

Yesclarifications are added to AMC/GM to Regulation 2021/664 Article 3(4).

"If the ATC unit intends tssue a clearance for a manned aircraft to enter thepdce
airspace, it will initiate a dynamic airspace reconfiguration procedure and publ
temporary Uspace airspace restriction as part of the common information for thgpake
airspace."

This mst be very different depending on in which airspace itis...-gp&te is also in are:
where manned aircraft operate and if it is in areas where no ATC clearance is requirt
shall it then be handled?

NOTEDWhile thecoordination process would not be lengthy in an automated contex
totally discarding any form of coordination might turn out to be operationally-viatle
and, ultimately, unsafe. UAS operators might simply be unable to comply in the
desired timeframethe option of clearing manned traffic into a volume of airspace
designated as dpace without such coordination should be confined to contingencie:

No

Only the information flow for operators of unmanned aircraftdiescribed within this
opinion. How will be operators of manned aircraft informed on the status -spate
airspace?

NOTEDIn principle, manned aircraft operators are not informed about DAR applicati
as it is intended for tacticathort-term use by ATC. While individual flights will be clee
into deactivated Wspace airspace, no planning is expected to take place with referer
to DAR.

No

The current proposal for dynamic airspaseonfiguration requires its application eve
time when a crewed aircraft intends to enterdpace airspace. It needs to be noted tl
such concept will generate costs and also will be burdensome for the operation. Hetr
stated below in our comment odlynamic airspace reconfiguration, the concept shoulc
used as an exception.
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response

Moreover, with the current proposal of the NPA, the need faromspicuity requiremen
of crewed aircraft when entering-Space in controlled airspace is not given any nsimee
the airspace will be reconfigured once it enters thspace airspace.

NOTED. This ismsistent with GM1 Article 2(6).

change to text| No

Common Information Services

change to text

change to text

change to text

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

GM1 Article 5

A GM better detailing: the nature difie different data sets in charge of CIS, complemer
with publishers (unique or multiple for each dataset), subscribers/consumers, u|
FNBIljdzSyOe FyR 20KSNJ YAYAYdzy LIadiFaz O &
appropriate or elaboratéurther GM2 Arttle 5.

NOTELR Anadditional GMmaybe developed

Yes

GM1 Article 5

The common information is a collection of data originating mainly from three diffe
sources USSPs, through the terms and conditionsaofess to their services as well
pending and/or approved UAS flight authorisation requests.

ACCEPTE®@xt amended accordingly

Yes

All AMC and GM Article 5

Interface between USSPs and AISPs providers
The NPA021-14 does not ensure the transmission of critical safety data-spate vie
AISPs. There is the need to add AISPs in the loop and to develop AMC and GM.

Noted AIS providers are providers that are included in the overall picture, in particul
under the ANSP umbrella.

No

From the previous draft has been deleted. It is considered that it could be convenier
maintain thisGuidance Material.

GwSt SO yd bhe¢las ! ANBLIOS '4a8 ttlya
navigation warnings are regarded as airspace information and made available onl
part of the common information services, in accordance with Anr@xRegulation (EL
HAHMKCccNn ®E
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response Accepted

change to text| Yes changed as suggested

comment | GM2 Article 5

Please consider to addNSS service providers in subsection (b), which could pr
information on the status of GNS8rvices to the CIS if deemed necessary.

response| Accepted

change to text| Yes

comment | GM2 Article 5

This GM includes model aircraft clubs and associations on the list which exists on pal
(c) -stakeholders which only retrievd Y T2 NX¥ I A2y FNBY (K¢
information to CIS It is considered as convenient to include model aircraft
associations on the list of paragraph (b).

response| Accepted

change to text| Yes

comment | GM2 Article 5

Item (b)(2)refers to '"ANSPs/ATS providers' as stakeholders to provide information t
retrieve information from the CIS. Please clarify if MET ANSPs are considered
context to be a stakeholder to provide to and receive information from the CIS?

response| Noted MET providersnayprovide information to the CIS; which information or data .
to be provided to which stakeholder has to be defined in the system architecture ¢
CIS data provision according to existing legislation.

change taext | No

comment | GM2 Article 5

This should be considered a list of potential stakeholders but neither a complete i
the obligation of the mentioned stakeholder to establish interfaces with theTRkSsame
applies for manned aicraft in point c).

Change text of b) and c) #Btakeholders whichre entitledto retrieve the information...'

response NOTER; ThisiswhatsY' S I y (i dzé RaSdyjofcdiffarentistakeholdersay be
involvedd

change to text| No
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comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response
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GM2 Article 5(c)

Several of these stakeholders, e.g. model aircraft clubs, are not mentioned in Art. £
IR 2021/664. On which legal grounds would they be abtetiteve information from the
CIs?

Restrict the list of stakeholders to those listed in Art.5(5) of the regulation.

Not accepted the stakeholdergnentioned need to be considered for the provision of
integrated situational awareness picturBach data flow has to be in line with existi
Regulation (e.gRegulation (ELD019/ 945)

No

GM2 Article 5
ShouldMilitary (ATS providers)' be at paragraph (b) as they can provide info to CIS’
NOTEDThey arealready listed under (6) other relevant authorities

No

GM2 Article 5
(b) (6) addescue coordination centers
Accepted- (text in NPA changed)

Yes, added as suggested.

GM2 Article 5

The list of stakeholders in (b) and (c) and whether these should receive or
information with the CISP is nobmplete, perhaps the to and from ((B) and (C) secti
should be joined into a common list of stakeholders not sorbeded on data flov
direction.

NOTEDThe purpose to have the distinction between the provision and the retriev
information from the CIS, is to underline those stakeholders who may contribute to-t
space information and those who only use this information. It is important in the dify
Article 5.

No

The data shall be provided according to the complete service as describec2GOEBact
Member State can use its own data model as long as it based &26®[for instance
converting the different JSOles into a flatter structure).

Refer to the to be created EASA-HED UASGZ test and reference system

NOT ACCEPTED. When such test and reference system is developed, EASA will i
to refer to it in GM.
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change to text| No

comment | The data shall be provided according to the complete service as described2BOEM
general, is only the data model meant here, or should the data be provided accord
the complete service as described iR K €

response| Noted¢ the datashould be compatible with the common unique digital format

change to text| No

comment | Who is responsible for the transfer of the data into the required format fe8RACI
(Appendix 2 tothe EBc 0 WalLblLaja ht9w! ¢Lhb! [ t ¢
GEOFENCING)?

There is no available format on the manned traffic side and data needs to be trans
by the USpace provider. AMC should:

w al 1S a-&pake provider trangfer the format.

w al 1S a-6pad prividér is responsible for the tsfer of the Data provided int
the appropriate format. The Format should be exchangeable with the SWIM Form
well as the data specification that should be aligned.

w [/ EFNAFE 5F0GF hNARIAYI G§2N NBa&LR Yy a Aednkte
dataprocesses.

response NOTEDE KS-a2 &t} OS LINPJARSNE Aa RSAONAROSR A

change to text| No

comment | Does the same format apply also for UAS flight authorisation requests. If not, is tl
specific format to use for these? Please clarify.

response| Noted. Member states may recommend a specifiomat, alternatively theformat is to
be agreechetween USSP

change to text| No

comment | Is this format in line with the AIRM and e.g. AIXM 5.1 or 5.2 to ensure sen
interoperabilty between traditional ATM aeronautical information and the UTM#fhhce
world? Please clarify.

response| Noted. It is expected that AIXM 5.1 would be compatible between the ATM aerona
information and Uspace information but thimecessitatedurther evidence. Under thi
ATM rules, the model should be interoperable with other means of data transmissio

change to text | No

comment | The proposed AMC should also assure compatibility between CIS and existin
systems, as the ANSP/ATS are among stakeholders exchanging information v
providers.
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response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

Notedc if the single CISP is meant hettds is correct

No

EN4709003, as, ASTM WK63418-#9, ASTM F34119 are not "open" as required
by (EU) 2021/664 Annex | (1) which states that "Providers of common information
services shall ensure thattdey F2 NXY I GA 2y @OX86 A& | Ol At
G§SOKy2f23AS5Sa8 wX8dh

NOT ACCEPTEDhe standards are originated by a recognised standardisation body

No

GM1 Art5(1)(b)

CIS: if JSON is the required standard there must be a stronger message in the text.
is the appropriate expression (not "may"). To ensure interoperabilty and to ¢
"problems in understanding" within the standard and it interpretations EASA npestte
a test and reference system.

NOTACCEPTED KS dzaS 2F GKS aidl yRFNR Aa NBC
for a GM.

No

GML1 Article 5

ATC units are sources of dynamic airspacenfiguration information, and of the
relevant traffic information (tracks, flight plans). The latter was not listed. Suggest to
either list both, or just say "the ATC unit".

Accepted.

Yes, clarified as suggested

According one EDA MS, there is a need to link Article 5 with the SES recast.

This Uspace environment will generate new data model exchanges.

According to what was already agreed by MS in SES recast proposal regarding
availability of data:

Achieving a high level of interoperability between civil and military systems to share
regarding Uspace is crucial. Consequently, CIS shoatdply with the national securit
and defence requirementsnd particularly provide ian interoperable manner and for fre
to military authorities in charge of security, public order and defence, all relevant da:

PartiallyAcceptedc Y SY G A2y SR & | WYl &Q

change to text| Yes

**

An agency of the European Union
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GM1 Article 5 Commomformation services

d) In the absence of a single @I8vider, the provision of information from e.g. NAA nr
lead to different and temporary digital interface solutions. A harmonized and fle
approach is welcomed for MS who will be designating single CIS. E) The #igpimach
is welcomed. A single CIS (for instance a national ANSP) would likely not be accef
the long term in privately owned ANSP:s controlled airspace. The risk however is tt
contributes to a different approach path depending on the infation architecture
concerning a distributed versus centralized model. Areas where a CTR is establist
where a private ANSP and privately owned airport exist will likely suffer a I
implementation time before deploying a-§pace airspace. Flexibjlis welcomed.

NOTED.

No

GM1 Article 5 Common information services

ao IR the absence of a single CIS provider, the common information is directly
SEOKI Yy3ISR 0SG6SSy (K®e negafios dtheyeis a dingle CIS K
provider" is: "there are many CIS providers, or none".

The regulation (ELD021/664 acc. to Ar(c)and other articleapplies to "providers of
common information services". Note the absence of the word "single".

In certain cass, there may be a single CIS providers exclusively responsible for the
common information of some 49pace airspaces. But in general, there would be many
providers operating no®xclusively.

In the regulation, there are fewer requirements on rRexcLisive common information
service providers, and this is a good thing: It provides a low barrier to market entry f
entities only interested in sharing the information, but not otherwise taking part in
operations.

Of course, USSP can fulfil the roleofi-exclusive common information service providt
but so can any other nebISSP entityOnly if there is no common information service
provider for a given t$pace airspace, would the relevant parties be forced to access
information directly in a peeto-peer fashion.

PARTIALLY ACCERPTEDK S WLINEP JARSNE 2F 02YY2y the
entities injecting information to support the -Bpace airspace implementatiorlhe
providers to the CIS have to adhere a common online interoperable technolog
necessarilypeerto-LJS S NE @

Yesthe notion of & LISGING S NE Ad NBY20SR

GM1 Article 5 Common information services

GoOv aSYOoSNI {dlIGSa Yl @&
exclusive basis in a giverdULIJ- OS | A N&A LJ

wm Uy
g O
M~ >
¢
(s}
c
N
¢
(s}
QX
>Sx

:. TE.RPRO.068-007 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
kX Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status througBAB# intranet/internet.  Page47 of 196



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency CRIR021-14

2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

But that does not correspond tehat is written in the regulation 2021/664. It says the
GKIG daaSYoOSNI {G4F4GSa YIé& RSaAaAdayradsS
supply the common information services on an exclusive basis in all or some céfiaeé
airspaces under theirieLl2 y aA oAt A& dé ¢KAa YSIya i
to designate a single provider of the common information services for some or all «
U-space airspace. This section thus allows for a monopoly position of the CISP
Member State. fl this conclusion is not intended, the text of the regulation should
adapted accordingly to avoid misunderstandings.

Noted. There is no contradiction between paragraph (c) of this GM and the Regula
single CIS provider may designated to provide the common information in one, sevi
or all Uspace airspaces in a Member State.

No

GM1 Article 5 Common information services
G600 X ¢KS aAy3daftsS /L{ LNPRARRKN a3MDRO
All CIS providers should be certified.

Not Accepted; CIS can also be provided by not certiftecauthoritativeentities like state
agencies, municipalities, nature protection authorities, etc.

No

GM1 Article 5 Common information services

& 6 Metnbers States may decide to designate different single CIS providers for differ
aLJl OS FANERLI OSa wX8 d¢

This is not in the regulation which clearly states that "member states designate ¢
*single* common information service provideDelete sentence.

NOT ACCEPTED. The regulation leaves the possibility teethkayistates to choose th
model they wish: the centralised model (single CIS provider) ORlistrébuted model
(without single €S providers)The designation of a single CIS provider is pepate
airspace not per Member State.

No

GM1 Article 5 Common information services
G686 20KSNIRASOIRRIO A SRTYRREE 2F O2Y

This is not in the regulation. The alternative to having a single (1) common inforn
service provider is to have no (0) common information service providers at all, in
case the common informain is by definition not exchanged [this is a bug in
regulation], or to have many (2 or more) common information service providers img
they would not be exclusively responsible [this would be the general case]. [
sentence.
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change to text

comment
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change to text

comment

response

change to text
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Not Accepted. The alternative to the single CIS provider is to have multiple CIS proy
(distributed model).

No

GM1 Article 5 Common information services

To reduce unnecessary interfaces and responsibilities, data exchange should gene
carried out centrally via a single CIS provider in each member state. This provi
stakeholders with a quality & a dZNBR Rl GF 0ol &S 6 aa ioyeddics
certifications effort.

NOTED.

No

GM1 Article 5 Common information services

It could also be the case in a Member State floatone, some, or all idpaces more thal
one CIS provider will offer their service. Therefore, all CIS provider shall be certifit
V2U0AFASR (2 (G4KS ! 3SyOed ¢KSNBRENBIAEK
YR &aK2dZ R 06S NBLXFOSR o6& da/L{ LINBJAR
Not AcceptedThere can only be one single CIS provider pgpade airspacdroviders of
/I L{ SEA&G odzi GKSy ( KS &thete Ndnotybe dny domtuSighi
the terminology used.

No

GM1 Article 5 Common information services

This GM considers only two options: designation of a single CIS provider or no sir
provider with the necessity fgoeerto-peer communication. However, the implementi
regulation does not restrict the number of CIS which would allow to have several on
U-space. This might be very undesirable, nevertheless, this option is not yet precluc

Either consider all dfpns or introduce a restriction of maximum one CIS pesplce.

NOTEDIn thecase of a single CIS provider, there is only one pspdde airspace. Ther
is also one CIS perdpace.

No

GM1 Article 5 Commomformation services

U-SPACE ARCHITECTURE: The textrstyesdbsence of a sincle CIS provider, the conr
iformation is directly exchanged between the relevant operational stakeholders
distributed, peeito-peer communication architectute

Is there not a flaw somewhere in this setup, after having stressed the importance
dGaAy3atsS LRAyYyOG 27 ttidgNaizainys akout2thié laatessibibtg dedura
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change to text

response

comment

response

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

security and consistency of the information when this distributed architecture is
submitted to ongoing oversight? Is the certification of the different players sufficient v
a problem will occur, an@tho will be held responsible and accountable in case of a s
occurence?

Noted All the entities that are participating to the provision of information to the CIS
certified to do so, therefore meeting the data qualityquirements (e.g. ANSPs, USS
etc).

No

GML1 Article 5(d)
aLy GKS | 06aSyoS 2F |+ aAy3atsS /L{ LN2OQ
between the relevant operational stakeholders in a distributefdeerto-peer

communication architecture, whereby each data provider communicates with anc
P {{t RANBOGf& FT2NJ A&KINAY3I AYyF2NNIGAZ2Y

This seems to be a new solution. Could you please provide the link to the regt
2021/664?

NOTED This has not changed. The distributed model for the provision of corm
information has always been an accepted approach since the adoption of the Regul

No

GML1 Article 5(d)

The text "whereby each data provider communicates with anothi$SP directly" give
the impression that communication is made only with USSPs wheras 3 actors were (
in paragraph (b).

Suggest to replace "with another USSP directly” by "with anothdy mlirectly”

Acceptedc i SEG NBG2NRSRY XgKSNBoe SIOK RI
I y23KSNJ RANBOGT & X

Yes

GML1 Atrticle 5(c)

| SNBX aaAiAy3atSe Aa | aanidy Spacelnidspatel not tolGISE
provider in a Member State as is stated in the EU regulation 2021/664 Art. 5(6).

NOTED. The statement is correct.

change to text| No

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

GM1 Article 5
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response

change to text
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It is not clear along the Regulation, AMC/GM the role of the CIS, under which con:
the information can beetrievedused, and what is this information to be shared... doe
include operational information or is this reserved for the USSRsein communcation
with the UAS Operators?

Noted¢ EASA may develop a dedicated GM when the needs will have been conso
between Uspace actors.

No

GML1 Article 5 (1)(f) Common information services

The current wording does not really clarify who is responsible fdyrsamic airspac
restriction under the ASTM standard. Is it the CIS provider or the USSP? We ask 1
clarification in the text.

Noted¢ In the Uspace system, the ATC is responsible to initiate the dynamic airspa:
reconfiguration, the CIS and the USSP are meant to forward the information down t
operator.

No

GML1 Article 5 (b)

Point (b)(1)Further to the comment made on the explanatory note on the same subje
is assumed that this GM refers to the terms "(f) static and dynamic airspace restric
used in article 5(1) of the regulation. Unfortunately, no guidance is pedvion the
meaning of "dynamic" and "static" applied to "airspace restrictions". Considering
"airspace restrictions" are notions that are defined under IR 2150/2005 (FUA) ina s
context (= ICAO P, R, D types of areas), their utilisation innaffdg" or "static" contex
cannot be understood without additional explanation.

No proposal, clarification expected.

NOTED The clarifications are brought in the (EU) 2021/665 and AMC/GM to Art 4.

No

GML1 Article 5

The obligation of the Member State is to provide AIP(EAD) and AIP for UAS.
Remember that ATC is only controlled flights, AFIS is delivered in some airports
airport & glider sites may not have any service. Flight Information Service must be pr:
other placesDynamic reconfiguration could be based on automated usage of surveil
information. USSPs onlyelivers UAS positions for TIS

NOTED

No

GM1 Article 5
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change to text

change to text

change to text
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

As per definitiorcontrolled zonemeansa controlled airspace extending upwards from f
surface of the Earth to a specified upper limit. CTRs are the ATC units area of respo
(AoR). How CTRs will be external to thepace airspace? ATC AoR should be exterr
the U-space airspace

NOTED.As Uspace airspace volumes will most probably be designated in urban ar«
is likely that an airport CTR will be affected

No

GM1 Article 5(1)(f) Common information services

It is stated that MembeStates can elect to use ASTM WK63418 to provide some or ¢
relevant dynamic restrictions. We suggest that the GM recommends the use of
WK63418.

Harmonization across Member States requires member states to use a common ste
and ASTM WK63418 mature and has been developed with significant input fi
industry. Hence the standard should be recommended, not just suggested as an
that Member States may elect to require.

Not Accepted; some flexibility for MS is thearadigm of the regulation

No

GM1 Article 5

Wouldn't the ASTM WK63418 also be applicable for CISP to USSP communication
not only USSP to USSP communication? Such a solution would ensure -thadaip
airspacesituational awareness would be available to all stakeholders via the CIS, nc
USSPs. Please consider.

Noted

No

GM1 Article 5

The number of latency necessary for the proper functioning of air tredficices should b
inversely proportional to the complexity of the interested airspace and to the forec:
crowding of USpace.

It could be useful to define a correspondence between the forecasted complexity of i
Space with:

- the proximity to airpets and which type of airports (Airspace class, number of runw
complexity of procedures);

- the proximity to urban area or rural area,;

It could be useful to define the significant information needed considering
environment crowding and the compléxi in order to avoid overloading
communications or data exchange
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

change to text

response

comment

response

comment

response

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

response

NOTEL to follow the proposal, experience with-Bpace operations has to be collecte
commentwill be considered at a later stage

No

GM1 Article 5

The maximum latency from SSR systems can be quite high (12 spconds

Modern ATCsystems use sophisticated motion filtering and extrapolation systen
compensate the latency. Will these data be made available as well, or does even
extrapolate on its own?

Noted¢ up to now it is not known, if USSPs are able t@soodesignation of a single CI¢
could help to fulfil this requirement

No

AMC1 Article 5(2) Common information services

AMC should differentiate between two separate events heréraffic information
generation, andtraffic information dissemination. While the latency for the de
dissemination may be defined taking inexcount strictly technical parameters (e.
inherent latency of the software, hardware and communicatioks), the timeline for the
generation of traffic information cannot be so straightforward. Namely, onedtement
in the generation of the traffic inform&n is the determination of the relevanc
(pertinence) otthe actual or planned position of one aircraft versus the others to whc
will constitute trafficinformation. Where ATC is the originator of the traffic information
most cases the human (ATO@ll beinvolved in the determination of pertinence, thus,
the generation of the traffic information. Therefortatency standard figure cannot
associated with this action.

Noted

No

AMC1 Article 5(2) Commoimformation services

France prefers the option where this value appears as indicative in the GM and not ir
to take into account the fact that the latency may differ depending on the safety cas
criticality of this parameter in the safegssessment) and on the business model (be
latency will be more costly while not necessary safety critical for the considemszhte
implementation).

AMC : "Traffic information should be made available with a latency that is lower thai
necessaryor the proper functioning of the traffic information, as determined by the sa
case." + GM : "Depending on the safety case, a latenag l99% could be considerec

ACCEPTED
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text| No

comment | AMC1 Article 5(2) Commoimformation services

Q3. Latency number between D seconds could be sufficient in the short term. Ot
services, that are providing traffic information today, are some times as long as 30 s¢
behind the actual situation. However, the systems may develop a functiootde initial
information if e.g. manned aircraft, with a specific heading and altitude that will event
interfere with the uspace airspace, at an early stage in the event scenario in oro
compensate for the latter latency.

response NOTED.

change to text| No

comment | AMCL1 Article 5(2) Common information services

If the CIS is part of the communication path of traffic information, then it must be alloc
a fraction of the overall timeliness budget for traffic information.

response| ACCEPTED. Indeed only a part of the budget is allocated to the CIS

change to text| Yes, AMC/GM to Art 3(4)

comment | AMC1 Article 5(2) Common information services

This latency is essential to define separation minima between manned and unm
aircraft, therefore, buffers during 4dpace airspace design phage a consequence, thi
latency number for the distribution of traffic information data to UAS operatostdl be
part of the defined Uspace airspace criteria before being published by the Meml
State.

response| ACCEPTED. To be considered in the Risk Assessment

Change to text Yes, AMC/GM to Art 3]4

comment | AMC1 Article 5(2) Common informatiogervices

A clearer definition on the understanding and format of common traffic information sh
be added.Q3: Latency expression would be great but the arguments for Qu
requirements should be added as well, refering to the 99% added (see also AMC1

5(1)().
response| NOTED.

change to text| No

comment | AMC1 Article 5(2) Commoimformation services

Comment:
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

change to text

response

comment

response

comment

response

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

response

Clarify that scheduled stops of the service for maintenance or related tasks ar
included.

Suggestion:

Traffic information should be made available with a latency that is lower than
necessary for th@roper functioning of the traffic information service, in at least 99 9
the time excluding scheduled maintenance periods.

NOT ACCEPTED. Continuity and availability of the service needs to be dnguaetiof
maintenance period and disruption of services may be locally negotiated with the
competent authorty.

No

AMC1 Article 5(2) Commoimformation services

AMC1 Article 5(2) does not provide any added value the way it is currently formt
unless it is meant that it's up to each CISP or member state to define their own l¢
requirement/number. If so, please state that thighe case.

PARTIALLY ACCEPJ He goal is at term to provide a latency figure for all MS. At tt
stage an acceptable value has to be defined during the Risk Assessment.

Yes, incorporated in the AMC/GM to Art 3(4)

AMC1 Article 5(2) Common information services

The UA position must be timestamped when emitted by the dJand kept until it is
redistributed, probably after a tracking function has normalized all inputs from all L
into a singleoutput. This output shall be available 99% of the time at a 1 Hz update
with a jitter of max. 0,3 s meased at the TIS function output.

NOTED.

No

AMC1 Article 5(2) Common information services

Pleasaemember that the flow of information from UAS via USSP to TIS/CISP (and r
is a series of small delayl/jitter during transmissgaihus not allocatable to a single entit

There is a need for more specific requirements, even a tracking functidd bedoreseer
Fad LI NG 2F ¢L{® hGKSNBA&ASTI LINRofSYa
overall picture for everybody else.

A tracking function would absorb the delay/jitter and even allow occasional mi
updates from a UAS (by increaspmgition uncertanty for that UAS).

NOTEL, the tracking functionalityhould befurther elaborated irthe future
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text| No

comment

response

change to text

change to text

change to text

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

AMCL1 Article 5(1)(f) TIMELINESS

It is not clearly understood for which process thesg@onds apply. Does it mean the ent
implementation process, i.e. from the start of the registration of changes to the rece
this change information by the pilot? Or does it mean the maximum transmission tii
new information (in case of changesarting from the CISP to the USSP?

Noted The 30 seconds apply since the moment the information is available to the pre
of this information to the moment it is transmitted to the UAS operator

No

??7?

This does not correspond with the speeds and rategliofb/descent of the manne
aircraft and the time needed for decision making, coordination and notifica
Automation is needed for the process.

Noted

No

AMCL1 Article 5(2) Common information services

1) Wording is a bit awkward: "[Something] shall be made available within [some tir
[being available]."

2) What is the constraint for the missing 1 % of the time?

3) Why not simply make it a hard reti@he constraint?

4) How is this measured?

5) How is tlis proven?

6) What are the consequences of missing the deadline more than 1 % of the time?
GoXe aSYOSNI {dlFdSa Oly StSOG G2 dzas
LINE ARSR dzy RSNJ ! I'{ ¢N}IFFAO alyl3aSySy
dynf YAO NBAUIGNROUAZ2Yyadé

PARTIALLY ACCEPWERding of AMC1 Article 5(1){§ clarified.

Yes

While we understand the need to standardise, we have trouble understanding
background of these numerical valusgthout knowing the exact source of the standar:
Call for a standardised approach to the use of numerical values in the AMC/GM
reference should always be based on analysis or already established rules, for e
those for manned aviation they apply.

NOTEL; further development of the regulation needs revision of the values based or
life experience
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text| No

comment AMC1 Aricle 5 (1)(f) TIMELINESS

"Static" should be removed, as a stringdirtheliness requirement is useless for ste
information. Remove "static"

response| Not accepted; if new static information is available, it should also be made available
this timeframe

change to text| No

comment | The text of the IR andubsequent AM@GM should be amended to avoid using ter
referring to already existing notions that are obviously not designed for use in a cc
like the USpace airspace. This comment also applies whenever the terms "air
restriction” are used inlte document, like:
-GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service
-AMC1 Atrticle 10(7) UAS flight authorisation service
-GML1 Aticle 10 (7) UAS flight authorisation service
-GM1 Article 10(10) UAS flight authorisation service

response| NOTED. However, it is not considered that the flexible use of airspace concept
similar tothe U-space airspace restrictiompproach

change to text| No

comment | ISO is close to publish international standard 23828 the overall UTNrchitecture. A
GM should be added to this AMC2, clarifying that States, to define interfaces, may r.
such ISO 23628.

response| NOTEDDiscussion may occur when the standard will be published.

change to text| No

UAS operators

comment CommentY (KS G(SN¥Y WSEGSNYyLIt &aSNBAOS&Q
Comment 2 the monitoring of service performance by UAS operators is unclear a
seems unfeasible
Comment 3 The provision of idpace services may begin before the activation
confirmationand not aftet
Comment 4 The activation of the flight by UAS operators is not necessary.
Comment 5 The contingency procedure of a UAS operators is not relevant for
operations in the tspace airspace.
Comment 6 the AMC on contingency procedure is redundant as iréady included
in the regulation.

**
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change taext

CommentY !/ /9t ¢95d ¢KS GSNY WSEGSNY I-dpacaé
services providers as they are the ones who are providing the services to the UAS
operators. As it is clear, at tHevel of the regulation, that it is the USSP that provides
adzOK aSNBWAOSas G(GKS G4SNy WSEGSNYylFt &SN
Comment 2 ACCEPTED. The reference to the monitoring is removed as it is consid
that taking the appropriate action is sufficient.

Comnent 3: ACCEPTED. The sentence is removed to avoid ambiguity.

Comment 4NOT ACCEPTHDe request of a flight authorisation and the concrete flic
activationare distinctsteps potentially separated in timga flight may be authorised in
advance, whiléhe activation indicates concrete engagement of the operations).
Comment 5NOT ACCEPTHIDe list of contingency situatisiprovided in the guidance
material is given as examples. The contingency procedure is a requirement in the
regulation and is necessary to make the USSP aware of their capability to overcomt
dangerous situation in the case they are confronted to one efeakamples given.
Comment 6 ACCEPTED. Although the purpose of the AMC on contingency procedt
to insist on the fact that the latter should be include In a contractual arrangement, it
agreed that this is implied by the regulation.

YES

U-space service providers

comment GM1 Article 7(2) kkpace service providers

response

What does "connected environment" mean?

NOTED.A connected environment implies any digital connection meeting
requirements set by the USSPeaxplained in the supoints to the GM. It is not restricte
to internet-based connectivity, although a vast majority of connections between USS
UAS operator is expected to be interAmtised.

change to text| No

comment GML1 Article 7 (2)(c) $pace service providers

response

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

Questions were posted related to involvement of local authorities before a USS
commence operations in a-Epace airspace.

Partially AcceptedThere may be confusion between a) the conditions for a USSP to
certification requirements as laid out in Article 15 of the 2021/664 with b) its abili
meet the required kkpace service performance requirements as laid out in Article 3(
of the 2021/664.

A USSP is certified only once for a particular levelgppdd¢e service performance as f
Article 15(1). After certificationthe new AMC/GMdA 2 y' 6 2 I NR A \CHrifiesI@
checks that need to performed by the USSP \lin performance requirement level i
Article 3(4)(c),before to report starting and ceasg/restart of operations to the
Competent Authority in accordance with Article 7(6).
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

All relevant information on a particular-tpbace airspace must be made available
machine readable form as a Common Information Service, including-8maté servict
performance requirement information outlined in Article 3(4)(c). For more informa
on the airspace risk assessment resulting in the requirements in Article 3, pls s
AMC/GM to that Article.

A USSP is inherently a digital service, without human idecimaking involved in th
management of UAS operations inthé&lLJr OS A N&R LJ OS® ¢ KSN.
LISNE2YYy St é¢ GKFEG ySSRa GNIAYyAy3d 2y £ 2(
Please also see the CRD related to Article 7(6) for more information on the necessab
agreements necessary before commencing operations.

Yes

comment GM1 Article 7 Uspace service providers

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

The role of a CISP as a centralised, coordinating entity is suggested, with suggesti
CISP should be explicitly added dsa@ordinating) role in the AMC/GM.

Not accepted. Asingle CISP is merely an aggregation of CIS information, in sh
OSYGUNIfA&ASR AYT2N)YI (-Bso2rgeofd NBAhKNRtANT AStryle
CISP is merely routing information from several CIS sources, who are each still resy
for the origin of their CIS information.

The regulation does not specifyny coordination role by 8ingleCISP. For example, tl
decision to dynamically reconfiguredpace airspace is made by an ATSP, and not
SingleCISP. The information about the reconfiguration originates with the ATSP
sent via the CISP to allbscribers of said information.

No

GM1 Article 7 Uspace service providers

Paragraph (a) and (b) in GMAMC should specify if the competent authority can / me
must audit subcontracted entities.

NOTED

A USSP is certified with the requirements laid out in Article 15. Any subcontractors
USSP are expected to be managed by the USSP. Therefore, the competent author
not required todirectly audit subcontracted entities.

However, drawing on (EU) 2017/373 ATM/ANS.OR.B.015 Contracted activities:T
has been updated with wording from the ATM/ANS.OR.B.015 to clarify that althouc
competent authority is not required to audit subcontracted entities, the compe
authority may still need to to get access to the data and evidences to suppori
certification of the USSP

Yes, tarification added.

comment GM1 Article 7 (b) kbpace service providers

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

Several comments asked fatarification, whether a USSP needs to provide one
mandatory 4 services as the NPA version of the AMC/GM suggested or all requirec
space airspace?

PARTIALLY ACCEPTHIist there is no explicit wording in the regulation to require
provision of all four services of a USSP, the intention of the regulation is to require ¢
to provide all four mandatory {dpace services.

Considering that the de facto adoption aodmpliance to use 49pace services in-tpace
airspace requires that it should be very easy for UAS operators to sign up to and int
to a USSP, the AMC has been reworded to require, that a USSP needs to prowc
space services required by the KB said Uspace airspace (4, 5 or 6dgace services).

Yes

GM1Article 7 (a) kbpace service providers

It is not clear whether the competent authority of the Member State of the principal
of business or theompetent authority of the Member State where thedpace service
are provided is responsible for oversight.

NOTEDWhile the framework and arrangement between MS is flexilie, competent
authority for oversighimaybe the same as the certified competent authority

No

comment |(GM2 Article 7(2) tspace service providers

response

It is not clear in which context such an action (UAS operator seeking "theirfrdatahe
USSP) would be justified, without creating a potential to encroach on property
legitimate business interests of USSPs and other UAS operators.

Noted.

The Uspace regulation covers most UAS operations, including operations i@pka
category. A significant part or majority of drone operators iggdadce airspace is expect
to be performed by operators in the Open category, who are often private persons
normal practice for online platform owners to offer their private sufisers to downloac
their history data in electronic form. The GM makes this recommended practice al
data generated by the UAS operator and managed by the USSP.

change to text| No

comment AMC Article 7(2) kspace service providers

**

An agency of the European Union

{dz233Sa0SR I RRAY 3 (i 2the Demaption! dlRBléctohiS corspicui
transmissions from manned aircraft require-sgace service providers to provif
NEOSAQBGAY I O2@SNI IS F2NJ GKS GNFyavYaaan
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

**

*
*
*
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Accepted.

The requirement is specified in a new AMC to Artitle:d Fspace service providel
providing Traffic Information service in-dpace airspace established in uncontrol
airspace should make arrangements to have access to the conspicuity itifamr
ALISOATASR AYy {9w! dcnnpdo OO0 dé

Yes

AMC2 Article 7(3) k$pace service providers

la/H ! NLIAOES 71600 dzaSa GKS GSNX wO?2
relationship between both entities: one of theprovides a service or makes an activ
FYR GKS 204KSNJ 2yS LJeéea I adzy 2F Y2yS
GF NNF y3ISySyidé O2dA# R 6S YdzOK Y2NB O2 NI
wording is used in other parts of the documdat agreements between providers.

Suggestion that there should be Common format for LoA between ANSP/AT
USSP/CIS including all important details that the parts need to address, so that r
important will be missed, and to keep all LoAs as aligaedossible to make it easier
handle for everyone involved, specially for the controllers that otherwise has to hi
different U-spaces in a different mannemhich increases the risk for someone to mz
a mistake.

In the framework of ATSP/USShitactual agreement to be established, it is said t
GUKS LINPOSRdA:INBa &aK2dZ R RSaONARGS Of St
RSFTAYSR Ay I NOIAOES mMpoHeéd 2KIFG Aa GK)
in the Uspace reguléon ?

It would be advisable to develop further explanation on conformance managemen
follow-ups ofthese contractual arrangements.

PARTIALLY ACCEPTEB.AMC has been shortened to require arrangements such
Letter ofAgreement instead of a contract, and an example Letter of Agreement pro
as a new GM to Article 7(3).

Several respondents suggested that an USSP could make arrangements with
instead of directly with an ATSP. However, as a CISP is only foresq@ovide
information and not coordination of activities, and Article 7(3) requires USSP and A
Godd SyadaNBE | RSljdzr S O22NRAYFGA2Yy 213
2LISNI GA2yFE REFEGEF YR AYT2NYI (akearahgemenk
directly with an ATSP for the coordination of activities, if serviagpate airspac|
established inside controlled airspace.

The AMC2 to Article 7(3)(b)(3) stresses that the coordination procedures shoul
consider the requirements iArticle 15.2 regarding an emergency management p
Coordination of activities between an ATSP and USSP are of particular importe
contingency and emergency conditions of manned aircraft, unmanned aircraft or ¢
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

U-space system components. AT®P and USSP need to directly agree on coordin
procedures in such conditions.

Yes

comment AMC1 Article 7(3) k$pace service providers

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

It is suggested to delete this AM@hat is the reason for the limitation to "Terminatic
of Dynamic Airspace Reconfiguration"? In the context of the dynamic airs
reconfiguration additional arrangements in the senseAaficle 7(3) between ATC ar
USSP will be required.

Furthermore: "return to normal operations ..... when dynamic reconfiguration er
Dynamic reconfiguration is not an abnormal / roarmal operation. There is no end

the dynamic airspace reconfiguration. It may be that for a specific time there

limitation of the U Space and the complete U Space is available, however if there
another TFC there is again a redefintion of the U Space, thus the dynamic aspec
ends.

The Termination of Dynamic Airspace Reconfiguation is just one topic ¢eadsrto be
addressed in the sense of "adequate coordination activities" Articel 7(3) between Al
USSP.

Accepted. AMCL1 is deleted.

Yes

AMC2 Article 7(3) k$pace service providers

This approach leads to different data qualities and quantities in each individBphtk!
Here, a uniform source of supply would be more desirable, which can guarar
consistent quality, validity and topicality of the (geo)data. As a minimum, bino
defined parameters (such as a uniform coordinate system, height reference systen
quality, topicality, standard units, etc.) would be conceivable. In addition, this app!
would lead to a very high effort if the conditions are discussed contrdgtwaih each
USSP individually!

Tobe more specific

Noted. However, 7(3) only deals with the arrangements between ATSP and USSP.
AMC/GM to the respectivegpace service for details on formats.

No

AMC2Article 7(3) Uspace service providers

G600 O22NRAYIFGAZ2Y LINRPOSRAZNBAZ snkrir@lkand
emergency procedures concerning UAS operations, and contingency procedur
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

nominal, noanominal and emergencgrocedures concerning manned aircraft relevi
to operations in Wspace airspace; and (iii) nominal, aeominal and contingenc
procedures concerning system or services shortages and degraded level of qual
service. The procedures should descriteacroles and responsibilities for both partie
as defined in Article 15.2; and"

should be replaced with

"(3) the coordination procedures between USSP and ATS Provider covering the pr¢
of Article 15(2) and Implementation Regulation (EU) 2021/865.0R.127 requiremer
Examples of scope of data and information shared between ATS Provider and U
different scenarios are provided in GM1 to Article 7(3)."

AcceptedArticle 7(3) calls for coordination of activities in additiometevant operationa
data and information. ATS.OR.127 only talks about information. The suggestion fo
referencing is sound, and the wording has been updatéw: AMC as been clarified a
complemented, and the existing content transferred to a GM.

Yes

AMCL1 Article 7(5) k$pace service providers

References to "point ¢", "defined in b" and "items a and b" are unclear : do they re
the content of the AMC itself or to the content of the related IR? Since thisAd/H2, no
ambiguity should remain.

Proposal : Clarify the references.
Accepted. Clarification provided. References to a and b of same AMC is intended.

Yes

AMC1 Article 7(5) $pace service providers

The AIRM andelated system wide semantic interoperability is a key requirement in
context of SWIM. The exemption proposed introduces a risk of semantic interoper;
friction in terms of information integration, potentially implying the emergence of
information silo.

Rather than excluding these requirements, it should be ensured that the AIF
amended with Wspace relevant elements following the AIRM Change Manage!
processDelete the exceptions

ACCEPTED

Yes, theexceptions have been deleted.
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change to text
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response

change to text

comment

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

AMC1 Article 7(5) k$pace service providers

Can all information that needs to be exchanged among USSPs be provided in confo
with SWIM Yellow profile? It should be noted that SWIM yellow prgiiesents some
limitation for real time exchange of critical data

NOTEDSWIM TI YP is regarded as sufficient to meet the performance requirement
U-space airspace.

No

GM1 Article 7(6) kspaceservice providers

The entire concept of the "cessation" of the service provision still leaves a numi
guestions open.

Primarily, the question is about the status of theSpace Airspace in the event of
available USShby definition, no UASperation may be conducted within it without ¢
appropriate flight authorisation from the USSP, and if no USSP is available, there
be no entity to provide an authorisation.

Secondly, a ongveek lead time for the announcement may be insufficient gooper
operational planning any suggestion of the leaiime should be given as a separz
guidance, with the appropriate rationale, and not included as a template item.

Finally, the ultimate question remains on the achievement of the objectives otJtf
Space Airspacenamely, a LSpace Airspace may and should be designated based ¢
risk assessment, and should result in the sufficient mitigation of the identified avi
and nonraviation risks (such as security, privacy and so on). Cessatiotviokdaey a USS
may endanger the mitigation of the risks identified for a given airspace that had, i
first place, lead to the designation of the-%pace airspace. MSs need more st
instruments to manage the risks and to impose the commitment olUBSPS.

EASA is invited to provide AMC and GM on the isslad®rated in the Remark.

Partiallyaccepted.
YesGML1 Article 7(6) and AMC(1) Article 7(6) are added to ckiéfpn boarding proces

of a USSP in a-&pace airspace. The time for the announcement of starting or ce:
operations has been updated.

GM1 Article 7(2)

U-space serviceroviders Regulation (EU) 2021/664 assumes thapéke is a connecte
environment and therefore:(a) 49pace information is exchanged in a machieadable
format to support the necessary exchange of data among releveasgdde actors; and...
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response

If data/information is to be exchanged within different&paces (e.g. in border area
then the "machinereadable format" should generally be defined uniformly, otherwise
could lead e.qg. to different height reference systems, coordinate systems and differ
in data quality. This complicates the idea of harmonious data exchange!

refer to the to be created EASA B9 UASGZ test and reference system

Noted. The AMC/GM cannot refer to yet unpublished standards, and not all informa
exchangeneeds are expected to be covered by-EHi, but the AMC/GM working grouf
follows the standards development with great interest.

change to text| No

comment

response

GML1 Article 7(2)

Regarding point (b) of this GM, we have trouble determining the situation wher
delivery of the Wspace services in-tpace would not be required, and in effect tl
connection of the UAS operator with USSP would not have to be established. ;
moment there are already 4 mandatory services in thespéce airspace, therefore th
connection is always mandatory. For that reason we find point (b) redundant
misleading. We suggest changing this point as per below proposal.

Amendment proposal:

(b) operatons in Uspace airspace require the UAS operator to establish a connecti

a USSKheneverthe delivery of algpace senviceisreguired.

Accepted Several k$pace services, such as Network Identification and Conform
Monitoring are only rcessary for the iflight phase. During flight preparation and pe:
flight phases, continuous connectivity between UAS operator and USSP may |
necessary as explained for example in GM1 Article 6 UAS operatdtis@ver the text
can be misleadingral is removed

change to text| Yes, as suggested

comment

response

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

AMC1 Article 7(2)

What are the definitions ofDeviation thresholdandairspace boundarieis this context
Please clarify.

Partially Accepted.Deviation thresholds:the extra volume added to the fligh
authorisation, ensuring that the UAS flight is separated enough from the other UAS

Airspace boundaries refer for example to-pboto areas or other geospatial construc
where a permission for a AV to enter or permission to execute certain tasks
restricted. The obligation is only to inform the UAS operator of such conditions, an
to control compliance or require information of required permits.
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change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment
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An agency of the European Union

NOTEDSWIM TI YPiegarded as sufficient to meet the performance requirements i
U-space airspace.

Yes, AMC merged with the AMC/GM to Art 10.

GM2 Article 7(2)

It introduces another service which require further specification in ordevddk properly
for Member State and authorities.

Noted. Uspace regulation also covers operations in the Open category. As such a
significant part or majority of drone operators indgace airspace will be performed by
operators in the operategory, who are often private persons. it is normal practice fc
platform owners to offer their subscribers to download their history data in electronil
form. The GM makes this recommended practice also for data generated by the U/
operator and manageby the USSP.

No

New AMC for Article 7

Anew AMC is necessary to Article 7, etsablishing the general principle that Authiritie
credit possible industry certificationsThis principle already exish AIROPS (Rel
9265/2012).

NOT ACCEPTED. This generic principle is true, while remaining the prerogative
competent authority to decide whether to use it.

No

GML1 Article 7 and GML1 Article 14(c)

(c):According to GM1 Article 7 and GML1 Article 14 item (c), USSP certificate is valid
Europe and confirms that USSP meets the requirements commensurate with th
associated with the $pace service they provide.

And the risk associated with the-dpace service is defined by thedpace airspace ris
assessment conducted at state level by the Member State.

To achieve the certificate recognition across the Europe Union and ensure that a ce
USSP can meet the safety objective defined by the aiespesk assessment (cf. GN
Article 3(1) items (6)(iv) and (c)(4)) , the airspace risk assessment needs to use a
and harmonised methodology, harmonised definition of severities and associated ¢
objectives classification schemes.

Indeed, as tHace services performances and data quality (accuracy, resolution, inte
traceability, timeliness, completeness and logical consistency) are derived fror
airspace risk assessment, harmonisation of risk assessment methodology, defini
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change to text

change to text

response

comment

response

comment

response

severties and associated safety objectives classification schemes is an enak
certificate recognition.

NOTED. The AMC/GM to Article 3(4) have been added.
No

GML1 Atrticle 7(2)

Regarding poingb) of this GM, wehave trouble determining the situation when tt
delivery of the Wspace services in-Epace would not be required, and in effect t
connection of the UAS operator with USSP would not have to be established. |
moment there are already 4 mandatory s@®s in the space airspace, therefore tr
connection is always mandatory. For that reason we find point (b) redundant
misleadingWe suggest changing this point as per below proposal.

Amendment proposal:
(b) operations in kspace airspaceequire the UAS operator to establish a connection 1

USSkvheneverthe deliveryof aldpace sensice-isreguired.
ACCEPTED

Yes, as suggested

GM1 Article 7 Uspace service providers

This GM provides guidance bow USpace services are provided by th&phace Servic
Providers (USSP), but it does not address the provision of thelea external services.
would be required to clarify (in this section or elsewhere in the NPA):

1) What are exactly 'externaksrices' (i.e. definition) and why they are different (or n
to U-Space services

2) Whether a external service can be provided to UAS operators directly or through &
It is recalled that providers of external services are not covered by {8pddeegulation.
3) What kind of agreements have to be concluded between the external service pri
and the USSP and/or UAS operator

4) Whether external service providers are subject to any kind of certification or verific
by the aviation authorities (& the legal basis under which this certification/verificatiol
done).

Not accepted. This AMC/GM focuses on clarifying the (EU) 2021/664, 665 and 666.
HAHMKccn ONRARSTFI-BLINVCGFIAZGNIAAQAZAKSNY ! wSO
U-space service outside the-dpace airspace regulation is subject to a free market
regime.

change to text| No

*
*

**

* o

*
*
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U-space service providers should provide their services to support the safe, secur
efficient operations of aircraft in the §pace airspace and ensure coordination with
relevant ANSPsr the CISP if existso that manned aircraft movements asafe and
efficient.

Not accepted. A CISP is merely an aggregation of CIS information. The regulation c
foresee any coordination to take place inside a CISP, such as negotiating traffic. Th
manager of manned air traffic is t#er'SP. That the information on relevant manned a
operations is routed via a CISP does not change that the USSP needs to coordinate
the ATSP.

No

GM1 Article 7 Uspace service providers
GML1 Article 7 kspace serviceroviders bullet (b)

GM states "the four mandatoryspace services as listed in Chapter 1V of the Regul
(EVU) 2021/664"9verlooking the fact that a MS may require a service that is optional a
the IR to be mandatory in thgiven airspace, in wth case the USSP must be capabl
providing all services mandatory in the givarspace.

Suggested Solutiols St SGS bHbF2dzNbH YR RSESGS bl a
sentence.

GML1 Article 7 kspace service providers bullet (c)

What is siggested in the bullet (c) of this GM does not appear to be permissible und
IR. It, actuallymaterially contradicts the legal requirements of the Regulation that
certificate is issued on the basis tife capability of USSP to meet the performar
requirements for a specific-8pace Airspace, whereby, inyplication, the same USSP n
not be able to meet the performance requirements of anotheBpaceAirspace.This doe
not exclude the possibility that two or more MS define the same USS perfom
requirements,thus enabling the USSP certified in one MS to provide USS in anoth:
without a need for someadditionalcertification.

Suggested Solution:

EASA is invited to reformulate this bullet, and to explain in the GMréhetionship
between the certificate and th@erformance requirements specific to a giverSpace
airspace.

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED.

1) The set of required services is raised at AMC level and clarified in a newtd\MC1
Article 7(2).

2) Certification and satisfaction of the performances requirements are coupled, inde
complementary evaluations may need to be undertaken in a nespate Clarified in
AMC1to Article 7(6)

Yes, new AMC1 Article 7(2). And AMC1 Article 7(6).
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Fairness is closely related to efficiency of airspace management and operations, as
in general, when multiple stakeholders choose to cooperate, all users realize the be
of more efficient operations. IFATCA believes a useful framework for figieqti
describing and quantifying fairnesslated problems, while remaining agnostic as to h
best to approach their solutions needs to be provided. Quantifying fairness is inhere
difficult, because up until now it has been tied closely with othetriog, such as those
related to airspace efficiency or auction practices.

Defining metrics for fairness are particularly challenging because fairness may be pe
differently by different stakeholders.

IFATCA also suggests that prioritization couldused to incentivize desired polit
outcomes, such as minimizing safety risks or reducing negative environmental i
This could be achieved by giving higher priority to safer, quieter or greener vehicle
goal of fairness may therefore need to balénced with other desired policy outcomes

It is important to note that there are also tradeoffs between fairness and other me
including efficiency, predictability, flexibility, and safety. Further metrics can the
calculated, which assumes warcquantitatively compare operator utilities, and the pri
of fairness. The price of fairness is significant because it quantifies the degradation o
metrics (e.qg., safety, efficiency) by imposing fairness.

The distribution of costs acrosperators could be evaluated to quantify fairness.
hiKSNJ YSGUNRO&EZ 6KAOK | NB Y2NB 02 Y Loonkf
firstA SNIWSR Fft20F0A2ye Aa FTLEANWD | 26S3S
arrival times may not be relewit to the ordemand operations supported by UTM, wh
basing it on when operational intent is requested has been shown to have signi
negative implications for fairness.

There is a clear need to study and evaluate the implications of the UTMexithié on
FIANYySaaz S@Sy |4 GKAa NBtFdiAgSte SIN
NOTED. Fairness and roiscriminatory approaches are the basis of the EU regulatio
The items are noted and might support refinement of criteria in the future.

No

GM1 Article 7

In GM1 Article 7 $pace servicproviders of NPA 2021/14 it is clearly stated that the U
must demonstrate capability of providing the four mandatorgpace services in order
be granted the certification.

However, if any of the two optional-Epace services are required by kS in a particula
U-space airspace, does the USSP intended to operate in tispatk be certified for th
four mandatory services and the additional service(s) required as well? Could
additional services be provided by an independent certified @3SSP
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change to text

change to text

change to text

response| NOTEDThe USSP should provide bundle of services. It may encompass 4, 5 or 6 s¢

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

change to text

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

The services should not be provided independently. This approach is clarified in a n
AMC.

Yes

GM1 Article 7 USpaceservice providers

USSPs should ensure coordination with the CISP.

Not acceptedThe USSP will need to establish coordination procedures with the AN
when Uspace airspace is located in controlled airspace for nominaknoomnal and
emergency conditions, as explained in AMC2 Article 7(3) (b)(3). The regulation doe:
expect a CIS® have any coordinating or managing role.

No

Member States should continue to have sovereignty over their airspace, as is also
in GM1 Article 3. Therefore, they should also have the freedom to select USSPs for
space airspace.

Not acceptedThe position does not comply with the Regulation 2021/664. The MS ¢
not select the USSP. The USSP are free to provide services provided they demonsit
they satisfy the performance requirements of thiespace airspace.

No

AMC2 Article 7(3)

U-space service providers @K 2 dzf Ry Qi (KA a O2yidN¥ Ol o

AcceptedThe AMC is reworded and a new GM provided.

Yes, as suggested

AMC?2 Article 7(3) CONTRACTUAL ARRANGEMENTS BETWEEN THE USSP
AND THE ATS PROVIDER

Remark:

While the Regulation indeed requires the arrangements for the exchange of operati
relevant data,the AMC/GM interprets that in its most rudimentary and inefficient me
point to point contractualframework.

In the ATM, the poinrto-point contractualframework (Letters of Agreement) is justifit
given that the ATCunits are monopolistic organisations, act as unique service pt
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within their respective areas gésponsibility, and need to cater for an extensive hum
to-human time critical exchangs# data.

U-Space framework, on the other hand, allows (encourages) the possibility of mi
(numerous) serviceproviders operating within the same airspace, whereas the s
information to be delivered by the ATsay be relevant for all or most of USS$ierating
within the given USpace Airspacdt is, therefore, questionable why a poiti-point data
exchange between ATSP and a USSP woultddugred (or even desirable), where a

more efficient method of network distribution through CIS co@ldfil the functional
requirements of the Regulation in a lot more efficient and technologically adva
manner.

In such a framework, ATS unit would deliver all required data to CIS, making thel
available to allUSSPs active in the area, for their consatien. The same would work |
the opposite sense, where USSRauld deliver data to CIS, thus making them availabl
other USSPs and ATS unitsvould, on one hand, improve the data quality and integ
and, on the other, provide significant savingsadministrative and technical tasks.

Suggested Solution:

EASA is invited to thoroughly-tieink the concept of coordination and exchange of d
ATSPRJSSP to permiiverse functional architectures and diverse technical solution:s
the same functionabbjective of the Regulation.

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED. The AMC is rewnddadchew GM provided. However, CIS ar
CISP in the regulation is limited to information exchange. Delegation of coordinatior
activities from ATSP to CIS or CISP is not covered by the regulation.

Yes, AMC/GM reworked

AMC2Article 7(3)(b)(3) CONTRACTUAL ARRANGEMENTS BETWEEN THE USSF
ATS PROVIDER

In the framework of ATSP/USSP contractual agreement to be established, it is s¢
GGKS LINPOSRdAZNB & &aK2dzZ R RSaONR patieds Seffins
AY !'NIAOES mMpoHéd 2KFG Aa GKAA ! NIAOE
space regulation ?

NOTEDAMC?2 to Article 7(3)(b)(3) stresses that the coordination procedures should
consider therequirements in Article 15.2 regarding an emergency management plan

No
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response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

It seems there should be complementary to that provided by the CIS P as long as
refer to CIS an, implicitly, to the CIS P when it exists.

Not accepted. The nature of the CIS service indicated does not change if it is provio
directly by the ATSP or via a single CISP. A Single CISP is regarded as an aggrege
information and routing entity only. A CISP is not foreseen te @y coordinating role.

No

GM2 Article 7(3)

It is unclear to us, which other TFC info can an ATSP directly provide to USSP, éxdce,
relevant traffic information regarding manned aircraft that is necessary as partos ?
We assume that also a USSP could provide the UAS TFC info to the ATSP via a Cl:
is a single CISP designated, there is no need for a distribuspeidd architecture.

Noted. The examples illustrate, that an ATSP atigisretion may provide for example
traffic information for a larger volume of airspace than strictly necessary for safety
reasons. This can technically be implemented through the same interfaces at CIS T
conceptually CIS data is limited to the raguanents in the regulation. It is possible, but
not required, for USSP to provide UAS traffic information data to ATSP using the sa
interface. However, such data is not classified as CIS data, as there is no requireme
the regulation for a USSP s$hare traffic data with an ATSP. A USSP only has to shar
relevant (and not necessarily all) UAS traffic information data with another USSP.

No

U-space services

A. Network identification service

comment

**
* *
* *
*

An agency of the European Union

GM1 Article SGENERAL bullet (a)

1 "Heading" may be a questionable concept for a quadcopteuggested Solutior
Replace the term "heading" with the term "intended track".
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1 "Height" may be insufficient data for ATC purposes. The exact requirement s
be defined as an elemendf UAS performance, per-Bpace Airspace. Sugges!
Solution:Use a more generic term "level" to also encompass "altitude”.

1 Reference is madhere to ASTM standard F3419: Tough, the data format of thi
standard does noaccommodatethe datafields required by 2021/664 on netwo!
remote-id. Below the delta's are illustrated for between thesgace regulation and th
F3411 standard(MSL is not mentioned as it not part of ANY standard, only Us
legislation)

1 Geodetic altitude :
o Uspace : ref AMSL
o ASTM : ref WGS84
1 Height (above TakeOff)
o Uspace : Mandatory
o ASTM: Optional
1 Operator Registration Number :
o Uspace : Mandatory
o ASTM NA

response| PARTIALLY ACCEPTED

1 GKSI ReplscBds A G K aNRdziS O2 dzNE S¢

1 GKSArgplaceds A G K aFf A3IKG f SHSTE ¢

T ai{{ta 62dfR ySSR O2yJISNI &8 ® MSLDbefpr
RAALX @Ay 3, igdddded.2 G KS dza SNIbé

change to text| YES, as indicated

comment | GM1 Article 8 : Confusion between the two Remote identification mechanisms (94
and 664)

1 Qarify the link between UAS capabilities (as specified by EU 2019/945) and
"network identificationservice" provided by the USSP.

1 Explain the difference in more detail and provide solutions on how the network
remote ID signal could reach the USSPs?

response| ACCEPTED. The link is clarified.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 8 Sharing data via CISP

1 GMZ1 should read "USSPs share and consolidate UAS flight data between ther
(and with the single CISP where applicable) and taerefore, support traffic
information when needed"

**
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1

AMC1 Article 8(1) first sentence should read: "USSPs should exchange network
identification data with all the service providers in geographic proximity (or with
single CISP where applicable)."

Annex 4 to ASTM F3441D details the communication between USSPs through\W8E&n
talking about the data exchange interface between USSPs, the NPA should ment
possibility of exchanging that information through CIS platform, acting the ClSnilax
way to DSS in interUSS platform model. In the short term, the use of thisuasi
architecture (USSBISRUSSP) will facilitate the deployment ospace.

NOT ACCEPTED
Even if not prohibited, per the regulation the CIS isint#nded to support the inter
USSP exchange

Yes

AMCL1 Article 8(1) Geographic proximity

1

¢KS GSNY dzASR a3S23INILKAO LINBEAYAGE
here, we talk about the dpace airspace wheienultiple) USSPs provide services
0KS alyYS GAYS® ¢Kdzaz GKS GSN¥Ya dzaSi
the service providers inthe-8 LJF OS | ANBR LI OS O2y OSNJYy !

Criteria for proximity need to be defined in the USS performance requirenien
the given Uspaceairspace.Add, at the end of the first sentence, "whereas t
proximity is the parameter defined in the USS performance requirements fo
given USpace airspace".

ACCEPTEDhe AMC is clarified,andsa A& | RRSR G2 Of I NA T
proximA U Me@nwhile AMC/GM have been developed to Art 3(4).

YES

GM21 Article 8(3) Update frequency

)l

The proposed 99% value appears risky. It should either be changed to at least
or accompanied by a maximum transmission gap length.

As written in the proposal, a UAS may legally be-tnansmitting for 36 seconds per hot
(1%), during which it or aapproaching aircraft at 120 knots travels more than 1 |
This does not appear safé/e suggest a maximum allowed gap between transmiss
of 5 seconds.

1

1

We consider that GM1 (update frequency) should be reviewed in the case a l¢
figure is includedn AMC2 to Article 8(1).

Latency and update frequency are interrelated (e.g. if latency is larger tha
update frequencywe have idle data to process with no end use) and therefore
update frequency value may need to be adaptette a latency data is defined.
To avoid any misunderstanding, it should be clarified that the "update freque
depends on multiple elements hoontrolled by the space platforms.
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response| PARTIALLY ACCERTED

change to text) YEStext is amended

comment | AMC3 Article 8 (1) (b) Flight / end of flight
1 SSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F GaSYyR Ala FEAIKGEY R2
minutes, also mean the end of a flight?

1 It is not absolutely clear what "the flight" means in the context of a fl
authorisation. Is it every single flight in the context of one authorisation, onlg
one takeoff and landing possible within oneght authorisation?

9 Itis unclear how it is recognized a flight has been ended. There will be cases \
a flight authorization may cover a flight with several technical intermediate
landings and still it is to be considered as one flight. It is suggéstese "when
the operator deactivates the flight authorization" instead, which would be simil:
to the current flight termination after landing (FPL closure, ARR MSG).

1 The end of the flight should in the best case be confirmed by the UAS operatc
(simikr to the activation request). So: An obligation of a deactivation of the fligl
should be required in the AMC.

response| PARTIALLY ACCEPTED. The AMC refers appropriately to flight activation. Neverth
the scenarios hint in the commentsas been addressed in the AMC/GM to Art 6

change to text| YESclarificationsbrought to AMC to Art. 6.

comment | AMC1 Article8(2) Shared data

1 More information on what information could be provided to authorised users a:
defined in article 8(4) item (a) (General public) is needed

T Only b, ¢, ditems are mentioned (USSPs, ATSPs, CISP). It remains unclear w
protocol is to be use for the authorities to receive the NRID data.

1 Why is this AMC1 limited to the named users?

In addition, it should be clarified which information should be provided to ¢

authorised user in order to maintain the safety but also the privacy of the ojpsst

response| ACCEPTED.

change to text| YES. The text is amended

B. Geoawareness service

comment | GM1 Art. 9 :Confusion between the twegec-awareness (2019/945 and 2021/664)

I To avoid confusion it would probably make sense to spduaifher the difference
between the Geeawareness service defined in Article 9 of th&phce Regulation ar
the GesAwareness function of the UAS class markings.

**
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2. Individual comments and respons:

For the GM, it is recommended to give more explanation about the difference ir
meaningf the "gecawareness".

It would be helpful if at this point the difference between the functions were prese|
instead of just mentioning that there is a difference.

response| ACCEPTED.

change to text, YES. (a} clarified

change to text

comment | AMC1 art.9(1) Data quality

)l

the USSP cannot guarantee for the geoawarenss information as he is first
assembler and of data and second has nothing to do with thdu@t&ion. The MS
is responsible for the provision this kind of information for the geoawarel
function of the UAS.

The geanformation data may likely come from other (state or other)
orgarisations. The USSP needs to ensure that the organisation providing the c
SyadzZNAy3a (GKS AydSaNrRGe 2F GKS W2NAR:
organisation providing it may therefore require validation of some sort.

USSP is able to perform aality check of the information received against t
standard but cannot assess the integrity of the content itself.

The USSP can only ensure that all data provided by the common information
services is dispayed. It is not possible to check if CIS islimgpaill availabe
geodata.

The responsibility for this should not (andnnof) lie with the USSP, but with thos
actors who generate the informatiofCIS providers) or, if applicable, still the on
who extracts it (SCISP).

response| ACCEPTED.

YES. (a amended accordingly.

comment | AMC2 Art. 9(1): Feedback

Presumably, there will be a lot of feedback from users to the USSP, so it sho
ensured that feedback from the USSP to the CISP is filtered in advance by the
Otherwise, it will be very difficult for the CISP to distinguish official changes from <
user requests.

response| ACCEPTEDhe feedback is relevant for all data received from the TH& common
information service provider(s) may suggest categdtias the USSPs can use to
categorize the type of feedbacks that they share. Those categories may be inspired
data quality requirements such accuracy, timeliness or completeness, and offer spe
tags for user comments or requests.

change to text, YES. A new GM to Aris added.

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment | GM1 Art9(2) Urgent vs noraurgent
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

1 The concept of urgent and nesrgent dynamic airspace restriction is new.
Explain

1 What are the criteria to decide whether an airspace restriction is urgent or not?

1 Thedistinction between norurgent and urgent dynamic airspace restriction shoul
be skipped who should decide on the urgency and based on which criteria?

f Dam ! NGIAOES poHO 2KFEG A& GKS Ay idNES:
It is based on asimption of priority?

NOTED. The table is amendédb 2dgNB Sy i Reyl YA O Is ieplaadiid
Gt fFyySR Re@ylFrYAO FANBRLI OS NBAGNAOGASB
replaced withd ! y LIt | y yUSSNINa KRNI YA O | ANE LI OS NE

change to text| YES.

change to text

C. UAS flight authorisation service

comment

response

comment

response

GM1 Article 10 UAS fligrduthorisation service

Please define what you mean with "coordinate". Is it e.g. enough if the ANSP has m:
monitor UAS traffic?

PARTIALLY ACCERTEP original text was an unexplained reference to the possibilit
that a flight wouldpass from space airspace into a region under control of ATC. For
example, a flight from an urban area to an airport. This proposal is now considered
beyond the scope of the regulation and the reference to coordination with ATC has
removed from the MC/GM

Yes

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

The terminology used when talking about UAS Flight Authorization Request is not ¢
with the one used in 947. In 947 the Flight Plan is compound of the Higgraphy, the
Contingency volume, and the operational volume. In 664, the terms used are: UAS
Authorization Request, Deviation Threshold and UAS Flight Authorization. It is sug
to develop a graphic depicting each of these terms.

PARTIALLY ACCERPTEB AMC/GM regarding Deviation Thresholds has been
significantly revised based on this suggestion and a number of others.

change to text| Yes

*
*

**

* o

*
*
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

change to text

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

bullet (d)RemarkThis bullet is in conceptual contradiction with the Regulation. USSI
issue a flight authorisatioaxclusively within the active-Epace airspace.-8pace
airspace, if overlapping with the controll@grspace, will only be active if "released"”
(dynamically reconfigured) by the ATC unit. Consequently, sopé&tion cannot be
simultaneously subject to an authorisation by the USSP and by the AISSP.
authorisation may be relevant for the ANSP only in the context of the exchange of
operationallyrelevant data (e.g. for the purpose of the provision of traffic information
service), in scenarios where antive USpace airspace is adjoining the controlled
airspace.

bullet (f)Remark"When there is more than one USSP providirgpdce services inla
space airspace, all USSPsaa@f A 3SR X b

PARTALLYCCEPTEDhe original text was an unexplained reference to the possibility
that a flight would pass from4dpace airspace into a region under control of ATC. For
example a flight from an urbarrea to an airport. This proposal is now considered
beyond the scope of the regulation and the reference to coordination with ATC has
removed from the AMC/GM

Yes

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

Not clear if the reference to art. 15(1) in 2019/947 is correct. D) Ad "in controlled
airspace".

PARTALLYCCEPTED.The text has been revised following this comment and others.
should now be clearer.

Yes

GM1Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

There are no such two kinds of identification, only network and direct rer
identifications (NRID Regdpace+DRID Reg.945).

ACCEPTED. The sentence has been clarified.

change to text| Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service
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change to text

change to text

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

The issuing of clearances in controlled airspaces is a sovereign task. According tc
SERA.8005, ATC is responsible in controlled airspaces. Accordingly, only ATC ca
clearances. This task canrim delegated to the privately operating USSPs

NOT ACCEPTED. Thepdce is segregated from the controlled airspace, and the
operations are not placed under the controlled of the ATC. As per the 2021/664 the
are entitled to providdlight authorisation.

No

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service
G! OUAGIFrGSRE 2AG0KRN}YgysS 9YRSRdDE | 2¢ A
course, one could use the timestamps as a guideline. But hdgaens if UAS flight

authorisation requests are received by the respective USSP at exactly the same ti
Which is quite possible if the applications are received on different servers.

NOTEDThe regulation should lead to a practical implemdiota. The AMC/GM on
I NIAOES Mnoctd RSAONAOGAY A GKS aLINE LISNJ
cases in a pragmatic way.

No

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

Which data from the UAS flighuthorisation requests should be allowed to be pass¢
on? Is the 4D volume and the unique authorisation number sufficient? When shari
data, it should be considered that a USSP competitor may have a strong interest i
poaching customers from the competiti.

PARTIALLY ACCERTEB problem of how to detect conflicts while best preserving
commercial secrecy has been the driving requirement behind the standard ASTM F
21 which is now mentioned in the revised AMC/GM for article 10(6) on thegprop
arrangements between USSP.

Yes

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

Point (c):does a(ny) kspace have to be divided into volumes? See also our commen
GML1 Article 4 (e).
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

NOTEDThe 4D volumementioned in GML1 to article 10 are the 4D volumes expectec
the flight authorisation request.

No

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

d) it is a new aspect that a flight authorisation has to be coordinated with the ANS
have the understanding that a flight authorisation is granted if no other oper:
intersects with the request. What is the role of the ANSP here?

ACCEPTEDhNe original text was an unexplained reference to the possibility that a fli
would pass from k$pace airspace into a region under control of ATC. For example a
from an urban area to an airport. This proposal is how considered beyorsttue of
the regulation and the reference to coordination with ATC has been removed from t
AMC/GM

Yes

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation servicé LJ3 @ ¢ p USBPstace oldigéd
exchange the UAS flight authorisation requests between themselves as well as
changes of those requestd OG A @ G SR 2 A& KRNI gy > 9YRS
MO . STF2NB W OGAQIFIGISRQY FTy2GKSNJ adGlr GSa
- 'pending' (submitted or filed recgst);

-WI OOSLIESRQ O0FNRBY GKA&A GAYS (GKS n5 | NI
HO AG Aa &4dzZ33SadSR GKFdG GKS adl Gddza Wi

and ATSPs can make that plan visible and apply priorities agassibjgolater requests.
Not AcceptedThe regulation does not mention that the CIS is involved in the proce

FEAIKG NBljdzSad F dzi K2 NR & I (-sp2cg derviceNafoviders b
SadFofAadK LINBLISNJ NN} yaSySyidaaxse

No

GML1 Article 10 UAS8Iight authorisation service

"Under (f) it isstatedthat ""this service enforces the prioritisation rules™ which are |
sufficientlydefined in the regulation.

Further it says, "all USSPs are obliged to exchange flight authorisation rebatsten
themselves™; this could alternatively be done via the CISP."

Accepted The AMC/GM for 10(8) and 10(9) have been revised to clarify the prioritis
rules.
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change to text| Yes

change to text

change to text

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

GM1 Article 10 UAS fligrauthorisation service

(c) It seems that when USSP provide flight authorisation it encompthes
constraints/authorisations defined for the UAS geographical zone attached to-ipaté
airspace concerned.

By definition, a & LI OS | ANB LI OS A& al Gidl OKSRE
some UAS geographical zones overlap some other Bé@aphical zones. If the-§pace
airspace is active in this overlapping area, the constraints/authorisations in place f
both (or more) UAS geographical zones shall be considered when providing
authorisation. Therefore, this should be betté8 F f SOG SR Ay ({ K SThid
service covers the flight authorisation provided according to article 15(1) of Regul

(EU) 2019/947, for each and every UAS geographical zones concerned when ovérlX|
PARTIALLACCEPTED. The overlapping of UASgaes has been considered in the
AMC/GM.

Yes

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

A ¥ 4 A x

ANSP shoultbe involved in flight authorisatioprovision only within UA§eographica
i
'{{t A& SELISOGSR (2 O22NRAYylIGS (GKS ¥f¢

2yS AdG YIyr3asSaod Ly 2NRSNI G2 F@2iR O
{

PARTIALLY ACCERTEP ANSP are not involvethis proposal is now considered
beyond the scope of the regulation and the reference to coordination with ATC has
removed from the AMC/GM

Yes

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

e): when required refers to "when required by the CAA"?

NOTEDE KS a2LJiA2y L fAGee 2F GKS /2y F2NXIy
depends on the competent authority.

change to text| No

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

GM1 Article 10 UAS fligrduthorisation service
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response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

At least with regard to the flight authorisation service, the provision of multiple fl
authorisation service providers in the sameSpace airspace would lead to conf
situations due to simultaneous applications whichuld have an impact on safet
Therefore, GM1 Article 10 (f) should be deleted.

NOT ACCEPTHDe regulation requires that-space service provision is open to multi|
service providers. 10(6) requires them to do interoperate. (Standards such as ASTM
21 enable this) The AMC/GM cannot oppose the regulation for which it is written
commentrequires a revision of the regulation itself.

Yes

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

LG KlF-a G2 o6S OfSIFN GKIG GKS aFAYylLE 7F
include any other necessaauthorisations/clearances of an ANSP etc. Please clarify
the responsibility for issuing a clearance in controlled airspace remains with ATC.

NOT ACCEPTED. Thespbce is segregated from the controlled airspace, and
operations are noplaced under the controlled of the ATC. As per the 2021/664 the |
are entitled to provide flight authorisation

No

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

It should remain in the responsibility of each MS to decide in compliance with their na
law if the flight authorisation service is connected with the exercise of the power of a |
authority. The regulation leaves it open whether the activity tadbe performed in ¢
public authority capacity or not.

NOT ACCEPTED. The regulation requires tspatk service provision is open to multi|
service providers. 10(6) requires them to do interoperate. ( Standards such as ASTM
21 enable this. ) The AMC/GM cannot oppose the regulation for which it is written
comment requires a revision of the regulation itself.

No

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

"on the same route" should beeplaced with "in the same area".

ACCEPTED

Yes, as suggested
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change to text

change to text

change to text

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

State changes should reference definitions in applicable standards, including ASTM
21.

NOTEDA this stage the wording is meant to remain generic. At a subsequent stage
improve convergence with the standard might be foreseen.

No

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service
The flight requestshould not only be checked against conflicts with other unmar
operations within the same {dpace airspace, but against manned operations, too.

ACCEPTEDh iIs issue iaddressedn the AMC/GM for article 10(5)

Yes

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

The flight authorisation should be coordinated by the CAfin, it seems implied that
the activation of the TIS service begins after the activation of the flight. The TIS cou
be usedprior the activation

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED

1 The original text about coordination with ATC was an unexplained reference to the
possibility that a flight would pass fromdpace airspace into a region under control of
ATC. For example a fliglhom an urban area to an airport. This proposal is now
considered beyond the scope of the regulation and the reference to coordination wif
ATC has been removed from the AMC/GM

2 The AMC/GM for article 10(5) explains the activation process in more detalil.

Yes

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

GM1 Article 10(f) should read: "When there is more than one USSP providipace
services in a dpace airspace, and/or a single CISP, all USSPs are obkgetidnge the
UAS flight authorisation requests between themselves and the single CISP as well i
changes of those requestsActivated, Withdrawn, Ended."

Not Accepted.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**
* *
* *

* o

An agency of the European Union

The regulation does not mention that the CIS is involved irptbeess of flight request
F dzi K2NR A GA2y ® | NI A Gspabe servicé pravidexsStijadzstitish
LINR LISNJ F NNF y3SySyidaxé ¢KS ! a/kbDa OFyy

No

GML1 Article 10 UAS fligrduthorisation service

A different wording for paragraph (b) to GM1 Article 10 could be needed. Article 10.
Regulation 2021/664 makes mandatory that a flight authorization should be provide
each single UAS flight, not being an exceptionekistence of a repetitive numbers of
flights that are conducted on the same route. If this fact (the need for an authorizatic
every case, including the existence of a repetitive number of flights that are conduct
on the same route) wants to be dedmed as guidance material, more precise terms cc
be needed.

However, if the intention is to remark that the USSP must have the capability of han
the authorizations in such cases, a different wording might be needed, making refer
to a differentArticle (for example, developing Article 10.7).

NOT ACCEPTED.
By definition each single flight needs to be covered by a flight authorisation.

No

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

In Paragraph (c3ome references have been added, including a reference to a ne
agreement between the USSP and the competent authority about additional func
which are to be included to better serve UAS operations, at the same time they have
approved.

It is considered that only the competent authority may approve them. Consequent!
I @2AR Fye@ YAadzyRSNERGFYRAY3I Fyeé NBTFTSNB
by terms like request, propose, etc.

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED. The teleba<larified.

Yes

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

This paragraph explains that this service [flight authorization service] covers the
authorisation provided according to Article 15(1)Regulation 2019/947.

U-Space airspace is different from UAS geographical zohesmpose a restriction in
particular airspace, which is the essence of the geographical zone, the Member St
the Competent Authority will have to fulfil sonrequirements.
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change to text

response

comment

response

change taext

comment

response

change to text

comment

*
*

**

* o

*
*
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And to declare or designate a volume of airspace asSaate airspace, other requiremer
will have to be fulfilled by the Member State and the Competent Authority.

It is considered that the fulfilment of the requirements of RegulatiiE) 2021/664
R2SayQi AYLXe& (2 FdzZf TACL 0§KS NBIdzA NBY
g2dZ RyQid 0SS O2NNBOG G2 are daGKFG 1
authorisations provided according to Article 15(1), which is independehiogervice anc
it is responsibility of the UAS operator and not of the USSP.

The only scope of this service would be to check that the UAS fulfil the restriction &
its case, to reject the clearance. But the responsibility would be always placte: dJAS
operator.

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED. Hpaté may encompass UAS geoes as per the 2019/94
The text has been clarified.

Yes

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

() We recommend to changthis GM to AMC as it is mandatory for the USSPs,
I RRAGA2YIFEfe AG g2fR 0S | ROAAlIOES G2

GKS "1 { FEtAIKG FdziK2NRaAlI GAZ2YE D
ACCEPTED. An AMC is completed to enforce those aspects.

Yes

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

Which data from the UAS flight authorisation requests should be allowed to be pass

on? Is the 4D volume and the unique authorisation number sufficient? When sharin

data, itshould be considered that a USSP competitor may have a strong interest in

poaching customers from the competition.

NOTE® ¢ KA& LRAY(H A GSNBER Ay
7]

taz O
FNNF y3ISYSyiaé o608 L

a 2
SSy {t o

No

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

Point (c)Does "overlap" here mean "interference"? If yes, adapt the text accordingly,
please clarify the meanin@he doubt is reinforced when reading GM1 Annex IV UAS
authorisationrequest referred to in Article 6(4) that indicates: "(b) The 4D trajec
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change to text

change to text

response

comment

response

comment

response

describes a series of one or more 4D volumes each with entry and exit times. The 0
submits this series of volumes committing to remaining within them. The volumes
overlapto express uncertainty in any dimension; for example, time. The conflict dete
process is simply the identification of overlapping 4D volumes."

Replace "overlap" by "interference” if that is the intended meaning.

NOTEDThe Uspace mayncompass UAS geones as per the 2019/947. The text t
been clarified.

No

GM1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

Point (d) The meaning of this GM is not understood. The only mention of ANSP in
10 is inpoint (10) and is about "continuous check [of] existing flight authorisations ag
new dynamic airspace restrictions and limitations, and information about manned ai
traffic shared .../..." which does not correspond to a "coordination" that isnaily a twe
way process. Is that intended for any airspace or only for controlled airspace?

PARTIALLY ACCERTED

The original text about coordination with ATC was an unexplained reference to the
possibility that a flight would pass froblrspace airspace into a region under control of
ATC. For example a flight from an urban area to an airport. This proposal is now
considered beyond the scope of the regulation and the reference to coordination wif
ATC has been removed from the AMC/GM

Yes

GML1 Article 10 UAS flight authorisation service

"(d) The USSP is expected to coordinate the flight authorisation with the ANSP
responsible for providing the final flight authorisation to the UAS operator."

The issuing of clearances in controlled airspaces is a sovereign task. SERA.8005 s
responsible in controlled airspaces. Accordingly, only ATC can issue clearances.
doubts that a coordination is sufficient. The USSP needs the consertkapmf ATC

NOT ACCEPTED. Theplce is segregated from the controlled airspace, and the
operations are not placed under the controlled of the ATC. As per the 2021/664 the
are entitled to provide flight authorisation

change to text| No

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

GM1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service
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change to text

response

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

response

(a) Based on the rest of the text, trajectory conflicts are not intersections, but intersec
(or overlaps) of "4D" buffer volumes.

(b) Please define what a 4D trajectory is. Is this a list of waypoints with associated
times? This is in conftigvith further down the text where flight authorisations are bas
on 3D volumes with entrand exit times. Please define height.

The notion of "4D" shapes or volumes is misleading. Usually what is meant is a 3L
that has some very specific, timrelated attributes associated with it. | suggest to def
precisely what is meant by the term.

ACCEPTEDhe text has been revised to clarify the points raised in the comment.

Yes

GML1 Article 10(2) UAS fliglstuthorisation service

The writing of this point is confusing. The sequence of events is not clear, and
interpretations can be given. It would be necessary to clarify details such as what is
by "or entering the airspace”. It would Imecessary to clarify the exception of "unless
active flight is being updated" What type of updates it refers to? An example coL
useful.

ACCEPTED. The text has been revised to clarify the points raised in the comment.

Yes

GML1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

Time can be a differentiating element between USSPs to provide a better service to
users. Is a minimum time going to be defined for security reasons?

ACCEPTED. The AMC/GM baesn revised to clarify the points raised in the comme
Time constraints have been added.

Yes

GM1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

(b) Authorisation for the flight is to giveor the exact time defined in the 4D trajecton
What leniency/bandwidth is the USSP to keep here?
(c) Whatare the required separation minima, if any?

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED. The AMC/GM has been revised to clarify the points rai:
comment, especially the AMC/GM to 10(5) on activation or deviation thresholds.
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comment

response

response

change to text

comment
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Yes

GM1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

AMC/GM should elaborate the concept of permissitdaflicts. Depending on the type |
airspace constraints, sonw@nflicts may be permissible for some types of dp&rations,
and nonpermissible for some others. ReferASTM F38 Standard for UTM/USS Interf

NOTACCEPTEDhe comment is on the regulation. In ASFBb54821 it is proposed tha
the resolution of some conflicts detected at the strategic phase may be deferred un
tactical phase. This may be safe in some situations, but it is not in line with the regt
and the AMC/GM cannot contradict or regithe regulation.

No

GM1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

Regarding point (d) Activation is only possible for authorisation requests that have
approved.

Best practicecould be capturedi.e.to expand the text by the requirement that tr
activation can only be done if the pilot is in accordance with the departure time slo
departure location as indicated in the authorization (to be physically in time and p
otherwise a updatingnessage must be sent before the activation can be confirmed.
procedure reduces the possibility of a false/erroneous activation request being subr
from the office.

ACCEPTED. The AMC/GM to Art 10(5) have been revisklitp the points raised in th
comment.

Yes

GM1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

Comments:

I NIAOES mMnouH0OO600 adldSa GKEFEG FEAIKG |
space and time with angther notified UAS flight authorisations within the samesjhhce
FANBRLI OS¢ d 2SS NBO2YYSYR GKFG Iy 1al
UAS flight authorizations across different USSPs within the sa®eatk airspace t
identified through the us of a Discovery and Synchronization Service (DSS), as de
by the ASTM standard WK63418.

Rationale / Justification:

Harmonization across Member States requires member states to use a common ste
and ASTM WK63418 is mature and has been develeogéd significant input from
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response

change to text

comment

response

change taext

change to text

comment

response

comment

response

industry. Harmonization in how other notified flight authorizations are identifie
important to enable crosborder operations. Hence compliance with the standard she
be recommended.

PARTIALLY ACCEPTEBt recommendation is made in the GM for 10(6). At this st
the use of a DSS is one of the possibilities.

Yes

GML1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

A uniform height reference modahould be established. W& is best suited for thi
purpose. Only with a uniform height reference model is it possible for flights t
conducted at different altitudes.

NOTEDThe recommendation is hint in the AMC/GM to Art(8).

No

GM1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

LGSY O6RO O2yGN}XRAOGA Dam ! NId® ¢ oKSNB
not allowed to commence their flight until they have sent an activation request of the
UASFf AQKG FdziK2NRAlFGA2Y G2 GKS ! {{t ®¢
Art.10(5) is dealing with the activation of the flights?

PARTIALLY ACCEPTEP AMC/GM related to Activation is now consolidated in the
for 10(5)

Yes

GML1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

If the minimum time between the UAfght authorisation and the activation is
determined, it should also be determined in which time window the UAS operators ¢
expect a response to their requests. From the UAS operator's point of view, a
corresponding specification would be preferable.

PARTIALLY ACCERTHI2 response to the activation request, should be perforr
without undue delay. The AMC/Gklated to Activation is now consolidated in the C
for 10(5)

change to text| Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

GM1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service
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change to text

comment

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

It is suggested to amend the Reg.664 Art.10 2b) so as to combine it with Atz add
GFNBS 2F AYy(iSNARSOGA2Y GAGK FANRBRLI OS f
FPL which will get rejected if the planned route intersects with aatestricted or
aS3INBIFGSR FNBlFaz dzyt Saa GKS Cct[ O2yi
possibly a NotStandard Flight Approval number.

A flight is commenced by taking off and probably that is the point when it shoul
activated, not during emoute before entering the t$pace boundary. The EET (bokc
crossing) time could be calculated for the moment when the UAS is planned to ent
U-space.

PARTIALLY ACCERTE®GM of 10(2) and 10(5) have both been considerably revise

instance, the overlap with the airspace limitation has been added.

Yes

GML1 Article 10(2) UAS fliglstuthorisation service

We believe that the probability for a drone flight to be outside gienned volume shall
be less than 5%.

PARTIALLY ACCERTEP GM for 10(2)(d) has been revised

Yes

GML1 Article 10(2) UASight authorisation service

"trajectory typically in terms of height, length, width, and duration and ensures tha
trajectory does not conflict with a nfly zone"should be replaced wittvolume, which is
in line with ASTM F3548L a { G F yYRF NR {LISOAFTAOIFIGAZ2Y

LYGSNRLISNIoOoAtfAGeeE | @2fdzyS 2F FANRLI O
(such as a circle or polygon with vertical extents) plus a start and end time for the vc

NOTACCEPTEB! this stage the definition is deemed be equivalent. Further relianc
the standard may lead to revision

No

GML1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

It is suggested to clarify that the 4Exjectory may be defined in terms of a sequence
glreLRAyda LXdzAa GAYSEI 6KSNBFa GKS Wi {
RSTAYSR 08 Ala KSAIKGEZ fSy3adKsI 6ARGK
O2 NNA R2 NA Q Zdé AaizEoRflictyivzhila ndlyy/ziore Xok the UAS flight to
authorised.
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change to text

change to text

change to text
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response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

The trajectory must be defined in 3D space, often based on a 2D flight path at co
heigh above ground level. The capability to reach waypoints within specific time wir
(known as Time Of Arrival ContrgITOAC in ICAO Doc 9613 and Time error from targ
ASTM F.38 WK75923) should be considered as an optional feature.

NOTACCEPTEDhe text has been revised, but the 4D trajectory remains the safes
preferred approach

No

GML1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service
a) a definition of a "ndly" zone would need to be added, or a reference on where to
a definition

PARTIALLXCCEPTEDhe notion iswell established in the Art 15 of 2019/947. T
AMC/GM are slightly clarified

Yes

GML1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

d) One might conclude that taking off (without USSP feedback) means the sa
activating the flight. From our understanding, the operator requests activation and sl
take off just after the USSP has confirmed. The wording would therefore be change

NOTACCEPTEBor safety purpose, the Operators must not takewifhout activation.
The GM for 10(5) has been expanded to better explain the activation process

No

GM1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

Where are / How will be defined the separation requirements? Could they-Bpace
specific?

ACCEPTEDhose aspects have been clarified, in the AMC/GM to Art 3(4) and to Art

Yes

GML1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

The cause for rejection can and shall not always«mawvn. E.g. rejections due to poli
operations, military operations, national security, ¥tc

NOTACCEPTEDhose conditions are foreseen in Art 10(8).
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change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment
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No

GM1 Article 10(2) UAS flight authorisation service

Suggestion: The 4D trajectory should be defined as the 95% volume of the drone ope
not as a line.

PARTIALLACCEPTEBoth are possible, the GM for 10(2) and 10(2)(d) have been re
due to this and other comments.

Yes

AMCL1 Article 10(1) UAS flight authorisation service

Coordination and collaboration between different USS#Hth potentially different
business cases and functions) is essenkiaw will fair, transparent coordination betwee
and propercollaboration of different USSPwith potentially different business cases
function?

NOTEDThe general need for cooperation is expressed "establish proper arrangem
The AMGGM aims to enable the competent authority to detgobblems in this regard
see AMC to 10(1) on Recording. It is expected that as experiencepddd grows, bes
practice will emerge. The ASTM standard F3B#&ffers a solution to some aspects
this requirement

No

AMC1Article 10(1) UAS flight authorisation service

Comments:
t NELRAFE G2 FRR Ly FRRAGAZYIE NBO2NR.
interactions with approved operatorsNB |j dzS& G GeLlSa yR GAY

Rationale / Justification:

It will be critical to have a system level view of all operator interactions with the F
Authorization service in order to assess the fairness-sipakte between various operatol
For example requests to change authorizations, requests to remove authorizdtded,
requests across operators in a shared airspace would provide a quantitative view ir
fairness of the kspace.

PARTIALIAACCEPTEDNe need to assess fairness, based on data, has been enforce
GMs. The AMC on recording Hasen combined with the GM on logging.

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(1) UAS flight authorisation service
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Mention for how long the records should be kept (it is mentioned in article 15 (g) (30
and 15(e) AMC16 (5 years))

response; ACCEPTEDhe need to observe trends in the traffic demand reasonably suggests a &
period. A new GM is added.

change to text| Yes

comment | AMCL1 Article 10(1) UAS flight authorisation service

Should read: "USSPs (and the single BIBBE NB | LJLJX A OF 6f SO &K
response, NOTACCEPTERrticle 10 does not involve the CISP.

change to text| No

comment | AMCL1 Article 10(1) UAS flight authorisation service

This AMC requires 'recording' of all flight authorization. batkkepted and rejectedlhis
seems to be in conflict with GM2 to article 10(1) about loggiEg§SAto clarify the
difference between the "Recording" and "Logging".

response| ACCEPTEDBs a result of this and similar comments, the GM on logging and ANV
recording have been combined

change to text| Yes

comment | AMCL1 Article 10(1) UAS flight authorisation service

The EASA editorial team has added an AMC that duplicates &/&8/flight authorisatiol
service is duplicated in GM2 Article 10(1) UligBt authorisation service.

response; ACCEPTEBs a result of this and similar comments, the GM on logging and ANV
recording have been combined

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(1) UAS flight authorisation service

The writing of this point is confusing. The sequence of events is not clear, and
interpretations can be given. It would be necessary to clarify details such as w
meant by "or entering the airspace".

It would be necessary to clarify the exceptiof "unless an active flight is being
updated" What type of updates it refers to? An example could be useful.
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response, NOTEDDue to this and similar comments, the GM relating to activation has |

consolidated in section 10(5)

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

The section seems to use these three formulations interchangeably:

1. avolume containing a flight with a probability of 95%
2. staying within a volume at 95% of the time
3. going outside the planned volume with a probability of less than 5%

These three things are not the same (though 1. and 3. are very similar). Note that mc
and 3 do not encourage a return to the plan onceeanursion has occurred. As a KPI,
excursion has already happened and counts fully, independent of the further actions
operator.

Furthermore, (c) implies that the thresholds (which are not defined) are determined b
USSPPreviously it was implied though that this is a parameter the operator choses
she knows the performance limitations of the vehicle best.

response| ACCEPTEDhe GM to 10(2)(d) has been revised. More consistent terminology has bee

goal of this reision.

change to text| Yes

*
*

**

* o

*
*

An agency of the European Union

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

This GM introduces new terminology, namely:
- Performancebased buffers

- Nominal path

- Operational intent

- Planned 4D volume

These new terms differ fronthe semantics in SORA (i.e. flight geography, operati
volume, contingency volume, etc.) and adopted as AMC for the IR 2019/947
recommended:

a) Whenever a new concept is introduced, define it clearly, and,
b) Try to use terminologgonsistently not only across the NPA but also across other p
of regulation.

Additionally, a definition for ‘exceptional event' should be provided and whether it di
(or not) from a contingency situation.

Finally, please crossheck the reference the Section 5.1.2 of ICAO Doc 9997. The se
5.1.2 of Appendix A refers to accuracy (not integrity, which is section 5.2.1 of the
appendix).
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response| ACCEPTEDhe GM has been deeply redrafted

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

It is stated in subsection (a) in the GM that Integrity is referred to in Section 5.1.2
ICAO Doc 9997, but the related section is about accuracy, with the risk of the GV
misleading. Pleasdarify.

response, ACCEPTEDhe GM has been significantly redrafted and now refers to the collisior
model.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

There should be practical, empirical, amdnageable methods to calculate the Deviatic
Threshold

response| PARTIALLMCCEPTEDThe section on Deviation Threshold has been subjec
considerable comments and change. The approach and content has been clarified.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

This point conflicts with operational airspace volumes defined in 947 by SORA (NP
2021-09)
response| NOTACCEPTED-space complements and supersedes the 947 on some instances

change to text| No

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

LG &aleéa aLXIYyYySR @2fdzYSéy 6K2 Aa NBaLJ
opposed to the trajectory)? Is it up to the operator, or does the USSP set a certain
buffer for each intended UAS flight? Are there going to be determined guidelines per \
class for instance?

response| NOTEDThe UAS operator is responsible is to plan and request the flight authoris
02t dzYSE NRdAziSzZ GAYSIXO®

change to text| No
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comment

response

GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

PBNcomparable containment criteria may only be valid deviation thresholds aimed ¢
preventing aUAVUAYV collisionWhere such criteria would be used for the detection &
prevention of conflict with the operationaonstraints, whereby the operational constrai
represents a volume of controlled airspaceg tipplication of PBMomparable criteria ma
result in an increased risk for IFR aircraft operating in ¢batrolled airspace. This
SaLISOALtte @FftAR GKSNB (G(KS ! { ¢a Spdigr (USS
Ly G SNE LIS NI o Arfthe (déteztiorh Gf coniflicty Beyveed &n operational inte
volume and an operational constraint.

EASA is invited to develop GM to clarify this type of hazard in using the PBN conta
criteria for operations in closgroximity to controlled airspace.délitionally, EASA is invite
to develop AMC to instruct MS to include consideration of laizard in the determination
of buffers for the Uspace airspace.

NOT ACCEPTHD controlled airspace the separation with manned aircragnsured by
the ATC and the dynamic airspace reconfiguration.

change to text| No

comment

GML1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

In order to perform the activity defined in IR 664 Art. 10.2.(b): "accept the UAS
authorisation request if the flight under the UAS flight authorisation is free of interse
in space and time with any other notified UAS flight authorisations within the saspmatke
airspace in accordance with the priority rules set out in paragrgphitds demanded tc
clarify if the USSP has to take into account only the 4D trajectory, or the 4D trajectol
the Deviation Threshold (4D Volume).

response| ACCEPTEDhe USSP has to consider #ie trajectory plus the Deviation Threshold,

change to text

comment

**
* *
* *
*

art Proprietary

An agency of the European Union

determine the 4D Volume to be checked..

Yes

GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

It is requested an explicit definition of "UAS Flight AuthorizaRequest" and "UAS Flig
Authorization".

It should be explicitly defined that the "UAS Flight Authorization Request”, in line w
664 Annex IV, only contains the 4D Trajectory; while for the "UAS Flight Authorizai
is considered the 4D Volume donmed by the 4D Trajectory plus the Deviation Threst
added by the USSP.
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response

change to text

This explicit definition should include graphical diagrams (as in the NPAZ0@hen
defining Flight Geography, Operational Volume, etc).

PARTIALLY ACCERTEBcomment has influenced the changed to numerous GM to b
the suggested clarifications, especially on terms and conditions in GM1 to 10(1). Ad
may be further considered.

Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS fliglatuthorisation service

Are the deviation thresholds not devispecific? And what is the link to the buffers tt
have to be specified in the specific category in the application for an operat
authorisation under EU regulation 2019/947?

response| NOT ACCEPTHIDe 2021/664 goes beyond the 2019/947 with regard to Air Risk, pe

HAHMKccn LISNF2 NYIaelts b defided yici énblire Asyfétya af Xi
operations. The deviation thresholds are one of those criteria

change to text| No

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

**
* *
* *
*

art Proprietary
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GML1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

There is a common misconception that drones esastantly deviating from their flight
path, such as due to gusts of wind. Especially with automatically controlled drones,
route accuracy is very precise, and gusts of wind are immediately compensated for
the flight management system.

NOTEDAs a matter of fact, all aircraft may have their trajectory influenced by the wes
conditions, unmanned aircraft included. The effects depend to the severity of the we
conditions and the performances of the UAS.

No

GML1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

What is considered low traffic density from the authors' point of view? When readin
NPA, the reader gets the impression that the authors have so far assumed that single
per day are to be expected in the next few years. Apparently, the nedtie oharket have
not been sufficiently investigated. For if they had done so, they would have found that
is already a demand for several hundred flights a day in a major city.

NOTEDThe current approach of the regulation and tAdIGGM minimises the use (
tactical services. It is recognised that another approach that makes more use of t
separation processes will permit higher densities of traffic. The current traffic is consi
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

low density in comparison with that. Wh#ite numbers are in practice will be determin
by experience. The AMGM does not mean to give the impression that the capacity
prevent the achievement of hundreds of flights per day in a city.

No

GML1 Article 10(2)(d) UAflight authorisation service

It should be clarified which method will be recognized to calculate the wind & other so
of deviations. "GML1 Article 10(3) UAS flight authorisation service" indicates that it
sole responsibilityof the UAS operator, however the overall safetytloé operations is
based on that.

ACCEPTEDNe text on deviation thresholds has been revised, new AMC has been inte
to the Art 6.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

This GM shouldlarify the link between "volume containing the flight" and the volur
defined in "AMC1 Article 11 Rules for conducting an operational risk assessme
(EU)2019/947. Consistency is mandatory to avoid misunderstandings

response, ACCEPTEDhe text ondeviation thresholds has been revised following this and sir

comments

change to text| Yes

comment

response

GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

Time can be a differentiating element between USSPs to provide a better service t
users. Is a minimum time going to be defined for security reasons? For example:
Emergency drone needs.

PARTIALLY ACCERTHIR text has been greatly changed as a result of this and «
comments

change to text| Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

GM1 Article10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

This GM sates that, for a drone flight, going outside the planned volume is to be exce
event with a probability of less than 5%e believe that the probability for a drone flig
to be outside theplanned volume shall be less than 5%.
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response| NOTEDThe 95% is suggested from a calculation based on the Reich collision risk mot
competent authority may revise this figure.

change to text| No

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS fliglatuthorisation service
When the deviation threshold is set by the CA of the MS, it will not be harmonised

response| NOT ACCEPTEDhe Uspace approach is performance basdhberefore indeed the
required constraints and performance requirements may vary betwespagtes.

change to text| No

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

It is not clear if the operator bears any regulatayligation in meeting 95% or followir
the nominal path as they are following ICAO Doc 9997 or if the requirement is
managed by the USSP [and accompanying SLA].

response| PARTIALLY ACCERTEBGM text has been revised. The obligation is ofJth8 operatol
to plan a volume large enough to contain the flight with 95% probability. It seems
GKFG Ay OFasS 2F dzyOSNItAyGe 4SS Oly
LINPOFOATAGREDPE | 25SOHSNI 20SNI & donfik®S @2

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

After "5%",add" of the flight time as validated by the USSP over time, in line with A
F35484mM G{ GFyYRIFENR {LISOAFAOIFIOARY O T2NISNE
implies that the operational intent definition takes into account UAS operati
performance, specifically including Total System Error (TSE) which encompasses (
proficiency and weather conditions”

response| PARTIALLY ACCERRBILL on Art 13, is slightly revised.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

{ :. TE.RPRO0.0608-007 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
kX Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status througBAB# intranet/internet.  Page99 of 196

An agency of the European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency CRIR021-14

2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**
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(e) In our understanding, the 95% represent the minimum value and might be adjustec
restrictively, resulting in a higher value. If this is intended it should be phr
unambiguously.

Proposed changed S0 ho X0 ¢KS dp 2 YL &eisyaSnbréaselireth
traffic density."

PARTIALLY ACCERTEP point is valid, this aspect has been brought back to the outc
of the Airspace risk assessment, arwdild be adjusted by the competent authority.

Yes

GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

We recommend to linkhe deviation threshold to the {$pace Risk assessment, wher
should be set this figure as an output of the risk assessment, and remain as ¢
parameter for the USSPs requirements.

ACCEPTEDhe GM has been transferred to the seinefiv AMC/GM to the Art 3(4).

Yes

GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

It is strongly recommended to clarify in more detail the several definitions of volumes
respect to the planning of light/operation. Futher it should be clarified which volumes ¢
exchanged amongst USSP's for strategic deconfliction. This is also closely linkec
triggering of conformance monitoring.

We understand the process as the following:

A operator withn the Flight Authorization process defines a 4D volume (what are
criteria/margins); on top of this, depending on thespace area, a deviation threshold
added to this 4D volume drawn by the operatoQuestion is thus is if ower interpreatic

is right, see below:

4D volume (drawn by operator) + deviation threshold (defined ksphte assessment)
95%7?

NOTEDThe interpretation is correct.

No

GM1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

We doubt that the collison risk can be assumed to be low even in the first few ye
operation within Uspace. Being only one of several HEMS operators in Germany, ot
operation alone conducts more than 52.000 HEMS missions per year, each ol
consisting of several flight legs and most of them near of under the 500 ft AGL thre
Already now we are reporting airprox events with UABi@neasing numbers.

NOTEDThe issue can only be addressed if HEMS are made visible to USisRscdee U
space will be an asset to prevent risk of midcollision with HEMS.

No

GML1 Article 10(2)(d) UAS flight authorisation service

On (a) the ICAO Doc 9997 Appendix A, Section 5.1.2 deals with accuradytegity.
Moreover, Performance Based Navigation (PBN) and Required Navigation Perfol
6wbt 0 O2yOSLJiazr akKz2dZR GF{1S Fa | ol ast
standards such as EUROCAETEDS Wa! {t { whbt F2NJ | NRNP
navigation specifications should be derived tailored to the specific characteristic:
operational envelope of UAShe requirement for aontainment of 95% of the Total Syste
Error (TSEknown as the accuracy value or RNP value, deals withctheacy, not integrity
Under normal circumstances the UAS might fly outside of the 4D 95% volume for ug
of the flight time.

On (c)thedeviation thresholdelated to theintegrity mechanism is not the accuracy val
(95%), butwo times the acctacy value The probability that the TSE exceeds such devic
threshold without annunciation should be less than the integrity risk® {€r flight hour in
manned aviation and TBD for UAS).

On (d),the flight trajectory of an UAS should be carefulBsidgned to ensure flyability
considering the type of UAS (fixed wing/multi2 LJG SN = A& Reyl YA
environmental factors (wind, gust...). Guidance material on the design of UAS
trajectories should be developed for UAS operat&Going outside of the 4D 95% volume
not exceptional since the probability can be as large as 5% of the flight time.

On (e),the 95% containment value, i.e., the accuracy value or RNP value, must ne
used for the assessment obllision risks. Note that the deviation threshold for integrity
established at two times the accuracy value. Specific criteria exist on the min
separation between parallel tracks.

PARTIALLY ACCERTE®text has been greatly revised foling this and other comment:

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(3) UAS flight authorisation service
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**
* *
* *
*

An agency of the European Union

What is the source of these QNH data? Is the USSP required to gather thes
themselves, i.e. locally in thegpace airspace? ©ould this be a regional QNH coming frt
the ANSP via the CIS?

ACCEPTEDNe text has been greatly revised following this and other comments. The
approach is to request a check of the weather conditions (obtained through the we
information service) and the limitations that may be expressed by the MS.

Yes

AMCL1 Article 10(3) UAS flight authorisation service

It is assumed that the QNH would be necessary whenever a UAS operator would be ri
to expresgheir vertical position with reference to mean sea leédwever, QNH may als
be needed by the operator in order to avoid terrain and obstacles, howevethisrthe
USSP may have no knowledgjberefore, the need for the QNH would either exist:

- due to requirements for level reporting, as imposed by the USSP or an appl
operational constraintin which case, the USSP would be able to detect the need and d
QNH without the operatd® asking;

Or ¢ due to requirements for terrain and obstacle avoidance, in which case, the USS
deliver the QNHbnly when so required by the operator.

AMC should clarify the meaning @Equired by the operational conditiogs

Knowing that MET providers normally pide docak QNH for operations in the vicinity
an aerodromeand adregiona€ QNH, for operations further away from an aerodrome, |
recommended that the AMdlifferentiates between the two, based on the type
operation and the operational need.

ACCEPTEDNe text has been greatly revised following this and other comments. The
approach is to request a check of the weather conditions (obtained through the we
information service) and the limitations that may be expressed by the MS

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(3) UAS flight authorisation service

It is not fully understood why this requirement on QNH is in the 'UAS flight
authorisation service' section instead of the "Weather Information Services' section
this information is to be included, the relationship between unmanned operations ¢
manneal operations and the various height datums that might be used depending o
the nature of the operation; above ground level (immediately below the aircraft), G
on world Geoid WGS 84, barometric (QNH, QFE, or even Standard Pressure Setti
1013.25 hR for high altitude flights) seems to be a challenge that still needs to be
resolved (SESAR ICARUS project may have some insight).
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response; ACCEPTEDhe text has been greatly revised following this and other comments. The
approach is taequest a check of the weather conditions (obtained through the wea
information service) and the limitations that may be expressed by the MS.

change to text| Yes

comment | AMCL1 Article 10(3) UAS flight authorisation service

Weather service is not mandatory but the USSP is supposed to provide QNH
needed.Where is the USSP supposed to derive QNH values for any geographical |
and which standard is required? Official values are usually only provided at airports.

response, ACCEPTEDh e text has been greatly revised following this and other comments. The
approach is to request a check of the weather conditions (obtained through the we
information service) and the limitations that may be expressed by the MS.

change to text| Yes

comment | AMC1 Article 10(3) UAS flight authorisation service

"Whenever QNH igequiredby the operational conditions, then the appropriate QNH w
the geographical location of its applicabilgigouldbe provided by the USSP as part of
authorisation”. Is shoul@noughwhen it is considered required? And shouldn't QNH
part of the normandatory weather service described in article 12, not here in article

response; ACCEPTEDhNe text has been greatly revised following this and other comments. The
approach is to request a check of the weather conditions (obtained througkvéagher
information service) and the limitations that may be expressed by the MS.

change to text| Yes

comment | AMCL1 Article 10(2)(c) UAS flight authorisation service

All aspects of fairness as mentioned above have to applgrder to avoidillegitimate,
unjustified rejections by USSPs, transparent feedback is needed from the UAS opt
UTM service providers and UAM communities to validate the fairness consider
highlighted already in this document. This approach should then beddsteapplying it
to quantify the fairness implications of existing proposed approaches to rest
allocation in UTM, to develop prioritization schemes and resource allocation algor
that improve fairness, and to evaluate the impact of using theserselseand algorithm:
in different UTM architectures, at scale. There is also a need to explore the trade sf
methods by which this resource allocation can be performed and explore how thes
work in a federated or centralized architecture. Simulatiwork could be followed b
interoperability demonstrations that focus on the allocation of resources, anc
negotiation.

**
* *
* *
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response| ACCEPTEDhe competent authority should be able to investigate claims of impr:
action or treatment thanks to therovisions of recording mentioned in AMC1 Atrticle 1(
UAS flight authorisation service. AMC/GM to Art 3(4) and Art 10 are added to al
those concerns.

change to text| Yes

comment | AMC1 Article 10(2)(c) UAS flight authorisation service

If the minimum time between the UAS flight authorisation and the activatio
determined, it should also be determinedhich time window the UAS operators ¢
expect a response to their requests. From the UAS operator's point of vie
corresponding gecification would be preferable.

response| PARTIALLY ACCERReDulation 2021/664 article 10(5) mentions this response shou
given "without unjustified delay." GML1 to article 10(5) proposes an interpretation of
into an expecteperformance of a response with 5 seconds 95% of the time. Point
AMCIL to article 10(5) requires the responses (including how long each takes) to b
discriminatory.

change to text| Yes

comment | AMCL1 Article 10(3) UAS flighuthorisation service

The GM should cover both drone operation start & end inside or outsielpéte. Alsc
provide more info about what the difference is of being inside or outside the define
space.

response| PARTIALLY ACCERTEPB regulation only covers the regime insidspace airspace, ar
this AMC/GM is for the regulation hence this AMC/GM cannot comment on other airs
However it may be that a flight flies into or flies out eEphce airspace. The GM has be
revised b attempt to cover such cases succinctly.

change to text| Yes

comment AMC1 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

Item (d) Please give guidance on how this can be shown without disclosing pote
sensitive material. E.qg. it is easystaow by providing all the API request logs, but this |
disclose trade secrets.

response| PARTIALLY ACCERTHi2 paragraph has been removed. The USSP only nee
demonstrate their performance to the competent authority.

change to text| Yes

*

**

ok

*
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2. Individual comments and respons:

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

AMC1 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

The authorisation process is as follaws

Operator sends UAS flight authorisation request

USSP: receives request and after checking, sends UAS flight authorisation
Operator: sends activation message (roughly similar to ready for departure?)
USSPfinal recheck of flight authorisation and senfistivation

How, exactly, is activation done? In GM1 Article 10(2) (d) it says that the UAS activ
taking off ore entering the airspace, but here it says confirmation is sent by the USS
a final check. Therefore, the UAS should not alreadifyiireg, correct? Or does the US
need a flying UAS to check whether the UAS network identification and flight da:
WFEABSQ YR 3SHGAy3I GKNRddAK (2 (GKS ae

Partially Accepted
GML1 to 10(2) has been simplified and all discussion of activation is now in 10(5).

Activation starts the provision of-sbace services. The text attempts to generalise the
two cases, that this is because the aircraft takes off into thepake airspace drecause
it flies into the Uspace airspace.

Yes

AMCL1 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

¢tKS SELINBaarAzy WogAlGK2dzi dzy2dzaiAFTASR R
Specification for UAS Service { dzLJLJ A S NJ ol {{v
Too directive for a GM.

t NBLR &Lt Y b! LI&aaAoftS AYOGSNIINBGF (A2
YSYiA2ySR Ay !'{¢a Coy W{idlyRINR {LJ
LYGSNRLISNIroAfAGEQZH

Accepted

Yes, added in the GM

AMCL1 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

"operator does not activate a flight authorisatioshould be replaced wittoperator does
not request the activation of a fliglauthorisation”

response| Partially accepted.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

CKS 62NRAYHE yAZd IyCRi6A Gl GA2y NBIljdSad KI &

change to text| yes

comment

response

comment

response

AMCL1 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service
The USSP should be able to demonstrate that activation requests are answered in
RAAONAYAYLIFG2NE o6 &aA4&8 FYR (KFG GKSNB A

At this point, anattempt seems to be made to prevent abuse, which is basically t
welcomed. However, the question arises as to what happens to UAS operators who |
themselves with kspace services. Furthermore, it would be helpful if the aspect of pos
abuse wee considered throughout.

Noted

The paragraph has been removed as it is not needed as AMC. The competent auth
already responsible for monitoring the functioning ckplace

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(6) UAS flighuthorisation service

(a) What is meant with "in an incremental way"?

(b) The failover case should be defined globally at least in principle, i.e. not betweer
USSP individually. Otherwise it will be much harder to verify that it actvallis.

Noted

The text has been considerably revised to address this comment and others.

GAY Ly AYONBYSyillt gle&¢ gl a AYyiSyRSR
additional USSP joining the arrangement, or USSP lealimgitem is removed

change to text| Yes

comment

response

*
*
*

**

ok

*

An agency of the European Union

AMCL1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

Service levels and considerations of a failure of a USSP need to be defined by the
part of performance requirements for the Space airspace, and not subject to US
agreementDelete this bullet.

Partially accepted
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

The text has been considerably revised to address this comment and others. Some
element of the original remains in that the arrangements between USSP should be
against thedefectof one of the participants.

Yes

AMC1Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

Comments:
{SOGA2Y HdodPMM 2y Dam (G2 ! NLUAOES wmnoc
{LISOATFTAOIFGA2Y F2NJ ! ' { {SNBAOS { dzLJLJ A

dza S R drécontménd that AMC1 Article 10(6) adds a paragraph to require compl
with the ASTM standard (WK63418) in how conflicting UAS flight authorisation rec
are resolved to ensure interoperability between USSPs.

Rationale / Justification:

Harmonizatioracross Member States requires member states to use a common star
and ASTM WK63418 is mature and has been developed with significant input from in
Harmonization of UAS flight authorization is important to enable ebusder operations
Hence ompliance with the standard should be required.

Partially accepted.

The standard is now mentioned in GM

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

Item (a)is essentially a repetition of the text tife regulation. It would be interesting t
know according to which criteria one application should be given priority over the
other.

Partially Accepted
The text has been considerably revised to address this comment and others.

GAY Iy AYONBYSyGlrf ¢gleé¢ ola AYyiSyRSR
additional USSP joining the arrangement, or USSP leaving.

change to text| Yes

*
*

**

* o

*
*
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2. Individual comments and respons:

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

AMCL1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

Item a) Alternatively, arrangements can be made via the CISP.
Not accepted

The regulation only mentions the CISP as the provider of CIS, as defined in article &
AMC/GMdoes notcontradict the regulation.

No

AMC1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

The NPA foresees that, in cagkconflicting flights, two or more USSPs make bilat
arrangements for how to resolve such conflicts. It is unclear what the purpose of
bilateral arrangements is. Taken literally, such bilateral arrangements seem unnec
given the global firstomefirst-serve rule described in Article 10(9). The reason for tr
that, if firstcomefirst-serve should always hold globally, then USSPs would not ne
make additional bilateral arrangements beyond the simple ability to check if there e
conflict.

If the idea of these additional arrangements is to potentially improve the efficie
fairness and incentives of how the airspace is allocated to UAS operators by deviatir
a global firstcomefirst-serve constraint, then our concern idat these bilatera
arrangements may likely (whether intended or not) lead to inefficiencies, unfairness
bad incentives, and they may also scale badly to a larger number of USSPs.

Furthermore, audits (as described in GM1 Article 10(6)(a)(3)) mayenveal the true
extent to which a mechanism fails to be efficient, fair, or provide good incentives (se
response further below on GM1 Article 10(9)(c)).

Solution proposals:

1. Clarify the intended purpose of these bilateral arrangements, in partic
whether they are supposed to allow deviations from a global-tishefirst-serve
constraint.

2. Consider a more regulated conflict resolution mechanism that ensures des
properties including efficiency, fairness, good incentives, and scalability. |
view, such a mechanism would ideally be implemented in a centralized way,
the supervision of the competent authority (see our paper referenced abov
more details).

Noted

Asit is correctly poinedout, the arrangements between USSP are necessary for 1) tt
detection of conflicts and 2) the establishment of which was first to file in order to
implement the global firsto-file-haspriority requirement. The rguirement can be met
(sufficiently well) by following ASTM standard F3248 Firstto-file-haspriority is in the
current version regulation in 10(2)(b) and 10(9) and hence the-&WC-annot propose
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

change to text

change to text

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

otherwise, however it may be that this scheme is revidwelater versions of the
regulation. Similarly if the audit mechanism is found to be insufficient, the regulation
might later be updatedit would be highly unusual for AMC/GM to anticipate changes
the regulation for which it was written.

Yes

AMCL1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

b¢KS | NNJ y3ISYSyXtadea ith ¢hé $etific chseshalild be replace
with "If a USS fails entirely and cannot support strategic coordinationathengement
0SG6SSy ! {{ta akKz2dzZ R aSi aSNWAOS Sg!
FEAIKGEA YIYylFr3ISR o0& (GKS FFAESR ! {{td L
the flight should incorporate provisions to deal with the speaifise.”

Not Accepted

At this early stage of the implementation, the robustness of this feature is not
demonstrated and may result in unsafe condition.

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

Further explanation, even dedicated GMs, about how USSPs providing services in tt
U-Space Airspace will emonflict authorization requests between them.
Partially Accepted

GML1 to 10(6) now refers to ASTM F382Bin line with this angdimilar comments.

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

Item (a) How could it be harmonised ?
Accepted

GML1 to 10(6) now refers to ASTM F3B2Bin line with this and similar comments.

change taext | Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*
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2. Individual comments and respons:

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

GML1 Article 10(4) UAS flight authorisation service

There areexplicitly no geofencing actions for intrusive nacknonledged UAS whic
confound the calculated \dpace mentioned.

Noted

The comment seems to relate to emergency actions for intruders. Hence it is in the
spirit as article 10(10). The basic problem is the processing of restrictions. Every
conceivable restriction on where a UAS can fly can always be matched by sorfie set
circumstances in which flight should be allowed in that case. The general model of ¢
restricted area is that it is an area for which there is an authority that can exclude or
flights. What is missing (unfortunately) is any way in Annex iv to itedichether
appropriate permission has been obtained. Hence the options are a) always exclude
b) never exclude but always warn. The second approach was followed. (Currently tk
no general mechanism to express that permission has been obtainededhieement is
that the authorisations be readable and trustworthy.)

Yes

GM1 Article 10(4) UAS flight authorisation service

This requirement may be rather difficult folfil in the context othe SORA. Namely, SO
may result in specific spatial or temporal limitations for the UAS operation (@gin
certain geo areas, or not at certain times of the day), aimed at mitigating the grounc
while USSP will look exclusively into the air risk mitigation, and would algrmot have
the knowledge of theelated groundrisk constraints.

Where USSP may help is if the operator submits a desired timeframe for the operatic
20 min flightany time within an hour), and USSP may determine the exact timing ¢
operation that would ensure ncconflict with other operationsin spatial dimension, |
would be nearly impossible for the USSP to make any suggestions, fgrahed risk
considerations mentioned above.

Partially Accepted

The comment is valid. The phrase "and support the planning of an acceptable alterr
is perhaps too optimistic. The USSP might be able to make suggestions of conflict fi
alternatives in some cases; the USSP is likely to do this by testing simatasrafithe
unacceptable plan (e.g. same plan, later take off); the conflict free variants would th
proposed to the operator who would be responsible for choosing one that they find
acceptable, or using these as the basis of another plan. The relisas mentioned is in
the past UAS operators have expressed the view that their operation plans are
commercially sensitive. Hence it is not expected that the UAS operators will be give
view of all the other flights. They will simply learn abouigt parts of flights which
conflict with their own authorisation requests.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text| Yes

change to text

comment

response

comment

respons
e

change to text

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

response

GML1 Article 10(4) UAS flight authorisation service

USSPs could develop a system that records ignorance by UAS operator when warn
given. Too many violations could lead to a temporarily ban from the services, and in
future even fines.

Partially Accepted

The competent authority is expected to monitor the actions of UAS operators. USSF
required to record theiapprovals see AMC1 Article 10(1hence it will be possible to
discover that a warning was given and a UAS operator knowingly flew into an airspe
which they did not have permissioAMC/GM are added to Art 7, 10.

Yes

GML1 Article 10(4) UAS flight authorisation service

The USSP and/or CISP should deploy means of coordination among UAS Opere
authorities.

Noted

It would beinterestingthat a coordinated approach is established to granting permiss
to enter an airspace and to indicating that permission has been granted. It is beyonc
scope of this AMGM.

No

GML1 Article 10(4) UAS fliglstuthorisation service

CKSNBE Aa | O2y iGN} RAOGAZ2Y KSNB 6KSyYy Al
I ANBLI OS I O00Saaé¢d LYRSSRY (GKS Damx | N
the flight authorisation provided according toN&i A Of S mMp om0 2 F w!
Therefore, it covers potential authorisation request for airspace acddssboth GMs sha
be aligned to cover Article 15(1) requirements.

Noted

Thecontent is aligned with thénnex iv.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change taext

comment

response

**

An agency of the European Union

Yes

GML1 Article 10(4) UAS flight authorisation service

In relation with paragraph (b) of GM1 Article 10(4), it is considered correct that
operator remains responsible for acquiring any necessary aquagsissions. But tha
responsibility should be considered without detriment of the responsibilities that ¢
have the UAS flight authorisation service, in particular the obligation established in ;
10(7) of this EU Regulation.

Accepted

The GM for 10(2), 10(5) and 10(7) has been revised as a result of this and similar
comments.

Yes

GM1 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

Comments:

Please provide a clarification on what is meant by 95% hS O2y G SEG 2
WgAGK2dzi dzy2dzZaGAFASR RStFeQ Aa AyidSNL
o { SNIBAOS {dzLJLX ASNJ 6! { {0 LyidSNERLISNI
activated within 5 seconds, 95 % of theA YS ®¢ { LISOAFAOI f t & 2

many operations is this measured on?

Rationale / Justification:

As written, this requirement is not enforceable/verifiable without specifying the t
period to perform this measure. Specifyingtimeframe for measurement the 95¢
requirement will provide more clarity to USSPs and operators on how it can be met.

Not Accepted

This GM is expressed in a similar way to the other requirements. The USSP may de
justification.

Yes

GM1 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

Please add ASTM standard publishing date and version number.

Accepted
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2. Individual comments and respons:

ASTM F35421 identifies one version, published in 2021. Currently FZ848 the only
version of the standard.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

Comment: The performance (<5s, 95%) can only be ntas ihot involving ATC or anoth
dronel 2yS FTRYAYAAGNI 62N ¢KS ! {{t YlIe&
the coordination with e.g. ATC takes place).

response| Noted.

change to text| No

comment

response

change to text

comment

GM2 Article 10(5) UAS fligtatuthorisation service

why not offer the other services beforehand? This would make sense, for example,
the context of flight preparation for the traffic information service and the weather
information service.

Noted.

Theapproachis that the Uspace services mentioned are delivered via a web service t
computer (smartphone, remote piloting station, call it what you will). There needs to |
some "session" started to allow the services associated with an authorised (planned)
to be delivered to a particular computer. This session starts with some authenticatior
process that links the computer and the flight. This proces®iactivationperformed by
the operators Activation comes before flightleactivation after.

No

GM2 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

L¥ GKS FEAIKG FdziK2NRAFGAZ2Y A& gAOKR
suggested to keep using the established terminology with Network Manager IFF
substitute "Withdrawn" by "Rejected due to reauthorization"

response Not accepted

*
*
*

**

ok

*

An agency of the European Union
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

There is a crucial difference between rejected and withdrawn. If a flight authorisatior
request is rejected, that happens almost immediately after it is submitted. There is n
a doubt that it may have been authorised. The change to withdrawn status ctatex
when the flight has previously been authorised and has a unique identifier. There is
much higher risk of a UAS operator attempting to activate or fly a withdrawn flight th
rejected one. Thus as a contingency measure, it is possible thatraitindlight will be
retained in the system until such time as the flight would have been over luadutred
Hence no to the proposal but some explanation can be added

No

GM2 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

Par. (b) states, that a USSP should respond negatively to an activation request wi
flight authorisation is found to be in conflict with a manned aircraft known or believe
be in a state of emergency. However, manned aircraft always have priggtywithout a
state of emergency! They are not aware of surrounding UAS traffic and don't receive
information. Outside controlled airspace, there is not evempassibility for dynamic
reconfiguration to solve such a conflict.

Proposed change
boX0 06S Ay O2-prierityXlightiautthokishtion dr a nkahn8dKaBonaft, thehe
USSP should respond negatively to the activation request."

Accepted

The "in emergency"” part was a referenceatticle 10(10)

No

GM2 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

This seems redundant, as the USSP is required by regulation to provide the mar
services at all phases operations.

Not accepted

Services like network identification and conformance monitoring only operate during
"active" phase of the flight. Not before and not after. Likewise the plan only describe
active phase of the flight. The lifecycle of the pillacludea period befoe the active
phase of flight (between filing the authorisation request and activation) and a perioc
after (see the sections on recording and auditing.)

No
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

GM2 Article 10(5) UAS flight authorisation service

What about adynamic airspace reconfiguration in the cases where it is applicRotde
clarification and consider extending the conditions for withdrawal if applicable.

Accepted

Clarifications are provided.

Yes

GM1Article 10 (7) UAS flight authorisation service

A UAS flight in restricted airspace is therefore not controlled by the USSP and the o]
is not only obligated to obtain permission to fly there, but also to inform any an
airspace userge.g. police, HEMS)

Noted

Within U-space airspace there may be restrictions, such as prior permission being
needed or zone to be avoidedt is still Uspace airspace.

No

GM1 Article 10 (7) UAS fliglatuthorisation service

GM should recognize the "permissibility" of the conflict between an operational ir
volume and arairspace restrictionNamely, an airspace may indeed be restricted, bul
a particular UAS operation, it may permissible topenetrate such airspacdt should be
possible to indicate the potential for this permissibility of the conflict through
attributes inthe flight authorisation request, and through ttetributes of the airspace
restriction (e.g. an aipace

volume would have an attribute "restricted to all except operations performing the mis
x; and theflight authorisationrequest would have an attribute "performing the mission

Not accepted

This exact point about the inability to indicate in annex iv that a flight has permissior
been discussedhe regulation takes precedence and the AMC/@b&s notcontradict
it.

change to text| No

comment

*
*
*

**

ok

*

An agency of the European Union

GM1 Article 10 (7) UAS fliglatuthorisation service
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response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

**

An agency of the European Union

Different stakeholders that grant permissions should be in the Authorisation Servic
AAYATI NI G2 GKS cr1Qa [!'!Db/ YR 6S8 LI

The UASoperator is responsiblefor obtaining the appropriate permissionsto ent
er any restricted airspace, or to not enter the airspace if that permission has not b
obtained. These permissions could be obtained as part of the interchange with US
and CISP.

Partially accepted. The GMas been revised slightly.

Yes

GML1 Article 10 (7) UAS flight authorisation service

a) " the UAS flight authorisation service can NOT reject” would make sense in the ¢
of the sentence.

Partially acceptedt K & aOFyé¢ gl & | (G@LWAy3d SNNRBNJ

Yes

GM1 Article 10 (7) UAS flight authorisation service

Only for restricted airspace is included. Other types Dangerous, Prohibited, TSA, T
aremissing Details should be provided/added.

Noted

The term is used specifically. Restricted areas in the current aeronautical publicatio
have associated restrictions which come from legal authority being exercised. Dang
areas are completely different, in that in many countries there is not a leghilption

on entering a danger area; the publication is a warning that doing so may result in ir
or death.

No

GM1 Article 10 (7) UAS flight authorisation service
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

It is said that a reason to reject a fliglithorisation request could be an expected use
restricted area for which there is no assurance that UAS has permission. Additiona
up to the UAS to obtain this permission.

We consider that, with regard to article 15 of the Regulation (EU)9/2@Y, the
discrepancies are two folds here :

- A restricted area is not closed to UAS per nature but only because of the exi:
of a specific UAS geographical zone defining conditions to access

- {GFrGAYy3 GKFG ' 1 { 2LISNY (28 ariNa Oiil B R
Oz2yaraidsSyd 6A0K DamX [NIAOES wmnX DSy
covers the flight authorisation provided according to Article 15(1) of Regulation
HAMMK PN TE D

The GMs shall be aligned to cover Artick1) requirements.

Partially accepted

The 2021/664 is complementary to, extend, the 2019/947. The definition of thedde
airspacencluding sulyeozonesthat may be part of it, are made available part of the
CIS. Fly crossingb 2 ¢ z@ngs8hould bestraightrejected, whilethe awareness of the
operators should be raised when crossing restricted zamesacceptance pending on
the confirmation that he ha been granted with the proper authorisation.

The AMC/GM to Art 10 are clarified, th®se toArt 6.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

GM1 Article 10 (7) UAS flight authorisation service

Perhaps there is a missing requirement here: how can an ap&ator receive ar
authorization following receiving permission to enter a restricted airspace if there
way to let the USSP know about it?

Partially accepted.

It is indeed the responsibility of the operators to obtain the restrictidriee AMC/GM to
Art 10 are clarified, as those to Art 6. The acknowledgement of the terms and condi
are meant to record the confirmation of the operator that he has the auttaiibn.

change to text| Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

GM1 Article 10 (7) UAS flight authorisation service

Strikeitem (b). Proposed to be deleted since not related to the UAS flight authoris:
service but UAS remote obligations covered under Annex of4&19/947.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

Partially acceptedThe 2021/664 complements the 2019/947.

change to text| No

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

GML1 Article 10 (7) UAS flight authorisation service

Comment:

The UAS Flight Authorisatioservice shall be able to reject any authorisation wh
detected that the operation overlaps a restricted airspace without permissiartain
deployments may include additional authorities in the loop of Flight Authorizations
enable such authorities to partmate in permission granting (when necessar§)S
platform could enable the participation of such additional authorities. INDRA sugg
enable this additional functionality.

Suggestion:

(@) The UAS flight authorisation service can reject the authiisiz when the flight
penetrates a restricted airspace. In case the platform is not able to know thatiths
operator has already obtained permission to enter a restricted airspace, hence UAS
authorisation service can only inform the UAS oper#tat permission is required. In th
case CISP enables additional interface or information to enable permission granting
authorities managing the abovementioned restricted airspaces, UAS flight Authori:
service may use this interfaces to graarmissions including the restricted airspaces.

NOT ACCEPTED
It is not the role of the Single CISP to be involved in the flight authoris&immever the

geo information should be made available as part of the CIS

No

GML1 Article 10 (7) UAS flight authorisation service

(a) in such a case as described rejection should not be the default action from the
Such a request should, via the single CISP if available, be forwarded to the
responsible for the restricted airspace for an approval or rejection.

Not accepted

Theproposal does not fit the current-Space approach. The acceseastrictedto
conditions andapprovalthat only the UAS operatoisan obtain.

change to text| No

*
*

**

* o

*
*
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

change to text

comment

response

comment

response

comment

response

AMCL1 Article 10(7) UAS flight authorisation service

If a quick change in airspace demand is required, an airspace restriction need to be
acknowledged by the UAS operat@onsider adding the requirement on the UAS
operator.

Partially accepted

DAR will result in urgent warnings to operators. Acknowledgement is a good idea.

No

AMC1 Article 10(7) UAS flight authorisation service

U-space operations without a CIS are allowable and an alternate reference for the ¢
of airspace restriction data should be provided.

Not Accepted

2021/664 article 5(1) refers to "the common information services of easpade
airspace.; this repository of information is required, for instance to get the geo
information.

Operations may happen witho@ingle Common Information Service Providére flight
authorisations should not be managed by the Single CISP, but by the USSP which r
agree on the way to ensure robust synchronisation of the flight authorisation.

No

GM1 Article 10(6) UAS fligl#tuthorisation service

The introductionof a specific time limitation may be misleadingre. The main goal is 1
detect the conflicts as soon as possible and the ‘less than 15 seconds' being tr
example may causeonfusion.

It is suggested tdlelete this example from the GM and adding a clear indication of v
shouldbe taken into account when granting an operating certificate, keepimgind that
the time should be as quick as the current technological developinethis area allows.

Partially accepted

Theexample has been removed. There shouldabbeference to ASTM F3548L

change to text| Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

response

comment

response

GML1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

Scenario: kspace in country A has two USSP, one certifiechémber state B, one i
YSYO SN adladS /& 2KAOK O2YLISGSyd | dzi
arrangements between USSPs?

Partially accepted

TheAMCI/GM havebeen revised t©f | NA F& G KS WLINE LINA S & ¢
the USSP and assessment of the fair and effectiveness usage ofhactl airspace are
different activities. It is assumed that the assessment of the use of the airspace will |
performed by the competent authority in charge of thespace designation.

Yes

GML1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

Comment:

The NPA foresees that, in case of conflicting flights, two or more USSPs make |
arrangements for how to resolve such conflicts. It is unclear whatptirpose of these
bilateral arrangements is. Taken literally, such bilateral arrangements seem unnec
given the global firscomefirst-serve rule described in Article 10(9). The reason for tt
that, if firstcomefirst-serve should always hold glally, then USSPs would not need
make additional bilateral arrangements beyond the simple ability to check if there e
conflict.

If the idea of these additional arrangements is to potentially improve the efficie
fairness and incentives of tiothe airspace is allocated to UAS operators by deviating
a global firsicomefirst-serve constraint, then our concern is that these bilate
arrangements may likely (whether intended or not) lead to inefficiencies, unfairness
bad incentives, aththey may also scale badly to a larger number of USSPs.

Furthermore, audits (as described in GM1 Article 10(6)(a)(3)) may not reveal thi
extent to which a mechanism fails to be efficient, fair, or provide good incentives.

Solution proposals:

1. Clarify the intended purpose of these bilateral arrangements, in partic
whether they are supposed to allow deviations from a global-fihefirst-serve
constraint.

2. Consider a more regulated conflict resolution mechanism thresuees desirable
properties including efficiency, fairness, good incentives, and scalability. |
view, such a mechanism would ideally be implemented in a centralized way,
the supervision of the competent authority (see our paper referenced alfov
more details).

Noted
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The bilateral agreements are not (as hypothesised) to ensure fairness but rather to
ensure reliable and timely functioning. Fairness is desirable but beyond the scope o
regulation. It is expected that a standard thed will be used (ASTM F3528) and the
bilateral agreement will describe procedures and responsibilities in normal situation:
in case of problems.

change to text| No

comment | GM1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

To avoidsituation in which two FA are approved by two different USSPs, it may add
delay (30 seconds) in which every USSP check again if there are other FA coming
CIS and approved by another USSP. During this time, UAS operator must wait afte
selectonKS ! {{t LAFOGF2NY al OGAQBFGSéd L Gl
AGQa I avylft glaidsS 2F GAYS FNRY G(G(KS |
safety of all the users

response| Noted

The ASTM F35481 standard explains in detail how to solve the probldime flight
authorisatiors are not coming from the CIS, but exchanged between USSP.

change to text| No

comment | GM1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

As it iswritten it seems that the CA has an active tactical role in case of confl
authorizations. We understand, if there are continuous conflicts, CA should take a
during the monitoring process to the certified providers. Clarification needed.

response| Noted

The Competent Authority has no tactical role but is responsible for certifying the US
then monitoring their performance. In this monitoring the CA may study recordings
made by the different USSP systems.

change to text| No

comment | GM1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service
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response

t I N}y AN LK o6F0 2F Dam ! NOIAOES wmMnocov o
AYFNI a0NHz2OG dzNBE Q> odzi GKAA GSNXY Aa y2
Regulation 2017/373 (anits AMC/GMSs), in Regulation 2018/1139 (and its AMC/GMs
in Regulations 2019/945 and 2019/947 (and their AMC/GMS), or in the sa®gatk
Regulations and their AMC/GMs.

It is considered that it could be more convenient to use another term, clearlyaiexpd
who is considered as a competent authority on common infrastructure.

Noted

The text of (1) is "agreement between USSPs and the competent authority on comr
infrastructure" which really means "agreement on comniafinastructure between
USSPs" and how the CA views that agreement.

change to text| No

comment

response

GM1 Article 10(6) UAS flight authorisation service

Please clarify, if the competent authority of theSpace or the competent authorities fi
all the USSPs in that-Bpace is meant.

Noted

In the case that there are multiple competent authorities involved, it should be clear
between them which is responsible for certifying and monitoring the performance of
USSPs.

change to text| No

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

response

AMC1 Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

¢CKAAd FTNIAOES NBFSNByOSa (GKS WgAIGKRNI 4
need to specify a reason for the rejection

/I fTFNAFe GKS GSN¥Ya WgAGKRNIGFEQ YR WN
the withdrawal to the UAS operator. For these type of status, another term could als
Y2NB | LILINZPLINAFGSET tA1S WiGSYLR NI diknowsdza
that the flight is not rejected as such, but on hold till the emergency is over

Partially Accepted

The comment is correct. Rejection occurs as an alternative to acknowledgement. A
rejected request is not given a unique ID. Aftdlight authorisation request has been

acknowledged, it has a unique ID. Hence changing its state to "not able to fly" is nof
exactly the same as the state it would be in after rejection. Hence a different term is
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2. Individual comments and respons:

used, "withdrawn." Support for this term owes in article 10(10) which mentions the ve
"withdraw." Suspended is a term that implies a temporary blockage. Suspended mig
a better term if the regulation (664) had made clear that there is an update process
would allow the UAS operator to rddy a flight authorisation request. Such an update
might render a suspended request authorised again.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

AMC1 Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

What happens if already activated? For example add:
"If the flight is already activated, the authorisation request of the special operatic
withdrawn"

Partially accepted

It has been the subject of considerable discussion whether withdrawing the authoris
of an active flight is safeThe AMC/GM are clarified.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

AMCL1 Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

What about aconflict with a MANNED aircraft conducting a special operation? Only
vs UAS is addressed in the AMC.
Noted

Both have priorities but,ite manned case is covered by 10(10).

change to text| No

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

response

AMC1 Article 10(8) UAS flighuthorisation service

It needs to be ensured that such cases with "special operations" are happening only
specific and determined circumstances. UAS operators need certainty that the apg
for the flights they apply to are not lost. Thimuld also represent additional burden al
costs for operators that are very often small playefs alternative proposal would be 1
delay the operation to a later time, instead of withdrawing the approval and starting
authorisation process from the beginning.

Noted

The comment essentially raises two questions.
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I

1) How frequently will no#priority operations be withdrawn due to priority operations”
2) Is there any way to avoid that a flight whose authorisation is withdrawn loses its f
time-based priority definedn 10(9).

Answering the first is impossible. The expectation is that such events will be infrequ
(On the roads we have a similar thevel prioritisation scheme; flashing blue light and
not. There is no need for a mulével prioritisation becawsflashing blue light traffic is
quite rare. We might take from the implication that indgace there are only two levels
that a similar rarity is expected.) It should be noted that articles 10(10) and 4 will als
have a similarly disruptive effect ongftit authorisations... Meeting the request of the
second guestion would require a way to link a new flight authorisation request to a
previous one. Annex iv offers no such facility. Or an update procedure could be inve
but that is probably beyond #hscope of the AMC/GMIif the flight authorisation reques
is included in the text of the regulation itself, why isn't the update request? Hence, s
the second request cannot be met without a revision of the regulation.

change to text| No

comment

response

AMCL1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

The prioritization model may be too simplistic. For instance, in modern ATM, the allol
of slots (e.g. at the airport or trarsontinental flights) is much more complex. Sim
mechanismsnight be needed for highly congested areas. If possible, suggest to allc
such models once the "firgtome, firstserved" model starts to fail.

Not accepted

The priority model i®n purpose meant to beimplebut mightbe revised in the near
future as experience is gained and questions of fairness arise. In any case the prior
model is in the regulation and the AMC/Give align with it

change to text| No

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment | AMCL1 Article 10(9) UAS flighuthorisation service

The IR stipulates the "firstomefirst-serve" principle, while the AMC here only elabora
one of severabossible ways of interpreting this principidamely, the same principle ms
be interpreted as "the first to start theperation” (rather than "the firsto have submittec
a plan"), or "the first to arrive at the conflicting point" (although, possibly, hasiaged
the operation later.

The interpretation that the AMC here promotes favours specific types of UAS mis
regular, predictable and not heavily dependent on weather conditions (e.g. schec
transport of goods), over thewon-predictable ones or those depending on spec
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2. Individual comments and respons:

weather conditions (e.g. unplannable maintenameak or aerial screening, possiblelpi
in clear skies).

Another essential element for the protection of the fair and equitable access tc
airspace is ensurinthe accurate planning and execution of the planned operatit
Namely, MS should introduce mechanistosprevent excessive plammyg that does nof
correspond to actual operational intentions, just in ordeibimok the airspace.

Suggested Solution:

AMC and GM should provide more detailed guidance on managing the authoris
having the same priorityAdditionally, AMC/GMshould include guidance for MS a
USSPs to prevent excessive planning versus underperforopedation, aimed a
obtaining privileged status in priority allocation.

response| Partially accepted

The remark makes some good points, many of which were distuistbe production
of the AMC/GM. What is "first come" has not been invented by the AMC/GM team |
rather is the implication of article 10(2)(b). That article states that when a new requ
received, there is a check that it does not intersect witly previously authorised
request. This is explicitly a prioritisation of "first to request authorisation" rather thai
any other interpretation of "first come." (more below) The comment is right, that the
resulting prioritisation will systematically disadvage UAS operators in businesses s
as food delivery. It is expected that as experience is gained wihade, issues such a:
fairness will drive a reconsideration of this prioritisation. However at this time, there
no other scheme which is considerenore fair and mature enough to be put into law.
The GM can easily give an example of what is foreseen. (more on the previous p
HOWEVER there is quite a big problem here. Article 10(6) requires the USSP mak
"proper" arrangements between themsads to solve these problems. Article 10(2)(b)
Explains that a new flight authorisation request should be rejected if it intsersects w
an already approved request and 10(9) mentions first come first served. The purpo
10(9) is to complement 10(8) witi mentioned the special case. 10(9) really means
"otherwise do as 10(2)(b)." However it muddies the water by generalising the
requirement. We can only practically implement the text described in 10(2)(b) that 1
requests are compared with approved reqtesCases when conflicting requests are
received within milliseconds of each other are expected to be so rare not considere
be worth dealing with by building dedicated machinery to compare request timestal
A significant revision of both the AMC a@#/ for 10(9) has taken place to limit
expectations to this "do what is practical."

change to text| No

comment | AMC1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

Which timestamp applies? The registered times of receipt at the USSP cannot app
requests can be received by different USSPs at the same time. USSP have to neg:
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response

consensus on the order of requests. Technical solutions are e.g. use of vector cloc
central token service.

Partially accepted

The prioritisation scheme is derived from article 10(2)(b). That article states that whe
new request is received, there is a check that it does not intersect with any previousl
authorised request. The details about how exactly to do this are to bédksttad by the
USSPs in their "proper arrangements” mentioned in 10(6). USSPs are encouraged t
at standard solutions such as ASTM F3328Questions may remain and will need to b
solved by the USSPs; 10(2)b clearly indicates that an incominggtfligiatrisation request
has to be compared with already approved requests. There may be a race between
requests arriving closer in time than the amount of time taken to approve one. The
proposals listed are reasonable.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

change to text

comment

**
* *
* *

* o

An agency of the European Union

AMC1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

Wouldn't it make sense, in the sense of harmonised rules, to set a guideline for thi
everyone follows? Otherwise, there is a high probability that there will be diffe
procedures irthe different Uspace airspaces.

Partially accepted

The AMC and GM for 10(9) has been extensively revised. The logic to implement is
10(2)(b) with a practical limit on what can be achieved. If there is a finite time betwe
receiving and approving a flight request, another request arriving during that time ne
not be processed in accordance with the requirement of 10(9) so long as such case!
rare.

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(9) UAS flighuthorisation service

Point (a)The terms "whichever the later" are confusing because it is not clear to wha
of the sentence they apply, Considering that "an update" will always come afte
submission", one is wondering if that appliesth@ order of priority, where "later" is nc
logical.

Remove the terms "whichever is later" at the end of the sentence or reconsider the \
wording of the sentence.
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response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

response

Partially accepted

The AMC and GM for 10(9) has been extensively reviselliow a practical
implementation.

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

An active UAS flight should not be rejected as a result of the UAS operator mak
update to that flight.

Comment:

Depends, if the plan is changed such that it interferes with other planned operatic
higher priority or if it interferes with other already active drone operatic

Partially accepted

The AMC and GM for 10(9) has been extensiaalised to allow a practical
implementation.

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

There is a need for a more elaborated Priority, e.g. firefighting is more important
traffic surveillance. Also whidBriority can be assigned to UAM (manned, not piloted
HEMS.

The Priority should be defined by the Member State (pespdce?)Where/how can the
priority of the operation be selected/validatedThe MS should make a list of priorities
255) for spedll operations.

Not accepted

The expectation is that priority flights will be infrequent and hence (in the regulation)
levels of priority are enough (On the roads we have a similar two level prioritisation
scheme; flashing blue light and noThere is no need for a mulével pioritisation
because flashing blue light traffic is quite rare and there is a very seldom a situation
which two flashing blue light vehicles contend which cannot be resolved sufficiently
by some other means such as random choice.) We might infiinHJ}space, as there
are only two levels, priority flights are also expected to be infrequent. As for the
suggestion of 255 priority levels, the relative priority of different flights may depend ¢
the situation, would require an unreasonable amounirdbrmation about each flight to
be revealed, and would require some gradation that could be challenged. In any cas
regulation says there are two levels of priority and the AMC/&#®laligned on it
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change to text| No

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

GML1 Article 10(9UAS flight authorisation service

Point (a) and (d) seem to be in conflict: If the update is a change of the trajectory |
now in conflict with another flight authorisation, then the USSP cannot accept the ch

Partiallyaccepted

The GM for 10(9) has been revised to allow a practical implementation

Yes

GML1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

Iltem (d), his statement is in direct contradiction with the bullet a) aboverhen an
operator updates the flight, thedme reference for the process of determining the prior
should be reset. This, in turn, may result in flight

authorisation being rejected, as a conflicting flight would have been submitted earlie

Partially accepted

The GM for 10(9) has been revised to allow a practical implementation

Yes

GM1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

Comments:

We propose to include that in the event of an UAS operapmtating an already authorise
but not active plan and the existence of a conflict with the new version and other ex
plans, the operator may have two options: either keep the former plan (alre
deconflicted) or propose an alternative.

Rationale /Justification:

According to GM1 Article 10(9) paragraph 9, whenever an update in the traject
published the time reference for the process of determining priority is reset.

This could cause a disturbance in the event of an authorised plan that y@hattive as
the operator may lose the preference of the existing authorised plan when proposi
update to the trajectory.

Therefore we consider that in this case the UAS operator may be given the option to
to the original plan.

GM2 Article10 10) only covers the case of updating an active flight authorization bt
missed the case for already authorised yet inactive ones.

TE.RPRO0.0608-007 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status througBAB# intranet/internet. Pagel28of 196

An agency of the European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency CRIR021-14

2. Individual comments and respons:

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

**

*
*
*
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Partially accepted

The text has been revised. The idea is that following the logic of 10(2)(b) an update
plan is like a new proposal which if successful replaces the previous plan. If a plan f
been authorised (hence is conflict free) it will not be removed by the update process
is replaced by a new plan consisting of the old plan with the updateezhbpli

Yes

GML1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

Comments:

It is stated that the competent authority may monitor and audit authorization
rejection. We recommend that text be added to also state that the competent auth
may modify the algorithm by which flight authorizations of the same priority are har
if the implementation of firstcome, firstserved in AMC1 Article 10(9) is found to
inadequate in ensuring fair and equitable access to the airspace.

Rationale / Justification:

If the monitoring and audit by the competent authority finds that access is not fair
equitable access, there must be recourse to adapt the way flight authorizations of the
priority are handled.

Not accepted

At this stage thdirst-comefirst-servedprinciple is ensuring the best faigss A useful
suggestion but it would require an update to the regulation and hence is beyond
AMC/GM

No

GM1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

There should be aabligation for the competent authority to check compliance with f
and equal access to airspace in order to sanction misconBugposal to change to:

GoO0 ¢KS O2YLISGSY(d ldziK2NRGe akKz2dzZ R
toassurefarg R SljdzA Gl 6t S | O0Saa G2 GKS | AN

Partially accepted

The regulation explicitly requires this fiusbme-first-served behaviour. Whether
equitable access could be a reason to redefine-tishefirst-served would depend on it
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being alegal requirementThe role and responsibilities have been clarified in the
AMC/GM.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

GML1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

a) Is a change of the 4D trajectory possible if the flight is already active?

Add forexample:

"if the flight authorisation is already active, a change of the 4D trajectory is only poss
it is conflict free with other flight authorisations."

Partially accepted

The comment expresses the intended logic. The GM texbeas clarified

change to text| Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

GML1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

Disclaimer:

Many of the issues with the firgtomefirst-serve rule only become problematic once t
airspace is sufficiently congested. This is projected to be the case in urban enviror
within the next 1020 years (e.g., see a recent paper by Doole et
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0969699719304004  However,
although the airspace is not congestedht now, we highly recommend designing tl
rules already with a congested airspace in mind. Otherwise, once the airspace is con
unsuiable rules may be in place, and those rules may be difficult if not impossit
change at that point in time, then leading to inefficiencies, unfairness, and bad incer
Therefore, in the following comments, we assume an airspace that is suffiaientjgsted
such that intersecting flight plans are a common occurrence.

Comment:

1 As written, Article 10(9) habad incentives as it directly incentivizes dror
operators to reserve more airspace than they need. Concretely, since there
costassociated with making a reservation, a strategically acting operator sl
hurry to reserve as much airspace as they can as early as possible. Of cel
space designers could limit how many reservations an operator can make, ¢
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often they can free &8 OF yOSt GKSANI NBaSNBDI GA
further unintended consequences that endanger the efficiency or fairness ¢
UTM system.

The firstcomefirst-serve rule systemically disadvantages operators that, by
nature of their serice, require a shorter planning horizon (e.qg., sktertn delivery
services). Such operators may find it difficult to reserve an efficient route
congested airspace, because operators with longer planning horizons may a
have booked their routessiven this, the firstome first-serve rule isinfair in this
respect.

Because firstomefirst-serveincentivizes operators to reserve airspace as €
as possible, it is advantageous for operators to submit flight pteafere they
know the exact route they need, leadingiteefficient flights.

The problem of inefficient flights is compounded if opgera need to adjust thei
route after they have received their flight authorization (but while the flight is
yet active). Concretely, since updating their flight plan after authorization w
put them to the end of the queue, this creates incentives dperators to follow
through withinefficient flights, because (in a sufficiently congested airspace)
alternative may mean not flying at all.

GM1 Article 10(9)(d) and GM2 Article 10(10)(a)+(b) leave unclear what <
happen when an active flightants to update its flight plan but the update wot
createa new conflictthat cannot easily be resolved without changing the ot
flight. It seems to us that the intent of the current regulation is that, in this c
the already active flight would ndie allowed to update its flight plan. This cot
be very inefficient For example, after flight activation, any number of conditi
may change (e.g., weather conditions, customer needs, drone functionality, ¢
other environment variables) such thaig operator might suddenly have a ve
high value for a new (but very specific) flight path. If this new flight path con
with another flight whose operator, in principle, could deviate without probl
then not allowing for updates to this flight wiilicreate aninefficiency. In the
worst case, preventing operators from updating their flight paths may lead
cascade of norwonforming flights.

Solution proposals:

1. Taking operator values into account to increase efficien

When deconflicting two omore flight authorization requests of the same priori
the UAS flight authorization service shoudaplicitly take into account the
2LISNI G2NBEQ @I f oS ac2Ma N3 Ed 3. NS F tORI/K
routine logistics flights between their walouses (e.g., thousands of flights ev
day, for the foreseeable future), which may conflict with the desired flight
wedding photographer. Given that the company mainly values getting their dr
quickly from point A to B, they have a low cost frehghtly deviating from thei
optimal flight path for a few flights. In contrast, the wedding photographer re
on being able to fly their drone directly above the wedding venue at a specific
in time, and any deviation in time or space would bacceptable. Thus, in th
SEFYLX S Al 62df R o0SGGSNI G2 G118

wedding photographer having a very high value and the company having «
low value for single flights), such thatnaore efficient allocation can bdound,
where the logistics flights slightly deviate from their optimal route
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accommodate the wedding photographer. Note that this requires deviating
the first:come- first-serve rule.

Charging operators externalitpased prices for accessing contgd airspace
("conflict resolution™):

To address the various shortcomings of the fasinefirst-serve rule, one shoul
considercharging operators based on the externalities their flights impose
others. Note that this would be aadditional paymentindependentof what the
P{{t g2dd R OKINAS T2NJ LINPGARAY3I (K
on another flight B is the cost the operator of flight B incurs because flight £
approved (e.g., because the operator of flight B how has to talerse route).
Thus, if the airspace is uncongested, this externality is zero (and payments
be set to zero). However, the more congested the airspace is, the large
externality, and thus the larger the corresponding payments would be. With
externalitybased payments, the operators would be incentivized to only res
as much airspace as they nee
Since the goal of the Hspace is not to maximize revenue (but to maximr
efficiency, fairness, etc.), these payments should only be as highmasessary t
align incentives (which externalityased payments would be). Additionalifiese
payments should not go to the USSIecause these payments are not for servi
that the USSP provides. Instedatlgese payments should go to the competel
authority , because the payments are just used to resolve conflicts in a cong
airspace. The competent authority could decide to redistribute these paymr
among operators, or use them to cover certain costs that it inc
One may worry that charging epators an additional amount for accessing 1
airspace to resolve conflicts may present an equity issue. The concrete conc
have heard is that operators with larger financial means might be abl
consistently secure favorable outcomes to the detimh of other operators
However, having a high value for a flight and having strong financial meat
orthogonal to each other! Large, financially strong operators with many flic
such as parcel delivery services, typically have very small profiimagrgr flight,
and thus have no incentive to regularly make large payments for access
airspace. In contrast, a financially weaker operator can still have a large val
a single flight (e.g., a wedding photographer). Thus, the typical concbmsg
paymentbased mechanisms are unwarranted. For details, please see
discussion in our paper.

Broader scope of updating flight authorization:

The flight authorization service shoude able to reallocate airspaceeven when
authorizations are already active and the update to a flight romate a new
conflict with another flight. Obviously, this must possible in the case that a {
update is necessary for the stability of the system (e.g., if otherwise a avoulkl
crash). But we emphasize that flight updates should also be possible if all af
operators can come to a mutually agreeable solution as this might greatly inc
efficiency.

response, Not accepted

**

*
*
*
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change to text

comment

response

**
* *
* *
*

An agency of the European Union

The comment is correct. Many including thosde&SA are well aware of the issue. An)
fairer scheme that is to be adopted in a revision of the regulation will need to be wel
described, mature and broadly acceptable. There is an urgent need for research in
area and debate among the stakeholdenuounity. The proposed solutions include
some interesting ideas that may extend beyond the competence of EASA, for exam
pricing, which may complicate matters.

In any case the issue requires an update of the regulation (and is noted) but a solut
canrot be achieved by AMC/GM.

No

GML1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

Comment:

The NPA asks the USSPs for the collection of usage data, such that the competent &
can audit the data, to detect unfair or inequitable outcomes. This is a flawed appr
because by simply analyzing authorization data, it may be very hard, ifnpossible, to
detect that something is going wrong.

This is a problem that is known and wetilidied in other practical market domains, tl
most famous of which may be school choice. Inshkool choice problerfe.g., work by
Abdulkadiroglu and IS mez:
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/0002828088L57061 and Roth et al.
https://www.nber.org/papers/w1196%, middleschool students are matched with plac
at competitive high schools. Many cities in the United States have long employed
choice mechanisms that are highly manipulable, such thatriot optimal for students (o
their parents) to rank schools in order of their true preference. Many parents have le;
how to optimally manipulate these mechanisms, ranking a school first that is attra
while also being likely to accept theinitd. Consequently, when looking at the result
data, itseemsas if the vast majority of students receive their first chomgggestinghat
the mechanism works almost perfectly, although this is not at all the case.

Similarly, it is likely that opetars would learn how to optimally manipulate the firs
comeffirst-serve rule. Without further analysis, it cannot be ruled out that many of th
manipulations would remain undetected when auditing the authorization and rejec
data.

Solution propos#

We recommend that the flight authorization mechanism beadesigned, with the goal ¢
providing good incentives to the operators, such that operators do not have any incer
to manipulate the mechanism. This could have a large positive impactficieefy and
fairness and would greatly increase the reliability of the gathered data, which may be
to further improve the mechanism in the future.

Not accepted
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The comment identifies a real problem. Such a fix is beyond the scope of AMTHaM
role of the competent authority is to assess the fair access to the airspace

change to text| No

comment | GM1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

(a) This may lead to having operators activate their flight and immediately upda#D
trajectory to avoid a reset of the time reference (cf. point d).

response| Partially accepted
The text has been revised. Likewise for 10(5), the AMC has been revised to limit th

window for activation to be close to the start time in th&an.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(9) UAS flight authorisation service

Depends, if the plan is changed such that it now interferes with other planned/ont

2LISNF GAz2yad LG OFyQld oS I|ff2gSBbleioKdlodk

execution of others plans (maybe even at another USSP or having a higher priority)
response| Partiallyaccepted

The comment is valid. A+arite of GM to 10(9) should clarifies what is intended.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

USSPs should give priority to UAS conducting spepiadations as referred to in Articl
4 of Implementing Regulation (EU) No 923/2012 which include. In case of CISP
special operations could mordinated by CISP with USSPs in order to grant anonyrn
case of need.

The CIS P could take up responsibility when being filed a flight authorization by
these agents

response, Not accepted

**
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The comment proposes how ti&ingleCISP can act as USSP for state flights. This is ol
option but in order to follow the regulation more easily, that role might be considered
state USSP, even if it is the same organisation that is alsBitigeeCI1%. TheSingleCSIP is
not meant to have an active and operational role.

change to text| No

comment

response

GM1 Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

Remark:

A special operator (e.g. an operator of medical flights) has the authorisation from tf
to use thedesignator of the special status and, thus, obtain a privileged treatment
priority in flightauthorisation). However, such an operator may misuse that status v
executing the operations nostrictly linked to the purpose for which theyate been
granted the special operation status (e.g. a repositionirgjning, maintenance flight). .
service provider cannot question the declaration of the spestiaius from the operatol
(that would be, plainly, dangerous); however, the MS should és@wc continued
oversight role in ensuring that these statuses are only used for their intended purpo

Suggested Solution:

GM should provide more details about how specific operators are authorised by the
claim special operation statuandhow these operators would then indicate their spec
operation status within the flight authorisation request.

GM should also clarify that the verification on the correct use of these priority attribu
the obligation of the MS, anthat MS may seekata from USSPs in conducting st
verification.

Partially accepted

The proposed solution is already implemented. The status of the flight mentioned in
10(8) "special operations" shall be indicated in Annex iv element 3: type of flight (sp
operations).

The GM has now been reworded to better draw attention to this. Whether operator:
falsely claim this status is to be seen and should be audited by the competent authc
As experience grows, if this is a problem and "best practice"dalimy with it emerges,
this AMC/GM can e updated.

change to text| Yes

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

GM1 Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service
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response

change to text

comment

response

SAR missions and medical flight could have the same status and should be higher
classified, for instance aftgolice and customs missions.

Not accepted

The current regulation allows two levels of priority: 'special operations' and 'other'. ~
expectation is that special operations are relatively few. If experience (audit by the
competent authority) shows conflicts commonly arise between special opasaflghts
then it might be possible to daddress the situation relying on thnnex iv element 3.
The definition of special operations appears in article 4 of Implementing Regulation
No 923/2012 where 8 types of operation are listed. If that samegmxisation were to
be mentioned in Annex iv element 3, then there could be some further prioritisation
within special operations, but that would be outside the regulation and the expectati
of USSP, especially those operating in other EU states.

No

GML1 Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

Comments:
28§ LINRPLRAS G2 AyOftdzRS | aidldSYSyid AyO
changes to Article 4 to Implementing regulation 923/2012

Rationale / Justification:

If we include the list of special operations as per Article 4 of Implementing Regulatio
No 923/2012 and it is changed in the future, there could be a conflict of vers
Therefore, an option could be to include which relgtion prevails on this description.

Partially accepted

The GM here was transcribed from 923/2012. To avoid confusion, that list has beer
deleted from the GML1 to Article 10(8) of this regulation.

change to text| Yes

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

GML1 Article10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

The list of special operations in this section largely coincides with the cases of
application that are actually excluded from the regulation (see also the recital (28)
2021/664 and GM1 Article 1(1)). Sehat is the purpose of this list? Is it to prioritise
flights in case a Member State decides to apply the rules to these operations as wi
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response| Partially accepted

The GM here was transcribed from 923/2012. To avoid confusion, that list has been
deleted from the GM1 to Article 10(8) of this regulation.

change to text| Yes

comment | GM1 Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

It would make sense to include inspections of infrastructures after major damage
events such as storms a®ll, since these are not only carried out by public bodies t
often by private companies.

response| Not accepted

Interesting idea, but it would require a change to the regulation and is beyond the sc
of AMC/GM.

change to text| No

comment | GM1Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

As Special Operations (either manned or unmanned) are exempted by law, it is nc
how USSPs might implement such provision. Again, exemption granted to special
operations should be carefully reconsidér

response| Partially accepted

The GM here was transcribed from 923/2012. To avoid confusion, that list has been
deleted from the GML1 to Article 10(8) of this regulation.

change to text| Yes

**
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comment

response

GML1 Article 10(8) UAS fligtatuthorisation service

What's the priority between UAS and MANNED aircraft carrying out such operatic
mentioned? Only UAS vs UAS is addressed in the GM.

Noted

Manned aircraftare not requiredto request Uspace flight authorisatigrand always
have the priority on the (non special) UAS operations.

change to text| No

comment

response

GM1 Article 10(8) UAS flight authorisation service

Policeand customs missions include military and staiecraft operations, which ar
excluded from the scope of-Bpace Regulation and therefore excluded from networ
provision. This means they are not visible for USSPs who won't be able to give them
over other UAS operations. Therefore, it shoddd clarified how this paragraph

articulated with the exemption in Recital 13 of theSgace Regulation.

Not accepted

There may be priority flights that are excluded from the regulation that voluntarily us
space to fly safely. The question of Network ID is not raised hereAM&GM areabout
a preflight process of flight authorisation.

change to text| No

comment

response

DaH ! NIAOfS mnomno !'!'{ FEAIKG | dziK2N

(b) There should be a confirmation of the operator that he riight authorisation is
feasible, e.g. with respect to endurance, but also the mission (which may not be as
as reaching the destination). The result of the operator cannot accepting the new
authorisation should be defined.

Accepted

The GM has been revised in line with this comment and similar

change to text| Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

DaH ! NIAOfS mnomno !'!'{ FEAIKG | dziK2N
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response

(b) It is the responsibility of the USSP to determine the adapted 4D trajectory, and
the flight authorization request, correct?

Noted

Confirm. This is what @etailed in10(10).If the USSP does not know the manoeuvre t|
the UAS will make, it may simply increase the 4D volume of the authorisation as sp:
available to do so.

change to text| No

comment

response

DaH ! NOIAOfS mnomno ! !'{ FEAIKG | dziK2N

With relation to the point(d) Ending an active flight is an action of the UAS operator €
not expected to be performed by the USSP automatically.

There should be an enforcement mechanism established (on EU or MS level) to el
that the UAS operator fulls his obligation to end the active flightThe need for such
mechanism and the possible solutions could be determined at the stage of-Hpadé
airspace risk assessment. It is important however, that if such a mechanism is
established it shodl be mandatory and universal for all USSPs providing services
same Uspace airspace.

Partially accepted

There is a risk here of exceeding what carcépturedin AMC/GM. For example we
could not require that a flight plan shall not be activated if it is flown by an aircraft wi
previous flight has not ended, because that would imply logic not mentioned in 10(5
6(5). It may be possible to advise (in GMBB$hat they could warn UAS operators ab
flights have gone past their planned duration and not been endieé.wording has beer
revised.

change to text| Yes

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

response

DaH ! NIAOfS mnomno ! !'{ FfAIKG | dzli K2 NJ

Do UAS operators have tommunicate the end of their flights to the USSP or is the
fact that they have arrived at their destination sufficient?

Partially accepted

The UAS operator should inform the USSP that the flight has ended and by doing st
indicate that the provision of services such as network identification, traffic informati
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and conformance monitoring can stop. Getting to the destination might not be mideoé¢
the flight, eg in case of a gwound.The wording has been revised.

AMC/GM to Art 6 have been also clarified.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

DaH ! NIAOfS mnomno ! !'{ FEAIKG | dziK2N

b) what would such a conflict be? With UAS or manned? For manned, there is no flig
available, for UAS there is no withdrawal because of other authorisation requests
flight is active.

Partially accepted

The problems that might be detected are a) intersection of the plan with a region of
airspace that due to DAR is no longespace airspace, b) intersection of the plan with
region that is in danger of being visited by a manned aircraft (in an emergen@oth
of these check the plan in order to trigger short term actions. The text has been rew
to clarify.

change to text| Yes

comment

**

*
*
*

An agency of the European Union

DaH ! NIAOES mnomno ! { FEAIKIG | dziK2N

With relation to the point(d) Ending an activilight is an action of the UAS operator anc
not expected to be performed by the USSP automatically.

In the light of the change in this GM that occurred during the works on this regul
package, CANSO was glad to see the deletion of the senterftightAvhichis active anc
which has exceeded its planned time plus the time in its flight deviation threshold w
G Ay O2y nkil ¢gridesl YyQtie dperator'.

Above deletion does not constitute that the active flight will not remain 'in contingenc
will still use a portion of $pace airspace or at least cause an unnecessary burden ¢
system. Therefore, in CANSO option there should be an enforcemenhamiem
established (on EU or MS level) to ensure that the UAS opdtatits his obligation to enc
the active flight.

The need for such a mechanism and the possible solutions could be determined
stage of the Wspace airspace risk assessmentislimportant however, that if such
mechanism is to be established it should be mandatory and universal for all
providing services in the samedpace airspace.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

Partially accepted

There is a risk here of exceeding what can be writtehMC/GM. For example we coulc
not require that a flight plan shall not be activated if it is flown by an aircraft whose
previous flight has not ended, because that would imply logic not mentioned in 10(5
6(5). It may be possible to advise (in GM) UB8Rhey could warn UAS operators abo
flights have gone past their planned duration and not been endied. wording has beer
revised AMC/GM to Art 6 have been also clarified.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

Dan ! NIAOf S nantionsation sérdice Ff A IKIQ

Information on withdrawn UAS flight authorisation should also be given to the CISP|
Not Accepted

The CISP do not need to receive the informatiime comment does not explain why bt
it is assumed that thntention is to pass details of-kpace flights back to the Air Traffic
Services Unit, in both the case that the ATSU has converted sespadg airspace to ng
by DAR and this-gpace flight is impacted, or that ATSU is aware of a manned aircra
and thisU-space flight is in danger of conflict. In both cases knowledge of thalde
flight plan might be of use to the ATSU.

The regulation implies direct communication between USSP and AT 8iis stage only
two cases are possible:

1 Acknowledgement of a DAR
1 Non conformant UAS exiting the airspace

No

DanH ! NIAOES mnomno ! { FEAIKIG | dziK2N

Is this a conflict with UAS or manned aircraft operations? The nature of this conflict
to be further defined. Fomanned aircraft operations, there is no flight plan available.
UAS operations, there is no conflict foreseeable, as then there would be no authoris
So the use of this paragraph is a little unclear. Remove or clarify.

Accepted

The GM was not very informative and has been deleted.

change to text| Yes

*
*

**

* o

*
*
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2. Individual comments and respons:

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

DanH ! NIAOES mnomno '!{ FEtAIKAG I dzi K2N

(b) Flight authorisations were supposed to strategically deconflict traffic. With
paragraph, flightauthorisations could be used for tactical deconfliction. However,
should be a dedicated service with specific requirements. The flight authorisation ¢
not to be suitable for this.

Proposed changereconsider this paragraph, traffic deconflictioergice should be
introduced.

(b) There is no requirement or guidance for UAS operators how they are supposed t
and in which timeframe, if the flightwthorisation is altered or withdrawn. Suc
requirements are essential and have to be AMC.

Proposedchange:addtional clarification about this concept is necessary.

Not Accepted

Tactical deconfliction is not mentioned in the regulation. The AMC/GM cannot exter
regulation by adding more services. Furthessphce tacticatleconfliction is still a
subject for research.

The logic is expected to be that the UAS operator responds to traffic information as
are best able. The USSP would then attempt to enlarge the authorised volume to a\

VVVVV

GKFIG GKS 1 { A¥TOAYANVROKEBERKEY2Y {02 LISN
their authorised flight plan or request a revision of it.

No

DanH ! NIAOES mnomno ! { FEAIKIG | dziK2N

GM2 Article 10(10)(c) should read "USSPs will notify alevant USSPs (and single C
where applicable) if there is an active, withdrawn UAS flight authorisation. If the UAS
authorisation is withdrawn but active, USSPs will notify relevant USSPs (and sing
where applicable) of the status of thigeration until the end of the flight."

Not accepted

The CIS functions are listed in article 5. Article 10 is abeytade Services and hence
USSP.

No

Dan ! NIAOES mnomno ! { FEAIKIG I dziK2N

"USSPwill notify other relevant USSPs if there is an active, withdrawn UAS
authorisation. If the UAS flight authorisation is withdrawn but active, USSPs will

TE.RPRO0.0608-007 © EuropeanUnionAviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status througBAB# intranet/internet. Pagel42of 196

An agency of the European Union



EuropeanUnion Aviation Safety Agency CRIR021-14

2. Individual comments and respons:

response

relevant USSPs of the status of this operation until the end of the flight'is notelevant
in case of centralised CIS provision architecture.

Not accepted

The Single CISP provider as no role in the flight authorisation prdd¢es€I1S functions
are listed in article 5. Article 10 is abouspace Services and hend&SP.

change to text| No

comment

response

DaH ! NOIAOfS mnomno ! !'{ FEAIKG | dziK2N

"(d) Ending an active flight is an action of the UAS operator and is not expected
performed by the USSP automaticalfWhat does happen if thallocated time window
comes to an end without the operator terminating the operation?

What if the drone operator does not end the flight (e.g. by mistake or negligence)?
can the USSP do? When?

Partially accepted

The wording has beerevised for clarity. A flight which continues past its authorised
(planned) time is not conforming to the flight authorisation and hence should invoke
contingency plan. The-Epbace service provider can warn the UAS operator. A flight w
has not endeds an active flight. An active flight subscribes to tactical services like
Network ID (article 8) and the others in articles 9,10,11,12 and 13. Subscription to tl
services will require an active session on a computer (or smart device) and their prc
will imply a cost to the USSP. The USSP may wish to design their contractual
arrangements with the UAS operator so as to incentivise the correct termination of
flights.

change to text| Yes

*
*

**

* o

*
*

comment

response

DaH ! NIAOf S nantionsation sérdice F€ A IKQ

Does the flight end automatically with the landing or do the UAS operators have t
extra notice to the USSPs?

Partially accepted

The wording has been revised slightly for clarity. Getting to the last locatitwe iplan is
usually indicative the flight has ended but not always, e g in case cheogad or other
landing issues. To generalise:

1) airborne flights with no associated plan or tactical services, e.g. network id o
traffic info are a danger to others
2) the UAS operator is best placed to determine that the flight is over
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text| Yes

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

DaH ! NIAOES mnomno '!{ FEtAIKAG I dzi K2N

This seem to imply that the UAS Flight Authorization service will be used for
deconfliction.In order to efficiently support this, UAS Ground Stations should be-i
connected with the USSP: information related to collision risk, present Flight Pla
updated Flight Plan can therefore presented to the UAS Operator in an optii
way. There does not seem to be any requirement for this. Furthermore, a teck
interoperability standard is expected be necessary to support this interconnection.

Also, to ensure efficient deconfliction and avoid that uncoordinatethoeuvresnaintan
a collision path, avoidangeanoeuvresshould be coordinated by the USSPs.

Noted

The comment is correct. Much information fromsigace is needed during flight and
there is certainly a need for integration of thedgace originated data intthe user
interface of any human pilot. Currently no standards are available for how to do this
when they are they should be consideréd the Uspace airspace, the manoeuvres are
the responsibilities of the UAS operators.

No

DaH ! NIAOES mnomno ! { FEAIKIG | dziK2N

Ending an active flight is an action of the UAS operator and is not expected to be pert
by the USSP automaticalle will need some sort of timer to automatically end flig
that the operator forgot to end.

Partially accepted

The wording has been revised slightly for clarity. A flight which continues past its
authorised (planned) time is not conforming to the flight authorisation and hence sh
invoke a contingency plan. Thesgace service provider can warn the UAS operator.
flight which has not ended is an active flight. An active flight subscribes to tactical
services like Network ID (article 8) and the others in articles 9,10,11,12 and 13.
Subscription to these services will require an active session on a computergdr sm
device) and their provision will imply a cost to the USSP. The USSP may wish to de
their contractual arrangements with the UAS operator so as to incentivise the correc
termination of flights.

change to text| Yes

*
*

**

* o

*
*
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2. Individual comments and respons:

comment

response

GM2! NIAOtS mnomno ! { FEtAIKIG | dzi K2 NR 2

(c) is only of relevance for distributed CISP solution.
(d) What happens when UAS operator does not terminate the operation ?

Noted

The CISP is not involved in article 10. The CIS is described in article 5. The CISP ¢
the CIS. Article 10 is aimed atspace Service Providers. Article 10(6) requires that U
cooperate between themselves.

The second is a question. The answehad the USSP continues to provide services bt
the flight is considered to be netonformant to the authorisation and should invoke a
contingency plan. The USSP should warn the UAS operator.

change to text| No

comment

response

AMCL1 Article 10(10) UAfBght authorisation service

AMC1 Art10(10) UAS FIS (a): the USSP shall distribute updates, but there is no l¢
defined Be morespecifi¢ define lead time

Partially accepted

¢KS la/kDa y26 Fala GKIFG XKDy AyEF 2N | LI

change to text| Yes

comment

response

AMC1 Article 10(10) UAS flight authorisation service

Amanned flight is not allowed to fly in controlledspace airspace, unless DAR is appl
Noted

DAR is one optiomowever, DAR is only able to conversphce airspace into controllec
airspace. The AMC is in reference to 10(10) which should apply in any situation whe
ATC might be aware of "manned aircraft known or believed to be in a state of

emergency, includingding subjected to unlawful interference." Such a flight might be
present in uncontrolled airspace and may not be able or willing to follow ATC cleara

change to text| No

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

AMC1 Article 10(10) UAS flight authorisation service
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

ltissaidi KI & ! {{t &aK2dzZ R aOKSO]l F2NJ YIyyS
UaLl OS ANRLIOS G | NIG X €

This could be confusing as the conspicuity of manned aircraft is only requiredpadd
airspace established in uncontrolled airspace.

We prdlJ2 & S (i 2cheskNi@r indhneld airdraft traffic that is conspicuous within it
aLJ OS FANRBLI OS: 4KSy Saidlrof A®KSR Ay d

S
S

Partially accepted

The comment iselevant The wording has been revised a®ault of this and other
comments

change to text| Yes

comment

response

AMCL1 Article 10(10) UAS flight authorisation service

la/m 000 a¢KS ! {{t akKz2dzZR 600 OKSOl ¥
itsUa LI OS FTANBLIOS |G I NIXGS O2YLI GAoft S

should be deleted as it is not a task of this service provider. There isgnoament for
this in the Regulation; Article 10 (10) does not contain a corresponding provision.
Partially accepted

The AMC aims to convert "continuously" into a period and a rate. The wording of b
about the rate and has beampdated to better match the regulation.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

AMC1 Article 10(10) UAS flight authorisation service

How is a USSP and/or UAS operator supposed to react to conflicting conspicous
aircraft traffic? Please clarify.

Partially accepted

The USSP is supposed to react as mentioned in the regulation, to "update or withdr
authorisations as may be necessitated by the circumstances"

The wording has been revised to clarify

change to text| Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

AMC1 Article 10(10) UAS flight authorisation service
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2. Individual comments and respons:

response

The UAS flight authorization service must continuously monitoriipet from the gee
awareness service, the TIS and the Conformance Monitoring in order to ensure t
operation can be safely execute
Which services are assigned which tasks ?

Noted

The information is obtained from the other services an processed per the 10(10)

change to text| No

comment

response

AMC1 Article 10(11) UAS flight authorisation service

CommentAMCL1 Artl0(11) UAS FIS: to be as demafdédharmonised also a standa
and central repository for UANs is rerquired, which must be operated centixdifme
standard and concept for a UAN standard and allocation system

Partially accepted.
The GM has been revised fdarity.

The reader is suggested to look at the GUFI éfEfrom ICAO also the UUID commo
used in computing. One approach is to subdivide the range of identifiers and allocat
blocks to different "issuers." The resulting identifier includes a partlwmdicates who
the issuer is and another part which is unique for that issuer, or at least unique over
certain timescale. Version 5 UUID follow this pattern. The version 4 of UUID is simp
random number that is likely to be unique. The expectat®that the identifiers will
eventually repeat but that by the time they do the thing they previously referred to w
be of no interest. (See

https://en.wikipediaorg/wiki/Universally unique identifier#Collisiorfer a discussion o
this issue)

change to text| Yes

*
*
*

**

ok

*

comment

response

AMCL1 Article 10(11) UAS flight authorisation service

This responsibility appears similar to a squawk. Do these numbers need
recorded/logged? Therefore, does the operator need to add this number to its flight
or is it added/combined by the USSP?

Partially accepted
The GM has been revised for clarity.

The analogy is correct. The identifier is added to the flight authorisation during
processing and communicated to te UAS operator when the approval message is st
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

Yes

AMC1 Article 10(11) UAS flight authorisation service

Shouldn't this authorisation number issuing be standardised? At least at state leve
Will there be an harmonised format for flight authorisation numbers in Europe?

To be as demanded fully harmonised also a standard and central repository for U/
required, which must be operated centrally. Define standard and concept for a UAI
standard andallocation system

Partially accepted

The expectation is that the standard is or resembles the UUID. See
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Universally _unique_identifier, also
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc4122

The GM has been revised.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

**
* *
* *
*

An agency of the European Union

AMCL1 Articlel0(11) UAS flight authorisation service

AMC should specify how long the number has to be unique.
Noted

The GM has been revised. Ration&ercorded flight data will be used by accident
incident investigators, possibly by law enforcement and by the competent authority
their agent) for studying the performance of thesgace, including detecting trends ov
time. In each case the probabjlibf old data still being of interest decreases with time
For performance comparisons there will probably be an interest in looking back at le
one year, perhaps a few. Hence uniqueness over two years would be valuable, ove
years would be nice thave and over ten years is probably going to be sufficient for €
rare cases. UUID version 4 offers 22121 values or about 2.7e36. If they really are a:
at random, then the chances of two being the same are something like 2.7e18 (see
birthday poblem™). If each citizen of Europe (~500 million) ordered 100 items per de
delivered by drone, then we could expect two numbers the same every 89 thousanc
years or so. (back of an envelopes analysis). In case this seems inadequate, perha
bit number could be used. Hence 10 years is the target.
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

No

AMC1 Article 10(11) UAS flight authorisation service

A20SNJ GKS Fdzt f RdzNI

A2y GKE
It would be advisable to havezhdzA R y OS 2

[j
@GSN K2g f2y3a

w

Accepted

The GM has been revised. Ration&ercorded flight data will be used by accident
incident investigators, possibly by law enforcement and by the competent authority
their agent) for studying the performance of thedgace, including detecting trends owv«
time. In each case the probabjliof old data still being of interest decreases with time
For performance comparisons there will probably be an interest in looking back at le
one year, perhaps a few. Hence uniqueness over two years would be valuable, ove
years would be nice thave and over ten years is probably going to be sufficient for €
rare cases. UUID version 4 offers 22121 values or about 2.7e36. If they really are a:
at random, then the chances of two being the same are something like 2.7e18 (see
birthday poblem™). If each citizen of Europe (~500 million) ordered 100 items per de
delivered by drone, then we could expect two numbers the same every 89 thousanc
years or so. (back of an envelopes analysis). In case this seems inadequate, perha
bit number could be used. Hence 10 years is the target.

change to text| Yes

comment

response

AMC1 Article 10(11) UAS flight authorisation service

It is considered that a specific GM/AMC should be issued related to the codific
associated to the threelements mentioned in Article 10(11) (authorised flight, the
operator and the kkpace service provider issuing the UAS flight authorisation). It r
help to uniform the issue and exchange of such information. A standard shou
advisable.

Partially accepted

The GM has been revisdtlis agreed that standards would be useful. None has been
identified, currently. For flight id, UUID would seem to be sufficient but industry may
wish to propose something else.

change to text| Yes

**
* *
* *
*

An agency of the European Union
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2. Individual comments and respons:

comment

response

change to text

comment

AMC1 Article 10(11) UAS flight authorisation service

Is this number needed ? Is it global unigue number or only for a certain USSP ? Spe
(country, USSHI, operator name, number) is part of number generatipshould it be
assigned by the central CISP ?

Noted

The GM has been revised to clarify. Central issuance is not needed if a common ap
is followed.The reader is suggested to look at the GUFI dfE-from ICAO also the UL
commonly used in computing. One approach is to subdivide the range of identifiers
allocate blocks to different "issuers." The resulting identifier includes a part which
indicates who the issuer is and another part which is unique for that issuer, or at lea
unique over a certain timescale. Version 5 UUID follow this pattern. The version 4 o
UUID is simply a random number that is likely to be unique. The expectation isithat
identifiers will eventually repeat but that by the time they do the thing they previousl;
referred to will be of no interest. (See

https://en.wikipedia.org/wikiUniversally unique identifier#Collisiorfier a discussion o
this issue)

No

GML1 Article 10(10) UAS flight authorisation service

There is no impediment this activity is performed by CISP when it exists

response| Not Accepted

change to text

comment

response

**

An agency of the European Union

The regulation addresses the USSP in Article 10. The CISP responsibilities are in ¢
The AMC/GM cannot change the regulatidime Single CISP should not unduly takes
andresponsibilities wer USSP roles.

No

GM1 Article 10(10) UAS flight authorisation service

The term "currency" seems ambiguous and not well understood by non native E
speakers. We suggest the use of "validity and availability" instead of "currency"”
Accepted

Wording suggestion i®levant Changed as suggested
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change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

**
*

* *
* *
* o
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Yes

GML1 Article 10 (11) UAS flight authorisation service

In order to ensure "global uniqueness", there must be a global convention behind i
would ensure it.GM should provide more details about how this global uniquenes
ensured.

Accepted GM complemented

Yes

GM1 Article 10 (11) UAS flight authorisation service

The UUID is a software standard : the writing shoulchbemonized with paragraph (
that mentions a "globally unique identifier
Proposal :Either keep "globally unique identifier", either keep "UUID" in both senten

Accepted GM revisedas suggested

Yes

GM1Article 10 (11) UAS flight authorisation service

Consider adding a suggestion to record and store the data for future audits and mon
perspectives.

Partially accepted

The necessary statement is in AMC1 to 10(1). A linkage hastsdm between the two
AMC/GM

Yes

GM1 Article 10 (11) UAS flight authorisation service

Common securiteroperableopen traffic information should be exchanged via the C
in order toprovidea reliable situational awareness picture to all users.

Noted
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2. Individual comments and respons:

The CISP responsibilities are in article 5. The AMC/GM cannot change the regulatio
Single CISshould not unduly take roles and responsibilities over USSP roles.

change to text| No

Traffic information service

Comment | AMC1 Article 11(1) Traffic information service

This leaves open how the operator is supposed to react to the traffic. Dobavgeany
obligation to evade traffic? If so, is he allowed to violate the 95% rule, i.e. is conforr
monitoring cancelled? Does he need to file for a new flight authorisation?

For controlled airspace, we have the instrument of dynamic airspace reacatfign. For
uncontrolled airspace, it is not clear what duties the operator has to fulfil. Perhaps -
out of scope of this document, but a reference would be welcome. Even sc
consequences of evasive action teSgace should be described in here.

Response| NOTEDThe responsibilities of the UAS operators are laid down in Implementing
Regulation (EU) 2019/947, UAS.OPEN.050, UAS.SPEC.050, and UAS.LUC.020.
1 The operator has the obligation to ensure separation and evade traffic.
1 Theconformance monitoring is not cancelled.
I The operator should not violate flight authorisation.
1 When practicable, the operator magvisethe flight authorisationto avoid the
traffic.

change to text| No

Comment | AMC1 Article 11(1) Traffimformation service

Received traffic information relevant for the UAS operator could be subjec
acknowledgment.

Response NOT ACCEPTED
At this stage of the dpace regulatory framework, the USSP have limited responsibil
and authority.Therefore, no acknowledgment is expected from the UAS operator is
expected.

change to text| No

*
*

**

* o

*
*

Comment | AMC1 Article 11(1) Traffic information service

What is the meaning of 'reporting' of conflicting traffic? Is the depiction of a map ¢
appsufficient? The UAS operator should be actively notified with visual and aural ale

Proposed change:add appropriate AMC ensuring effective transmission
interpretation of traffic information.

response| PARTIALLY ACCEPTED
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2. Individual comments and respons:

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

change to text

comment

response

**
* *
* *
*
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IR (EU) 2019/94Gontinues toapply. Once traffic information enters sphere of control ¢
the UAS operatorguidance can be found IdAS.OPEN.050, UAS.SPEC.050, UAS.LU
EASA agrees that the information needs to effectively convey.

Yes AMC/GM to Article 7 are added to support this purpose.

AMC1 Article 11(1) Traffic information service
GML1 Article 11 Traffic information service

How is« proximity » is defined?Vhich distances (horizontal and vertical) are consider
proximate?What is considered "without undue delay"?

What is as the guidance to USSPs minimum-eledr distances to be kept between U
and manned aircraft in idpace airpace in uncontrolled airspace?

ACCEPTED

Appropriate values should be derived from the airspace risk assessment.

Minimum welkclear distances in4{dpace airspace are not regulated. When manned
aircraft operate in kkpace airspace, theshould expect to encounter unmanned aircra
Nevertheless, imimum guiding values have been added as GM.

Yes GM completed.

AMCL1 Article 11(1) Traffic information service

From the context of this AMC, it is clear that tidentification of the air traffic is done k
the USSP and not by the drone itself. This means that@mspicuity receiver installe
over the drone is not in line with what written here. It shall be specified that we are ta
about Ground Infrastructte (electronic conspicuity receivers) which provides data to
USSP, which redistribute it to their drone operators.

ACCEPTED.

The clarification is correct. Drone identifies to USSP by means of network identifi
service. USSExchanges information with other USSP. Some other USSP natifies the
operators when necessary. USSPs need to acquire tenspicuity information, fron
another source or in deploying their own receivers.

Yes AMC/GM to article 1and to article 7, where the obligation is, are added.

AMCL1 Article 11(1) Traffic information service

The term "known traffic" may be understood in various interpretations. What is the cri
for a traffic to be classified as "known"? Is it what is described in artieB?M/hat would
be done in case of detection of an unknown traffic?

There arelegal limitations on how traffic information can be shared outside the /
aeaidsSys A NBftriUA2y (2 aSONBO&s LINAGI O

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED
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