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December 1, 2020 
 
To: Whom it may concern, 
 

IFATSEA position on SES2+ proposal 
 
Preamble: 
 On the 23rd of September 2020, the publication of the revised legislative SES package, called SES 2+ took 
place. We regret to say that neither IFATSEA nor any other Staff organization was consulted during the 
development on the said package.  
However, we would like to clearly state that IFATSEA and its members in Europe, are committed to contribute 
towards the envisaged digital evolution and the technological modernization, needed for the implementation 
of the Single European Sky (SES) in alignment with the innovations of SESAR. We are ready to face the 
challenges and most importantly to be part of the change. We do see the need to revise and improve the 
current SES framework aiming at the overall efficiency of ATM so that, provision of ANS can to be safer, more 
efficient and adaptable/scalable to future traffic needs. We also see the passenger as an important 
stakeholder for harvesting benefiting from the optimum operation of the whole aviation ecosystem. The 
latter, sadly absent from the SES2+ proposed package.  
 

Our view: 

Having stated the above, we have to express our great disappointment and deep concern for the way EC has 
managed the whole process of consultation with the PSOs, ignoring completely the reservations and the views 
we may have, which stem from our operational experience.  

We would like to see clear, rational and steady steps towards a real reform of the European Air Traffic 
Management. Instead we are observing the same old tactic and proposals again and again. Furthermore, we 
feel that the expectations of the EC from this reform will fall short in the end, missing the target of 
modernizing the ANS ecosystem by 2030. And, we explain. 

1. There are obvious contradictions. For example, how is it possible to ask from all stakeholders their 
collaboration and cooperation and at the same time to impose the crude principle of competition among 
them. Moreover, it appears that there is a constant pressure by the airlines and the EU on the States and their 
ANSPs for continuous cost reduction. Where does this stop? Isn’t there a win-win situation? And where is the 
passenger or the European citizen, in the legislation? If Aviation is handled like any other industry, we are 
following a dangerous path.  

2. The permanent pressure of continuous cost reduction as the primary and overarching objective, may 
jeopardize safety. There is undeniably a risk for safety and sustainability for the European ATM system. At the 
same time the said package, contrary to the principle of reduction of ANSP fragmentation until today, goes 
completely in the other direction and introduces the creation of multiple providers leading to a higher 
complexity of the system and definitely in an extensive fragmentation. If full unbundling takes place, it will 
entail in a very high number of separate ANSP entities throughout Europe (from the current 37 to over 140). 
This is contrary to the EU policy of defragmentation promoted for the past 20 years.  
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3. Furthermore, to our knowledge there is NOT any clear and convincing, Cost Benefit analysis which supports 

and proves the economic improvement and benefits for ALL the actors that could arise from the 
implementation of the new legislative proposal. We have observed a huge distance between the cost benefit 
assessment made by EC and the ones conducted by the industry because of false assumption made by EC. 

 
4. We have not identified any measures towards enhancing the Economic resilience of the ANSPs which 

constitutes the most important issue at the moment! The package also favours those ANSPs that will 
unbundle, promising as it has been stated that “only the air navigation services that are not provided under 
market conditions would be subject to economic regulation, and have their costs and service quality levels 
scrutinised”. Why?  

 
5. There is mentioning of longer flight paths selected by the airlines to avoid higher route charges. Why doesn’t 

the EC address this at the Strategic level of the shared trajectory and penalize the lack of adherence if shorter 
options are available by the ANSPs?  

 
6. On the other hand, rushing to invest in the highly complex concepts and ideas that have not yet been proved 

for their benefit, throughout Europe, like the ADSP and Virtual Centres, we do not think is a wise decision. 
Moreover, all these new ‘ideas’ have to be scrutinized via a strict CBA for all types of ANSPs, throughout 
Europe, especially to their long-term effects, contrary to the very principles of the EU e.g. regarding unfair 
competition and possible monopolies in few years’ time?  

 
7. Considering the issue of Negative business cases similar to those dealt with in the first PCP, we are wandering 

if the EC has addressed this issue before bringing forward the proposal to a vote. 
 

8. That is not to say that we do not see the benefit in the concept of scalability through the delegation of 
airspace volumes to the Virtual Centers of contracted ATS Providers with spare capacity, provided that issues 
like liability and sovereignty have been finally solved. By the way, did you identify a lot of ANSPs with spare 
capacity in the past, or is the EC also aiming at creating a market of ANSPs with spare capacity? Because if 
the spare capacity is not constantly and when needed available, all these investment will go in vain.   
 

9. During the last ADSP workshop at EUROCONTROL we heard that essentially savings will also come from the 
reduction of personnel. We have also read that the concept of Virtual Centers may be used to address 
disruptions such as strikes. So, the question for the EC, DG-MOVE and DG Employment is clear: What will be 
the impact of this regulation that will drive a paradigm shift in aviation, on human pillar and worker’s rights? 
Has this impact been evaluated? Or are ATM Personnel layoffs considered a cost reduction? 
 

10. Despite some changes presented, with positive heading, the rest of the SES2+ Package elements are a 
repetition of the old ideas (2013) that were not accepted then by States. The fact that the current proposal 
was recently voted with about 60% majority, incubates the risk the EC failing to identify the lack of 
commitment from a significant number of the member states. This can result in a gap of understanding and 
the sharing of a common vision inhibiting the willingness to implement. We worry, that if this is true, it will 
have serious consequences on the implementation and further development of SES. 

 
11. The view that the extensive liberalization and competition is a panacea for everything (especially cost) is 

wrong and this was proven by the COVID crisis where state financial aid was requested from most corporatized 
and privatized ANSPs. Moreover, especially in a business area that providers are requested and pressured to 
constantly reduce cost!  
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12. We will give an example on the competition regarding the Data market and ADSP as proposed. The 
achievements of the concept described in the AAS is in the Operational and technical approach that have their 
potential and merit, but we believe that the EC approach is wrong and restrictive to implementers. For 
example: Scalability can be achieved without separated ADSPs or the proposed extensive fragmentation.  

The market or competition principles will not be the enabler. The enabler will be the utilization of Virtual 
Centers that can be fed with ATM Data as an interoperable architectural element of the future Functional 
system (by 2030). In sequence, again, it is not the market but the capability of ATM Data processing systems 
of ANSPs (or even ADSPs) to interoperably interface with Virtual Centers, which provides the scalability. For 
this, EUROCAE will develop the necessary specifications driving Interoperability and systems Certification. In 
this way, most if not all ANSPs, as they upgrade within the current decade with certified ATM data processing 
systems, will be inherently interoperable with Virtual Centers at no extra cost (by 2030) and without any 
disruption. (Please note that there are no EU or ICAO specifications leading to Certification of ATM Data 
processing systems yet!).  

This can be achieved without the disintegration of today’s ANSPs but by simply building their new e.g Enroute 
centers in Virtual Centers configuration, internally connected with CNS/ATM Data processing systems as an 
integral part of an integrated ANSP. These building elements can be Certified to minimum EU specifications 
being interoperable by having interfacing capability (according to EUROCAE standards) with other neighboring 
or not, Virtual Center counterparts. In this way, when scalability is needed, Data can be fed directly to the 
delegated/contracted Virtual centre. 

Regarding the Data market, providing a service at minimal cost, as it is stated by the EC, it is not attractive for 
investment and profit but in any case, it can exist as a function within the ANSPs benefiting the ANSP budget.  

13. We look forward to  the new State of the Art and beyond technologies, but the elaboration of their 
performance requirements is included only in a half a page in the EU 373/2017 regulation (out of a total 120 ) 
while CNS is excluded from the need to maintain a Safety Management System. We look forward to 
Automation and the use of AI, but the mind-set towards harnessing the forthcoming highly complex 
technology and its requirements are not being sufficiently elaborated in the regulations. Moreover, Software 
Safety Assurance for the software used has been removed as a requirement! 

14. ATSEP, who are going to be responsible for all these systems are not yet licensed for such a    safety critical job 
they perform and will perform in a highly complex and scientific environment. Their training is already subject 
to cost cuts in certain ANSPs and you can guess the impact if this continues (or it is left at the discretion of an 
ANSP manager) especially with the proliferation of SESAR and beyond highly complex and distributed 
CNS/ATM systems and a Total System approach.  

IFATSEA has stated many times that without a clear and shared vision, ATM/ANS systems and concepts cannot 
proceed in Europe.  
Thus, we urge the European Commission to consider the following:  
a) Revaluate the critical role of services like CNS, AIS, MET and avoid the use of designations and offending 
terms like « support services » or « ancillary services » when they are Critical enablers to Safety and efficient 
Service delivery.  

b) Ensure the orderly management of the Network in favour of all stakeholders (ANSPs, Airports and airspace 
users) while taking measures that enhance the economic resilience of ANSPs. 
 
c) Stop promoting competition in CNS services and instead promote cooperation and collaboration among the 
ANSPs for the advancement of the ATM/ANS services. Support interoperability through Standards 
development and Certification of systems. 



 
 

Frankfurt Airport Center 1, Building 234, HBK 18, Hugo-Eckener-Ring 1, 
60549 Frankfurt a.M., Germany | Tel: +49 1523 375 1528 | www.ifatsea.org 

 

d) Provide States with all the help needed. The moto ‘not one size fits all’ reflects the full truth in the case of 
the safety critical services provided by CNS/ATM systems. After all the provision of ANS services according to 
the Chicago Convention is a State responsibility delegated to ANSPs. 

e) Ensure the implementation of smart technological solutions taking into account local needs and uplift 
further the high level of services provided by the engineering and technical professionals (ATSEP). 

f) Consider   Availability, Integrity, Accuracy and Continuity of CNS/ATM Services   as critical enablers to Safety 
and efficiency.  Ιt is unfair to request a specific performance from ATM personnel without having fully ensured 
whether they have the appropriate Availability, Accuracy, Integrity , Continuity and Resilience from the 
CNS/ATM systems & equipment they depend upon, for attaining the targets set. All the above can be seen 
together with the Transversal element of Cybersecurity.  

g) Take into account, integrate and pay specific attention to the needs of the different geographical areas in 
Europe considering and addressing the specific needs of a state or a group of states. In other words, direct the 
appropriate SESAR solutions to the right geographical area, respecting local needs, under a Total system 
approach. 
 
The initials above read RESPECT which together with Trust within a shared common vision stemming from a 
Europe wide consultation and buy-in, are valuable ingredients for a plan to work and be successful. 
 
IFATSEA has stated for some time now that within the identified KPAs, additional KPIs directly linked to CNS 
/ATM system Performance such as Availability, Accuracy and Continuity of CNS/ATM Services, including 
Cybersecurity, must be considered for incorporation. (Define and introduce CNS related KPIs)  
 

As a final word, IFATSEA is not happy with the SES2+ proposal regulation nor on the way was it managed 
without consultation with the Staff organizations. On the contrary, we are very pessimistic about the results to 
the overall society, especially with respect to safety, the reduction of jobs numbers and in generally uncertain 
working conditions. 

We strongly believe that the European Commission should listen to our criticism, which are provided in 
good faith, consider them for their worth and take the necessary steps and improvements in order to 
achieve and maintain a resilient and scalable European ATM system. This will avoid an uncharted way 
forward without a shared vision and the heading towards a highly more fragmented and far less efficient 
and performing ATM/ANS infrastructure. Designing the future without considering the opinion of the 
Human, the last barrier to Safety and efficiency for ANS provision, is certainly not the right way forward.  
 
 
We remain available of every constructive contribution.  
 

 
 

 
Sincerely yours 

 
 
 
 

Costas Christoforou 
IFATSEA Director Europe 
 


