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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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1. Procedural information

Procedural information

1.1. The rule development procedure

The European Aviation Safety Agency (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Agency’) developed this CRD in
line with Regulation (EC) No 216/2008" (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Basic Regulation’) and the
Rulemaking Procedure?.

This rulemaking activity, RMT.0639, is included in the Agency’s Rulemaking Programme 2016-2020?,
under RMT.0639. The scope and timescales of the task were defined in the related Terms of Reference
(see process map on the title page).

The draft Regulations have been developed by the Agency. All interested parties were consulted
through NPA 2015-01*, which was published on 19.1.2015. 720 comments were received from
interested parties, including industry, national aviation authorities and EU organisations

The text of this CRD has been developed by the Agency with the aid of focused consultations with
specific stakeholders.

The process map on the title page contains the major milestones of this rulemaking activity.

1.2. The structure of this CRD and related documents

This CRD provides a full set of individual comments received to NPA 2015-01 and the responses
thereto.

1.3. The next steps in the procedure

This Opinion proposes the repeal of Regulation (EU) No 1332/2011° and the amendment of Regulation
(EU) No 965/2012° (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Air OPS Regulation’) resulting from the repeal. It is
addressed to the European Commission to be used as a technical basis to prepare a legislative
proposal.

Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 February 2008 on common rules in the field of
civil aviation and establishing a European Aviation Safety Agency, and repealing Council Directive 91/670/EEC, Regulation (EC)
No 1592/2002 and Directive  2004/36/EC  (OJ L 79, 19.3.2008, p. 1) (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?qid=1464170711619&uri=CELEX:32008R0216).

The Agency is bound to follow a structured rulemaking process as required by Article 52(1) of the Basic Regulation. Such a process
has been adopted by the Agency’s Management Board (MB) and is referred to as the ‘Rulemaking Procedure’.
See MB Decision No 18-2015 of 15 December 2015 replacing Decision 01/2012 concerning the procedure to be applied
by the Agency for the issuing of opinions, certification specifications and  guidance  material
(http://www.easa.europa.eu/system/files/dfu/EASA%20MB%20Decision%2018-2015%200n%20Rulemaking%20Procedure.pdf)..
https://www.easa.europa.eu/system/files/dfu/Final%20RMP%202016-2020%20v6%2020151210.pdf
http://www.easa.europa.eu/document-library/notices-of-proposed-amendment/npa-2015-01

Commission Regulation (EU) No 1332/2011 of 16 December 2011 laying down common airspace usage requirements
and operating procedures for airborne collision avoidance (OJ L 336, 20.12.2011, p. 20) (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?qid=1464703333021&uri=CELEX:32011R1332).

Commission Regulation (EU) No 965/2012 of 5 October 2012 laying down technical requirements and administrative procedures
related to air operations pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council
(0OJ L 296, 25.10.2012, p. 1) (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1464703399540&uri=CELEX:32012R0965).

**
* *
* *
*

*
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1. Procedural information

The decision amending ED Decision 2012/002/R’, containing the related acceptable means of
compliance (AMC) and guidance material (GM) will be published by the Agency when the related
regulations are adopted by the European Commission.

Decision 2012/002/R of the Executive Director of the Agency of 8 March 2012 on the Acceptable Means of Compliance and
Guidance Material for Common Airspace Usage Requirements and Operating Procedures ‘AMC/GM to AUR’
(http://www.easa.europa.eu/system/files/dfu/ED%20Decision%202012-002-R.pdf).
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Summary of comments and responses

2.  Summary of comments and responses

Please see the related Opinion for the summary of the comments received.
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Individual comments and responses

Individual comments and responses

In responding to comments, a standard terminology has been applied to attest the Agency’s position.
This terminology is as follows:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Accepted — The Agency agrees with the comment and any proposed amendment is wholly
transferred to the revised text.

Partially accepted — The Agency either agrees partially with the comment, or agrees with it but
the proposed amendment is only partially transferred to the revised text.

Noted — The Agency acknowledges the comment but no change to the existing text is
considered necessary.

Not accepted — The comment or proposed amendment is not shared by the Agency.

(General comments) -

**

* *
* *
* *
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comment

1 comment by: South Sweden School of Aeronautics

General Aviation interested in IFR flying has in the recent past been obliged to invest in IFR
approved area navigation (GPS) and 8.33 KHZ communication equipment. This has in most
(nearly all) cases been accomplished by installing a Garmin 430 unit. This has been at a
substantial cost for the community operating light piston aircrafts.

To now implement a requirement of GPS guided holding and vertical navigation approaches,
which the Garmin 430 is not capable of, will require a several times larger expense to this
community with no benefit.

The holding procedures have allways been done manually with no remarks. As well it is very
seldom theese aircrafts have to enter holding as the airports frequented have low traffic
volume.

Vertical guidance, baro VNAV and LPV, is desirable but not in proportion to the cost involved.
There is no detoriation of safety in having LNAV only, as minima becomes higher. To apply
for LPV capability of an aircraft is a "Major Modification" and the cost for the paperwork for
the approval is prohibitive.

It is in the Agency’s interest to promote safety. It is by some estimates 30 times safer to fly
IFR as compared with VFR. In order to promote safety, the Agency should promote and
simplify IFR. To make IFR for theese users prohibitive will deteriorate safety.

Bo Gartner

Head of Training

South Sweden School of Aeronautics
+46 762 63 95 50
bo@southsweden.se
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response | Noted.

comment

Response

comment

It should be recognised that the proposal does not include any obligation for an operator to
modify their aircraft. The requirement is for ATS providers or aerodromes operators to
provide the PBN routes and procedures. If an operator wishes to benefit from these PBN
routes and procedures it needs to be suitable approved.

Following the comments received, the Agency recognised that the RNAV holding
requirement as initially proposed in the NPA may be too demanding and the requirement
has been deleted.

102 comment by: EBAA

EBAA identified the following key comments:
There is a lack of global harmonization. The European should cover all PBN
functionalities as defined at ICAO level.

EASA needs to develop standardised RNP1 and APV rules applicable to all stakeholders:
o The EASA NPA proposes a vision but does not include any detailed conditions to implement
it-the publication of the EASA CS-ACNS approval material is not foreseen earlier than in the
course of 2016.
o However there is a need to start developing:
§ New crew & pilots training requirements to cope with the RNP1 alert and monitoring
function in the cockpit
§ New requirements to redesign the TMA and ATC applications
§ New ATCO training requirements, specifically in view of handling mixed mode operations
(meaning with aircraft being equipped with RNP technology and aircraft not being equipped
continuing to use the conventional ground-based navigation aids and procedures).
o There is a need to simplify the requirements common core pilot qualification without
specific pilot qualifications.

There is a need to promote LPV SBAS, less costly solution for AUs and quickly applicable
across Europe.

We also wish to promote the implementation of PBN at regional airports while the
EASA NPA makes it compulsory only at the 25 European largest airports.

Noted.

The proposed regulation provides the obligation for the harmonised application of PBN in
the European airspace that is applicable to those aerodromes within the scope of the Basic
Regulation, which exceeds the 25 aerodromes to which the Pilot Common Project regulation
is applicable.

The Agency recognises the need to ensure that the majority of additional material as
mentioned is available as an enabler to PBN operations, not only within Europe but also
globally. The preparation and adoption of this additional material is subject to other
rulemaking tasks.

111 comment by: Finavia
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response

The objective of the NPA to ensure a safe, efficient and harmonized PBN implementation in
Europe is supported. However, the approach selected in the NPA of not proposing any direct
obligation to aircraft operators, with the requirement to maintain non-PBN procedures and
the supporting navigation infrastructure for an undefined time period in the future and
without any exceptions, is not in line with the objective of the RMT to ensure an efficient and
harmonized PBN implementation in Europe. The effective implementation process requires
consistent progress of both the aircraft capabilities and the procedures/routes.

Thus, the proposed provisions shall be modified to:

1. not include the obligation for maintaining the availability of non-PBN routes and
procedures without any exceptions.

2. require aircraft operators to have PBN capabilities consistent with the navigation
specifications required in the European PBN applications within a clearly defined
timeframe.

3. allow and define means for more controlled regional transition to the application of
the new PBN navigation specifications within each applicable airspace.

Instead of the general obligation for ATSPs and aerodrome operators to provide non-PBN
procedures, such decision must be taken on the local level based on the evaluation of the
needs of the concerned airspace users with the associated costs and benefits. The obligation
to provide non-PBN applications everywhere, without any exceptions is exceeding the
operational need in many cases and induce additional, non-justified costs to all stakeholders.
These costs have not been assessed on the appropriate level of accuracy in the RIA.

It is also necessary to recognize the current PBN implementation status in Europe. The ATS
route network is already relying on PBN, based on the navigation specification RNAV 5 and at
many airports there are SIDs and STARs in operations based on the navigation specification
RNAV 1.

More controlled transition to RNP 1 within applicable airspaces is necessary, in order to
minimize the risk of the mixed RNAV 5 and RNP 1 (or RNAV 1 and RNP 1) requirements
within the same airspace. Thus, instead of the fixed date applicable for each individual route
implementation, the regulation shall focus on airspace changes where all the routes and
procedures of an airspace are subject to change. In the context of individual route
implementations to the existing airspace structure, the regulation should not prevent the
application of the navigation specification already taken in use within the airspace.

In case it turns out that not all aircraft are capable for RNP 1 requirements, RNAV 5 shall be
the alternative in support of PBN implementation to ATS routes, instead of the reliance on
conventional navigation.

Not accepted.

The proposal requires PBN routes and procedures to be installed where a performance
benefit can be achieved, dependent upon the performance required. ATS providers are
required to have procedures available (not necessarily based on conventional navigation
aids) for non-PBN capable aircraft. However, it is recognised that such procedures do not
need to be available at all time, can be limited in their application and will be subject to local
requirements.
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comment

Regarding the comment related to the ATS Routes, the Agency recognises the existence of
the current RNAV 5 standard and proposes to maintain it.

It should be noted that the proposed regulation does not impose the introduction of PBN
routes and procedures; these are to be introduced only when a performance benefit can be
achieved, thus allowing an effective transition to PBN operations.

149 comment by: skyguide Corporate Regulation Management

e General comment: The initiative of EASA to ensure a safe, efficient and harmonised
implementation of PBN in Europe is acknowledged. However, the proposal does only
require actions from ATSP and aerodrome operators and no requirements on
airspace users which does generate significant mixed mode operations making most
of the PBN benefits impossible.

e Whole document : Replace the terminology ATSP by the commonly used term ANSP.
The terminology ATSP (air traffic service provider) is unusual. ICAO internationally
defined and harmonised the terminology ATSP as follows: ATS: A generic term
meaning variously, flight information service, alerting service, air traffic advisory
service, air traffic control service (area control service, approach control service or
aerodrome control service).

¢ Implementation date: The implementation should be realigned to fit with the
requirements of ICAO and the EU Regulation 716/2014 PCP

response | Noted.

comment

With regard to the implementation dates, please see the response to the major concerns
identified section of the Opinion regarding ICAO. With respect to the alignment with
Regulation (EU) No 716/2014, this proposal only requires PBN to be implemented where
required based on local performance requirements at all aerodromes. An end date for
implementation is not set

Regarding the use of the term ATSP or ANSP, the Agency accepts your comment and will
refer to ANSPs.

169 comment by: EUROCONTROL

General comments of a strategic nature made by EUROCONTROL

EUROCONTROL strongly supports, from both the civil and military perspectives, the
Performance-Based Navigation (PBN) implementation in the European Air Traffic
Management Network (EATMN). Concerning the comments made from a military
perspective, it is important to note that they support, complement and are fully aligned with
the conclusions of the Military ATM Board (MAB/16 on 31/03/2015).
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Individual comments and responses

EUROCONTROL welcomes the related Notice of Proposed Amendment, namely NPA 2015-01,
as it addresses the safety, interoperability, proportionality and coordination issues.

However, from a strategic perspective EUROCONTROL confirms that there are still two
significant issues concerning:

1. Proposed dates and associated Performance Requirements

2. Mixed Mode operations
These points are elaborated below:

PROPOSED DATES & ASSOCIATED PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS

PBN regulatory dates are compared in the table below:

RAD PCP

Proposed Dates (obsolete) (25 major TMAs) EASA NPA
RNP 1 +RF
2018 RNP APCH Advanced RNP + FRT

2018=End D
(2018=End Date) (2018=Regulation effective date)

RNP 1 +RF
2020 (2020=End date)
RNP APCH
Advanced RNP + FRT RNP APCH
2023/2024 RNP 1 + RF
(2023=End date) (2024=End Date] (2024=End date)
In context:

e RNP APCH is for the final approach segment;

e RNP 1+RF is for SIDs/STARs;

e Advanced RNP (INM TSE) is for fixed, published ATS routes that are not SID/STARs.
Note: The RNP APCH date of 2018 was coordinated through ICAO EUR office with a follow
through to ICAO Montreal in full coordination with stakeholders. The original ICAO date of
2016 for RNP APCH being based on ICAO safety concern (see below).

The RAD included a clear mandate for both the air and ground segments, meaning that
aircraft and ANSPs were both impacted since a number of specific actions had to be taken
within the framework of the mandate.

The PCP IR AF#1 mandated RNP1+RF and RNP APCH, both for 2024 in 25 of the major TMAs
in Europe.

During the formal consultation on the EASA NPA on 9" March 2015, EASA explained that the
(EUROCONTROL) RAD [performance requirements] and the PCP [performance requirements
and dates] had constrained them in the selection dates/performance requirements. This
explanation is incomplete and therefore not entirely precise.

Whilst the EASA NPA partially maintained the RAD and PCP’s performance requirements for
RNP1+RF, RNP APCH and Advanced RNP + FRT (PCP excl.);

- the date for RNP1+RF and Advanced RNP+FRT was advanced to a 2018 regulation effective

* ¥ x
*
*

*

e
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date (instead of 2024 end-date as mandated by the PCP or 2020/2023 end-dates as proposed
in the RAD); and

- the date for RNP APCH was pushed back to a 2024 end-date (from 2018 end-date as
proposed by the RAD) so as to be aligned with the PCP 2024 end-date.

o The NPA introduces mixed mode operations.

EUROCONTROL highlights three, potentially significant consequences from these changes:

e Regarding the 2018 Regulation effective date of 2018 and performance
requirements for all ATS routes, including SIDs/STARs:

For SIDs/STARs in particular, and all ATS routes more generally, stakeholders have focussed
on the 2018 date for RNP 1 + RF/Advanced RNP+FRT and stated that 2018 is simply not
viable because it is already certain that achieving certification of the entire ECAC fleet for
RNP 1 + RF/Advanced RNP+FRT for 2018 is impossible. [Aircraft maintenance cycles, when
such authorisation/retrofits are carried out, and the non-availability of EASA’s CS-ACNS are
the two main reasons].

Associating this date of 2018 with RNP 1 +RF brings with it the high probability that use of
RNP1+RF as a tool for SID/STAR design would be prevented, despite being needed in places
for environmental mitigation and airspace efficiency reasons.

The main consequence of this ‘too early’ date of 2018, means that ANSPs are insisting on
RNAV 1 (offering lower performance requirements) to be required by 2018 (as significant
portions of the ECAC fleet are appropriately qualified for RNAV 1). Mindful of the context of
this ‘reaction’ — triggered primarily by the date, regulating exclusively for RNAV 1 would be
counter-productive as it would mean that an FMS with 1970s functionalities, is mandated for
a regulation-effective date of 2018. This would also mean blocking any real opportunity for
RNP SID/STARs implementation for another 20 years (By 2018 it will be 20 years since the
mandate for B-RNAV/ RNAV 5 was adopted). Taking the above into account, EUROCONTROL
recommends a rule in which RNAV 1 is the default requirement for SIDs/STARs and RNP 1+RF
is to be used where required with a regulation effective date of 2024. On other ATS Routes,
Advanced RNP with 1 NM TSE with FRT, where required, with the same regulation effective
date of 2024. This would be achievable and would have the merit of confirming that RNP has
become a reality (which would also be in line with the ICAO, SESAR, ATM Master Plan and EC
Strategy given their PCP regulation).

In doing so, a genuine performance improvement is enabled and achieved, ANSPs have the
right tools in their toolbox for their own use when the need arises and honour of the
relevant parties is preserved.

e Note that as regards Advanced RNP (1) (+ FRT, where required) on en-route ATS
routes, and RNP 1+RF on SIDs/STARs, mean that seamless connectivity can be
ensured between different phases of flights. Information received recently from the
FAA indicates that they have pushed for an Advanced RNP certification requiring all
functionalities. In this respect EUROCONTROL finds it useful to quote an extract from
the relevant email from the FAA representative at SC227: ‘further the development
of the RNP MOPS, & our efforts included an effort to achieve consensus on the RNP
equipment classes. That is, we discussed the delineation of equipment classes
around the concept that the highest class of RNP equipment shall meet all of the
functional requirements to support Advanced RNP implementations by States. From
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a TSO or an aircraft TC perspective, the result would be recognition of Advanced RNP
eligibility with no deviations permitted. The committee participants accepted this
proposal!” Despite this, we are mindful that Business Aviation, an increasingly
emerging market, has a challenging time with FRT, as does General Aviation and
some regional aircraft.

e Regarding the 2024 end date for RNP APCH implementation

The proposed NPA mandates RNP APCH with a 2024 end-date, with the understanding that
the underlying objective is to enhance safety. However, delaying the date from 2018 (RAD)
to 2024 implies that safety does not seem to be given the highest priority any more in the
rule-making of this particular area of ATM. This implicit message contradicts the clear ICAO’s
global intentions as reflected in the ICAO Resolution 36-23, superseded by Resolution 37-11,
the ICAO GANP and ASBUs.

Both ICAO Assembly resolutions dealing with PBN were built on an urgent safety push for
RNP APCH and the date in these resolutions is 2016. The EUROCONTROL/ICAO EUR PBN TF
had agreed with ICAO HQ on 2018 as being a viable date within the EUR region (exchange of
letters EUROCONTROL/ICAO in late 2013/early 2014), a solution to which the relevant
stakeholders agreed. This 2018 date is in line with the ASBUs to the extent that ICAO is
thinking of going for the 2018 date anyway. Furthermore, ICAQ’s highest stated priority in
the GANP is PBN.

In summary, opting for a 2024 date for RNP APCH implementation is not appropriate. It does

not stem from RAD and is out of global synchronisation. Several stakeholders are troubled by
this delay — particularly IATA, and ICAO.

MIXED MODE OPERATIONS

The EASA NPA introduces mixed mode for the simple reason that this rule does not read like
a mandate and has not been interpreted as a mandate. Numerous simulations have
demonstrated, and this has been confirmed in the field, that ATC will generally revert to
radar vectoring when the operation permits mixed navigation performance within the
airspace.

In context, it is important to note that the RNAV 1 everywhere and RNP 1+RF where required
does not risk the same pitfall, because where RNP 14+RF would be required, proximate routes
would have the same requirement, and along straight segments; both navigation
specifications have the same TSE of 1NM. Intelligent use of the navigation specifications
could result in a seamless operation, which would not be the case with conventional
navigation being maintained.

It is submitted that provisions for conventional navigation should be retained for contingency
only but not as an accepted nominal mode.
General comments of a technical nature

The general consensus is that NPA 2015-01 cannot really be seen as an example of the
expected Total System Approach. Moreover, itis a somewhat difficult and cumbersome
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response

document to read due in particular to the large number of internal cross-references.

EUROCONTROL therefore raises several issues, makes a number of comments, asks a few
questions needing answers and proposes corrections or adaptations for some parts of the
NPA.

1. On document

The document lacks clarity even for regulation experts who will probably have difficulties to
discuss with experts in this field. It contains too many cross references, which hampers the
easy understanding of what is actually mandated.

It is therefore proposed to include a summary table of the PBN IR RAD (that is referenced in
page 10). In addition, as an example to improve reading or even understanding, since the
only PBN specification that complies with requirements for ATS routes is A-RNP, why not just
using A-RNP?

2. On mandates

There is no mandate on the aircraft operators outside of RNP APCH — which has already been
mandated in the PCP and that would cover the majority of the fleet.

There is as well no consideration for helicopter operations and allowance to use RNP0.3. It
could even be understood that those aircraft not certified for RNP1 will be handled on the
same routes by alternate procedures.

Again, it is surprising not to see any mandate on aircraft equipage. Without such a mandate
there is a high risk to be faced with a significant proportion of non-equipped aircraft. The
reference made to the Regulation (EU) Nr 923/2012 of 26 September 2012 (SERA) on
airborne equipage must be made explicitly applicable only for civil aircraft. EASA should
therefore confirm clearly to which category of aircraft does the SERA rule apply.

3. On mandate dates

It seems that little regard has been paid to the agreed dates achieved already with the
stakeholders and documented in the RAD document. The RAD dates of 'by end 2020' for
RNP1+RF SID/STARs and 'by end 2023' for the A-RNP ATS Routes are compatible with the
date stipulated in the draft rule (6/12/2018 - the last AIRAC date of that year) included in the
NPA. However the NPA proposed date for RNP APCH approach (2024) is questionable when
compared to the date stated in the ICAO resolution 37/11 (2016) and the agreed date of the
RAD (2018) which was still providing more time.

Noted.

The comments are addressed in a generic manner in the response to the major concerns
identified section of the Opinion.
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187 comment by: ENAV

e 1 Operational deficiencies:
The EASA IR, unlike Eurocontrol proposal, is not calibrated on an operational aspect and its
harmonization with other EASA regulations appears only partially achieved;

e 2 Misalignment with ICAO recommendations:

The IR proposal is neither aligned nor compatible with the ICAO PBN Manual requirements
(instead this is present in the Eurocontrol version) and it does not take into account ICAO
priorities regarding the introduction of RNP approach procedures (EANPG #55 Satement
55/1 and Assembly Resolution A37 / 11).

It is proposed to keep the target dates proposed in the Eurocontrol’s Regulatory Approach
Document on PBN for APV approaches in all instrument runway ends by end of 2018. The
scope of Reg. 716/2014 PCP IR intended for high density TMAs and should not be confused
with the objective of ICAO AR 37-11.

e 3 lack of infrastructure approach:
The IR proposal does not deal at all one of the crucial points that stakeholders pointed out in
the first IR, i.e. how to address the issue of GNSS. On the occasion of the previous
consultation some ANSPs, including ENAV, DSNA and ENAIRE observed that the IR would
somehow have to also take responsibility to solve the difficulty associated with the use of
GNSS in European airspace. Eurocontrol took charge of this aspect and declared its
willingness to explore the possibility to write up a dedicated Safety Assessment.

e 4 Incorrect identification of navigation specification:
The EASA proposal misses the operational objective developed by Eurocontrol with the
introduction of A-RNP specification linked to mandatory RNP 1 requirement . The application
of this requirement would solve some inconsistencies in the EASA IR proposal;

¢ 5 Asmentioned above the proposed timing is not acceptable because:

The requirement RNP 1 + FRT for the en-route phase is not present as described in the
PBN Manual, so it would be an exception to the current criteria and also if the A-RNP
requirement had been mentioned as well in the IR, it would have created something
completely different; the navigation infrastructure is currently not ready for such extended
application of the RNP 1 concept, for which it would be desirable to wait at least for the
introduction of a more robust GNSS infrastructure like the dual-frequency GPS (position
shared by several ANSPs);

Above considerations can be used as well as for the SIDs and STARs, but with EASA
approach, the development of RNP 1 SIDs / STARs, in airports where radar service is not
available, would be very difficult, in contradiction with the provisions of the PBN Manual (for
which the specific RNP 1 is ideal for low-medium traffic airspace without radar service);

The timing of the proposal may not be sufficient to ensure the introduction of RNAV 1
procedures within TMAs and control regions, according to the approach adopted by most
European ANSPs to set RNP 1 requirement mandatory, effectively blocking the introduction
of PBN procedures;

The risk of fragmentation feared by EASA does not exist because the PBN manual is very
clear in attributing the different navigation details to each route phase.
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It is therefore desirable:

e areview of the IR in the sense of setting A-RNP specification for SID/STAR and en-
route phase (as provided by the PBN Manual);

e a realignment of the implementation timetable with the original Eurocontrol
Regulatory Approach Document;

e introduce the APV approach procedures also as backup for the precision approaches;

e take a clear position on the necessary infrastructure to support RNP navigation
requirement for the departure, en-route, and arrival phase of flight.

Noted.

The review the IR in the sense of setting A-RNP specification for SID/STAR and en-route
phase, the realign the implementation dates with the original EUROCONTROL Regulatory
Approach Document and the introduction of the APV approach procedures also as backup
for the precision approaches have already been addressed in a generic manner in the
response to the major concerns identified section of the Opinion.

Regarding the last bullet point, this proposal requiring the use of RNAV and RNP, where
required, recognises the use of the GNSS infrastructure and potential increase in the use of
EGNOS (including Galileo augmentation) in the future. The detailed use of these systems
shall be subject to a rulemaking task at a later stage.

295 comment by: AvinorANSP

This is a general comment to chapter 4: RIA
Comment:

The document estimates numbers for increased safety, less environmental impact, and less
cost for diversions. This is all related to the aircraft operators. However, we cannot see that
one of the major economic drivers for ATSPs and aerodrome operators are discussed at all:
The savings anticipated when being able to de-commission conventional nav-aids such as
NDBs, VORs and Localizers along with IAP based on these nav-aids. As this is not discussed, it
becomes less evident that the postponement of implementation badly affect the business
case for PBN implementation for the ATSPs and aerodrome operators.

Noted.

This costs of de-commissioning navigational aids is recognised as a potential benefit when
implementing PBN applications. However, itis difficultto quantify this in a generic
RIA applicable to the European environment as it is dependent upon the local situation. The
potential benefits of decommissioning conventional NAV-Aid will be part of the assessment
of the local performance needs.

comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department

301
(Transportstyrelsen, Luftfartsavdelningen)

It does not seem appropriate and also not very economically justified that everyone in
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Europe shall apply the same navigation specification regardless of traffic volume and
complexity. Some technology is still missing in smaller aircraft for them to be able to fly these
procedures.

Noted.

In principle, the Agency agrees that requiring the application of the same navigation
specification at all locations is non optimal. However the proposal now permits the use of
either RNAV 1 for the initial application or RNP 1 where additional performance is required.
It should be noted that the proposal only requires PBN routes to be implemented where
performance benefits can be established.

comment 302 comment by: Swedish Transport Agency, Civil Aviation Department (Transportstyrelsen,
Luftfartsavdelningen)
We can see no CBA in the RIA; Will you provide one?
response | Noted.
No additional RIA is envisaged to be published.
comment | 336 comment by: AESA / DSANA

COMMENT JUSTIFICATION

It must be observed that the implementing rule
coming out of this rulemaking task will affect
regulations pertaining both to the EASA

| lation to th ing th h
n refation to the passing throug Committee and the SSC.

comitology of the implementing rule
coming out of this rulemaking task,
care must be taken to address the
process in a proper manner.

In fact, this is already the case with the regulation
stemming from EASA Opinion No 04/2014 (SERA
Part C). This has been brought to the EASA
Committee of 20-21.01.2015 and is currently being
addressed by the EC (DG MOVE E2 and E3).

response | Noted.

* *
* *
*

e
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376 comment by: CAA-NL

General comment #1

In general, The Netherlands supports Option 1 for a harmonized implementation of PBN
within the EU. Furthermore, the entry into force date of 6 Dec 2018 of the Rule is supported,
however further clarification is sought on “ progressive” implementation.

Noted.

PBN routes should only be implemented to meet the performance needs of the individual
aerodromes.

407 comment by: Carl Norgren, Swiss Int Air Lines

We have taken note of NPA 2015-01 and support it without further comments.

Noted.

429 comment by: CANSO

CANSO believes it is very important that this regulation is implemented correctly and in a
way that will support speeding up harmonised Performance-Based Navigation (PBN)
implementation.

We believe that implementing new technologies is achieved not just by rulemaking but also
by involving and getting the buy-in from all the major European implementation actors.

We would like to offer our support to EASA and the European Commission to help
understand the real implementing issues which need to be addressed to reach the PBN
benefits and to work together in improving the requirements included in the draft regulation
proposal.

CANSO recommends:

e To review the IR in the sense of setting A-RNP specification for Approach, SID/STAR
and en-route phase (as provided by the ICAO PBN Manual).

e To realign the implementation timetable with ICAO recommendations and EU Reg.
716/2014 PCP IR:

o 2018: APV in all instrument runway ends
2024: RNP 1 required in those European TMAs where it has been proven that
RNAV1 does not meet the performance requirements
e To introduce the APV approach procedures also as a backup for the precision
approaches in line with ICAO AR37/11 and EANPG 55 recommendations.
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e To clarify the necessary infrastructure to support RNP navigation requirement for the
departure, en-route, and arrival phase of flight.

e To consider that appropriate PBN approval should be made mandatory for
operators. The function, purpose and access rules for the non-PBN procedures in
PBN airspace must be clearly regulated.

e To develop harmonised guidance material on contingency mitigation in case of GNSS
failure.

e To create “National PBN Implementation Plans”.

e To have an ad-hoc meeting of EASA with all the major European PBN implementation
actors, to discuss all the above mentioned issues.

Noted.

Regarding your concerns on the use of A-RNP, the implementations dates, intent of ICAQ’s
resolution A37/11 and the use of non-PBN procedures please refer to the response to the
major concerns identified section of the Opinion.

Regarding CANSQO’s recommendation #4, the proposal requiring the use of RNAV and RNP
where required, recognises the use of the GNSS infrastructure and potential increase in the
use of EGNOS (including Galileo augmentation) in the future. The detailed use of these
systems will be subject to separate rulemaking task at a later stage. .

Regarding CANSQO’s recommendation #5, this is accepted and has already been implemented
in accordance with the air operation regulations.

Regarding CANSQO’s recommendation #6, the Agency understands that the AMC proposed in
the NPA needs further definition to ensure a harmonised approach. The Agency is willing
to work with CANSO and other stakeholder to develop this AMC/GM material.

Regarding CANSO’s recommendation #7, the Agency does not see the need to require
Member States to create “National PBN Implementation Plan”. The PBN is not required
at all locations, it is to be implemented only where a performance benefit is established.

438 comment by: DGAC/DTA

EASA position not to propose a RNP1 on board mandate is supported as there is no clear and
general benefit that could justify a general RNP1 equipment mandate. Though, ANSP may
demonstrate local benefits for implementation of RNP1 or RNAV1.

In that case, Member States should be able to mandate carriage of certain equipment (this
mandate should be consistent with the NAV SPECs of the ICAO Doc 9613 PBN Manual of
course for flying in some specific airspace areas). Indeed, the provision laid down in
ORO.GEN.110 (« operators should be equipped and its crews are qualified as required for the
area and type of operation ») seems all but self-sufficient to fulfil such an objective.
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This is why DGAC France strongly supports the inclusion of a hook in the regulation giving the
clear possibility to publish local mandates (if operational benefits have been demonstrated, if
this mandate has been coordinated with airspace users etc.)

Justification:

The French DGAC have already faced this situation (trying to introduce RNAV 1 in Paris TMA)
and have experienced that without an aircraft equipage mandate, the benefits of PBN
operations become really difficult to achieve. Local mandates have been included, just as
proposed in the present comment, in interoperability regulations (e.g. IR VCS, IRDLS ...).
Proposal:

Setting provisions to enable Member States to mandate that all civil aircraft operators be
equipped in dedicated airspace areas around some aerodromes.

response | Noted.

The proposed implementing rule enables "local mandates" by permitting possible limitations
on the availability of procedures to support non-qualified aircraft.

comment | 492 comment by: ENACIT

1. GNSS as primary means of navigation. Whereas the nav specifications selected (RNP1 and
RNP APPCH) are based upon GNSS, this NPA was expected to clarify the problem related to
GNSS to be defined as primary means of navigation. It is known as this is a very critical issue
for the States. Many Study Groups, Task Forces and Panels are discussing about that.
Therefore, this NPA was expected to define some requirement/recommendation about this
issue (e.g.: performance monitoring of GNSS parameter vs. Annex 10).

2. Contingency procedure. The contingency procedures do not clarifies enough what is to
be applied in case of GNSS outage.

3. Mandates on Air Operators. Mandates on Air Operators (AO) and equipment onboard
miss. The NPA's approach to refer to other regulations related to Operations (965/2012) and
Rule of the Air (923/2012) could be not effective enough because while ANSP’s are going to
implement PBN procedure and route, AQ’s could continue to operate with traditional
navaids. This prejudices a full PBN environment over the time.

4. Mixed operations. Same scenario of previous bullet: there is no deadline for mixed
operations, and many AQ’s could maintain traditional equipment onboard. Again, this could
prejudices a full PBN environment over the time.

5. 1CAO Resolution. The NPA does not consider ICAO Resolution A37/11, that seems to be
more flexible. According to ICAO, RNP APPCH will be implemented on every instrument
runway end, with APV where possible and LNAV as a minimum. As opposite, this NPA
requires APV only on Non Precision Approach IRE. Not flexible enough. Moreover, some
airports could not need APV procedure.

6. ILS back up. Also, the NPA does not require APV as back up of ILS: this feature is very
important during maintenance of ILS facilities.

response | Noted.

With respect to comments 3, 4, 5 & 6 please refer to the response to the major concerns
identified section of the Opinion.

With respect to comment 1, the proposal requiring the use of RNAV and RNP where
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required, recognises the use of the GNSS infrastructure and potential increase in the use
of EGNOS (including Galileo augmentation) in the future. The detailed use of these systems
will be subject to a separate rulemaking task when required. It should also be noted that
Member States have already agreed to the use of GNSS as the RNP navigation means as a
result of the adoption of Regulation (EU) No 716/2004.

With respect to comment 2, the Agency recognises that the AMC proposed in the NPA needs
further definition to ensure a harmonised approach. This will be ensured following the
adoption of the implementing rule.

497 comment by: AEA

General Comments

1. The identified bottlenecks for the future growth in the ATM systems are strongly
linked to the lack of sufficient TMA and runway capacity. Both of which need to be
radically improved for which the implementation of PBN functionalities and
associated ATM tools and procedures are key. RNP1 functionality in the TMA will
allow the design of de-conflicting arrival and departure routes for capacity and
efficiency reasons. It is also recognized that whilst airlines demand growth at many
of their critical airports in Europe, this must be delivered in a safe, harmonized,
coordinated and environmental friendly way.

2. Much needs to be done to achieve the 6 Dec 2018 entry into force deadline such as:
implementation of pilot / controller procedures and ATC gaining experience to cope
with RNP1 and its “alert and monitoring” function; and last but not least to safely
cope with a mixed aircraft environment.

3. A strong PBN program management (PM) across Europe, which shall be installed
immediately, is of utmost importance to ensure that deployment gaps are filled and
to avoid non-synchronized and un-coordinated PBN implementation, otherwise it is
feared that RNAV1 will ultimately prevail and airline investments in RNP1 will have
been wasted.

The PM shall ensure that the ATC ground infrastructure (ATC tools and systems, like AMAN,
DMAN, SMAN etc., routes and associated ICAO recognized procedures) must be readily
available and validated as early as possible to support the investments in PBN to gain
benefits and to stimulate further relevant PBN equipage by and beyond Dec 2018.

4. In conformity with ICAO Annex 11 it is strongly advised that new RNP1 procedures
shall be consulted with “lead carriers” (often home based airlines) as early as
possible in the design process to take benefit of local, operational and aircraft
performance knowledge.

5. Many of the aircraft in operation with the members of the Airline Associations
already have the required PBN capabilities on board. Therefore, the provision of the
‘Best Capable Best Served’ (BCBS) concept as developed by SESAR and allowed by
this NPA needs to be fully embraced. Application of BCBS has high economic value
for the mainline aircraft that comprise 67 % of the flights and occupy 85 % of the
flying hours (Ref. Eurocontrol Regulatory Document). For aircraft that are not or
cannot be PBN equipped, due to economic viable reasons, conventional routes will
be offered (as proposed in this NPA).

6. Alignment and coordination of aircraft capability requirements with NEXTGEN and
global requirements is needed.
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7. Accelerate availability of new and/or improved ICAO SARPS is essential and
necessary to allow for the envisaged increased capacity.
8. The NPA is proposing two options, i.e. Option 0 and Option 1

Option 0: The ‘Baseline’ option 0 is to be considered as the reference scenario where no
further regulatory measures are taken regarding PBN implementation in Europe. The
implementation will be on a pure voluntary basis

Option 1: Aims at ensuring a safer and more efficient implementation of PBN in Europe by
accelerating the implementation of APV approach procedures where there are only non-
precision approaches in place and by enabling a harmonized PBN implementation in general.

Option 1 consists in 2 types of measures:

a. Mandatory requirements in the field of PBN approach procedures for ATSPs or
aerodrome operators; and

b. Non-mandatory requirements:
only when ATSPs decide to implement PBN for SID and STARs ATS routes, they will
have to follow specific requirements to ensure a progressive harmonised
implementation;

e the operators have still the possibility to decide to use these PBN requirements or to
continue with conventional ones.

Comments:

Option 0 means that no regulatory action will be taken, and allows continued fragmentation.
Option 1 is the Airspace User Associations preference, although a real quantitative CBA is
missing, which makes it difficult for airlines to decide to invest in RNP1 for retrofit purposes.

Noted.

The Agency fully recognises that the implementation of PBN routes and procedures in
conjunction with improved flow management tools will have a positive impact on the
aviation community.

Regarding the alignment and coordination of aircraft capability with NEXTGEN, the Agency
understands the rational for your request and via this proposal intends to harmonise the
application of PBN within the European environment in accordance with ICAO standards. It
should be noted that the ICAO Navigation Specifications are a tool box that Member States
and region are able to use,

516 comment by: Thales Avionics

Comment: RNAV Holding is currently expressed as RNAV/RNP hold (in last PBN issue) or even
RNP Hold (in MASPS).

Proposed formulation/Recommended Change: replace "RNAV Holding" by "RNAV/RNP
Holding" or "RNP Holding"

Not accepted.

The requirement to use RNAV Holding has been removed from the proposal.
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General Comments

The consolidated IATA/AEA comments are provided below by both Associations.

We wish to highlight that the comments are endorsed by IATA/AEA member airlines
representing the vast majority of traffic in Europe, therefore the associations expect that our
response be treated with a relatively high weight.

The identified bottlenecks for the future growth in the ATM systems are strongly linked to
the lack of sufficient TMA and runway capacity. Both of which need to be radically improved
for which the implementation of PBN functionalities and associated ATM tools and
procedures are key. RNP1 functionality in the TMA will allow the design of de-conflicting
arrival and departure routes for capacity and efficiency reasons. It is also recognized that
whilst airlines demand growth at many of their critical airports in Europe, this must be
delivered in a safe, harmonized, coordinated and environmental friendly way.

A strong PBN program management (PM) across Europe, which shall be installed
immediately, is of utmost importance to ensure that deployment gaps are filled and to avoid
non-synchronized and un-coordinated PBN implementation, otherwise it is feared that
RNAV1 will ultimately prevail and airline investments in RNP1 will have been wasted.

The PM shall ensure that the ATC ground infrastructure (ATC tools and systems, like AMAN,
DMAN, SMAN etc., routes and associated ICAO recognized procedures) must be readily
available and validated as early as possible to support the investments in PBN to gain
benefits and to stimulate further relevant PBN equipage by and beyond Dec 2018.

Alignment and coordination of aircraft capability requirements with NEXTGEN and global
requirements is needed.

Accelerate availability of new and/or improved ICAO SARPS is essential and necessary to
allow for the envisaged increased capacity.

Noted.

The Agency concur that the inefficiency in the ATM are linked to TMA operations and that
PBN can help to improve the efficiency of such operations. Regarding the requirement for
strong project management, while it is recognised to be beneficial, such proposal is outside
the scope of this task. Regarding the alignment and coordination of aircraft capability with
NEXTGEN, the Agency understands the rational for your request and via this proposal intends
to harmonise the application of PBN within the European environment in accordance with
ICAO standards.

578 comment by: AEA

Before General Comments:

The consolidated IATA/AEA comments are provided below by both Associations.

We wish to highlight that the comments are endorsed by IATA/AEA member airlines
representing the vast majority of traffic in Europe, therefore the associations expect that our
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response be treated with a relatively high weight.

Noted.

589 comment by: British Airways

British Airways fully supports the PBN IR using RNP 1 and RF Legs in the TMA. The fact is that
British Airways is retiring aircraft that are fully PBN capable so this mandate is far overdue for
us. The British Airways position and comments on the PBN IR/EASA NPA 2015-01 is as
submitted by IATA.

British Airways has the following additional general comment:

The PBN IR allows for Instrument Runway Ends (IREs) to have procedures implemented only
when there is a Performance Benefit predicted by the Airport Authority. It would be very
helpful to have a list of all the IREs that are envisaged as being encompassed by the PBN IR,
so those affected airfields are fully aware of the expectations upon them. Also, the PCP
mandate covers most of the busiest 24 airports in Europe and having these airports specified
in the PCP means that transparent project plans can be drawn-up for implementation and
coordination by the Deployment Manager.

However, the PBN IR has no definitive plan or project management provisions. It seems
prudent to divide the list of IREs into several tiers so that it becomes possible to identify an
order of priority for the implementation of PBN for the airports. Implementation progress
could be more easily enforced based on a clear order of priority at the outset.

Noted.

With the exceptionof RNP APCH implementation, thereisno specific obligation to
implement PBN procedures at all locations. PBN procedures are only to be implemented
based on a local assessment with respect to the performance improvements associated with
PBN, where performance improvement has been demonstrated that implementation plans
will be required.

With respect to providing a specific list of the affected runways, the Agency will investigate
the possibility and the appropriate location for such a listing.

599 comment by: CAA-N

#1

The CAA Norway (CAA-N) questions the rationale of mandating RNP1 with FRT capacity
enroute, allready from 2018. In due time there might be a rationale for this for SID/STARs,
but the amount of non-compliant/certified Aircraft will be significant and complicate mixed
mode operations.

CAA-N consider the requirements for RNP1 and RF stemming from the Eu 716/2014 Pilot
Common Project to be a more reasonable target for Airspace development.
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Recently completed large Airspace project on a national level implementing RNAV1, are still
facing a number of non-compliant Aircraft. CAA-N experience the 2018 time-scale as an over-
reactive concept - driving more Challenges than sollutions for the ATM environment.

CAA-N sugest that Article 6.2. are being repealed.

Without prejudice to Eu 716/2014 Pilot Common Project the requirements in
AUR.PBN.2015(3) for SID/STAR sould be as for RNAV1.

The Eight year delay of the ICAO A37-11 APV to Instrument Runway Ends (IRE) is a serious
turn down of the safety intent of ICAO A37-11. Enquiries to Norwegian Air Carriers confirms
an almost resignation attitude. This must clearly be ouside the ICAO Assemblys intention.
The ICAO A37-11 has been transposed in to Norwegian national regulations. The national
ANSP has performed satisfactively at present with the APV implementation. We have a lot of
local IFR Airports in challenging surroundings pressing the need for APV and improved safety
forward.

CAA-N suggest deleting Article 6, 2. This will set december 2018 as a mandating date for APV
to Instrument Runway Ends. That is an acceptable two year delay for the ICAO A37-11 and
according to Eurocontrols previously RAD document.

CAA Norway would like to state that we need a more a clear definition of Instrument Runway
End related to APV. In our State there are some Instrument Runway ends equipped, but APV
is not possible because terrain and obstacle contraints does not meet the design criteria.
These Runway ends are not included in the national target number for APV implementation.

CAA-N do agree with the priority aspect of APV to IRE with only non-precision approaches.

Please note the enclosed file with NPA 2015-1 position from the Norwegian Military Airspace
Authority. The Document is solely an Action Paper from the Military ATM Board, and covers
the view of the Norwegian Military Airspace Authority. The document is uploaded by CAA-N
as a technical support for the MIL in the hearing process itself, and the content is solely the
responsibility of the MIL Authorities. The CAA-Ns view on the NPA is described throughout
the CRT hearing document.

Partially accepted.

The majority of CAA-N comments with respect to the use of RNP 1 standard with additional
functions are acknowledged and the proposal has been amended such that the RNAV 1
standard is the basic standard to be applied and RNP 1 should only be used where the
performance benefits fully justify its use.

With regard to the implementation dates with respect to that required by ICAO resolution

A37/11, please see the Response to the major concerns identified section of the Opinion.
The content of the EUROCONTROL paper submitted by Norway’s Military authority is noted.

636 comment by: BE CAA
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Reference Comment Proposed action

General 1 The text makes several references to ATSPs Instead of using the terms
and aerodrome operators. In all cases both “ATSP and aerodrome
terms refer to an organization that operators”, the expression
provides an air traffic service. Apparently, “the organization providing
the authors felt that in cases where an air traffic service” should be
aerodrome operator provides an air traffic used.
service, this needs to be identified as
different from the cases where a dedicated Note: See also the comment
organization does so. We believe that under Article 3.
viewed from a service
provision/operational perspective, there
cannot be a difference in the air traffic
service provided by different organizations.

General 2 The text makes ATSPs and aerodrome Include text that makes it
operators responsible for achieving the clear that organizations
stated objectives. It is however well known providing air traffic service are
that in some cases political or other factors responsible for achieving the
effectively prevent such organizations from objectives only in as much as
taking steps necessary for achieving the it is in their power to do so.
objectives.

General 3 The NPA does not contain any provisions  Include a mandate for aircraft
requiring aircraft equipage. Experience equipage, discussed and
shows that airspace users will not equip on agreed with the industry.

a wide scale and in a coordinated manner
even when the benefits of a given new
feature are evident. This results in
situations where the benefits take a very
long time to materialize.

Article 1 Although it is understood that military and Change the text to make it

State aircraft face difficulties to become clear that military/State
PBN-compliant, those flying IFR/GAT in the aircraft flying as IFR/GAT are
affected airspace should be within the subject to the PBN-regulation.
scope of the PBN-regulation.
One should realize that the efficiency of
any operation in any airspace, is always
constrained by the least equipped party.
Hence, while it is understood that for
certain categories of airspace users, a
longer transition period might be desired
(or even required), the absence of any
obligation to transition to full PBN-
compliant operations for all users in a
designated airspace, will limit the benefits
of any PBN-implementation in Europe.

Article 3 The term “Air Traffic Service Providers Change the text to refer to

of the Furanean

(ATSPs) and aerodrome operators” is often “States” rather than individual
used in the text in the context of service stakeholders within a State.
provision and procedure development. This
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AUR.PBN.1005

AUR.PBN.2005
(3)

AUR.PBN.2005
(4)

AUR.PBN.2015
(3)
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definition should be widened to all entities
responsible for the deployment of the
related items, including the aviation
oversight bodies of each Member State.
This is especially true in countries where
the ANSP and/or individual aerodrome
operators have little or no authority to
impose/publish instrument flight
procedures. ICAO usually refers to ‘States’
rather than referring to individual
stakeholders within that State.

In the text, RNP APCH APV procedures are
mandated by 2024 only for runway ends
that have published Non Precision
Approaches. This is much later and
narrower than the ICAO requirements of
2016 for ALL instrument runway ends. The
late date of 2024 will potentially brake the
momentum of implementation that is in
evidence in many States to-day.

The requirement for RNP1 for new
SIDS/STARS (and even en-route airspace)
from December 2018 is too early and not in
line with the ICAO PBN vision.

The text declares that it is the ATSPs and/or
aerodrome operators who are responsible
for the implementation of this NPA. In
reality, those organizations are often just
the executors of the directives coming from
State authorities and as such, cannot be
held responsible on their own for the
implementation.

The text uses the expression “...airspace
performance needs”. This “performance” is
undefined and it is also unclear who has
the authority to define it.

The text uses the term “network
performance needs”. This term is
undefined.

The requirement described here in effect
forces the implementation of RNP1 in

order to meet the “airspace performance
needs”, which is itself an undefined term.

This is in contradiction with the provisions

Change dates to be in line
with the ICAO specified dates
as much as possible and
ensure that if different dates
are chosen for whatever
reason, these are still suitable
for maintaining the
implementation momentum
already achieved.+-

Change the text to reflect that
it is State authorities who are
responsible for the
implementation of this NPA.

Note: See also the comments
under General 1 and Article 3.

Define “airspace performance
needs” or remove term and
replace with another
appropriate, defined term.

Define “network performance
needs” or remove term and
replace it with another
appropriate, defined term.

Reformulate the text to follow
the intention of Doc. 9613
and allow the implementation
of any of the ICAO proposed
solutions to meet the
“airspace performance
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in ICAO Doc. 9613 which makes it possible needs”.
to select from several possibilities without

forcing the use of just one of them. Note: See also the comment
under AUR.PBN.2005 (3).
AUR.PBN.2015 It is to be noted that: Replace RNP1 with RNAV1 as
(3) (Continued) the baseline requirement for
-Requirements (a) and (d) imply RNP1 for  SID/STAR implementation in
terminal procedures (SID/STAR). 2018.

RNP1 currently implies “GNSS” as there is
no alternative. GNSS implies now as well as
for the foreseeable future, GPS L1, as there
is no alternative yet.

-The RF legs mentioned in Requirement (c)
are an optional capability for use with RNP
1, RNP 0.3 and RNP APCH and NOT a
minimum requirement. The number of
RNP1-capable aircraft that support the RF-
functionality is still very limited.

-The due date of 6 December

2018 is overly optimistic. According to a
recent survey (March 2015), based on the
submitted flight plans, only 38% of the
departures out of Brussels Airport report
having a Basic RNP1-capability.

-Not less than 90% of aircraft departing
Brussels are RNAV1 compliant.

-A ‘WINDOW’ constraint is a common
function for a modern FMS, but not
foreseen in ‘legacy’ systems.

With the above considerations in mind, the
only conclusion that can be drawn is that
RNP1 is the wrong baseline for SID/STAR
implementation in 2018.

AUR.PBN.2005 Reference is made here to a non-existent  Replace with the correct

(4) performance level, namely RNP1 en-route. performance level.
It is to be confirmed that the provisions Improve text to make
contained herein refer to new routes meaning clear.

established after 6 December 2018.

AUR.PBN.2010 It is an inescapable fact that when both the Align the requirements in this

GM1 navigation and surveillance pillars of the NPA and the SPI IR to ensure
ATM system rely on a single source of that the investment of
positioning information (GPS L1), there is a airspace users in mandated
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major reliability issue to be addressed. capabilities provide the
expected benefits.

At the same time, the SPI IR is obliging

airspace users in Europe to equip their

aircraft of MTOW in excess of 5700 kg with

ADS-B capability by 2020.

The NPA text under reference now tells the
airspace users that their obligatory
investment in ADS-B will bring practically
no return in busy European airspace.

This is a situation that must be resolved.

AUR.PBN 2015 ICAO Doc 9613 does not intend to use Align text with the ICAO
(4) RNP1 in the en-route environment. Here is provisions and the new
the relevant text for reference: airspace use concept.

“The RNP 1 specification is limited to use on
STARs, SIDs, the initial and intermediate
segments of IAPs and the missed approach
after the initial climb phase. Beyond 30 NM
from the ARP, the accuracy value for
alerting becomes 2 NM.”

The provisions in the NPA section under
reference talk about “+1 NM for at least 95
% of the total flight time” and “on-board
performance monitoring and alerting”. This
combination can only be satisfied by RNP1.
As stated above, this is contrary to the
ICAOQ provisions.

Furthermore, the future ATM concept of
operations and the corresponding airspace
use concept calls for the implementation of
direct routings/free routes and NOT closely
spaced ATS routes. The NPA provisions
under reference do not seem to be a good
fit for the new airspace use concept.

AUR.PBN.2020 Contingency.— ATSPs and aerodrome Include text requiring that
operators are obliged to develop contingency measures at
appropriate contingency procedures, different locations be uniform
however it is not said that these need to be or at least harmonized to the
uniform or at least harmonized extent possible and
everywhere. Without this requirement, practicable.

there is a very real danger that such
procedures will differ even at different
aerodromes in a single country. While it is
recognized that contingency measures
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essentially reflect the local aeronautical
environment and this will differ from place
to place, harmonization to the extent
possible and practicable seems to be
essential.

AUR.PBN.2020 Contingency procedures are meantto be  Until a valid second navigation

(Continued) used when there is a reduction of source becomes available,
navigation performance. If the airspace refrain from using navigation
structure where this occurs has been techniques fully reliant on

developed to take full advantage of the GNSS (GPS L1), such as RNP1.
required navigation specification, conflicts This is to be clearly explained

may arise when contingency procedures in the text of the NPA.
need to be applied. This risk needs to be
mitigated.
AUR.PBN.3005 Mixed operations. Mixed operations can The part on mixed operations
(2) only be accepted as part of a transition must clearly state that this is
period. In the NPA the provisions for mixed part of a transition period
operations are not shown as part of a with a well-defined obligatory
transition period but are an open ended, end date. The end-date is to
standard feature. This is not acceptable. be specified.

AUR.PBN.3005 The meaning of this requirement is not Clarify the practical meaning

(2) clear. of this requirement.

AUR.PBN.3010 Coordinated deployment. The text is not The requirement must state

(2) clear whether it is meant that coordinated clearly that coordinated
deployment needs to be agreed on the deployment must be achieved
state or regional level. Coordination on on the European level.

only the State level is not sufficient.
The mechanisms of
coordination (who, with
whom, purpose, etc.) are to
be clearly stated.

AUR.PBN.3010 The obligation is expressed that the Delete the section on pre-
(2) airspace users must be informed of a notification in toto.
planned implementation of PBN elements
36 months prior to the implementation Introduce a mandate for
date. At its simplest, this is not always aircraft equipage.
feasible. However, even more importantly,
the text as it now stands seems to imply Introduce an end-date to the
that airspace users would be sent a transition period.

multitude of notifications, many with
widely different dates even if
implementation is coordinated to a certain
extent. The lack of a finite transition period
and a very clear mandate for aircraft
equipage does result in the need to specify
this pre-notice period, however, this is not
workable in practice.

TE.RPR0O.00064-002 © European Aviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.
Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page 29 of 407

Union



European Aviation Safety Agency

CRD to NPA 2015-01

Individual comments and responses

*
*
*

* ¥ x
*
*

e

An

asency

of the Furanean

response | Noted.

The following responses are as per your comments.

General 1: Not Accepted.

While the Agency agrees with your assessment with respect to the provision of the service,
the organisation providing air traffic service may not be the organisation responsible for the
provision of the routes and procedures.

General 2: Partially accepted.
The text has been revised to refer to performance objectives. This can be understood to
relate to environmental and other societal objectives as well as operational objectives.

General 3: Please see the response in the response to the major concerns identified section
of the Opinion

Article 1: Not Accepted
This provision has been removed, direct obligation of state aircraft cannot be made, however
Member States must take due regard of the provisions of the proposed regulation.

Article 3: Not Accepted

This article is applicable to all regulated parties. The Subparts with the Annex further define
the regulated parties for that subpart. With respect to the PBN subpart, the obligation are
for the ATSP or aerodrome operators to ensure that PBN routes and procedure are
implemented only when a performance benefit can be achieved, recognising that the full
process will require other entities.

Article 6: Please refer to the response to the major concerns identified section of the
Opinion.

AUR.PBN.1005. Please see the response to General 1 and Article 3 above.

AUR.PBN.2005 (3): Partially accepted.
The text has been revised to refer to performance objectives. This can be understood to
relate to environmental and other societal objectives as well as operational objectives.

AUR.PBN.2005(4): Accepted
The term has been deleted; the objectives of the en-route ATS network (ERN) are well
defined in Annex | to Regulation (EU) No 677/2011.

AUR.PBN.2015 (3) & (4): Partially accepted.

See the response to the major concerns identified section of the Opinion with respect to the
proposed navigation specification. The objective of the task was to ensure the safe, efficient
and harmonised implementation of specific PBN specifications and functionality in the
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EATMN.

AUR.PBN.2020: Accepted.

The text has been amended to include the need for harmonised procedures. The Agency
recognised the benefits associated with harmonised contingency procedures where practical
and their need for local adaption. Regarding your proposal not to use navigation
specifications using GNSS as the navigation source, please see the response to the major
concerns identified section of the Opinion related to the proposed use of the RNAV 1
specification as a minimum. However, if the optional RNP 1 is used, the contingency
procedure will need to reflect the use of such specification. These should also be
harmonised as far as practically possible.

AUR.PBN.3005 (1): Not accepted.

The Agency notes that the full benefit of PBN operations can only be achieved when 100% of
the fleet are capable to ensure such operation. However, in such a mandate, the transition
period would be long and would enable local decisions to be applied as to the availability of
Non PBN procedures thus enabling local benefits to be achieved sooner.

AUR.PBN.3005(2): Partially accepted
The text has been amended for clarity.

AUR.PBN.3010 (1) & (2): Not accepted.

As noted in the comment, the implementation is to occur only on identification of
performance need. It is therefore advisable to notify all affected users so that they can plan
accordingly.

670 comment by: UK CAA

General Comment

Comment: The UK CAA is strongly supportive of the implementation of PBN in the EATMN
and is taking significant steps through the UK Future Airspace Strategy (FAS) to modernise its
airspace structures in the en-route and in the airport environment.

The UK CAA also supports the deployment of SESAR through the Commission Implementing
Regulation (EU) No. 716/2014 — ‘Pilot Common Project’ and is working towards the
introduction of ATM Functionality AF#1 at London Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted and
Manchester by January 2024.

However, the UK CAA believes that outside of the PCP, PBN implementation is a local matter
and it is felt that the proposed regulation is neither sufficiently proportionate nor flexible to
help make PBN an enabler for airspace modernisation. It takes no account of existing
State/ANSP/airport implementation plans nor recognises the timescales involved in
establishing required equipage prior to introducing airspace changes. Furthermore, it makes
no allowance for the use of the full range of PBN Specifications in order to meet local
performance objectives in a cost effective and proportionate approach.
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Justification: Our experience has shown that such airspace changes cannot be introduced
overnight with major airspace changes typically taking anything from 5-7 years from planning
to delivery. With compliance with the PCP at our major airports as our goal for January 2024,
we firmly believe that a proportionate and flexible approach is required for deployment of
PBN across airspace environments which are both diverse and have differing objectives
affecting safety, capacity, flight efficiency and environmental impact. As drafted, the NPA
has a major impact on current UK PBN implementation plans in terms of lost opportunities to
generate early benefits and is not consistent with an approach towards transitioning to meet
the PCP objectives, where density of movements and airspace complexity justify the
implementation of more advanced PBN standards.

Suggested Resolution of Comments

The UK CAA fully endorses the plans within the PCP and therefore the principle of
introducing RNP 1 and RF by 01 January 2024 at high density airports. It is recognised that
some form of Acceptable Means of Compliance (AMC) is required to support the PCP and
this regulation is seen as providing that material.

In proposing changes to the NPA, one option would be to remove the provisions for RNP
APCH at all non-precision runway ends by January 2024 and the optional introduction of RNP
1 and RF on SIDs and STARs and Advanced RNP and FRT in the en-route environment from
December 2018. In essence, restrict the regulation to support the PCP airports
only. Alternatively, revisit the PCP Regulation with targeted and self-contained “enhanced”
System Requirements in the Annex for ATM Functionality #1.

A further suggestion is to align the APV mandate portion of the NPA to the original proposal
from the EUROCONTROL Regulatory Approach Document i.e., end of 2018. Stakeholders
have already invested in meeting the 2016 date which by agreement between
EUROCONTROL and ICAO-EUR was changed to the end of 2018 to accommodate European
progress. However, we recognise that the PCP has the same 2024 timeframe as the
PBN.AUR regulation and any change of date for the APV mandate should be discussed with
the EC.

The UK CAA would wish to continue to see the adoption of PBN in airspace designs and
believe that the most proportionate and targeted approach is to adopt the principles already
laid down in ICAO Assembly Resolution A37-11. That translates into RNAV 1 everywhere
inside TMAs and RNP 1 + RF where required e.g., as a minimum in the PCP 25 airports. There
is still a question of the upper level STARs and no regulation should force use of a PBN
specification where it is impractical or inappropriate, this runs counter to the performance
need concept and the principles of Better Regulation.

The justification for an RNAV 1 mandate from December 2018 is as follows:

1. There is already a high percentage of RNAV 1 equipage/approval and mandating the
standard would not present as great a financial impact to operators as the proposed RNP
requirement. A mandate would create a baseline performance level on which to transition
to RNP 1 and RF and Advanced RNP and FRT. A mandate in December 2018 would be
sufficient notice to comply.

2. There are already a number of planned RNAV 1 airspace deployments at various
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stages of development and implementation across Europe.

3. It is arguable that except for the very early stages of departure and late stages of
arrival, the RNAV 1 standard can provide a performance based framework which can deliver
almost as much as the RNP standard, without the necessity to compromise airspace design
because of a range of fleet capabilities.

4, Mandating RNAV 1 at this stage provides a common performance baseline, from
which users and ANSPs can progressively migrate to SESAR PCP compliance for the affected
airports in an achievable timeframe. It also allows those airspaces and airports not captured
within the PCP to develop their own plans for RNP implementations where appropriate and
necessary, which start from a known PBN capability level.

5. The RNAV 1 standard does not require GNSS as a minimum to enable benefits and
removes the need to place a dependency on the integrity and robustness of the current
GNSS environment.

The principle of harmonisation is endorsed, as is the notion of interoperability. The latter is
arguably more important in terms of safety and it is questionable whether mixed operations
support this aim. Achieving a homogeneous PBN environment (RNAV 1 as a minimum) offers
the potential to realise local, lower-level performance objectives with the potential to
transition to advanced PBN routes and procedures, where it is justified.

The aircraft fleet compliance numbers required to support RNP 1 + RF and Advanced RNP +
FRT in the 2018 timeframe are insufficient. By only offering these navigation specifications
there is no flexibility or proportionality within the proposed rule. A ‘one size fits all’
approach is highly unlikely to deliver the optimum outcomes across Europe without incurring
significant costs.

Finally, the Cost Benefit Assessment needs to take account of the equipage issues and in this
respect the EASA NPA does not appear to reflect the findings from the EUROCONTROL RAD
ANNEXE.

The UK CAA is willing to support EASA and the Commission in helping to develop a regulation
that supports the cost effective and most efficient implementation of PBN in the European
Air Traffic Management Network. PBN remains the UK’s number 1 priority as we seek to
modernise our airspace, however this can only be achieved within realistic timescales.

Partially accepted.

The majority of your comments with respect to the use of the RNP 1 standard with additional
functions are acknowledged and the proposal has been amended such that the RNAV 1
standard is the basic standard to be applied and RNP 1 should only be used where the
performance benefits fully justify its use within a TMA. No change is being proposed with
respect to the en-route network which will remain RNAV 5.

With regards to the implementation dates, please see the response to the major concerns
identified section of the Opinion.
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comment | 671 comment by: UK CAA
General Comment
Comment: The UK CAA believes there has been insufficient
stakeholder/industry/community consultation on the development of the PBN proposals
outside of the PCP requirements.
The UK CAA is of the view that, in the absence of a coherent PBN Implementation strategy
and plan across Europe, development of this NPA should have been conducted through a
Rulemaking Group whereupon group members, representing NSAs and other interested
parties, could have assisted in the formulation of the requirements.
The UK CAA proposes that:
a) The PCP requirements be taken forward;
b) EASA establish a RMT to follow due process for development of further requirements to
meet local/network performance objectives and the ICAO A37-11 Resolution, which can then
take account of evolution of PBN developments since the EUROCONTROL work in March
2013. This will also provide for full stakeholder engagement.
Justification: The development of this NPA does not appear to have followed the normal
EASA Rulemaking Process. The PBN IR started out as a EUROCONTROL mandate from which
no formal consultation was undertaken and a Regulatory Approach Document was delivered
to the Commission in March 2013. The PCP then took PBN as part of AF#1, but only for the
EU 24 major airports.

response | Not accepted.
This rulemaking task followed the EASA rulemaking process. This procedure was accepted by
the Agency’s consultative bodies.

comment | 672 comment by: UK CAA
General Comment
Comment: In the absence of any consultation prior to the publication of this NPA, it is
unclear whether EASA has taken account of the State Implementation Plans and Policies
required by ICAO through Assembly Resolution A37-11. It is the view of the UK CAA that the
views and experiences of the States are essential in developing any Europe-wide PBN policy
outside of the PCP.
It is recommend that further consultation be undertaken to capture existing plans for
transition to the PCP standards envisaged by 2024.
Justification: The NPA, as written, does not acknowledge existing PBN implementation plans
nor recognise the timescales involved in establishing required equipage prior to introducing
airspace changes. Indeed, in some cases it puts those plans and the investment that is
already spent on them, into doubt.
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response | Not accepted.

comment

response

comment

No further formal consultation is envisaged prior to the publication of the Opinion.

673 comment by: UK CAA

General Comment.

Comment: It is understood that the Preliminary Economic Impact Assessment prepared by
EUROCONTROL as ANNEX E to the Regulatory Approach Document has been used as a basis
for development of this NPA. The UK CAA notes that in paragraph E.3.2.4 (Current levels of
equipage), EUROCONTROL estimated 44% of aircraft were capable of performing the Radius
to Fix function and only 18% the Fixed Radius Transition (FRT) function. In paragraph E.3.2.5
the projected levels of equipage for full PBN capability by the end of 2018 were estimated at
approximately 75%, achieving only 90% at the beginning of 2024.

The UK CAA believes that the equipage rate from December 2018 renders uneconomic any
airspace development utilising the RNP standards exclusively for terminal and en-route
airspace. UK experience suggests that in high density airspace an equipage rate in the order
of 95% is required to support an efficient airspace implementation.

The UK CAA also believes that an unintended consequence of this NPA is that airports and
ANSPs will delay PBN implementation i.e., “do nothing”, waiting for equipage rates to
improve.

Furthermore, UK CAA believes that local airspace performance objectives could be realised
through use of RNAV 1 standards in the proposed timeframe where we have evidence of
much higher equipage rates at the majority of airports.

Justification: Disproportionate rulemaking proposals

Proposed Text: Amend Subpart PBN in PART-AUR to address stakeholder concerns and take
account of the earlier EUROCONTROL Preliminary Economic Impact Assessment work.

Noted.

Please see the response to the major concerns identified section of the Opinion related to
the use of RNAV 1.

674 comment by: UK CAA

General Comment.
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Comment: In UK airspace (in common with many European TMAs), STARs terminate at
Holds supporting sequencing to the airport with connectivity provided through either tactical
means or an Open or Closed Transition. The STARs are therefore considered as providing
connectivity from the en-route flight phase and are considered as ATS routes (per the ICAO
Annex 11 definition) and specified as requiring RNAV 5.

The UK CAA proposes that the NPA be amended to recognise this airspace design concept
and provide for, depending on the airspace, RNAV 5 where STARs terminate in either linear
or orbital holding.

Justification: The UK CAA does not consider it necessary to specify these routes as requiring
RNP 1 and RF. It would be an over-specification and does not comply with the principles of
Better Regulation in terms of offering proportionality.

Proposed Text: Amend Subpart PBN in PART-AUR to address this concern.

Accepted.

Please see the response to the major concerns identified section of the Opinion related to
the use of RNAV 5.

675 comment by: UK CAA

General Comment.

Comment: Apart from operations on SIDs, STARs, en-route and approach, PBN can also offer
flexibility in terms of operations meeting performance objectives for other airspace users.

The UK CAA proposes that, subject to consideration through the rulemaking activity as
previously suggested, the NPA be amended to acknowledge the application of other PBN
specifications for different airspace use. This would better reflect varying levels of
complexity and capacity within differing airspace environments and acknowledge the fact
that variable solutions to airspace requirements may be more appropriate.

Justification: The text proposed in the NPA would unnecessarily constrain the application of
PBN to the PCP standards and Advanced RNP in en-route and in so doing, the flexibility to
accommodate other airspace users who have legitimate PBN applications using a range of
navigation specifications available in the ICAO PBN Manual.

With reference to ICAO Doc 9613, PBN Manual, RNP 0.3 offers access to helicopter operators
in all flight phases. Furthermore, RNAV 2 is the most suitable navigation specification for
application in Free Route Airspace (FRA) and Advanced RNP can be applied in terminal
airspace utilising scalable RNP from 0.3 to 1.0.

The absence of a provision to take advantage of these PBN specifications may discourage
and delay the introduction of PBN, thereby having an adverse impact on capacity and flight
efficiency.
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Partially accepted.

The proposal has been amended to enable the use of various PBN specifications dependent
upon the need. The objective of the task is to ensure the safe, efficient and harmonised
implementation of specific PBN specifications and functionality in the EATMN.

676 comment by: UK CAA

General Comment.

Comment: Although there is no mandate for SIDs and STARs, the NPA does not appear to
recognise the nature of long term investment in airspace change, i.e., through the five year
planning and control periods established in the SES Performance Scheme, and the difficulty
in changing specifications in those plans without an adequate lead-time.

It is recommended that account be taken of existing plans across the EU and ensure
adequate transition towards the PCP standards envisaged by 2024.

Justification: There are no transitional arrangements for extant plans up to 2020 which this
regulation would place at risk and by changing to RNP 1 and RF, would incur increased costs.

Noted.

The application of the PCP within the RP3 reference period is outside the scope of the task.
As stated, the application of SIDs/STARs is not mandatory and can therefore be used as
required in achieving the performance plans.

677 comment by: UK CAA

General Comment.

Comment: It is not clear whether due consideration has been given to the current lack of
ATC (2012) Flight Plan provisions for RF, FRT and Advanced RNP.

Justification: Without provisions in Doc 4444 (PANS ATM) as then implemented through FF-
ICE and SWIM, it will be difficult for ANSPs to process flight plans without an indication of the
aforementioned capabilities. In the proposed timescales, it is the view of the UK CAA that
operators will not be able to flight plan the advanced PBN capabilities even though they may
be equipped. This will hinder ANSPs in providing the appropriate level of service to aircraft
that are suitably equipped.

Noted.

The revised proposal as described in the response to the major concerns identified section of
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the Opinion and is compatible with the flight planning requirements.

678 comment by: UK CAA

General Comment

Comment: The applicability of the proposed rule to the military needs to be fully reflected
within the rule through appropriate references to Regulations 549/2004, 216/2008 and
677/2011. It must be recognised that the impacts of the regulation as proposed are not
limited to military/state airspace users/aircraft operators, but also those military aerodromes
from which such operations are carried out (specifically the instrument flight procedures
associated with military or (if applicable) paramilitary aerodromes). Clarification as to how
the proposed rule would apply in such circumstances is requested.

Justification: Clarity.

Partially Accepted.

The text has been amended accordingly. Reference to Regulation (EC) No 549/2004 and the
applicable articles of Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 indicate that those military facilities and
operations are required to comply in accordance with the conditions specified in the articles.

715 comment by: Julian Scarfe, PPL/IR Europe

PPL IR Europe welcomes the standardization of procedures and operations across the EU.
We feel that the proposed regulation needs more precision to be useful in achieving the aim,

not necessarily in being more prescriptive, but rather in clarifying what is required in what
circumstances, what is good practice, and what is left entirely to local considerations.

Accepted.

The Agency also recognises the need for better clarification and, as such, the proposed
regulation has been simplified.

724 comment by: European HEMS & Air Ambulance Committee (EHAC)

Whereas from the HEMS operators point of view some operators have quite advanced
implementation plans for RNP 0.3 in all phases of flight (e.g. Swiss and Norwegian GNSS Low
Flight Networks for helicopters);

Whereas pretty urgently needed helicopter flight procedures to save lives or at least to
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alleviate unnecessary suffering cannot be implemented if the AMC material for RNP0.3 in all
phases of flight, PinS and steep approach operations for helicopters is not adopted by EASA,

whereas the procedures and materials have already been adopted by ICAO as save and
innovative procedures since considerable time;

Therefore, EHAC strongly regrets the decision to remove AMC material for RNPO.3 in all
phases of flight, PinS and steep approach operations for helicopters from the CS-ACNS. EHAC
kindly asks EASA to integrate these provisions for urgently needed helicopter flight
procedures again. We appreciate EASAs effort to speed up rulemaking processes by limiting
the scope, but in this case EASA would leave the rotorcraft community with very little
guidance on certification for CRIs and thus with vague chances of success to realise
innovative and safety-enhancing projects.

Accepted.

CS-ACNS will include the airworthiness certification requirements associated with RNP 0.3
and will be addressed by RMT.0519.

725 comment by: Swiss Air-Ambulance Rega

Whereas some HEMS operators have quite advanced implementation plans for RNP 0.3 in all
phases of flight (e.g. Swiss and Norwegian GNSS Low Flight Networks for helicopters);

Whereas pretty urgently needed helicopter flight procedures to save lives or at least to
alleviate unnecessary suffering cannot be implemented if the AMC material for RNP0.3 in all
phases of flight, PinS and steep approach operations for helicopters is not adopted by EASA,

Whereas besides the loss in possible and realistic flight safety and innovation would also
result in unnecessary morbidity of emergency patients with all subsequent economic and
health costs;

Whereas the procedures and materials have already been adopted by ICAO as save and
innovative procedures since considerable time;

Therefore, Swiss Air-Ambulance strongly regrets the decision to remove AMC material for
RNPO.3 in all phases of flight, PinS and steep approach operations for helicopters from the
CS-ACNS. Swiss Air-Ambulance Rega kindly asks EASA to integrate these provisions for
urgently needed helicopter flight procedures again. We appreciate EASAs effort to speed up
rulemaking processes by limiting the scope, but in this case EASA would leave the rotorcraft
community with very little guidance on certification for CRIs and thus with vague chances of
success to realise innovative and safety-enhancing projects like the Swiss Low Flight
Network.

Accepted.

CS-ACNS will include the airworthiness certification requirements associated with RNP 0.3
and will be addressed by RMT.0519.
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comment | 540 comment by: HungaroControl
CANSO recommends to:
o To review the IR in the sense of setting A-RNP specification for Approach, SID/STAR and
en-route phase (as provided by the ICAO PBN Manual).
. To realign the implementation timetable with ICAO recommendations and EU Reg.
716/2014 PCP IR:
2018: APV in all instrument runway ends
2024: RNP 1 required in those European TMAs where it has been proven that RNAV1 does
not meet the performance requirements
o To introduce the APV approach procedures also as a backup for the precision
approaches in line with ICAO AR37/11 and EANPG 55 recommendations.
o To clarify the necessary infrastructure to support RNP navigation requirement for the
departure, en-route, and arrival phase of flight.
o To consider that appropriate PBN approval should be made mandatory for operators.
The function, purpose and access rules for the non-PBN procedures in PBN airspace must be
clearly regulated.
o To develop harmonised guidance material on contingency mitigation in case of GNSS
failure.
. To create “National PBN Implementation Plans”.
. To have an ad-hoc meeting of EASA with all the major European PBN implementation
actors, to discuss all the above mentioned issues.

response | Noted.
With regard to the use of the A-RNP specification for approach, SIDs/STARs and en-route, the
alignment of implementation dates, equipage requirements for aircraft operators and the
access requires for Non PBN aircraft, please refer to the responses in the response to the
major concerns identified section of the Opinion.
With regard to the recommendation for harmonised guidance material for contingency
procedures, the Agency understands the need for harmonisation and will further develop the
AMC material.
With regard to the creation of “National PBN Implementation Plans”, as the proposals do not
require PBN to be implemented at all locations, but only implemented where a
performance benefit is established, the Agency does not foresee the need to require the
creation of a National PBN Implementation Plans.

Executive Summary p.1
comment | 7 comment by: ENAIRE

* ¥ x
*
*

*

e
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NPA 2015-01 REFERENCE:

PBN approach procedures with vertical guidance (APV) (RNP APCH) at all instrument runway
ends where there are currently only non-precision approach procedures published before
January 2024.

COMMENT:
This paragraph is not fully consistent with AUR.PBN.2005 Routes and procedures.
AUR mandates RNP APCH “at all instrument runway ends which are not served by a
precision approach procedure.” This may include:
e Instrument runway ends (according to ICAO Annex 14) without any instrumental
approach procedure promulgated in the AIP;
e Non-instrument runway ends, in which according to ICAO Annex 14, an instrument
approach procedure can be flown to a point beyond which the approach may
continue in visual meteorological conditions.

These options are discarded if the executive summary formulation is followed.

Suggestion: rewrite the executive summary to make it consistent with the core NPA, i.e.

PBN approach procedures with vertical guidance (APV) (RNP APCH) at all instrument runway
ends which are not served by a precision approach procedures published before January
2024.

response | Accepted
The suggested text is better and more accurate than that published in the NPA.
comment | 103 comment by: Heathrow Airport Limited
Whilst Heathrow Airport Limited fully supports airspace modernisation, this document does
not support current UK CAA guidance and is not in line with current UK airspace projects
such as LAMP. The time scale suggested here is unrealistic and could jeopodise these
projects. In addition, as subsequent comments highlight, we have the following concerns:
e The Social Impact of PBN trials in the UK has been enormous, therefore this should
be considered and not dismissed in one sentance.
e There does not appear to be an environmental assessment of this proposed change
in terms of noise.
e The Benefit section takes no account of the cost of airspace consultation which
results in an incomplete assessment.
¢ Mixed conventional and PBN operations are not supported by the UK CAA.
Consequently, this NPA is not supported by Heathrow Airport Limited.
response | Noted.
**x TE.RPR0O.00064-002 © European Aviation Safety Agency. All rights reserved. ISO 9001 certified.

*
*
*

An agencv of the Furanean Lninn

ik Proprietary document. Copies are not controlled. Confirm revision status through the EASA intranet/internet. Page 41 of 407



European Aviation Safety Agency CRD to NPA 2015-01

Individual comments and responses

comment

response

comment

response

*
*
*

Please see the response in the response to the major concerns identified section of the
Opinion that addresses your concerns with respect to the LAMP project.

144 comment by: European Helicopter Association (EHA)

General Comments:

1) This NPA and the navigation specifications addressed in it are applicable to aircraft, so
according to "EASA aircraft definition", this means that the NPA is applicable both to
airplanes and helicopters but the NPA does not consider PBN specifications suitable for
helicopters. In particular RNP 0.3 for en route and terminal operations. It should be noted
that the RNP 0.3 navigation specification has been developed specifically for helicopter and it
is included in the latest edition of the PBN manual.

2) What it i stated in the ToR of this NPA 2015-01 states that "Each State, ATM/ANS provider
or aerodrome implementing a navigation aspecification and functionality of their choice
would lead to a fragmented inefficient and unsafe PBN implemenentation in the European
airspace. It is therefore necessary to harmonise the approach and reduce the number of
options that may be applied. To achieve a safe and efficient PBN implementation in the
EATMN, regulatory measures are therefore required". This is also applicable to PBN
implementation for helicopters: although there are European implementations of PBN
applications for helicopters, each implementation (at the current date) has been undertaken
as a local implementation meaning that some requirements, safety evaluations, ATC
procedures etc. are all different. This does not enable airspace users or ATC service providers
to standardise effectively, thus potentially reducing acceptance and increasing costs. This
could lead to a fragmented, inefficient and unsafe PBN implementation for RC.

1.

Accepted.

The requirement to use the RNP 0.3 standard routes and procedures supporting helicopter
operations has been introduced into the proposal.

264 comment by: ESSP-SAS

Helicopter operations are not covered within the NPA, but heliports are under the scope of
Reg. No 216.
Helicopter RNP specifications should be included in the regulation.

Accepted.

The requirement to use the RNP 0.3 standard routes and procedures supporting helicopter
operations has been introduced into the proposal.
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265 comment by: ESSP-SAS

The document establishes a mandate for implementing PBN Appoach Procedures with
Vertical guidance (APV) conforming to the ICAO RNP APCH requirement. But the case of ATS
routes, SIDs and STARs is to be done ONLY IF PBN-based ATS routes and SID/STARs are to be
implemented. It would be advisable to further emphasize this "optional" aspect all along the
document.

Noted.

266 comment by: ESSP-SAS

The IR shall also impose a mandate on EASA to have the RNP1 operational approval material
with sufficient anticipation before the entry into force of the regulation.

Not Accepted.

The supporting regulations and means of compliance to enable the implementation of PBN
in Europe are already in progress and should be available in time to support the proposal.

377 comment by: CAA-NL

General comment #2
The Netherlands points out that the following statement in the executive summary:

This NPA proposes that Air Traffic Service Providers (ATSPs) and aerodrome operators
implement:

% PBN Standard Instrument Departure (SID)/Standard Instrument Arrival (STAR) and Air
Traffic Service (ATS) routes as required to meet locally defined performance objectives that
conform to RNP1 performance requirements as of December 2018; and

could be read as if it is proposed by this NPA to make the implementation of PBN SIDs, STARs
an ATS routes mandatory as of December 2018. In our view, this is not supported by the rest
of the document.

The interpretation of the Netherlands is that the derived performance and functionality
requirements as defined in AUR.PBN.2015 are mandatory when implementing PBN SIDs,
STARs and ATS Routes, however the implementation of PBN SIDs, STARs and ATS routes as of
2018is not a requirement as such.

Noted.

The interpretation by The Netherlands is correct, this is the intent of the regulation.
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379 comment by: NATS National Air Traffic Services Limited

General: The legislation should be accompanied with formal Route Spacing Guidance

For SIDs & STARs within high density Terminal Airspace, the current Eurocontrol Route
Spacing guidance based on CRM proposes conservative distances. These would not enable
advanced airspace designs using the performance inherent in the PBN specifications. In
effect new designs would look very similar to old designs and the benefits may be limited.

Suggested resolution: Regardless of the mandated navigation specification, EASA is
requested to publish Advanced Route Spacing Guidance suitable for high density Terminal
Airspace, which builds upon existing studies.

Noted.

RMT.0445 on airspace design is on-going. The objective of this task is to ensure that flight
procedures and airspace structures are safely designed, validated and surveyed in a
harmonised and consistent manner. It is considered that the development of such proposed
material would be an extension of said task.

432 comment by: ICAO

the proposed timelines are inconsistent with the timelines agreed globally at the ICAO
Assembly. specifically for RNP APCH, the ICAO Assembly Resolution targets 2016 for all
instrument runway ends.

although 2016 may not seem to be realistic to achieve full implementation, 2024 appears to
be to delayed.

We observe a very good implementation progress in the EUR and it is important to keep the
momentum.

Noted.

Please see the response in the general comment section that relates to compliance with
ICAO assembly resolution A37/11.

433 comment by: CAA-N

The CAA Norway (CAA-N) questions the rationale of mandating RNP1 with FRT capacity
enroute, allready from 2018. In due time there might be a rationale for this for SID/STARs,
but the amount of non-compliant/certified Aircraft will be significant and complicate mixed
mode operations.

CAA-N consider the requirements for RNP1 and RF stemming from the Eu 716/2014 Pilot
Common Project to be a more reasonable target for Airspace development.
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Recently completed large Airspace project on a national level implementing RNAV1, are still
facing a number of non-compliant Aircraft. CAA-N experience the 2018 time-scale as an over-
reactive concept - driving more Challenges than sollutions for the ATM environment.

The Eight year delay of the ICAO A37-11 APV to Instrument Runway Ends (IRE) is a serious
turn down of the safety intent of ICAO A37-11. Enquiries to Norwegian Air Carriers confirms
an almost resignation attitude. This must clearly be ouside the ICAO Assemblys intention.
The ICAO A37-11 has been transposed in to Norwegian national regulations. The national
ANSP has performed satisfactively at present with the APV implementation. We have a lot of
local IFR Airports in challenging surroundings pressing the need for APV and improved safety
forward.

CAA-N do agree with the priority aspect of APV to IRE with only non-precision approaches.

Without clear mandates for the Operators, how could we expect cost allocation for PBN
investment when they can remain under the Mixed Mode umbrella. Specially for the turbo-
prob segment.

Noted.

With regard to the use of the RNP1 with FRT for en-route, the alignment of implementation
dates, equipage requirements for aircraft operators and the access requires for Non PBN
aircraft, please refer to the responses in the response to the major concerns identified
section of the Opinion.

590 comment by: IACA International Air Carrier Association

P1 - Executive summary

Acknowledging that a significant number of aircraft fleet already have on-board PBN
capabilities, the concept of ‘Best-Capable-Best-Served’ as developed by SESAR needs to be
fully embraced. For aircraft that cannot economically be modified for PBN, due to economic
viable reasons, conventional routes will be offered (as proposed in this NPA).

Noted.

726 comment by: AOPA Sweden

Comment to the statement: "aircraft operators..... will be required to ensure that their
aircraft and crew are approved":

With the GA-road map objective no. 1 in mind, there should be consideration given if a
specific approval is necessary. In the united states, aircraft and crew are able to fly RNAV
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(GPS) approaches also without the excessive administration of approvals. Please consider the
requirements given in the FAA system for aircraft and crew in GA operations and make a
benchmark so that EU does not

Too extensive requirements for approvals of crew and or aircraft would prevent many GA
aircraft from taking benefit of the new technology and the proposed regulation.

We are aware that these specific requirements are not handled directly in this NPA. However
for the system of infrastructure it is of utmost importance that as many GA-aircraft and GA-
crews as possible can make use of RNP procedures under IFR.

An example: The Garmin 430 GPS receiver is used for GPS approaches into almost 6000
airports in the USA but only appx 1300 ILS approaches are available.
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response | Noted.
The requirement specific approval has already been addressed; please see EASA Opinion
03/2015 http://easa.europa.eu/document-library/opinions/opinion-032015

comment | 737 comment by: AOPA Sweden
AOPA Sweden supports the comments to this NPA given by PPL/IR Europe.

response | Noted.
Please see the response to PPL/IR Europe.

1. Procedural information p. 4-5

comment | 3 comment by: DGAC/DTA
§1.4 Such as it is written, the Agency will publish simultaneously the CRD and the opinion,
there isn’t any possibility for Member States to comment the CRD before the opinion will be
is