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Introduction

This History is a description of the key institutional, legal and organisational events and decisions that have determined
the progress of the EUROCONTROL Organisation and its Agency through the past fifty years. It is a record, in one
document, of the circumstances surrounding these events and the nature of the performance of EUROCONTROL
against what was required of it.

Who makes up the audience for this history? It is principally aimed at those past and present Eurocontrollers,
including State representatives, as well as those who have been involved with EUROCONTROL at different times through
the consultation groups and working arrangements.

The reader should note therefore that this is a “History”. It is at times a recitation of events using extensive quotations
from what was actually said or decided at different times and quotes are often used for accuracy and for clarification.
Some readers may find that tedious. However, | have felt a duty, particularly to our older colleagues who lived through
some very difficult times, to make sure that the record of their days is as true a reflection as | can make it.

Indeed in clearing material with former colleagues | have been heartened by their responses to my approach. When
one says “l wasn't aware of that” or another “I had forgotten that - it was important” or yet another “We mustn't forget
that”then | hope that | have added something to the organisation’s institutional, as well as personal, memory.

The History, on the other hand, is not a description of every project and programme carried out by EUROCONTROL
since these are too many to cover each adequately. Neither does it contain details on budget, staff numbers, etc,, since
these are relatively meaningless given the changing nature of the Organisation’s tasks over the years.

In more recent times the continuing discussions and negotiations with the European Commission require extensive
description since they have been crucial to the Organisation. It is important to record here the continual efforts of
EUROCONTROL and its Agency, beginning shortly after the early implementation of the revised Convention, to adapt to
the emerging requirements of the Single European Sky.

I have also set out in some detail the work which involved Member States and the Director General in developing
a solution, based on functional separation within the Organisation, to the contentious issue of separation of the
Organisation’s activities where even the possibility of the break-up of EUROCONTROL was envisaged. The principles
agreed then seem still applicable today where, as one State then said, separation should be a means for improving
effectiveness, not simply for its own sake.

I'would also like to ask for the forbearance of readers more expert and experienced than | am in many of the areas
covered. There will be errors and omissions for which | can only apologise while pleading in my defence the size and
scope of the material covered. In addition there are many stories untold for lack of space and some events, which might
be seen as important by those involved, have had to be left aside for the same reason.

In discussing with the Director General about key issues it was evident that the main one would be that of
commitment, with two particular facets.



The first of these is national sovereignty versus, if that is not too strong a term, international cooperation and
coordinated actions. The second is what can be achieved through expert consultation and involvement versus the force
of regulatory powers and legal sanction.

Again, this is not as simple an issue as it seems, as events in the History will show. International agreements, even those
founded on weighty legal agreements, are one thing; implementation is another. This question is one which has been
prominent for some time in the wider global arena, and not only that of civil aviation. Events in EUROCONTROL, up to
the present day, should perhaps be considered more in that context.

It is worthwhile noting, however, that while EUROCONTROL has often been criticised for its lengthy and exhaustive
involvement processes these were and remain the sure means of ensuring real commitment to agreed outcomes in a
dynamic and ever-changing industry like air traffic management. What is clear is that a meeting of minds on common
requirements, taking into account all views and balancing them, is the most fruitful approach - even if such things can
always be done more efficiently.

Since the first Convention was signed in 1960 it would not be possible to fully describe these experiences until 2010 so
the decision was made to bring the History to a conclusion at the end of 2008. That in a way is appropriate since the
real founding work began in 1958 with the EUROCONTROL Association.

However, while the History covers the period only to 2008 nevertheless there will inevitably be some carry-over
description of EUROCONTROL'Ss commitments to work over the next years where its unique experience and
competencies have gained it a future role. This is apposite since our Organisation is yet again in search of a more
appropriate enabling Convention.

Acknowledgements

There are many former and present colleagues who have greatly aided me with their written and oral material.
It would be impossible to set them all down and to choose a selection would be unfair on those not named. | will,
however, make an exception and thank wholeheartedly Mr Austin Wallace whose report, “European Cooperation - The
EUROCONTROL Experience 1957-1982" was passed to me by Mr Dirk Duytschaever from his private records. This not
only provided information that | would otherwise have spent months finding but also gave me the opportunity to
speak to one of the lesser well known “founding fathers” A copy now rests in the archives for the education of others.

John Mcinally






Executive Summary







Part 1 1958 - 1966

The history of our Organisation really begins with the first Convention on the safety of air navigation signed in 1919
in the aftermath of the First World War when international cooperation reached new levels. This laid down some
important principles of international cooperation which would find their way into the Chicago agreement of 1944,
establishing ICAQ, and into the 1960 Convention which gave birth to EUROCONTROL.

In 1958 the advent of the civil jet airliner provoked serious discussions amongst concerned States, in both civil and
military fora, and these led to the work on the EUROCONTROL Convention, signed in 1960 and ratified in 1963. Even
between these dates work was carried out under an interim EUROCONTROL Association, perhaps the first case of “early
implementation” demonstrating the willingness of the Member States to push ahead.

However, even before the Convention entered into force in 1963 there were already indications that the question of
national sovereignty would be an issue for the full implementation of the founding vision of the original six Member
States. The first European plan for a harmonised European ATC system was proposed by the forerunner of the Agency
in 1962. However, the result was that two of the Member States, France and the United Kingdom, decided not to
support the concept of an executive Agency for reasons closely linked to national military airspace control.

The other four Member States (the Federal Republic of Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg) agreed
in 1964 to set up a single international air traffic control centre to manage their upper airspace, finally settling on
Maastricht in the Netherlands.

To manage the altered vision the States in 1966 considered the proposals of a group of senior representatives in what
became known as the Moroni/Walton Report. The Member States decided on a changed concept and the result was a
different future for EUROCONTROL until the end of the twenty years foreseen in the Convention.

However, in these early years much work was done which would bear fruit in later years. In June 1963 the States agreed
to establish the EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre and international agreements were signed with ICAO and the
Federal Aviation Administration of the USA. EUROCONTROL was involved in development work on strategic air traffic
control, methods of cost recovery, satellites and aircraft separation amongst others. The Agency also began to offer
advice and assistance to non-Member States whose air traffic systems capability needed development to match that in
the core EUROCONTROL area.

However, by the end of the 1960s EUROCONTROL was left shorn of its founding purpose. There was a great deal of
uncertainty about how the Organisation would now function to the satisfaction of the Member States, now faced with
a very different scenario to that envisaged by the 1960 Convention.
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Part 2 1966 - 1986

The Four States which had set up Maastricht pressed regularly for a commitment by all to return to the original purpose
of EUROCONTROL. The Permanent Commission held several meetings over 1975 and 1976 to address the issue in some
depth. This resulted in a special report in 1976 by the President of the Commission who had directly consulted the
governments of the Member States.

The result was again that the commitment of all of the States to the original founding vision was tested and was
not supported although strong support for a substantive, non-executive, role for EUROCONTROL's future was evident.
The subsequent discussions to develop this role would lead to the redefining of the Organisation’s mandate and the
beginning of the work to draft the amended Convention, which would take a further ten years to ratify and bring into
force in 1986.

By 1986, however, the pressures on the European ATM network were such that a new mandate was already being
considered for EUROCONTROL and discussions had already begun on the likelihood of a new Protocol, with much of
the initiative coming from ECAC's Ministers of Transport.

The European Parliament was aware of the issues, and at the time expressed concern at the lack of clear intergo-
vernmental accords to provide common air traffic control services. EUROCONTROL was well supported in what it
had achieved with a positive future role being proposed while a working cooperation agreement was made in 1979
between the Organisation and the European Commission, taking account of the competencies of both organisations.

Some initiatives were also taken which would stand the test of time and prove to be essential to the success of future
tasks laid on the Organisation, such as the establishment of the EUROCONTROL forecasting service which became
STATFOR and the inchoate Aeronautical Information Service.

The UACs at Karslruhe and Shannon were developed and built. However, the commitment of these States was dif-
ficult to maintain in the face of a lack of universal support for a common system of control in the upper airspace. The
German and Irish governments later re-nationalised these last two, and the Dutch government did not hand over the
Amsterdam Upper Sector to MUAC until March 1986.

Expansion of the Agency’s capabilities was approved. The Institute at Luxembourg was established and the first Ab Initio
course began on 05 January 1970. The EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre building at Brétigny was officially opened
and the Centre played its part in the setting up of Maastricht UAC and other UACs and in the development work of
EUROCONTROL.

There were several key international developments in which EUROCONTROL and its Agency played an influential role,
particularly through involvement in ICAQ. Flow management, route charges and the safe separation of aircraft were all
growing in importance and EUROCONTROL played a key role through its experts.

EUROCONTROLs Central Route Charges Office was set up, a major achievement in developing a solution to a global
issue and which would extend the CRCO's scope to other European, non-EUROCONTROL States as an example of the
wider harmonisation and integration that would follow. It would also prove an invaluable source of traffic information.



Part 3 1986 - 1997

This period was marked by the very effective partnership between the ECAC Ministers of Transport and EUROCONTROL.
The products of this synergy led to a more effective definition of the problems, requirements and solutions for European
ATM, and to a high level of commitment from ECAC States and stakeholders.

Through ECAC's initiatives, ATM improvement and harmonisation strategies and programmes would be aimed at the
whole ECAC area, and all ECAC Member States would be urged to join EUROCONTROL.

In October 1988 MATSE/1 agreed the setting up of the Central Flow Management Unit and then in April 1990 MATSE/2
initiated the European ATC Harmonisation and Integration Programme (EATCHIP), both of which became core tasks for
EUROCONTROL's Agency working in close cooperation with stakeholders.

EATCHIP saw substantial early successes and the Convergence and Implementation Programme (CIP) was set up which
would prove a highly successful Europe-wide planning and monitoring system. The CFMU made significant inroads into
delays, developing a strategic and tactical support role in the management of the network, and reliable strategic and
tactical information began to flow from CFMU and from the Agency’s Central Office for Delay Analysis (CODA).

The Organisation also realised that it needed to be adapted to meet the growing challenges. Discussions began in 1991
on changing the Convention while Director General Keith Mack gained approval in 1993 for the first major changes to
the Agency’s structure in almost forty years to accommodate EATCHIP and the CFMU. Director General Yves Lambert
followed this with a strategic review of the Agency as a whole and site-specific reviews of MUAC and IANS.

There were strong indications at this time that EUROCONTROL had re-discovered its founding spirit and there was a
palpable unity of purpose that helped advance the Organisation. As a sign of this a EUROCONTROL slogan of “One Sky
for Europe”and Logo would be developed and an Agency Mission, based on partnership, would be agreed. These have
stood the test of time and are still used today.

The European Commission opened up the possibility of establishing a partnership with EUROCONTROL whereby the
EC’s political power could be linked to EUROCONTROL's expertise towards the achievement of a “uniform system’”.

EUROCONTROL would establish a new relationship with ICAO, becoming the only international organisation with the
right to submit amendments to ICAO Annexes.

The period would be marked by the beginning of the corporatisation of the Air Navigation Service Providers (ANSPs).
While still enjoying a monopoly over the provision of services in their respective areas, they would increasingly come
under pressure from their governments to adopt more commercial business-like management practices.
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Part 4 1997 - 2008

The revised Convention was signed in 1997 and EUROCONTROL looked forward with renewed optimism to a more se-
cure future with political support at a level which surpassed even the original vision of the 1960 Convention. The target
was the establishment of a uniform, performance-based air traffic management system.

The ECAC Ministers’ ATM 2000+ Strategy was launched and the concept of the network was recognised for the first time
in a formal document. This also brought to the fore the new tasks for the Agency of environment, airports, safety and
later security. To reflect all of this EATCHIP became the EATMP, the European ATM Management Programme.

Throughout this period the Organisation and its Agency continued to adapt to the changing circumstances of
European, and indeed global, ATM. Director General, Yves Lambert brought forward early initiatives on separation and a
regulatory process, both required under the revised Convention and by the MATSE decisions. This work was successful
and a Regulatory Committee was set up and a regulatory framework established which allowed EUROCONTROL to work
successfully within that context as a functionally separated organisation.

These steps also fitted with the steps taken by the European Commission to establish its regulatory framework but the
lack of ratification of the revised Convention would nevertheless mean that EUROCONTROL would not fully be able to
exercise these powers and authorities. The initiative would pass to the European Commission under its Single European
Sky regulatory framework.

The Provisional Council produced a significant new guidance in 2006 in setting out its "Roadmap to the Future ATM'.
The organisational structure of the Agency was re-focussed several times and the stakeholder consultation and involve-
ment processes were regularly reviewed with the stakeholders and significant changes made.

There were the fatal accidents of Milan/Linate in 2001 and Uberlingen in 2002 - and the two crises of Kosovo in 1999
and the Twin Towers attack of 11 September 2001. EUROCONTROL's Agency responded rapidly and comprehensively.

The ATM operating environment became increasingly complex. The earlier experience of EATCHIP and CFMU had
shown that a key characteristic of European ATM was that the improvements in capacity and cost-effectiveness could
not be ascribed to one action or another. Rather it was the accumulation of a wide spread of coordinated actions which
brought improvements to the network as a whole.

The Agency’s focus was therefore to build upon the successes of CFMU and EATMP to further optimise the network,
leading to major programmes facilitating the use of the network, including the successful RVSM and DMEAN, a system
approach to maximise the utilisation of the network with deep stakeholder involvement.

EUROCONTROL's programmes and actions would deliver standards and procedures developed by the Agency in
conjunction with stakeholders which would lead to their adoption by industry and globally through ICAQ.

As an indication of its recognised objective expertise EUROCONTROL was also entrusted by ECAC to work with it to
provide a global, societal overview of ATM's impact in its “Challenges to Growth" series of studies (2001, 2004, and 2008).



In 1999 the European Commission produced its Communication on a “Single European Sky”to the European Parliament,
which was followed by two High Level Groups. Their reports led into the Single Sky regulatory Framework Regulation,
the establishment of the European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) and the reinforcement of the European Commission’s
role as the sole European aviation regulator.

From an early stage in implementing the revised Convention many of the Agency’s initiatives had been specifically
worded in terms of the SES proposals being developed. Nevertheless while both of these High Level Group reports
would acknowledge EUROCONTROLUS technical expertise there were elements in each which seemed to place the
Organisation in a more and more subsidiary role. This in turn would lead many to a general concern about
EUROCONTROLS future, and perhaps even its existence.

However, it is perhaps clearer now, with a view to the sequence of decisions taken by its governing bodies, that
EUROCONTROL and its Agency had been far-sighted and had prepared much of the ground and processes for
establishing the performance-driven governance of European ATM which became the watchwords of the Europe-
an Commission. The work of the Performance Review Commission and the excellent support afforded to it by the
Performance Review Unit would be crucial for this. EUROCONTROL also repeatedly re-aligned itself to meet the new
challenges and changes in its operating environment.

The success of this ability to change was reflected in the strong support latterly asked of EUROCONTROL by the
European Commission as it developed its Single European Sky proposals where the scope was the complete life cycle
from development through to implementation. EUROCONTROL's expertise across this cycle had always been critical to
the success of pan-European and regional programmes and services.

The related major issue for EUROCONTROL and its Agency during this period would be the failure of some States to
ratify the revised Convention and the non-ratification by the European Union of its Protocol of Accession.

However, the result is that with all the changes that have taken place the Member States, supported by the European
Commission and the stakeholders, have now embarked upon a review of the Convention - previously amended and
then revised as requirements changed and perhaps now to be replaced. There is clearly a future for EUROCONTROL, its
Agency and all of its accumulated expertise.

15






History of EUROCONTROL

Timeline 1910 - 2008







1910 - First conference on an international air law code in Paris in 1910 (Conférence internationale de navigation aérienne,
held from 18 May to 29 June at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs).

October 1919 - First Convention Relating to the Regulation of Aerial Navigation, signed by 27 States, establishes the
International Commission for Air Navigation (ICAN).

July 1922 - First meeting of the International Conference on Air Navigation

November 1944 - International Civil Aviation Conference in Chicago sets up the International Civil Aviation
Organization (ICAO).

November/December 1955 - Inaugural session of European Civil Aviation Conference (ECAC) in Strasbourg.

1955 - NATO sets up its civil-military Committee for European Airspace Coordination (CEAC).

1958 - Fourth Regional Air Navigation (EUR-RAN) Meeting for the European Mediterranean Region discussed the concept
of area air traffic control.

April 1958 - ICAO holds its first Route Facilities Charges conference.

November 1958 - 7 European States: Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Federal Republic of Germany
and United Kingdom set up the Technical Working Group “EUROCONTROL’, composed of civil and military represen-
tatives.

April 1960 - "EUROCONTROL" Technical Working Group delivers its Final Report to States.

December 1960 - France, United Kingdom, Belgium, Netherlands, Luxembourg, Federal German Republic sign the
“EUROCONTROL" International Convention relating to Cooperation for the Safety of Air Navigation’

December 1960 - Interim EUROCONTROL Association set up, with the name of I'Association pour le perfectionnement
des méthodes de contrdle aérien (APERMECA).

March 1962 - First "EUROCONTROL Plan for the Organisation of the Upper Airspace” drawn up by the Association and
presented to States.

March 1963 - The EUROCONTROL International Convention relating to Cooperation for the Safety of Air Navigation is
ratified and comes into force.

April 1963 - First meetings of the Permanent Commission and Committee of Management.

June 1963 - Permanent Commission approves the establishment of the EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre (EEC).

September 1963 - Mr René Bulin is appointed the first Director General of EUROCONTROL's Agency.

September 1963 - EUROCONTROL moves to its new Headquarters at 72 Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat Brussels.

19
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History of EUROCONTROL Timeline 1910 - 2008

February 1964 - Decision taken to establish the EUROCONTROL Upper Area Control Centre (UAC) in the Netherlands.
October 1964 - Decision taken to locate the UAC at Beek near Maastricht.

November 1964 - Federal Aviation Agency (FAA) and EUROCONTROL sign an agreement to increase their co-operative
efforts in the area of air safety.

November 1965 - Memorandum of Agreement signed by the President of the ICAO Council and the Director General
of the Agency.

January 1966 - Moroni/Walton Report on the future role of EUROCONTROL presented to the Permanent Commission.
November 1966 - EUROCONTROL establishes an Intergovernmental Working Group on Route Charges.
January 1967 - EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre (EEC) inaugurated at Bretigny-sur-Orge, France.

April 1967 - First EEC dynamic ATC simulation, wholly prepared, manned and executed by the Agency with its own
facilities and resources.

December 1967 - Decision taken to establish the Institute of Air Navigation Services (IANS) at Luxembourg.
October 1969 - Institute of Air Navigation Services (IANS) inaugurated in Luxembourg.

December 1969 - Start of installation work on Maastricht Automatic Data Processing and Display System (MADAP) at
Maastricht UAC.

November 1970 - Decision taken to set up a second UAC at Karlsruhe in the Federal Republic of Germany.
July 1971 - Permanent Commission approves plans for third UAC at Shannon in Ireland.
November 1971 - EUROCONTROL introduces its route charges system Central Route Charges Office established.

November 1971 - Sixth ICAO European Regional Air Navigation Conference (EUR RAN) recommends the use of “flow
control”in ATC.

February 1972 - Maastricht UAC enters into operational service.
June 1972 - EUROCONTROL Permanent Commission approves the setting-up of the new Shannon Centre

March 1974 - Maastricht UAC takes control of air traffic services for civil aviation in the northern half of German upper
airspace.

July 1975 - Inauguration of automatic data processing system at Shannon UAC.

October 1975 - Decisions taken by States on future direction for EUROCONTROL; work begins on amending the
Convention.



February 1977 - Karlsruhe UAC goes operational.

April 1978 - Jean Lévéque takes over from René Bulin as Director General of EUROCONTROL. Entry into service of
Shannon UAC.

1980 - Short-Term Conflict Alert (STCA), developed in-house by the Agency, successfully integrated into the MUAC ATC
environment.

December 1980 - KARLDAP 1 becomes operational.

February 1981 - Protocol to amend the EUROCONTROL Convention is signed.

July 1983 - Mr Horst Flentje becomes Director General of the Agency.

January 1986 - Protocol mending EUROCONTROL Convention enters into force.

October 1988 - First Meeting of the ECAC Transport Ministers on the Air Traffic System in Europe (MATSE/1). Decision
taken to create the Central Flow Management Unit (CFMU).

January 1989 - Mr Keith Mack becomes the new Director General.

April 1990 MATSE 2 meeting - ECAC Transport Ministers initiate the European Air Traffic Control Harmonisation and
Integration Programme (EATCHIP).

1992 - Stripless system introduced into the MUAC operations room.

March 1992 - MATSE/3 meeting ECAC Transport Ministers initiate the Airport/Air Traffic System Interface Strategy,
APATSI.

January 1994 - Mr Yves Lambert becomes Director General.

1995 - EUROCONTROL moves to much larger new premises at 96 Rue de la Fusée/Raketstraat, Brussels. Preliminary
EUROCONTROL Test of Air/Ground Datalink (the PETAL trials) begin at Maastricht UAC.

March 1996 - The CFMU becomes fully responsible for air traffic flow management in the whole of Europe. The concept
of Flexible Use of Airspace is adopted.

February 1997 - MATSE/5 meeting agrees ATM 2000+ Strategy.

June 1997 - Signing of the EUROCONTROL revised Convention and the Agreement for the Central European Air Traffic
Services (CEATS) Programme.

November 1997 - ATM Surveillance Tracker and Server System (ARTAS) is delivered to its first user, the Netherlands.

January 1998 - First meeting of the EUROCONTROL Provisional Council.

21



22

History of EUROCONTROL Timeline 1910 - 2008

April 1998 - Basic Area Navigation (B-RNAV) is implemented in Europe.

June 1998 - EUROCONTROL, the European Space Agency (ESA) and the European Commission (EC) sign an agreement
formalising cooperation between the three organisations in the field of satellite navigation systems and services.

January 1999 - Negotiations begin with the European Commission on accession of European Community.
February 1999 - EATCHIP evolves into EATMP (the European ATM Programme).

March 1999 - Outbreak of conflict in Kosovo. EUROCONTROL provides solutions within a crisis situation.
June 1999 - First Reports of the Performance Review Commission and SRC to the Provisional Council.
October 1999 - Introduction of 8.33 kHz channel spacing.

December 1999 - European Commission Communication “The Creation of a Single European Sky”.
January 2000 - MATSE/6 meeting sees formal launch of the EUROCONTROL ATM 2000+ Strategy.

April 2000 - Provisional Council President’s Bureau (PCPB) is set up.

June 2000 - First meeting of the Chief Executives’ Standing Conference (CESC).

November 2000 - First report by EUROCONTROLs Service Provision and Regulatory Task Force (SPARF).
November 2000 - Report by European Commission’s “Single European Sky” High-Level Group.

January 2001 - Victor M. Aguado becomes Director General.

July 2001- Report by EUROCONTROL's High-Level Separation Task Force (HLSTF), successor to SPARF.

July 2001 - First use of Controller/Pilot Data Link Communications (CPDLC) over the Aeronautical Telecommunications
Network (ATN).

November 2001 - EUROCONTROL sets up its Regulatory Committee.
January 2002 - Reduced Vertical Separation Minimum Programme (RVSM) introduced in European airspace.
July 2002 - Action Group for Aviation Safety (AGAS) launched.

October 2002 - Diplomatic Conference, signature of the Protocol on the Accession of the European Community to
EUROCONTROL.

November 2002 - Transfer to the new Operations room, based on new Operator Input and Display System (ODS) at the
Maastricht Upper Area Control Centre.



February 2003 - EUROCONTROL's EAD Programme wins ATC Maastricht 2003 Award.

May 2003 - EUROCONTROL and NATO sign Memorandum of Cooperation.

July 2003 - PRC publishes full report on Europe/USA comparative efficiencies.

December 2003 - First aircraft certified for CPDLC.

December 2003 - EUROCONTROL and the European Commission sign a Memorandum of Cooperation.
February 2004 - EUROCONTROL starts work on first mandates from the European Commission.

April 2004 - Single European Sky Regulations (Package 1) adopted.

January 2006 - EUROCONTROLs Regulatory Committee dissolved on its own recommendation.
February 2006 - First meeting of Stakeholder Consultation Group (SCG).

March 2006 - European Commission’s Single European Sky ATM Research (SESAR) Programme launched by the
Consortium.

October 2006 - EATM directorates streamlined and focussed on Cooperative Network Design (CND) and SESAR.
November 2006 - Provisional Council agrees its “"Roadmap Towards the Future ATM’, approves the setting-up of the
Air Navigation Services Board and the Provisional Council Coordinating Committee to strengthen stakeholder
involvement in decision-making.

January 2007 - First meeting of Air Navigation Services Board (ANSB).

March 2007 - First Meeting Operations Consultation Group (OCG).

February 2007 - SESAR Joint Undertaking set up, European Commission and EUROCONTROL as equal founding
members.

July 2007 - Report by the European Commission’s “Future European Aviation Regulatory Framework”High-Level Group .

February 2008 - Merger of Directorates of Finance and Human Resources and Administration into a new Directorate
of Resources (DR).

March 2008 - Close-out of SESAR Definition Phase.

January 2009 - Former EATM core business designated “Directorate Cooperative Network Design” (CND).
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PART 1 1958 - 1966

Genesis of EUROCONTROL, original vision,
sovereignty defined







Précis

This part explores the way in which international agreements on air navigation had their beginnings and traces their de-
velopments, describing the establishment of the international organisations which had the improvement of air naviga-
tion as their raison détre. It shows how this led to the work to establish EUROCONTROL with a wide degree of support
from States, international organisations and airspace users, the initial work of the EUROCONTROL Association and the
signing and ratification of the EUROCONTROL Convention giving life to the Organisation until 1983.

The creation of EUROCONTROL in its chosen form was also an important legal decision since it did not merely bring into
being an intergovernmental organisation. It also established EUROCONTROL as an international public service, a type of
organisation until then seen only in international law.

The subsequent developments which led to the departure from the original vision are described. This period shows
what would be the inherent fault-line of EUROCONTROLS structure. On the one hand the Member States' representa-
tives, acting in the Organisation’s governing and management bodies, would find themselves on occasions having to
decide between the objectives of the Convention to which their governments had adhered and the changing political
circumstances in their own countries which might require decisions apparently in contradiction to that Convention.
On the other hand the Director General and directors of the Agency were duty bound to observe the guidance of the
Member States but also felt bound by the requirements of the Convention as servants of the Organisation.

The underlying issue therefore would be one of sovereignty and commitment to coordinated international actions.
This part will explore how this question was one raised not only in the case of EUROCONTROL but had been present
for some time in the wider global arena of civil aviation development. Events in EUROCONTROL, up to the present day,
should perhaps be considered more in that context.

Although the Moroni/Walton Report in 1966 has been seen as putting an end to the original vision it was in fact only
the culmination of various decisions that had been taken in earlier years, even during the period of the Association,
based on the sovereignty question. The result would be a changed future for EUROCONTROL until the end of the
twenty years foreseen in the Convention.

This part also describes the initial developments in some key elements of air traffic management in which
EUROCONTROL was already involved (e.g. strategic air traffic control, methods of cost recovery, satellite and aircraft
separation), often in the wider ICAQ international expert arena to which EUROCONTROL made significant contributions.
The Agency also began to offer advice and assistance to non-Member States where air traffic systems capability needed
development to match that in the core EUROCONTROL area, thus aiding coherence between States and smoothing
the flow of traffic. In this way, the Organisation began a partnership with others who recognised the expertise and
experience that lay behind the EUROCONTROL contribution, a partnership which lasts to this today.

EUROCONTROL sometimes initiated and was sometimes part of a wider international effort in developments which
were essential to supporting the safe management of the increasing air traffic. These developments were often long-
term and wide in scope, such that they were normally beyond the ability of a single organisation to develop alone. They
required a tolerance for blue-sky thinkers and for those involved in applied research, something which many consider
is still required today but which has proved, and proves, contentious in application.
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PART 1 1958 - 1966 Genesis of EUROCONTROL, Original Vision, Sovereignty Defined

Some History on International Agreements and
Developments

1910 Paris Diplomatic Conference

Already, in the early years of aviation before the First World War, it was realised that the advent of the aeroplane and
the dirigible had added a new dimension to transport which could no longer be contained within strictly national
confines. Louis Blériot's international flight of the Channel between Calais and Dover on 25 July 1909 was the first
crossing of a large body of water by a heavier-than-air aircraft.

The thinking at the time concentrated on the legal status of the airspace, i.e. whether the airspace was “free” or whether
States had a right to their airspace up to a certain level and other States had the right of “innocent passage” beyond
that (thinking was greatly influenced by maritime law). Few at the time seemed to consider the principle of complete
sovereign rights over the airspace above the territory of a State.

It was for this reason that, on the invitation of France, the first important conference on an international air law code was
convened in Paris in 1910 (Conférence internationale de navigation aérienne, held from 18 May to 29 June at the Ministry for
Foreign Affairs). 20 European States attended this conference and a number of basic principles governing aviation were
laid down. Commissions were held on the four following subjects: national law; administrative and technical; customs;
regulation of aerial navigation. The Conference did not succeed in its effort to draft and have agreed an international
convention. However, it managed to identify and address several issues important for the future regulation of air naviga-
tion and in 55 draft articles and 2 annexes it formulated rules relating to the nationality of aircraft and their registration,
certification of aircraft, rules of the air, customs procedures, etc.

The crucial disagreement which prevented the signing of a convention between the States concerned the right of
foreign aircraft to overfly the national territory.

This issue of equal treatment of all civil aircraft, whether national or foreign, within national airspace was to become the
obstacle beyond which the conference was unable to progress. “The Conference adjourned at the end of June on the
proposal of the British delegate, Rear-Admiral Gamble, who was instructed that his Government considered the high
importance of the questions treated by the Conference to be such as to make it necessary for the Government to study
carefully those questions before the draft Convention was approved. The adjournment was approved and the members
of the Conference arranged to meet again on Tuesday of last week; but when that date arrived nothing further was
done though it was announced that the assembling of the Conference had been postponed sine die".

Therefore, this large diplomatic conference finished on an acknowledgement of failure, since no government took
action on the ratification of the convention.

In 1911, the British Parliament passed the Aerial Navigation Act, giving Britain the power to close British airspace,
including parts of the English Channel, to all foreign aircraft. Clearly at that time, Europe was preparing for war and
many European countries passed similar legislation.

T “Flight” 10 December 1910



1919 Paris Convention

However, all the good work was not lost and much of it was to be carried forward to the discussions in a special Aero-
nautical Commission formed on 6 March 1919. This was called under the auspices of the Versailles Peace Conference
when States tried to set down some agreements on which international cooperation could be facilitated and the risk of
conflict reduced. In 7 months, and using the groundwork laid at the 1910 Paris Diplomatic Conference, this Aeronautical
Commission drew up the Convention Relating to the Regulation of Aerial Navigation, which was signed by 27 States on
13 October 1919. As Professor Michael Milde? noted “there were remarkable similarities in content, substance, and also
in the precise wording” between the articles and annexes of the 1910 Conference and the 1919 Convention.

It was an important agreement, setting out what would be the basis of the international scene which we can recognise
today. These covered some general principles such as the nationality of aircraft, certificates of airworthiness and com-
petency, admission to air navigation above foreign territory, rules for departure and landing and the voyage underway,
prohibited transportation, State aircraft and the establishment of a permanent commission. The Convention consisted
of 43 articles that dealt with all technical, operational and organisational aspects of civil aviation and created the Inter-
national Commission for Air Navigation (ICAN) to monitor developments in civil aviation and to propose measures to
States to keep abreast of developments. It provided for the right of innocent passage in times of peace.

The Convention expanded from the original signing States and by 1939 had 33 members although these did not in-
clude the USA, Russia or China.

Anyone involved in civil aviation will recognise Article 1 of the Convention which prescribed that

“The High Contracting Parties recognise that every Power has complete and exclusive sovereignty over the air space
above its territory.

For the purpose of the present Convention, the territory of a State shall be understood as including the national terri-
tory, both that of the mother country and of the colonies, and the territorial waters adjacent thereto.”

Itis interesting that the Convention did not create the principle of air sovereignty but “recognised”it, and not just for the
Contracting Parties but for "every Power”. As Professor Milde also pointed out the drafting of the Convention was carried
out in the shadow of the war and reflected the security concerns of States.

Thus the issue of sovereignty, which had been the cause of the failure to agree at the 1910 Paris Conference, was
brought into the public light and defined. The principle of sovereignty was thus established and the ICAN article was
later repeated, almost word for word, in Articles 1 and 2 of the Chicago Convention on International Air Navigation,
signed on 7 December 1944, just before the end of the next World War.

2 Professor Dr Michael Milde, Director of McGill University’s Institute of Air & Space Law 1989-1998, writing in “International Air Law and ICAQ”,
Eleven International Publishing (April 2008)
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Article 34 set up a permanent organisation, the International Commission for Air Navigation (ICAN), which was placed
under the direction of the League of Nations and held its first meeting in July 1922. To assist the Commission, it was
agreed to establish a small permanent Secretariat under the direction of a General Secretary.

The duties of the Secretariat were to receive reports from the contracting States; to transmit this information to the
other States; to revise the numerous and detailed rules in the annexes to the Convention so that they would meet the
rapidly changing conditions of aviation; and, finally and most important of all, to provide a means for the progressive
revision of the text of the Convention. It is noteworthy that the annexes were given equal status to the articles of the
Convention itself. The Secretariat was thus accorded real authority and the need to hold laborious and time-consuming
diplomatic conferences was avoided. It was also a recognition by States that aviation technology and procedures were
rapidly changing and that the attendant legal regulation had to be updated regularly.

In December 1922 this Secretariat assumed its duties and it was located in Paris, where it remained throughout its
existence. Dr. Albert Roper from France, who had played an influential role in the drafting of the Convention, was
appointed as General Secretary and he would prove a pioneering figure. As the first and only Secretary General of
ICAN, he was among the first to defend the principles of world cooperation in civil aviation and held this position for
25 years until ICAN was disbanded in 1947. He would be Secretary General of the Provisional International Civil Aviation
Organization (PICAO) from 1944 to 1947 and become the Secretary General of ICAO on 28 May 1947, a position he held
until his retirement on 31 December 1951.

A series of meetings were organised, named at the beginning “Conférences anglo-franco-belges” and took later the,
perhaps too broad, title of “Conférences aéronautiques internationales”. The first 11 of these conferences were held
between 1920 and 1922 in Paris, London and Brussels until the Convention came into force. They were made up of
staff from the national aeronautical administrations. Those conferences and various other regional conferences (i.e. The
Mediterranean Air Conference, the Baltic and Balkan Air Conference) were to study problems of detail and practical dif-
ficulty which arose in the operation of international airlines between the various States, and to report the results to ICAN
for action by means of amendments to the annexes to the Paris Convention. When the European Office of ICAO was
established in Paris it took over the offices of the ICAN Secretariat and remained there for its first 19 years until August
1965. Later, ICAO made large use of this established regional machinery in organising, for example, its own Regional Air
Navigation Meetings and the Regional Offices.

1919 - International Air Traffic Association

1919 also saw the birth, on 28 August, of the International Air Traffic Association set up by the International
Conference of Aerial Traffic Companies (of which there were six original members, all European3) held at The Hague in
the Netherlands. The original “IATA” was set up to help airlines standardise their paperwork and passenger tickets and
also to help airlines compare technical procedures. The IATA also created some common rights for passengers, such as
the right to be paid if an airline caused a passenger loss, damage, or death. This “IATA" was, of course, the predecessor of
the International Air Transport Association.

3 Nederlandsche en Koloniale Luchtverkeer Maatschappij (KLM); Aircraft Transport and Travel, Ltd. (UK); Det Danske Luftfartselskab A.S.
(Denmark); Deutsche Luft Reederei (Germany); Det Norske Luftfartrederi (Norway); and Svenska Lufttrafik A.B. (Sweden).



1919 Other Notable Developments

All this reflected the rapid establishment of international air transport immediately after WW1 and 1919 also saw the
following notable “firsts":

5 February: the German airline Deutsche Luft-Reederei begins the first sustained daily passenger airline service, fly-
ing modified ex-military AEG and DFW biplanes between Berlin and Weimar in Germany and on 1 March extends that
service to Hamburg.

22 March: the first regular international passenger service is opened between Paris and Brussels by Lignes Aériennes
Farman using Farman Fe0 Goliath biplanes.

18 April: Compagnie des Messageries Aériennes (CMA) inaugurates a mail and cargo service between Paris and Lille. The
service uses ex-military Breguet 14's on a day-to-day basis. Brussels and London are added to the growing network in

August.

17 May: KLM, founded in 1919 and the oldest carrier still operating under its original name, makes its first flight, oper-
ated on its behalf by Aircraft Transport and Travel, between London (Croydon) and Schipol.

14 June: two British airmen, Alcock and Brown, made the first west-east non-stop crossing of the North Atlantic from
Newfoundland to Ireland in a modified Vickers Vimy IV twin-engined bomber. The flight took 14%2 hours.

July: over two weeks in July the "R-34", a British dirigible, made the first East-West and double crossing of the North
Atlantic from Scotland to New York and back.

25 August: the British company, Aircraft Transport and Travel, commenced the world’s first daily international flight
between London (Hounslow) and Paris (Le Bourget) on August 25 1919 using a De Havilland DH4A converted bomber.

1926 The Madrid Convention

This was initiated by Spain which had withdrawn from the League of Nations. All Latin-American countries were invited
to the “lbero-American Aviation Congress” held in Madrid on 25-30 October 1926. The Convention reproduced almost
verbatim the ICAN Convention without the references to the League of Nations and it did not introduce any innova-
tions in legal terms. It was not a success since it never came into force and indeed Spain renounced it in 1933 and
joined ICAN.

31



32

PART 1 1958 - 1966 Genesis of EUROCONTROL, Original Vision, Sovereignty Defined

1928 The Pan-American Convention

As noted above, the USA did not ratify the 1919 Convention, with one key reason being the authority vested in the
Secretariat to amend annexes. However, in 1928 the Pan-American Convention on Commercial Aviation was adopted
at the sixth Pan-American Conference held in Havana to deal with problems then emerging as international flights
became more frequent in the western Hemisphere.

Agreed to by 21 western Hemisphere countries, the convention dealt mainly with the operational and technical aspects
of civil aviation. It recognised the sovereignty of the Member States, guaranteed the right of innocent passage of aircraft
and formulated the rules for international air navigation between the contracting States relating to aircraft identifica-
tion, landing facilities, and standards for pilots. It also stated the right of each country to set the route to be flown over
its territory.

It did not, however, set up a permanent organisation and it was ultimately ratified by only 11 of the signatories.



Post-War Cooperation

1944 The Chicago Convention - Birth of ICAO

The consequence of studies initiated by the USA and subsequent consultations between the major allies was that the
US Government extended an invitation to 55 States or authorities to attend, in November 1944, an International Civil
Aviation Conference in Chicago. 54 States attended this Conference at the end of which a Convention on International
Civil Aviation was signed by 32 States. This set up the permanent International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) as a
means of securing international cooperation and highest possible degree of uniformity in regulations and standards,
procedures and organisation regarding civil aviation matters.

The most important work accomplished by the Chicago Conference was in the technical field because the Conference
laid the foundation for a set of rules and regulations regarding air navigation as a whole which brought safety in flying
a great step forward and paved the way for the application of a common air navigation system throughout the world.
Because of the inevitable delays in the ratification of the Convention, the Conference had signed an Interim Agree-
ment, which foresaw the creation of a Provisional International Organization of a technical and advisory nature with
the purpose of collaboration in the field of international civil aviation (PICAO). This Organization was in operation from
August 1945 to April 1947 when the permanent ICAO came into being. Its seat was in Montreal, Canada and in 1947 the
change from PICAO to ICAO was little more than a formality. However, it also brought about the end of ICAN because,
now that ICAO was firmly established, the ICAN Member States agreed to dissolve ICAN by naming ICAO specifically as
its successor Organization.

In the practical application of the ICAO concept of Regions and Regional Offices, PICAO in August 1946 established a
temporary regional body in Paris which was located in the accommodation occupied by ICAN since 1922 (60 bis Av-
enue d'léna). With the official creation of ICAO in April 1947 this temporary regional body then became the European
Office of ICAO and was made responsible for looking after air navigation matters in the European-Mediterranean Region
(EUR) and North Atlantic Region (NAT) in accordance with directives from the Secretary General of ICAO and under the
supervision of the Director of the Air Navigation Bureau.

European Cooperation

After the Second World War there were several influences which led to the establishment of EUROCONTROL.
European Economic Cooperation

The first was the impetus to establish mechanisms of European cooperation in economic and technological domains
which would minimise the risk of conflict and reduce the risks of further wars between the (European) protagonists of
the First and Second World Wars. Thus in 1948 16 countries formed the Organisation for European Economic Coopera-
tion (OEEC) which grew into the 25-State Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).

However, the need for yet closer coordination was recognised and on 8 April 1951 the European Coal and Steel Com-

munity (ECSC) was established by the Paris Treaty. This was followed in turn by the European Economic Community
(EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) Treaties signed in Rome in March 1957.
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Military Cooperation

The second influence was the need for strong combined action on military defence within a framework of general
cooperation, starting in 1948 with the Brussels Treaty signed by Belgium, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and the
United Kingdom. The North Atlantic Treaty was signed in 1949 by the USA and Canada, together with the Brussels Treaty
powers plus Denmark, Iceland, Italy, Norway and Portugal. Greece and Turkey acceded to the Treaty in 1951.

Thus began the creation of the joint command structure of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), which was
further strengthened in 1955 when the Federal Republic of Germany joined the Atlantic Alliance as a member of NATO.

European Civil Aviation Conference

The European Civil Aviation Conference/Conférence européenne de l'aviation civile (ECAC/CEAC) had its genesis at
an air transport coordination meeting convened by ICAO as a result of a request made to it by the Council of Europe.
The purpose was to consider the possibility of securing closer cooperation by the exchange of commercial rights
between the European countries concerned, and methods of improving commercial and technical cooperation between
European airlines.

The meeting of the “Conference on Coordination of Air Transport in Europe” (CATE) was convened in the Assembly
Chamber of the Council of Europe, Strasbourg, on 21 April 1954, by Dr Edward Warner, President of the Council of ICAO,
in the presence of Mr Léon Marchal, Secretary General of the Council of Europe. Mr Pierre Nottet of Belgium, who would
be highly influential in the establishment of EUROCONTROL, chaired the Conference. It was attended by delegates
from 17 European nations and observers from 10 non-European States and 9 international organisations, The confer-
ence agreed that a European civil aviation conference would meet periodically, working in close liaison with ICAO and
governmental and non-governmental organisations “to further the orderly development air transport in Europe and to
deal with its special problems’.

For future development “the Conference requested the Council of ICAO to prepare for European states a draft multi-
lateral agreement based on the combination of various measures for liberalization and cooperation. This agreement
should not interfere with the fundamental principle of sovereignty of each state over its air space’”.

ECAC held its inaugural session in Strasbourg from 29 November to 16 December 1955. A Constitutional Commission
considered the formal establishment and status of the “Conference’, its Rules of Procedure and its relationship with ICAO
and with those European governmental and non-governmental agencies whose tasks might be closely associated with
those of ECAC. 19 States became members at ECAC's inaugural session.

From its establishment, ECAC took an active role in promoting the harmonisation of policies in the technical and facilita-
tion fields. Technical subjects included rules governing the interchange of aircraft between registers, criteria for training
air navigation and ground personnel, validation of pilots' licences and flight testing of navigational and landing aids.

Its first President was Mr Pierre Nottet of Belgium who would be such an influential figure in the establishment of
EUROCONTROL.



Trans-Atlantic Developments

It is worth noting, given EUROCONTROLS global role which developed through the years, that a third influence came
from the United States of America where the approaching introduction of jet airliners and a series of midair collisions
spurred passage of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958.

This legislation transferred the Civil Aeronautics Administration (CAA) functions to a new independent body, the Federal
Aviation Agency (FAA)* and gave the FAA broader authority to combat aviation hazards. It also gave the FAA sole re-
sponsibility for safety rulemaking, for developing and maintaining a common civil-military system of air navigation and
air traffic control, a responsibility the CAA previously shared with others.

The new FAA, created in October 1958, had as one of its important missions the creation of a unified system for control-
ling civil and military air traffic operations.

The Technological Impact of The Second World War on ATC

There had been several advances before the Second World War on developing navigational aids and during the war
these were further developed, often rapidly due to the exigent circumstances of a conflict in which aviation played
such a key role. Typical of these were instrument landing systems (ILS), surveillance radar approach (SRA), non-direc-
tional beacons (NDB), VHF Omni-directional Range navigation system (VOR) and of course radio detection and ranging
(RADAR) itself. These systems would be used as civil aviation began its remarkable expansion after 1945.

4 The Federal Aviation Agency became the Federal Aviation Administration when it became part of the Department of Transportation
in 1967
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The Impact of the Jet Passenger Aircraft on
Furopean Planning

The arrival of the jet and turbo-jet passenger airliner had a profound effect on both civil and military thinking on the
organisation and management of European airspace.

The Second World War had led to the development of aircraft that were bigger, faster and more powerful than those
which existed pre-war. Experience in building high-level strategic bombers and jet fighter aircraft were the basis for the
development of longer range, pressurised and faster passenger aircraft which could fly at high altitude.

The result was that civil air traffic operations would be about as twice as fast as they were with piston-and turbo-
propeller-engined aircraft and their economical cruising height would be above 20,000 feet (FL200). Airlines would
therefore need to be able to fly in upper levels of the airspace where, up to then, military aircraft had been free to fly
without endangering civil flights. Civil and military air traffic were therefore merging in space and in time and civil air
traffic was rapidly progressing to the point where it generated requirements which approximated those necessary for
military air operations.

ICAO EUR-RAN

In March 1952, France, as the host State of the ICAO European Office, invited ICAO to convene the third European-
Mediterranean Regional Air Navigation Meeting in Paris and this turned out to be one of the biggest meetings that had
so far been organised by ICAO. Some 350 representatives of more than 60 States were present and in 4 weeks of often
hectic work they developed a Regional Plan covering all aspects of air navigation from aerodromes to search and rescue
which were required to cater for international flight operations in the next 5-8 years. Refinements to this plan, especially
as regards the Air Traffic Services (ATS) Route Network and ATC air-ground communications were developed in two
subsequent meetings in the Paris Office in the same year and, by the end of 1952, a complete internationally agreed
project for the development of international air navigation in a major area of the world was available.

Because of the numerous new problems facing the EUR Region as described above, the Fourth Regional Air Navigation
(RAN) Meeting for the European Mediterranean Region was held in early 1958 in the UN premises of the former League
of Nations in Geneva. This location had been chosen because, by 1958, EUR regional meetings had assumed propor-
tions in attendance (some 450 delegates) which were only slightly smaller than the General Assemblies of ICAO. The
major problems which faced the 1958 meeting were those created by the expected massive appearance of civil jet
aircraft in commercial air transport, the continuous increase of air tourism during the summer period of each year (end
of May to end of September) and the gradual extension of this type of traffic to States located in the eastern part of
the EUR Region.

Because jet aircraft were increasingly subject to operating limitations (uneconomic flight levels, speed limitations, devia-
tions in the route of flight, climb and descent limitations) it was generally felt that the best solution would be to create
a two-layer ATS route network:

1. the existing ATS route network in the lower airspace, up to around FL200; and
2. anew, upper ATS route network which should be established above FL200 and extending up to about FL400.



The lower ATS routes were already well established and in the majority of cases solutions about their routing had been
reached between the civil and military authorities. It was expected that the upper air routes, while generally following
the alignment of the lower routes, could be arranged so that many of the “dog-leg” detours, required in the lower
airspace to circumvent military reserved airspace, could be avoided. This would then make for a smoother, more rapid
and more economical flow of air traffic.

In order to achieve the full benefits of this improved upper ATS route network, it was believed that a more effective
organisation of the air traffic control services serving this upper airspace was also needed.

The reasoning here was that the existing European airspace was already sub-divided into areas of responsibility
of specific ATC units: flights information regions (FIR) and associated control areas (CTA) and, within these, specific
controller sectors. The size of such sectors was normally determined by the maximum number of aircraft which were
likely to be simultaneously present in the sector and which could still be handled safely by one man. For pilots passing
through different sectors this also involved a change of frequency in the available VHF channels because each controller
required an interference-free direct means of communication with the aircraft under his control.

With the increased speeds of jet aircraft, it became apparent that, in many cases, the time spent within one sector, or
even within a whole CTA (as established for the lower airspace) would not permit the controller, or even an ACC, to
do more than note the entry into and, a few minutes later, the departure from the area by the aircraft concerned. This
in turn resulted in an appreciable workload for the pilot because of the numerous calls and frequency changes which
he had to make. In fact, it was found that, if the lower airspace organisation was retained for jet aircraft, pilots on a 250
nautical mile flight could, in certain cases, be required to make up to 30 calls and change frequencies up to 15 times.
ICAO had established its “Jet Age Task Force”in 1957 and in its Report of 1958 it had said:

“It is generally foreseen that the forthcoming regional meeting [IV EUR-RAN] will find it necessary to recommend exten-
sive changes in the air traffic control scheme for Europe; particularly, the advent to jet transports seems to demand
new provisions. It seems to us of the greatest importance that the work of the meeting, especially in the field of air
traffic control, be conducted on a broad truly regional concept, unhampered by considerations of national bounda-
ries, to meet practical operational requirements with the greatest attainable efficiency. There could be various ways
of attaining those objectives: Air traffic services could be operated by a common agency established for that express
purpose, or by some other internationally agreed means.”

The Concept of Area Air Traffic Control

It was for this reason that the idea was born to create a special upper airspace structure consisting of a number of large
upper FIRs and associated CTAs. These would be served by a reduced number of upper area control centres (UACs),
where the boundaries of these upper FIRs (UIR) would not be determined by political boundaries but rather by opera-
tional and technical considerations. To overcome the inevitable political and juridical problems, it was believed that this
could best be achieved by the creation of an international executive organisation to which all those States wishing to
participate in this venture would be parties.
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The meeting minutes® particularly recognised the following:

“Therefore as much integration as possible of the various types [civil and military] of traffic, particularly in the upper
airspace, should be the immediate aim. In view of the high density of military air traffic that will continue to fly in
the upper airspace, the importance of extremely close coordination and co-operation between the civil and military
authorities of all countries cannot be over-emphasised.”

The meeting went on:

‘It was agreed that an area type of area control service permitting a complete freedom of choice of track would be
the most desirable system from the operators’ point of view. It was, however, recognised that technical and financial
aspects precluded the introduction of such a service at the present time.”

Area air traffic control was a giant leap forward and would require substantial technical development beyond what was
available at the time. In addition, it was an ICAO meeting and thus outside ICAO's mandate, and indeed authority, to lay
down a firm line of action by the many existing civil and military control authorities, since the founding principle was
that of a State having sovereignty in the airspace above its territory.

Clearly, however, discussions had previously taken place because the EUR-RAN IV Report included the following
statement by the delegations of Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg and the Netherlands:

“Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg and the Netherlands agree to organise air traffic control in the upper airspace in such
a manner that the requirements of aircraft relating to expedition of the flow of traffic and safety are met in the best
possible way.

If, after a thorough study concerning all the aspects of such an action, they are convinced that to realise fully that aim
it would be advantageous to create a common international air traffic control centre, they agree to do so. In the mean-
time, all possible measures will be taken to coordinate the work of the centres of Amsterdam, Brussels and Frankfurt.
In order to obtain a definite answer to the question of an international control centre for the countries mentioned, a
study committee will be set up for which each of these countries will designate members. This study group will work in
close liaison with ICAQ. IATA will be invited to send advisers if they so wish.

Note: Should a preliminary study of the four countries concerned indicate that the addition of more countries to a
possible extended upper FIR will be technically feasible and will not make the situation too complex, other countries
(ie Austria, Czechoslovakia, France and Switzerland) would perhaps join the group.”

The representatives of these States, who might with justification be regarded as the founding fathers of EUROCONTROL,
were Mr Glunz (Director of Air Navigation Services, Federal Republic of Germany), Mr De Roode (Director of Air Navigation
Services, the Netherlands), Mr Nottet (Director of Air Navigation Services, Belgium) and Mr Wenandy (Director of Air
Navigation Services and Head of ATC Services, Luxembourg).

5 EUM-RAN IV, ICAO Doc N° 7870



France then made the following statement:

“The French delegation noted the proposal by Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany, Luxembourg and the
Netherlands inviting France to take part in the study concerning a larger upper flight information region, and accepts
it in principle. It will make a proposition to its Government to send a delegate to the group entrusted with that study.”

The first steps towards setting up EUROCONTROL had been taken. It is worth noting that these preliminary agreements
were based on the upper airspace. The possibility of also including lower airspace would come in during discussions on
the draft Convention itself. The United Kingdom would not join the discussions with the other States until the meeting
of DGCAs held in Brussels on 31 October 1959.

The Impact of the Jet Passenger Airliner on the Military - NATO/CEAC

In NATO Europe at that time, civil and military air traffic was generally controlled by two independent systems. Extensive
coordination between them had been necessary to reconcile competing requirements in order to insure safe, efficient
and economical operations. But the continued maintenance of two effective systems was proving time-consuming and
expensive in personnel and in communications and was possible only because civil and military flights had, up to that
time, been concentrated at different height bands. Action needed to be taken or two similar systems would continue
to be developed at great cost when one might be sufficient.

In 1955 NATO had set up its civil-military Committee for European Airspace Coordination (CEAC), which was to
play an important part in the discussions leading to the setting-up of EUROCONTROLS. It was composed of high-
ranking military and civilian national representatives of allied countries, and had the active participation of the NATO
military authorities. Representatives of ICAO and the International Air Transport Association (IATA) attended NATO/CEAC
meetings in an advisory capacity, thus ensuring awareness and interaction with developments taking place in other
fora, including the requirements of neighbouring non-NATO countries.

The creation of the NATO/CEAC was prompted, as has been earlier described, by the needs of the civil jet age and
the requirement for access to the upper airspace where the military had until then been the supreme masters due to
the performance of their aircraft. The task was seen as urgent and the setting-up of CEAC thus filled an important gap
in international cooperation, since military aspects were excluded from the charter of the International Civil Aviation
Organization (ICAO).

Straightaway the NATO Council, on the advice of the NATO military authorities, directed NATO/CEAC to study the
requirements and potential feasibility of some amalgamation of civil and military ATS systems in NATO Europe, including
the common use of equipment and facilities.

6 CEAC became the NATO Air Traffic Management Committee (NATMC) in 1998
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Action Starts: Developments Leading to the 1960
Convention

Following the EUR-RAN and NATO/CEAC meetings in 1958 two parallel, but interacting, initiatives were set in train which
produced a wide civil/military consensus that western Europe needed better upper airspace control arrangements.

The first of these came from NATO's CEAC? which, as noted above, had wanted to study further the idea of an inter-
national agency to alleviate the impending problems expected from the introduction of civil jet operations. CEAC
therefore set up a six-country working group of Belgium, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and
the Netherlands to define requirements for air traffic control organisation in the region formed by their States airspace.

The second initiative came from the same six countries which met in the NATO/CEAC group and which had made
their statement in the fourth EUR-RAN. A high-level meeting of their DGCAs was organised on 30 and 31 July 1958 in
Luxembourg. Interestingly these were the same countries which had set up the European Economic Community in
January 1958 but it was noted that non-EEC countries might become interested in a joint air traffic services agency.
France and Italy were also represented.

The DGCAs agreed that a new European organisation was needed and set up three working groups - financial, tech-
nical, administrative and legal - to work towards the definition of the Convention that would be required.

Civil/Military Interests Discussed and Developed

In the NATO discussions the NATO/CEAC work which began in 1958 had encouraged the Standing Group of the Military
Committee of NATO in May 1959 to submit a memorandum to the Secretary General describing the prevailing situation
and the future prospects. The Standing Group suggested a study of the possible amalgamation of the civil and military
area control systems as a matter of priority since plans and programs for separate systems were advancing rapidly and
it would become more difficult to achieve any desired degree of amalgamation in the future.

The problems referred to by the Standing Group were closely allied to those being studied by NATO/CEAC and conse-
quently the Secretary General referred the paper to NATO/CEAC to undertake a study to determine if they required any
additional terms of reference or guidance to enable them to proceed. It was asked to consider this at its meeting in late
September 1959.

When the NATO/CEAC held its 12th meeting from 29 September to 2 October 1959 the civil and military developments
began to come together. The outcome of these discussions, and the exchange of views with the Six-State Working
Group set up by the DGCAs, would result in a definition of how the relationship between NATO and any future civil
organisation could be effective.

7 There is an informative article from 1991 on the formation of CEAC and EUROCONTROL's relationship with it in the NATO Review Vol. 39
No. 1 February 1991, pp. 24 - 29



The first of the two "EUROCONTROL" papers contained the text of a communication from the Belgian representative
concerning EUROCONTROL. The second contained an extended explanatory note on the EUROCONTROL Organisation
prepared by the NATO/CEAC Chairman. This note advised the members that communications similar to that submitted
by Belgium had been received from representatives of France, Germany, Italy and Luxembourg. These Member States
were seeking a solution to the problem raised by the organisation of air traffic control in the upper airspace immedi-
ately above their respective territories. NATO/CEAC had been asked to examine the proposed convention in order to
advise the Council on the position it should take to the proposal.

The members were very familiar with these matters as it already participated in the EUROCONTROL Working Group
(described below in section 5) which was responsible for examining the technical organisation. This group was
composed of military and civilian representatives in liaison with SHAPE and in any case it reported regularly to NATO/
CEAC on the progress achieved in its studies.

The Chairman explained in his covering note that the internationalisation of control of the upper airspace was an
imperative requirement for certain States. The simple coordination of any efforts which individual countries might make
in this field would be quite insufficient to assure the effectiveness of the control when jet transport traffic reached its
full development.

He pointed out that the envisioned internationalisation of control raised many financial, legal, administrative and even
political problems which could be solved only by the application of an international convention. The convention
proposed, therefore, was designed for accession by non-NATO countries. But this would be possible only if no severe
restrictions were imposed for military reasons. The "EUROCONTROL" discussions provided for accession by countries (e.g.
Austria and Switzerland) which could not join a purely NATO organisation for military reasons or because they might
object to joining an organisation otherwise composed solely of NATO countries. The projected organisation provided
a framework and established the institutions which would make possible the joint organisation of control in the upper
airspace, but it would in no way prejudice details of technical organisation. The organising States specifically sought to
harmonise the civil and military policies in the field of air traffic control and sought to promote to the maximum the
joint use of specialised installations.

On the other hand, NATO/CEAC observed that the overall task proposed by the Standing Group's Report was immense.
It sought to cover upper and lower airspace over (at least) the whole of NATO Europe. Even if these problems were
given high priority and if the experts required were available, the task would require a very long time to complete.
The most urgent need for study was in the provision of control and navigation systems for aircraft flying in the upper
airspace, and most particularly, in the areas of Europe where the problems were already critical.

Following discussion the Committee concluded that EUROCONTROL as envisioned by the draft convention was a
satisfactory first step toward European-wide traffic control but that it was necessary to have full guarantees from the
States involved that military interests would be safeguarded. These guarantees should take the form of arrangements
for the technical organisation and any subsequent modifications to the organisation should be subjected also to the
agreement of the national and international military authorities. Further, that measures should be taken to ensure that
information of a military character would be properly safeguarded and that any accession of non-NATO countries, or
the arrangements made with such countries, should be examined from this standpoint. NATO/CEAC should continue to
study these matters as they developed and report them as necessary.
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A report by NATO/CEAC to the NATO Council, summing up the discussions and conclusions, was drafted and approved
during the course of the meeting. The Report was submitted to the NATO Council on 18 November 1959 and was
approved.

Therefore out of the discussions in ICAO and NATO there was a growing consensus not only that western Europe
needed better upper airspace control arrangements but also on how that situation might be achieved. The NATO
discussions at the time can be found in the declassified site at www.nato.int/archives/tools/98-XIV.pdf.

Drafting the 1960 Convention

There were two working groups set up by the DGCAs: the technical working group to develop the proposals to meet
the requirements enunciated by the States and the legal working group to prepare the text of the convention. The
activity of the technical working group started before the UK decided to join the preparatory work. The first version of
the report foresaw only two ATC centres for the entire EUROCONTROL airspace: Luxembourg and Rome.

The proposal to create the “European Organisation for the Safety of Air Navigation (EUROCONTROL)" and its Agency
was the result of the "EUROCONTROL" Technical Working Group, composed of civil and military representatives of
7 European States: Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Federal Republic of Germany and the United
Kingdom. This group met 10 times between November 25 1958 and March 29 1960. The Chairman was Ingénieur
Général de I'Air Mr René Bulin, Director General of Civil Aviation in France, and the secretary Mr Georges Maignan from
France's Direction de la Navigation Aérienne. Besides its “State” members, representatives of SHAPE, ICAO, IATA and FAA
participated in the meetings.

The group delivered its third and final report on 15 April 1960.

The DGCAs had met three times to oversee the work: in Bonn (28-30 October 1958), in Paris (27-29 January 1959) and
in Rome (8-9 March 1959). During their discussions the DGCAs stressed that the text should have an open character in
order to permit other States which wished to accede to become members at a later date. Moreover, the Convention was
to allow for close cooperation between the founder States and other States not yet able to adhere to the Convention®,

The United Kingdom had joined the discussions during the second half of 1959 and a representative attended the
DGCAs meeting in Brussels on 30 October 1959. The UK involvement allayed some concerns about the civil-military
cooperation felt by the USA in NATO. The United Kingdom had readily supported the Convention as envisaged by the
six countries of the European Economic Community?, without proposing significant amendments. At the same time,
however, Italy was considering whether or not it should join EUROCONTROL partly because air traffic control in its
airspace was already civil/military and the national air traffic services were provided by the Italian Air Force.

8 The openness of the text, an indication of the willingness of the initial States to support wider cooperation, would perhaps be a source of
later difficulty

9 It was enlarged later to include six additional States and from 1967 it became the European Communities; when the European Union was
created in 1993, the EEC was transformed into the European Community.



This work moved forward with some speed, so that by June 1960, a meeting of Transport Ministers in Rome approved,
in principle, drafts of a Convention and a statute of the intended Agency.

Reflecting the strong political enthusiasm for building up European solidarity the Transport Ministers also set out some
main policy points as guidance for those who would carry forward the work until the formal ratification. These were
that:

1. basic principles had been established for civil/military air traffic services coordination, including guarantees on
defence imperatives;

2. the upper airspace of the seven Member States should be divided into five UIRs controlled from Rome, Paris,
Luxembourg, London and Prestwick;

3. numerous studies would be needed before the desired technical organisation could be defined fully, so a Planning
Directorate and an Experimental Unit should be formed early in 1961 under the "Association Protocol

This was followed by a first diplomatic conference'®, 29 September to 10 October 1960, to agree the legal texts, which
were signed finally by Ministers at a second diplomatic conference held in Brussels on Tuesday 13 December 1960.
This was the EUROCONTROL International Convention relating to Co-operation for the Safety of Air Navigation of 13
December 1960 and its Article 1 established a "European Organisation for the Safety of Air Navigation (EUROCONTROL),
hereinafter called “the Organisation’, and it would be in force for twenty years.

The initial signatory States were Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom
who were represented by their ambassadors, virtually all the Ministers responsible for civil and military aviation in the
six countries, and the Directors General of the respective national Civil Aviation Administrations in the Ministries of
Transport and the Chiefs of Air Staff of the Ministries of Defence. Its provisions would become effective on 1 March 1963
to allow for ratification of the Convention by national parliaments.

At this stage sovereignty did not appear to be an issue. Indeed the general view, in those more visionary times, was
perhaps that contained in the comment made by the UK Minister of Aviation, Mr Peter Thorneycroft, in the House of
Commons in 1961,

“All this is being done not for the sake of any supranational political theory but because it is the most practical way of
controlling air space and preventing accidents. It is a good example of the right way to move into European partner-
ship on practical grounds. It is not a loss of sovereignty but a pooling of sovereignty and a shift of sovereignty at the
edges.”

19 |t was at this stage that Italy, which had contributed greatly to the discussions, decided to postpone its accession, although it remained
as an observer at the subsequent diplomatic conferences
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The First EUROCONTROL Convention -
Main Elements

Preamble and Main Articles

The preamble set out the considerations which the States had in mind in drawing up the terms of the Convention. Here
it was set down that “control of air traffic at a high altitude can no longer be envisaged within the restricted framework
of national frontiers” and that it was “expedient to create an international control organisation operating in respect of
air space which extends beyond the limits of the territory of a single State” It is interesting to note that, although the
emphasis was on the establishment of upper FIRs going beyond national boundaries, the possibility was raised that
lower airspace could also be entrusted to the new control organisation.

Thus, after the preamble, Article 1" confirmed the agreement of the Contracting Parties “to strengthen their co-oper-
ation in matters of air navigation and in particular to provide for the commmon organisation of the air traffic services in
the upper air space” These words would be important in the discussions which would follow later.

Article 1 then formally established the EUROCONTROL Organisation with its two organs: a “permanent Commission for
the safety of air navigation” to be known as “the Commission” and “an “air traffic services Agency” to be known as “the
Agency”

As foreseen in the preamble Article 2 then stated that “Any one of the Contracting Parties may, in respect of the lower
air space and having regard to practical operational requirements, request a decision from the Commission that the air
traffic services for the whole or part of its lower air space be entrusted to the Organisation or to another Contracting
Party”.

The high-level objective of the Commission was then described in Article 6.1.

“The aim of the Commission shall be to promote, in cooperation with the national military authorities, the adoption of
measures and the installation and operation of facilities designed to:

- ensure the safety of air navigation

- ensure the orderly and rapid flow of air traffic

within defined airspace under the sovereignty of the Contracting Parties or in respect of which the air traffic serves have
been entrusted to those Parties under international agreements.”

In regard to military air traffic EUROCONTROL would not be allowed to control military aircraft directly, except
flights complying with ICAO procedures (a small minority of the military traffic). However, Article 6, which required
EUROCONTROL to “promote the adoption of measures and the installation and operation of facilities designed to
ensure the safety of air navigation and the orderly and rapid flow of air traffic” also required it to do so “in cooperation
with the national military authorities”.

Article 6.2 went on to set out the responsibilities of the Commission in more detail.
Art.6.2(a): to study standardisation of air traffic system regulations and operations for the EUROCONTROL area as a

whole.
Art.6.2(b): to promote common policy for relevant equipments.

1 There were 42 Articles in total.



Art.6.2(c): to promote and coordinate relevant studies, tests and trials.

Art.6.2(d): to determine the airspace to be put under EUROCONTROL authority.

Art.6.2(e): to determine a policy for route charges to be paid for Agency services to airspace users.
Art.6.2(f):  to study how to facilitate the financing of air traffic system facilities.

Article 6.2(d) is of relevance since it tasked the Commission with “the determination, in accordance with the provisions
of Article 38 of the present Convention, of the configuration of the air space in respect of which the air traffic services
are entrusted to the Agency”. Thus the airspace in question was left open to agreement amongst the Contracting States
meeting in the Commission.

Article 6.2(e) covered the policy to be followed by the Agency “in respect of remuneration for services rendered to
users”. This was at a time when it was not usual in international civil aviation to charge for en-route services, although
airport landing charges were common'2,

Article 14 was where the actual provision of air traffic services was set down. It said that “the Contracting Parties shall
entrust to the Agency the air traffic services in the air space defined in accordance with the provisions of Article 6.2(d)
and Article 38"

Article 28 empowered the Agency to ‘construct the buildings and installations which it requires and to operate directly
the air traffic services which are entrusted to it. However, “in order to reduce expenditure relating to both investment
and administration the Agency shall call upon national technical services and make use of existing national installations,
whenever this is possible, in order to avoid any duplication”.

The Statute of the Agency
Article 2 of the Statute set out the purpose of the Agency.

“1. The purpose of the Agency shall be to provide, within the whole of the airspace defined in accordance with

paragraph 6.2(d) of the Convention and with Article 38 of the Convention, air traffic services, that is to say:

a) to prevent collisions between aircraft;

b) toensure the orderly and rapid flow of air traffic;

¢) to provide advice and information useful for the safe and efficient conduct of flights;

d) to notify appropriate organisations regarding aircraft in need of search and rescue aid, and assist such organi-
sations as required.

2. The Agency shall install the necessary facilities for the performance of the tasks enumerated above and shall ensure
their satisfactory operation.

3. To that end, the Agency shall work in close collaboration with the military authorities in order to meet as
efficaciously and economically as possible the requirements of air traffic and the special requirements of military
aviation.

4. The Agency may inter alia establish air traffic research and experimental centres and schools for the advanced and
specialised training of personnel of air navigation services.”

12 Note however that ICAO had already organised a first Route Facilities Charges Conference on the subject in Montreal in 1958. Develop-
ments are described later.

45



46

PART 1 1958 - 1966 Genesis of EUROCONTROL, Original Vision, Sovereignty Defined

The administration of the Agency was then set out (Article 3). This was to be carried out by a Committee of Management
(CE) and by a Director. The Committee would be composed of two representatives of each of the Contracting States
but only one would have the power to vote (Article 4). The decisions of the Committee would be carried by a weighted
majority vote although the majority would have to include at least half of the Contracting Parties (Article 7).

The Committee’s responsibilities were superior to those of the Director (Article 9). It would give decisions on the
technical organisation of the Agency in respect of which proposals should be submitted to it by the Director. In matters
which required the unanimous approval of the Commission the Committee had to submit these for approval, ie plans
relating to the number and location of control or flight information centres and to their spheres of action, and the
establishment of research and experimental centres and centres of advanced and specialised training.

The Committee had the responsibility to draw up the reports of the activities and financial position of the Organisation,
prepare investment and operating programmes and budgets, and staff and contract regulations for the approval of the
Commission (CN)

The Director’s responsibilities were to carry out the directives of the Committee. Article 13 stated that he would
represent the Organisation in legal proceedings and for all civil purposes. He could appoint officials, borrow money and
enter into contracts - all within limits beyond which he had to seek the approval of the Committee.

Decision-Making

This would be a key element in determining how EUROCONTROL would develop in the coming years. Essentially, for
any major decisions unanimity was required.

Voting was to be determined by two elements. It was notable for the balance it achieved between the Member States.
On the one hand, it was necessary to give greater weight to countries making the heaviest financial contributions and
this was done by taking the objective economic criterion of the Gross National Product (GNP).

On the other hand, however, the interests of States having a low weighting factor had to be safeguarded. For these
reasons it was stipulated that an absolute majority of weighted votes would be valid only if the proposal was accepted
by more than half the States.

Article 7 set down the nature of the actions which the Commission could take in the accomplishment of its tasks and
Article 8 defined how these would be taken.

For recommendations to be proposed to the competent authorities of the Member States (Article 8.1) and directives to
be issued to the Agency (Article 8.3) the Convention set down that these could be passed by majority vote.

However, Article 8.2 stipulated that decisions which would be binding on the Member States had to be taken
unanimously.



The scope of the objectives set out in Article 6.2 include such important strategic elements as

- the standardisation of national requlations governing air traffic and the standardisation of the operation of the
services responsible for ensuring the safety and regulation of air traffic;

- promotion of a common policy in respect of radio aids, telecommunications and corresponding airborne
equipment.

Any binding decision taken in these areas as for the others set out in the Convention would therefore be in essence a
regulatory decision, a characteristic of EUROCONTROL which remains to this day.

Indeed the power this gave to a single State had already been foreshadowed by the UK Minister of Aviation in the
House of Commons in the same 1961 debate referred to earlier' "Decisions about the configuration of the air space or
about treaties with other States must be unanimous, that is to say, we shall have a veto”.

The requirement for unanimity is still a requirement. While this has been seen as an inhibiting factor in the work of
EUROCONTROL it has also meant that the Agency’s success in its work would become dependent not only upon its
own technical and operational expertise and excellence but also with the ability to coordinate and consult across the
spectrum of its stakeholders. As will be shown later, this ability to bring together involved parties and to lead them to
common agreement on requirements and solutions would lead to significant successes, albeit that the processes might
take longer.

Civil/Military

Given EUROCONTROLSs later key role in civil-military coordination it is worthwhile recalling how this matter was dealt
with in these formative years.

It has been noted already that NATO's CEAC had played a part in making the initial case for EUROCONTROL but NATO
decided against EUROCONTROL having a task to control directly military operational air traffic. Still, the 1960 Convention
(Art. 6.1) provided for the Commission to promote measures for a satisfactory air traffic system in cooperation with
military authorities and for the Agency (Annex 1 to Convention, Art. 2.3) to work in close collaboration with military
authorities to meet the special requirements of military aviation. It was provided, also, for the Commission (CN) and the
Committee of Management (CE) to have two representatives from each State (with one vote) and whilst it was not said
that the second representative should be military, this became the normal practice for States with significant military
use of upper airspace.

These first years would see little time spent on civil-military coordination per se although Mr Nottet (DGCA Belgium)
was President of both the EUROCONTROL Committee of Management as well as NATO/CEAC.

13 Hansard HC Deb 17 November 1961 vol 649 cc841-66
14 The revised Convention of 1991 includes provision for majority voting but it has not yet been ratified. While there has been early imple-
mentation of several of its key elements the requirement for unanimity still remains.
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The Agency and its Staff

The Role of the Agency

In this formative stage, the staff of the Agency was seen as having two distinct roles, different in nature yet complemen-
tary in the concept of the new Organisation.

It would have a “European community aim’, i.e. to provide a headquarters and ancillary central services for the deve-
lopment of practical cooperation in the field of air navigation. This was in tune not only with the general European
movement which had led to the birth of EUROCONTROL but also with the growing recognition of civil aviation as
a primary mode of transportation. It was an industry becoming important for Europe, which was signalled in other
ways by the formation of the European Civil Aviation Conference (ECAC), which first met in November 1955, and the
European Organisation for Civil Aviation Electronics (EUROCAE), created in April 1963.

It would also provide the management and operational capability of air traffic services for the Member States.

When Ministers received the first draft of the EUROCONTROL Convention it described the Agency as “an organisation
with the status of an International public service, having financial autonomy, within the framework of which the inte-
gration of the air traffic services of the Contracting Parties would be achieved by the “pooling” of the personnel and
equipment required for air traffic control in the upper air space”. The Convention would therefore be worded as follows:

“The Agency shall be empowered to recruit personnel directly only if the Contracting Parties are unable to make
qualified personnel available to it” (Statute of the Agency 1960, Article 15).

An inter-State Working Group produced a first draft of what would become the Staff Regulations of the Agency. Several
key principles were set down and accepted and these would be the basis of subsequent agreements (and disagree-
ments) both amongst the States and between the Organisation and its staff. It is worth while repeating these as near
verbatim as possible.

1. It would be “unrealistic to provide the Agency staff with service requlations developed especially for it, in the light of
the “Public Service” nature of the organisation”

2. It was preferable to keep to the tradition of the Regulations of the European international organisations with
‘alignment of the EUROCONTROL Regulations with one particular international organisation and the European
Economic Community seemed most appropriate for this purpose”

3. “The Director of the Agency is not subject to the Staff Regulations. The Director is an organ of the Agency in the
same way as the Management Committee. He is, moreover, appointed for a period of five years and cannot count
on the same sort of career as a civil servant in the proper sense of the word...he ought to be given the title of Director
General’

4. "Since the seat of the Organisation was established in Brussels, it was important that EUROCONTROL officials
should be on an equal footing with those of the Common Market and EURATOM and, in particular, that both salary
systems should be identical or at least very similar; in any case, the net salaries of EUROCONTROL should be roughly
equivalent: to those of the above-mentioned organisations’.

5. The Regulations in this first stage would only be made applicable to the personnel in service at the Headquarters of
the Agency and the Bretagne Centre.



The French and the German Governments highlighted practical and legal difficulties with the proposals in regard to
the problem of integrating operational air traffic services where there were disparities of working conditions between
EUROCONTROL staff providing services and their own people providing other air traffic and ancillary services within the
overall airspace.

The problem was resolved when the CN agreed that a proposal by Germany would be accepted so that "any Regional
Service that was to be located away from Belgium would be defined to be a decentralised part of Headquarters repre-
senting the Agency on current operational matters. An addition to Article 101 of the Staff Regulations was agreed by
the CN (fourth Session, 7 October 1963) saying:

“subject to exceptions, the extent and conditions of which will be determined by the Commission, these regulations
shall apply also to those permanent civilian personnel of the Agency - other than personnel directly responsible for the
control of air traffic - who, by virtue of the bilateral agreements related to the introduction of services, are accredited to
the national administrations’.

Status of the Director General

The inter-State working group conclusion that the Director of the Agency should take the title Director General was
endorsed by the CE, at its first session in April 1963. It was noted that “this would permit EUROCONTROL to be on a par
with the other international organisations. With only a directorate the Agency would risk being underrated, which could
make it difficult to recruit the right people”.

The problem was thus recognised that a new, untried, multilingual, international organisation had to obtain staff of high
quality, able to start building up a new community philosophy for air traffic system development and at the same time
to create a new European organisation to undertake the execution of air traffic services over all the member countries,
bringing together all the different nationalities as a successful team.

The double challenge was recognised by the appointment of a Director General outside the normal Staff Regulations
with a special personal statute based on conditions applied to Members of the Commission of the European Economic
Community.

As for EUROCONTROL staff generally, the Director General's statute made no reference to its relationship with European
Economic Community conditions of employment but the link was well recognised. For example, when later approving
an adjustment to the Director General’s emoluments in 1969, the Commission (26th Session, 18 November 1969)
made direct cross-references, one such being: “to render the said basic salary equivalent to that of the members of the
Commission of the European Communities”.

To build an effective Agency team, the Director General had to attract experts of recognised standing, able to create the
new generation of automated centres that were urgently required in the heart of NATO Europe. Such people were in
short supply, especially in a period of full employment. States on both sides of the Atlantic had been finding for some
years that the introduction of automation into real-time ATS processes was a substantial problem which required highly
speciailised and advanced expertise and was characterised by large increases in cost and time estimates - and still far
from success anywhere.
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With the support of the Committee of Management, which was itself experiencing these problems in their own organi-
sations, the Director General was able to get together a compact team of system experts that quickly met the priority
requirement for new control centres. This would be the nucleus of the management team of the next 20 years.

In addition, for balance and to ensure acceptance by the Member States’ own organisations, the Director General
needed a proportion of State officials with substantial experience in aviation, capable of leading the formation of policy
with various sub-systems in advanced applications. Such personnel, by definition, were bound to be in mid-career,
usually with family commitments, and they had to be offered positive attraction to join an Agency with uncertain future
prospects.

General View of the Convention

The 1960 Convention can be seen therefore, and was intended to be so at that time, as more of an enabling rather than
prescriptive agreement and the scope of the vision was quite wide. This was intended to allow for further work to take
place on the way in which the EUROCONTROL airspace would be organised and managed, and the necessary facilities
established.

Unfortunately the very flexibility which characterised the wording of the Convention would be the means by which the
original vision would be set aside.

It will be seen later, in the case of the EUROCONTROL European Plan, that while parliamentary discussions went ahead
on the Convention leading to ratification, and Ministers were being briefed by civil servants, exchanges of views in the
Assembly and Council were at the same time showing divergent opinions on what should be the practical application
of the Convention in terms of the scope of the Agency’s role as an “Air Traffic Services Agency”.



EUROCONTROL Starts Working - The Transition

The Transitional Management Structure

To enter into force, the EUROCONTROL Convention had to be ratified by national parliaments. The six founding States
signed a Protocol which would be attached to the Convention.

"As an interim measure pending ratification and entry into force of the Convention, the signatory States have
established a temporary planning organisation, the EUROCONTROL Association®, which prefigures the future
EUROCONTROL Agency.”

It has to be borne in mind here that there were less than two years of preparatory joint discussions before Ministers
had agreed in principle to set up EUROCONTROL. Full understanding on the scope of EUROCONTROL and the tech-
nical activities to be undertaken by the Agency would not be reached in that time, in particular since the parameters
changed considerably when the UK joined and Italy left the discussions.

The purpose of the Association was to undertake a study of the solutions which could be applied to air traffic problems,
to prepare the corresponding plans and to gauge their practical value. The EUROCONTROL Association, established as
an "association” under French law,'® was formally set up on 10 December 1960 with the name of APERMECA “Association
pour le perfectionnement des méthodes de contréle aérien”. It established its Headquarters in January 1961 in Paris at 93
Boulevard du Montparnasse in the building of the Secrétariat Général a I'Aviation Civile, part of the Ministry of Transport.
Offices were also take up at Orly, in offices lent by Aéroport de Paris. A full time nucleus of international staff was
seconded to fill the gap before the Agency could come into legal existence.

Georges Maignan recalls this interim arrangement. “Even for the implementation of the Association some six to eight
months were necessesary. Consequently a semi-official structure, “Le bureau détudes EUROCONTROL", was implemented
at Orly airport, collocated with the newly created French “Centre d’Ftude de la Navigation Aérienne”. One British official ,
Roland Soward, was seconded there as Head of the Bureau and two French officials were also seconded (Y. Forgeot and
myself). The bureau organised a number of meetings of the former members of the technical working group to refine
and complete the work of the group and to keep the pressure up. The first one was held on 16 February 1960".

The Association was overseen by an Assembly, which met about every three months and consisted of national Directors
General of Civil Aviation and Chiefs of Air Staff. There was also a Council which oversaw in more detail the work of the
Association and which reported to the Assembly, and this too was a multinational and civil/military body. A Working
Group of DGCAs and Chiefs of Air Staff met regularly to supervise the work of Association (this would become a regular
feature of EUROCONTROLUSs structure and would be known the Study Group of Alternates).

Mr Pierre Nottet, Director General of the Aeronautical Administration of Belgium, was President of both the Assembly
and the Council during this period.

The operating body of the Association was the EUROCONTROL Planning Directorate at Orly Airport, headed by Ingenieur
Général de I'Air Mr René Bulin, formerly Directeur de la Navigation Aerienne in the French Civil Aviation Administration.
Under his direction were three divisions staffed by specialists drawn from the various member nations' departments of
civil and military aviation. The Operations Division was headed first by Mr R Broadbent and then by Mr George Trow,
formerly Deputy Director of Control and Navigation Development, Ministry of Aviation; the Evaluation Division was

15 “Protocol as to the transitional period preceding the coming into force of the EUROCONTROL Convention”
16 Application de la Loi de 1901 sur les associations
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under Dr Friedrich Hentschel, formerly Director of Navigation Services in the Ministry of Transport in Germany; and the
Administration and Finance Division under Mr Gerard Dornseiffen. Regional working groups were established to ensure
that the Association took into account the particular characteristics and requirements of airspace demand and organisa-
tion in the UK, France and Benelux/FRG.

The Assembly (7 times) and the Council (16 times) met frequently during the period leading up to the ratification of
the Convention.

These early meetings of the Assembly and Council were mainly concerned with setting up the Association infrastruc-
ture and determining budget and staffing. For example, the second meeting of the Assembly in Paris on 3 February
1961 agreed that the EUROCONTROL HQ should be in Brussels, confirming the discussions that had taken place at the
Conference of Ministers of Transport in Rome on 8 June 1960.

In these meetings some comments would be made which hinted at future difficulties. For example in the sixth Session
of the Council, held in Orly on 30-31 May 1961, the meeting considered a letter received from French Ministry of Public
Works and Transport:

“While preparing the documents necessary for the Convention to be ratified by the French Parliament, it appeared that
the organisation of the different types of Air Traffic in France would, for a period difficult to determine, necessitate that
the boundaries between UIRs 2 and 3 be the same as the Paris FIR.

Our position being mandatory regarding this matter, | should be grateful if you would take it into consideration, as | am
convinced that the foregoing implications are not likely to hamper the Agency’s operation.”

Work Done by the Association Before the Entry into Force in 1963
The First EUROCONTROL Plan

The Association set to work. Their first aim was to gauge the size of the problem, a task complicated by the fact that
very few statistics existed on upper airspace traffic. The Association’s principal advantage was to be able to take an
overall view of the wider requirements of the EUROCONTROL area as set down in the draft Convention without being
restricted by national considerations, a characteristic which has continued to have advantages throughout the life of
EUROCONTROL. Much of their work was based on informed estimates of routes and movements, checked by inde-
pendent second estimates, with the aim of laying down the broad lines of a control philosophy.

Work was soon to start to set out what actions would take place when the Convention was ratified. At its fourth Session,
held in London in September 1961, the General Assembly requested the Directorate to prepare a long-term plan for the
organisation of control in the upper airspace.

There had been discussion in both the Assembly and the Council about the scope of such a Plan and Mr René Bulin
had repeatedly stressed that the Association would seek to produce a plan which took account of existing facilities and
future plans in order to avoid duplication of effort and unnecessary costs.



The final Terms of Reference were agreed and set down in the minutes of the fourth Session of the Assembly. This was
an important matter because it was this Plan which would lead, as shall be described later, to lack of agreement over
the scope of “common organisation of the airspace’, to the decision of the UK and French governments with regard
to their national air space and ultimately to the Moroni/Walton Report which resulted in what became known as
"EUROCONTROL a la carte”.

“The Terms of Reference for the studies to be undertaken by the Directorate with respect to the division of the UIRs and
the installation of centres would be as follows:

1. Study of the division of the upper airspace in the countries party to the agreement in such a way as to produce a
Plan meeting the needs of air traffic services for the General Air Traffic, bearing in mind the studies already made.

2. This plan, when being formulated, shall be compared continuously with those of the national and allied military
authorities so as to ensure its feasibility and to avoid incompatibility.

3. In studying the facilities to be set up in creating the desired organisation, the Directorate shall try to avoid any
duplication in the use of the facilities which are already available, or will be available, to civil and military aviation.

4. The resulting plan shall be the final aim of EUROCONTROL and it shall be adapted according to changing require-
ments with due regard to the principles of economy.”

The "EUROCONTROL Plan for the Organisation of the Upper Airspace” was brought forward in final draft form on 7 March
1962.

In the Letter of Transmittal of the Plan Mr René Bulin described it as a flexible one which, in accordance with the Terms
of Reference, would seek to avoid duplication with existing facilities. Although he did not refer to it this demonstrated
also that he was acting in accordance with Article 28 of the Convention. The Letter set out the modus operandi of
consultation and coordination which would characterise EUROCONTROL's work over the years, including its close work
with military colleagues and its cooperation with the USA to ensure US/European system compatibility.

The tone of the Plan was an open one, stressing the need to address the issues flexibly and avoiding duplication and
lack of compatibility with both existing national systems and future plans.

“This Plan, which could be implemented within approximately four years (the time needed to set up new installations),
has been so prepared as to give scope for flexible development in control methods and technical means employed
while ensuring efficient and reliable service...

Another of its features is to avoid any duplication with existing facilities.

In preparing this Plan, contacts with national administrations, in particular through regional working groups, have
been established.

It has thus been possible to take into account the facilities now in use, the national plans worked out by certain coun-
tries and National Defence requirements.

Contacts with NATO through its specialised committees have permitted optimum adaptation of the Plan to the mili-
tary systems which are of particular significance wherever direction of military operational air traffic must be ensured.

The Directorate has also sought to avoid any form of incompatibility between American and European conceptions.
To this end the Directorate has made a study of what has been done in the United States and particularly in the light
of the recent report “Project Beacon™. Close cooperation will be maintained with the FAA. By avoiding any form of
incompatibility and duplication it will be possible to implement the present Plan as economically as possible.”

7 Following a mid-air collision over Staten Island which killed 128 people, President John F. Kennedy issued an order on 8 March 1961
requesting the FAA to “conduct a scientific, engineering overview of our aviation facilities and related research and development and
to prepare a practicable long-range plan to insure efficient and safe control of all air traffic within the United States.” A task force called
“Project Beacon"” was established that would report its findings to the FAA Administrator.
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The work had been wide indeed, and the examination of how many centres would be required showed that a deter-
mining criterion would be the cost of international telecommunications circuits. While, for example, one centre covering
the whole of EUROCONTROL airspace would have been possible the cost was found to be prohibitive.

“A study has been made of centralisation for the whole EUROCONTROL area including the United Kingdom. The theore-
tically ideal site for a single Centre for the area is in Northern France. There are, however, special difficulties in the provi-
sion of radar links by microwave techniques from the United Kingdom to the Continent. The greatly increased cost of
international circuits from the United Kingdom to the Continent results in an excessive increase both in capital and
recurrent costs for telecommunications and radars. It is therefore concluded that there is no justification for considering
further this type of centralisation.”

The main recommendations were as follows.
1. Aflexible network of predetermined air routes for the flow of general air traffic.

A civil/military coordination system enabling all civil and military aircraft to use the whole of the upper airspace.
The division of the airspace into 16 control sectors.

B

The setting up of four Centres'® to operate with optimum economy and ensure satisfactory coordination with

military units on the one hand and lower airspace control centres on the other, with the possibility of extending at

a later date the areas of responsibility to include adjacent regions.

A solid radar coverage ensuring control of aircraft in the entire EUROCONTROL area.

6. The gradual automation of control systems to obtain improved efficiency of air traffic services to meet the foresee-
able increase in traffic and finally to simplify the work of personnel while maintaining the highest degree of safety.

7. The establishment of air/ground communications in VHF and UHF for the control of all civil and military aircraft in

the general air traffic.

The Plan' reflected a substantial amount of preparatory investigative work undertaken by the Association. Flight
International had noted at the time (28 Feb 1963) “It is already clear that EUROCONTROL has developed an inde-
pendent personality and can take a detached view of the various future plans being prepared elsewhere, for example,
under Project Beacon in the USA and by the Minister of Aviation for Britain!

The Technical Work

The technical work of the Association was mainly devoted to the preparation of the future EUROCONTROL Experimental
Centre. Mr Georges Maignan was involved in all of this and with Mr Peter Whicher they prepared the specifications and
launched the call for tender for the Brétigny digital radar simulator.

“A provisional experimental unit was implemented at Brétigny s/Orge near Paris mainly to conduct experiments on a
then promising future air navigation system: the HARCO system.

In parallel, the studies and experiments necessary for the implementation of what would be the major equipment
of the EEC, the real time simulator, were conducted. At the beginning, the operational requirements were for a
classical radar simulator, similar to the simulator then in operation at the National Aviation Facilities Experimental Center
(NAFEC 29), Atlantic City USA.

18 Benelux/FRG, France, UK London, UK Preston
19 A copy of the Plan is now available in the Archives of EUROCONTROL's Agency at Haren
20 | ater renamed FAA Technical Center (and subsequently the FAA William J. Hughes Technical Center)



However, the technical working group followed the example of digital military air defence systems, for example Semi-
Automatic Ground Environment (SAGE) in the USA and the French Systeme de Traitement et de Représentation des
Informations de Défense Aérienne (STRIDA). The work had switched from raw radar to digital transfer and similarly it
was proposed to switch from an analogous simulator to a digital one. A prototype of the software was developed on
the computers of the Paris ATCC; a demonstration was made at a meeting of the council and the specifications for the
call for tender were written. This gave the possibility to sign the contract for the EEC simulator as early as June 1963, at
the third meeting of the Commission.”

Reaction to the Plan

A meeting of DGCAs and Chiefs of Air Staff was held in Paris on 25 April 1962. The purpose was ostensibly to
consider implications for EULROCONTROL of UK plans for an integrated national civil/military ATC system in light of the
EUROCONTROL Plan of March 1962.

A paper was prepared for this by the UK entitled "EUROCONTROL Planning in relation to the United Kingdom”.

Mr Wilson (Deputy Secretary Ministry of Aviation) commenced by saying that the UK would ratify the EUROCONTROL
Convention in two or three weeks and went on to congratulate Mr René Bulin and Association staff in preparing the
draft Plan in accordance with the directive of the General Assembly. Any comments which the UK might make, said
Mr Wilson, would be purely constructive and should not be seen as intended to denigrate the Plan or the work put
into it. He went on to say that a recent UK working group had recommended that all civil (GAT) and military air traffic
(OAT) control in the UK airspace should be fully integrated and that this recommendation had been accepted. The UK
considered that this arrangement would offer substantial advantages and that the UK would place its equipment and
personnel at the disposal of EUROCONTROL for the provision of ATC to GAT in the upper airspace.

EUROCONTROL could therefore be responsible for GAT only in the upper airspace and the UK would retain responsibility
for GAT in the lower airspace and for OAT in both upper and lower airspace. For the upper airspace the staff would be
under the direct orders of EUROCONTROL which might, if it so wished, station a EUROCONTROL supervisor at the ATS
units concerned. The UK “did not wish to usurp EUROCONTROLS functions and they were not proposing delegation of
the Agency’s responsibilities under the Convention”.

The meeting discussed the fact that civil-military coordination was being developed in the French UIR on the basis of
liaison between separate civil and military services, and in the UK UIRs on the basis of a unified service, while for the
Benelux/FRG UIR no common solution had been proposed.

After some side discussions amongst the Benelux/FRG representatives their spokesman recommended that the
EUROCONTROL Association and the UK should study the UK's proposals to ascertain whether they were practicable
within the framework of the Convention as it stands. If the conclusions were affirmative, a further study should be made
to determine whether a similar system would be feasible for the Benelux/FRG UIR.

Both the French and British representatives pointed out that their positions were effectively the same since neither
intended to entrust the Agency with providing services for operational air traffic.
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The meeting concluded that it recognised “that in the area corresponding respectively to the airspace of Benelux-
Germany, France and the United Kingdom, different formulae for ensuring safety between general and operational
air traffic might be appropriate, provided that the arrangements are in conformity with the spirit and the letter of the
EUROCONTROL Convention dated 13 December 1960". 2!

The EUROCONTROL/UK Regional Working Group (which as noted above had been in existence for some time already)
was entrusted with a detailed study of how the arrangements proposed in the UK proposals would operate in practice
and legal experts would participate as necessary.

It was also agreed that the EUROCONTROL Council’s consideration of the Plan which had been presented by the
Director of the Association should be postponed. The Plan itself would never actually be considered again.

Mr René Bulin said that he would promptly organise meetings of both the EUROCONTROL/UK and the EUROCONTROL/
FR Working Groups. He went on to say that he hoped that all would realise that the decision just reached would retard
the development of the EUROCONTROL Organisation.

Since much work had to be done, including a revision to the budget for 1963, no date was fixed for the Assembly’s fifth
Session.

It is worth noting that the Belgian representative submitted a note on the legal consequences of the UK's proposals
which appeared to put in doubt the acceptability, under international law, of the Agency not providing services itself
but instead having services provided on its behalf. The Belgian note suggested that Agency could not delegate its
responsibilities under Article 2. A copy of the note was attached to the meeting minutes.

The issue now went into non-recorded discussions and then surfaced again at the fifth meeting of the CN of
EUROCONTROL in December 1963 (see the section on this later).

21 This conclusion would be referred to by Mr Moroni in the sixth meeting of the Commission dealing with the Future Scope of EUROCONTROL



1963: EUROCONTROL Starts Working Under its
own Name

First Meeting of the Permanent Commission

On 9 April 1963 the Permanent Commission, EUROCONTROLUs senior governing body composed of the Ministers or
their representatives, held its two first meetings in Brussels, in the Chateau de Val Duchesse. The first meeting took place
at 11.45, with the Ministers themselves (or represented by their direct deputies) and the second one at 17.30, where
States were represented at the level of General Directors of the Ministries of Transport. At the first meeting the rules of
procedure were approved whereby the Presidency would be held consecutively by the States in alphabetical order in
French. Accordingly Mr H C Seebohm, the German Federal Minister of Transport, was appointed as first president of the
Commission (Allemagne) and Mr Bertrand, Belgian Minister of Communications, was appointed as its first Vice-President
(Belgique). Annex | shows the list of Presidents and Vice-Presidents of the Permanent Commission.

An important decision was taken at that first Permanent Commission which would indicate the global reach of the
Organisation. A directive to the Agency was approved so that it could, under Article 31 of the Convention, begin negoti-
ations “to establish relations with the competent authorities of the United States and the Federal Aviation Administration
with a view to concluding agreements on exchanges of information and observers”.

The first meeting of the Committee of Management was held on the same day, 9 April, and also at Val Duchesse.
Mr P Nottet, DGCA of Belgium, was appointed as its first President and Captain Hunt (UK) as its first Vice-President.
Both organs quickly began to work, setting up their organisations: presidents, vice-presidents, schedules, working
methods, etc. Mr René Bulin was confirmed as Director of the Agency. Another notable decision was that to establish
an Investment Panel for the Pension Fund. Annex Il shows the list of Presidents and Vice-Presidents of the Committee
of Management.

The Agency set up its internal organisation with a Director General, four directorates at its Headquarters in Brussels
(Operations, Engineering, Administration and Finance, and Legal and Economics), and three Regional Services (Benelux/
Germany, France and the United Kingdom). Annex IIl shows the list of Directors General.

The Agency Headquarters moved to a rented building, 72 Rue de la Loi, in Brussels. A project for purchasing this building
was negotiated and approved and the purchase was concluded in January 1965.

Important Early Decisions

The Experimental Centre

A notable matter at the first meeting of the Commission was the support for the setting-up of an experimental centre
as envisaged in the final report of the Technical Working Group.

The Technical Group had reported in 1960 that:
“An adequately equipped experimental Unit whose duties consist in evaluating the techniques prior to their integration

in EUROCONTROL ATC system should be made available for the Planning Directorate.
One of the first tasks of this Directorate will be to produce a practical plan for this experimental Unit.”
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During the third meeting of the Permanent Commission, held on the 10 June 1963 in Brussels, this time in the Palais des
Congres, the Centre was officially born as shown in the minutes:

Mr René Bulin proposed that the present Experimental Unit should be called "EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre” This
would make it possible to bring this Unit into the Agency and to allow the staff to benefit from the provisions of the
Agency Staff Regulations. The future development of the Centre would have to be examined thoroughly later.

In pursuance of Article 9, paragraph 2 b) of the Agency Statute, the Commission unanimously approved the proposal
of the Director General.

The third meeting of the CN in June 1963 formally approved the establishment of the EUROCONTROL Experimental
Centre. Two important contracts were put out to tender, one for the simulator and one for the building construction.
The contract for the purchase of the simulator was signed with the consortium Thomson-CSF/Decca/Telefunken. The
contracts for the construction of the EEC building and the laying out of its environment on land lent by the French
Government were signed and the foundation stone was laid by Mr Bertrand, Minister of Communications of the
Kingdom of Belgium and President of the Commission, on 29 September 1964.

Mr Don Lipman of the UK was appointed as its first Director.
Maatsricht UAC

On 28 February 1964 the Permanent Commission took the official decision to set up the first EUROCONTROL interna-
tional upper area control centre on Netherlands territory. From 3 March of the same year, the upper airspace over the
Brussels UIR was placed under the responsibility of EUROCONTROL. On 19 October 1964 it was decided to locate the
UAC at Beek, near Maastricht, and the foundation stone was laid on 4 October 1966.

The first meeting on civil/military coordination for the Maastricht area took place on 8-9 December 1966, an indication
of how the future of Maastricht would develop and how a unique advantage of the EUROCONTROL Organisation would
evolve.



Definition of “/EUROCONTROL Airspace” - UIRs and FLs

The Agency’s responsibility for providing air traffic services, under Articles 14 and 38, could not become a fact until the
Permanent Commission had exercised its power, under Article 6.2 (d), to determine the airspaces in which the responsi-
bility would apply. As noted above for the first period the Organisation was preoccupied with its internal arrangements,
including setting up the permanent seat in Brussels as required by Article 1.

It was at the fourth Session, on 7 October 1963, that the Permanent Commission reached formal Decision No. 2 defining
the upper airspaces of the EUROCONTROL area in which the Agency was to discharge its responsibility with effect from
1 March 1964.

Eight UIRs were included, as follows:

Amsterdam at and above FL 200
Brussels at and above FL 200
Frankfurt at and above FL 200
Hannover at and above FL 200
France at and above FL 250
London at and above FL 250
Preston at and above FL 250
Scottish at and above FL 250

Two years after Decision No. 2, the CN held a special session (12th Session, 26 October 1965) that started the first major
review of the scope of EUROCONTROL. At that session the Federal Republic of Germany proposed to raise the base
level of "EUROCONTROL airspace” over Germany from FL 200 to FL 250. The reason was the concentration of military
air traffic of various NATO air forces, climbing and descending over Germany, which made necessary close civil-military
coordination of air traffic control in the lower airspace. Experience had shown that this would be assisted if the top level
of the lower airspace was raised to FL 250 and, moreover, this would achieve more uniformity for the EUROCONTROL
area as a whole.

Consequently, CN Decision No. 5 (13th Session, 21 December 1965) established that, from 1 January 1966, the base of
"EUROCONTROL airspace” should be FL 250 everywhere except for the Amsterdam and Brussels UIRs, where it remained
FL 200.

No further redefinition of EUROCONTROL airspace was to be made in the remaining 17 years of the 1960 Convention.
France did propose, at the end of 1976, to revise the base over France to FL 200, following changes in air traffic control
dispositions, but when the Commission saw that non-operational aspects might prevent the necessary unanimous
decision to extend the "EUROCONTROL airspace” over France being reached, it simply “took note of the decision of
France to fix the threshold of its upper airspace at FL 200"
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Discussion Starts on Future Scope -
Differing Interpretations

The 1960 EUROCONTROL Convention provided for common organisation of air traffic services in the upper airspace
and for an Agency to do it but did not say how Member State domestic air traffic services arrangements should adjust.

As was noted earlier, Article 28 empowered the Agency to set up practical facilities but said it should “call upon national
technical services and make use of existing national installations, whenever this is possible, in order to avoid any dupli-
cation” The CN Directive No. 1 (first Session, 9 April 1963) required the Agency to conclude bilateral agreements with
Member States for them to provide assistance with personnel and equipment to fulfil the Agency’s responsibility for air
traffic services in the upper airspace when defined. These agreements had to provide for reimbursement to the States
of running costs incurred to meet the Agency’s responsibilities (which had been foreseen in Article 18 of the Statute of
the Agency).

No hint of difficulty over these provisions was evident in the first four sessions of the Commission up to October 1963
but in the Committee of Management the officials representing France and the United Kingdom made a series of
remarks (third Session, June 1963 and fourth Session, September 1963) to the effect that the Permanent Commission
should make some longer-term policy decisions before the Agency made important commitments for direct provision
of air traffic services with its own resources. This reflected the concerns expressed in March 1962 on the submission of
the draft "EUROCONTROL Plan”.

CN Fifth Session 13 December 1963

The thoughts underlining those remarks became more explicit when the United Kingdom presented the fifth meeting
of the Commission, on 13 December 1963, with a paper on “the scope of the EUROCONTROL Organisation and of the
operational activities of the Agency"?2.

It is worthwhile quoting extensively from this paper because it framed much of the discussion that was to follow. The
paper opened by saying that:

“Now that the permanent EUROCONTROL Organisation is taking shape it seems desirable to clarify the broad lines
on which it may be expected to develop, particularly in the next few years. This is a matter on which the Commission
will wish to exchange views, and the United Kingdom thought that it might help towards such an exchange if it put
forward its present views briefly as a basis for discussion.”

The paper went on:

"EUROCONTROL, through its Agency, will shortly be assuming direct executive responsibilities of the greatest impor-

tance. It will be given all the help and cooperation of its Member States to discharge those responsibilities successtully,

but this should not, in the United Kingdom view, be allowed to obscure two facts:

1. that EUROCONTROL is the creation and servant of its Member States;

and

2. that the air traffic control responsibilities remaining with the Member States are much greater than are those which
they are entrusting to EUROCONTROL.

22 WP/CN/V/2, 23.11.1963



For these reasons the development of EUROCONTROL services will necessarily be largely conditioned by the air traffic
control systems of its Member States, and the aim will have to be to combine the discharge of the responsibilities placed
by the Convention on EUROCONTROL with the minimum of disturbance to those systems.”

".. so the development of EUROCONTROL services should, in the first instance, be largely conditioned by or built upon

the existing systems of the Member States and should concentrate on closing such gaps as existed in upper airspace

control, as a result of the unequal stages of development within its present and future Member States.

With that basic approach established, there would be need for principles on organisational and cost-sharing aspects

of:

- procurement of operational equipment (in the twin cases of EUROCONTROL using an existing State facility to deal
with upper airspace responsibilities and of EUROCONTROL providing, by agreement, an installation that would
serve both upper airspace and lower airspace purposes),

- maintenance of operational equipment (making maximum use of existing State resources),

- personnel (especially the integration of operational supervision to assure both State and EUROCONTROL functions),

- equipment development and resting (ensuring particularly that the new EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre
would avoid assuming tasks that could be adequately covered by existing State facilities and would rely on State
establishments for any necessary basic research and development support).”

It is worth while recollecting that throughout the discussions of the Assembly and Council of the Association Mr René
Bulin had regularly made two points: the Agency should take full account of existing facilities in Member States and
integrate them into EUROCONTROL proposals; and any future developments should be on a transitional basis, taking
account of the need to phase in the future EUROCONTROL ATS system. This was also stated several times in the text of
the Plan itself.

The Director reacted to the United Kingdom paper, with “preliminary comments!’ 23

“EUROCONTROL is a creation of its Member States acting collectively in conformity with the Convention, but if it tends
to become the servant of each separate State, as regards its activities in that State, its over-riding purpose would seem
to be largely destroyed.”

He went on:

“In the long run the value of EUROCONTROL and its ability to perform the task for which it was created will prob-
ably be directly related to the long-term outlook of the Member States on its over-riding purpose. If EUROCONTROL is
considered to be an embarrassing inconvenience, it will no doubt remain so for a long period and probably achieve
no more than its Member States could have achieved without creating it. On the other hand, if the basic approach
envisages that ultimately the air traffic control responsibilities entrusted to EUROCONTROL will become far greater
than those remaining with the Member States, the admitted difficulties inherent in the transition period can be seen as
only temporary ones and EUROCONTROL, through its Agency, will be able to assume progressively the full and normal
responsibilities of an international executive air traffic services authority, not only with respect to its own members but
in its external international relations.”

2 WP/CN/V/3, 23.11.1963
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Mr René Bulin emphasised again that the EUROCONTROL plans took full account of existing facilities and plans in the
States but he also made the point that there was a two-way responsibility in these processes. EUROCONTROLS Agency
would take account of individual State’s developments and plans but the individual States had also to take account
of EUROCONTROL plans when making their own development and investment plans. If this was not the case then
EUROCONTROL would constantly be in the position of playing an open-ended role of catch-up.

“If the Agency had only to consider the value for upper airspace control of today’s existing equipments, the way ahead
would be less difficult. However, if Member States continue to commit themselves to new equipment without reference
to EUROCONTROL or without agreement by EUROCONTROL, the whole future becomes concerned with considering
this usefulness of ‘existing equipment” not provided specifically to meet EUROCONTROL needs. The Agency cannot of
course commit itself to new equipment without knowledge of and consultation of the member States. The converse
arrangement will need to be established.”

The CN agreed to consider fully the papers on the scope of EUROCONTROL after a report by the Committee.

CN Sixth Session 28 February 1964

The Committee therefore deliberated and presented its report?* to the sixth meeting of the Commission. Although the
CE recognised that the Organisation was the servant of the group of States as a whole, consensus on long-term pros-
pects had nevertheless been found impossible in its discussions.

The Benelux/FRG representatives had considered that the long-term aim should be to achieve the maximum possible
uniformity of concept and organisation. The British delegate had not dissented from this long-term aim but felt
“that its achievement was very much a matter of degree and that it was impossible to go further at this stage” The
French delegate had reserved his position on the matter, saying that it was a policy subject and therefore outside the
competence of the CE.

All accepted that up to about 1970 the nature of the traffic and ground environment would not change to any signifi-
cant degree. The Committee therefore agreed that at that stage it was possible to consider the matter only in the short
term, i.e. up to about 1970, when supersonic air travel was expected to begin.

Regarding the short-term situation there was general agreement that the relative responsibilities, both for civil and
military aircraft, of the national air traffic control authorities and of EUROCONTROL would not change, and that the tasks
remaining with the national authorities would accordingly continue to be much greater than those of EUROCONTROL.
There was also, importantly, agreement that EUROCONTROL's prime task should be to concentrate its efforts in those
areas where the situation with respect to the control of general air traffic in the upper airspace needed urgent atten-
tion and that these areas appeared to fall within the BENELUX/FRG area. Its second task should be to plan towards the
developments in the long term, having regard to experience gained in the short term and to the need for a definitive
plan for the BENELUX/FRG area.

The CE described this as a “first report”and proposed to have further discussions in the CE on the next steps to support
the work for the short term.

24 WP/CN/VI/14,11.11.1964



In the Commission’s discussion? the divergence of opinions continued and Belgium, Netherlands and France made
declarations of position. There was a strong difference of views between the BENELUX/FRG group of Four States (who
of course had been the first to propose setting up such an organisation in 1958 and had invited the others to join) and
the other two, France and the United Kingdom. In brief, the two attitudes were defined as set out below.

Four States’ Views

Specification of long term policy could be deferred, provided that an urgent short-term policy centred on the BENELUX/
FRG region problems was agreed and applied. The Belgian representative underlined that his agreement to the short-
term proposals did not detract in any way from his country’s commitment to the purpose of EUROCONTROL as set
down in the Convention.

He stressed the urgent requirement of the Benelux countries to find a solution to the issue of upper airspace control
which were beyond the capabilities of the smaller countries. The proportion of gas-turbine and jet-engined aircraft in
air traffic would grow and, when almost all controlled traffic flew high, it would be efficient and economical to place all
traffic under EUROCONTROL authority outside terminal airspaces.

Both the Netherlands and Germany supported the Belgian statement.

It was emphasised that EUROCONTROL was created to serve a community purpose, not the private interest of each
State: “Common organisation of the air traffic services in the upper airspace” (Article 1 of the Convention) implied the
fullest possible standardisation of concepts, technical means and personnel, especially in coordination of civil and
military traffic under integrated policies for control and navigation.

Two States’ Views

France and the UK restated their positions that the Organisation’s development should fit the respective air traffic
control concepts of the civil and military authorities of each State and that that in turn should define the operational
activities of the Agency. They referred back to the positions stated in the Report of the meeting of the DGCAs and Chiefs
of Air Staff in April 1962 that methods for implementing the EUROCONTROL Convention might differ according to the
regions under consideration.

State tasks were heavier than those entrusted to EUROCONTROL, and this would remain so since both France and the
UK intended to continue to control all military air traffic and it was unlikely that the two States would want to entrust
lower airspace control of general air traffic to EUROCONTROL. In that case the direct takeover of general air traffic
services in the upper airspace, as proposed by the Agency, would artificially and undesirably divide responsibilities for
upper airspace services and would create serious operational, technical and staffing difficulties which would not be
transitional.

The idea that such difficulties would be transitional if EUROCONTROL responsibilities were to be increased beyond
those of States was sustainable only if Article 2 of the Convention were applied and States obtained Commission
(unanimous) approval for air traffic services for the lower airspace to be entrusted to EUROCONTROL.

25 CN/VI/1964

63



64

PART 1 1958 - 1966 Genesis of EUROCONTROL, Original Vision, Sovereignty Defined

It would, therefore be more satisfactory for these State authorities to continue to carry out the control of general air
traffic in the upper airspace, on behalf of the Agency, under Agency instructions and directives drawn up to be compa-
tible with those the State applied to other traffic.

Agency planning should match the State civil and military plans.

In concluding the discussion the President of the CN noted the divergent approaches to how the EURCONTROL
community should work in practice and that these should be the subject of further discussion. The general agreement
was therefore that the CN should adopt the CE's report and the CE was invited to study further the question.

Recognition of Urgency in Four States’ Airspace

The definition of the respective responsibilities of EUROCONTROL and of the Member States was therefore a difficult
issue and at the end of 1964 this had not been resolved.

Nevertheless for the upper airspace over Benelux and Germany, the direct responsibility of the Agency was approved
and the implementation of the service was considered urgent.

Two control centres were foreseen to be built, one in Maastricht (urgent, for the northern part of the area), and the
other in Luxembourg (for the southern part). The Rheincontrol Birkenfeld Control Centre, located in Germany and
then operated by the Federal Republic’s BFS?¢ and NATO would have to be used by EUROCONTROL in the meantime,
until the Luxembourg UAC became operational. Numerous studies had been made with the aim of evaluating future
techniques to be used by air traffic control, mainly in the areas of navigation, radar facilities, digitalisation and remoting
of radar data, automation and ATC organisation. The majority of these studies had been run under the aegis of the
EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre and were the subject of the first official reports of the Centre. These would allow
progress in providing services for the BENELUX/FRG area.

The Role of EUROCONTROL - Decided Until 1970

Thus it was left that up to about 1970 EUROCONTROL's prime practical task would be to remedy deficiencies in existing
State services to general air traffic in the upper airspace, with special and urgent attention to the BENELUX/FRG area,
and, during this time, emphasis was to be placed on using State facilities, as distinct from creating EUROCONTROLs HQ.
Further, EUROCONTROL was to coordinate with the national civil and military authorities on planning.

The accession procedures for Ireland had been put in motion and the country joined in 1965. Irish airspace was an
important gateway to Europe and Irish accession gave extra weight to the efforts of the Agency. After Ireland, however,
no new Member States joined EUROCONTROL for a full 23 years?.

26 BFS: Bundesanstalt Fir Flugsicherung4
27 portugal would be the next in 1986



EUROCONTROL Expenditure and Members'
Contributions - The Moroni/Walton Report

Investment Costs and Burden on States - France Voices Concerns

The third President's period of office began on 1 July 1965, and the duty fell to France?®. Just before that date, the
Member for France wrote to the outgoing President, declaring anxiety over growth in investments for control centres
under EUROCONTROL direct responsibility, which France judged excessive by its own criteria and the cost of which
Member States would have to share.

France provided a paper for discussion on “Examination of the general and financial policy of the Organisation with
regard to the positions of the Member States” which, in brief, made these points:

- Agency latest expenditure projections, two years after formation, vastly exceeded forecasts made in 1960.

- Separate centres for the upper airspace were not desirable.

- Upper and lower airspace control should be combined.

- EUROCONTROL centres should have a status of technical development not higher than that of State centres,

- Full forecasts for the operating costs of the EUROCONTROL centres were required,

- Staff of EUROCONTROL centres should have similar pay to State staffs in similar circumstances and should be
subject to the appropriate State requlations,

- Possibilities for limiting the growth of EULROCONTROL commitments and for financing investments by loans should
be studied,

- Agency (Central Services) staff growth was probably too high if allowance were made for the intention of some
States to operate all their own air traffic services,

- Agency activities were adding to, rather than reducing, State administration work due to more meetings becoming
necessary,

- Acommittee of inspection, appointed by the Commission, might be desirable at this stage to review Agency staffing
and working methods.

Special Meeting of the Permanent Commission to Consider Issues

To discuss the subject of France's paper, the President Mr Marc Jacquet called his colleague Ministers for a special
meeting of the Commission (12th Session, 26 October 1965), at which the Director General of the Agency was not repre-
sented. There was only one item on the agenda: “Examination of the General and Financial Policy of the Organisation
with Regard to the Positions of the Member States”

28 Mr Marc Jacquet, Minister of Public Works and Transport of the French Republic. The Vice-President was Mr Roy Jenkins, Minister of
Aviation of the United Kingdom
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Given what had passed at earlier meetings of the Commission it was not surprising that differing views were aired and

agreement difficult to find. However, after extensive debate the Commission supported the summary of Mr Urbain of

Belgium.

“In view of the experience gained in implementing the bilateral agreements and of the consequences of airspace
organisation in the Member Countries, the entire situation would have to be reviewed with the object of recasting the
Organisation’s action programme. This programme should, within the framework of the Convention, render equiva-
lent service to each of the member countries, and thus restore financial equilibrium between them. The study to be
conducted before this new programme is laid down must examine EUROCONTROLS role in the establishment of opera-
tional requirements, its investment policy, its role in the implementation of control operations and the methods of
financing by which a financial balance is to be struck between the Member Countries.

As regards investment policy, the study should be designed to:

a) ensure the adoption of common standards for European equipment;
b) promote co-ordination of ordering procedures;

¢) enhance co-operation between the industrial firms concerned.

In examining EUROCONTROLS role in the execution of control, the following two cases should be taken into
consideration:

a) the case of countries organised to exercise control at national level;

b) the case of countries which, in view of their geographical situation, exercise control on an international basis.”

The Ministers agreed that a Working Group of their Alternates (Directors General of Civil Aviation and Chiefs of Air Staff),

assisted by the Director General, should review the whole situation in order to redefine the Organisation’s programme

of action. It was “to propose a solution, in conformity with the requirements of the Convention, with a view to enabling

EUROCONTROL to progress towards a harmonised system which would ensure equality of treatment in all the States

and restore genuine financial solidarity and adequate political equilibrium’”.

A high priority was given to its work as the Working Group held five plenary sessions plus one restricted session between

November 1965 and January 1966. During its second meeting, on 17 November 1965, a sub-group was created to deal

with financial matters under the chairmanship of Mr Walton, Director of Administration, UK National Air Traffic Control

Services.



The Working Group Produces its Report

The meetings of the Working Group saw lively exchanges on the interpretation of the Convention and on the future of
EUROCONTROL itself, as Mr Moroni, President of the Working Group, himself reported later to the full meeting of the
Commission and as was confirmed by comments from other participants.

Perhaps the most important conclusion of the Report was that, after recalling the mandate of the group, it drew a
summary of the situation and views in the three concerned regions and then set out the following key conclusions for
the future of EUROCONTROL:

"It is apparent, therefore, that there exist different basic concepts which preclude full application of the Convention.
This creates a situation which, under the continental law, could be assimilated to a ‘cas de force majeure’ warranting
certain departures from the said Convention.”

“In view of the present circumstances and for the foreseeable future, control should be carried out either directly by
EUROCONTROL, for those countries accepting this formula or on a national or regional basis, on behalf of the Agency,
in respect of those countries which are not in a position to entrust this task to EUROCONTROL.

At any rate, and regardless of the formula adopted, reimbursement should be cancelled and the corresponding costs
should be borne on a national or regional basis.”

The Report proposed that EUROCONTROL's future activities should essentially be redefined. It proposed that while
“indirect” services should be long-lasting, the Organisation should concentrate on:

- the development of common operational methods and procedures and the coordination of upper airspace ATC
systems for the various participating countries;

- afundamental study of the best system of air traffic control over Europe after 1980 (not necessarily limited to the
upper airspace alone or to the area embraced by the existing membership of the Organisation) bearing in mind
that such a system, if approved, might well begin to be implemented soon after 1975;

- collaboration between Agency and States in planning air traffic system facilities, with a supporting programme of
work by the EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre;

- direct provision of new facilities for upper airspace control in the BENELUX~FRG region and In Ireland;

- in the Benelux/FRG region, EUROCONTROL should assume responsibility of operating services in respect of new
centres and of certain services in advance of the establishment of these centres;

- the development and execution of an agreed programme of work for the EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre at
Brétigny and its coordination with the programmes of the member countries;

- the planning of equipment standardisation for the future, including the practicability and desirability of standardi-
sation and central purchasing can be fully considered;

- coordination, relative on matters of concern in EUROCONTROL, of proposals submitted by Members States to ICAO
regarding standards and recommended practices and the regional navigation plans of this Organisation.
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14th Permanent Commission Sets the Future of EUROCONTROL

The Report of the group was presented by its President, Mr Moroni, to the 14th meeting of the CN on 28 January 1966.

The discussion was again a lively one, with many of the views expressed in the Working Group and in the 6th CN in
1963 repeated, with the difference that Ireland now joined the France/United Kingdom school of thought. The four
BENELUX/FRG States wanted direct action by the Agency to implement and operate autonomous EUROCONTROL
centres to control general air traffic, in the upper airspace at first but with capability to extend services to lower airspace
if efficiency and economy so required. In the Four States’ case, military arrangements had yet to be fully related to the
general air traffic proposals.

France, the United Kingdom and Ireland, in their own cases for the foreseeable future, saw no need for EUROCONTROL
to man centres. They reasserted their position that they wanted continued indirect discharge of Agency responsibilities
in their airspaces such that the State would provide integrated control for upper and lower airspaces, with State staffs
for both civil and military traffic.

Finally, the CN unanimously adopted the Report with the following points being made about its acceptance and the
next steps to be taken.

The CN accepted, after some considerable discussion, that some departure from the strict provisions of the
EUROCONTROL Convention could be accepted on grounds of “force majeure” so long as a term was put upon it, when
full observance would be intended.

In the Benelux/Germany region, an international executive ATS organisation had to be brought into being, particularly
because of the urgency repeatedly underlined by the representatives of the Four States.

Acceptance of the “indirect” option meant the Agency would be providing different modes of service for two groups
of States for a substantial time and, therefore, problems of financial equity arose. In that respect, the CN’s decision was
that the Agency’s statutory reimbursement of State running costs from its Operating Budget could cease but that such
costs should be financed collectively through special Four State Agency budgets in the particular case of the Benelux-
Germany region.

Investments were still to be reimbursed by budgeting “direct” Agency expenditure as it arose or by paying amortisation
and interest payments to States that made “indirect” investments in discharging Agency responsibilities.

The Commission decided to call for a review of the Agency structure and establishment in the light of the redefined
scope of EUROCONTROL?,

With a view to longer-term development, a requirement was identified for a high-level study on the political possibility
of adopting common civil-military objectives in all Member States, for the organisation of a future air traffic system that
would embrace the whole airspace and all air traffic. This was known as the “common operational concept” study.

2% This is dealt with in more detail in Part 2



To summarise, the Member States sought to amend the scope of the EUROCONTROL Convention in order to focus
it to a greater extent on study, research and coordination activities rather than air traffic control activities, with the
Organisation retaining the possibility of exercising direct operational responsibilities at the express request of Member
or non-Member States.

The Next Steps for the Agency

So, there was no lack of work for the new Agency, even if a general fabric of Organisation planning was missing.
However, that wider issue was not left ignored. Even if it was hard to see how unified planning for the EUROCONTROL
area could develop, still basic preparatory work could be done. The first need was to establish a picture of intentions
for the development of facilities to serve the upper airspace, in as homogeneous a way as possible with due regard to
States’ wishes to take planning decisions alone or in groups via the Agency.

So, a series of “operational plans” for functionally separate parts of the area was put in hand. Also, in December 1963,
the Director General had already set up a small group of his senior operational and engineering experts to draw up a
concept of a EUROCONTROL ATS system for the middle 1970s ("EUROCONTROL ATS System Concept for the Middle
1970s").

The progress of work on this was mentioned in EUROCONTROLs annual reports for 1964 and 1965, the latter saying that
an interim concept report had been circulated for comment in and outside of the Organisation. The CE (23rd Session,
June 1966) asked for its members to be supplied with an updated report taking account of comments received but
cautioned against further outside distribution. That request was met on 19 September 1966, when it was noted that
the concept work must adjust to the CN's decision on fundamental system concept studies for the future after 1980.

Then in 1967 began the “common operational concept” study by a high-level Technical Sub-Group under the CN’s Study
Group of Alternates. Thereafter, there was no more mention of the Director General's group and the Technical Subgroup
also faded away in 1975.

What did this mean for the morale of those who had come to work with EUROCONTROL with a European vision consonant
with that of the founding principles? Dr Hansjurgen von Villiez joined the Association in 1962, becoming a Head of
Operations Division between 1965 and 1967 and going on to be the first Director of MUAC (1968 - 1988). Writing in
2007 he said:

‘It was a shock for all of us and there was only one valid answer: to strive for the best possible solutions in all our
activities so as to demonstrate that the European approach is more than only the sum of the indispensable elements.
Indicative of this attitude was that all projects were terminated on time which presented, in itself, a highly valuable
product. The commitment to success directly influenced the spirit of teamwork amongst operational, technical and
administrative staff. Being part of those teams, and being able to identify my contribution in some components of the
growing system, gave me a high professional satisfaction.”
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Major ATM Developments and International
Coordination

ATM Developments
Collection of Route Charges

ICAO had already held a first Route Facilities Charges conference on the subject in Montreal in 19583%° at which the basic
principles to be applied by governments were formulated.

In 1965, the Federal German Cabinet, in approving a domestic programme for air traffic control services, decided to
consider the possibility of users of air navigation services paying the costs of using those facilities and services. Following
up on this in 1966 the Agency had contacts with ICAO reporting on its own study of a possible charging method which
could be applied to Member States under Article 6(2)(e) of the Convention.

This was followed by an inter-State Working Group, held at EUROCONTROL's Headquarters on 25 October 1966, for “the
examination of all aspects of the preparation of a multilateral agreement on the financing of recovering costs of ATS
services for GAT in the upper airspace of the region”.

Since most of the route charges developments concerning EUROCONTROL would take place after 1965 this subject is
more fully dealt with in Part 2.

Separation of Aircraft

By 1966 the Agency had initiated several studies on Conflict Detection and Resolution (CDR) Logics with four reports
made by the Director General to the Committee of Management in 1966 alone. This work was developed further in later
years at a strategic level while Maastricht UAC would develop its own Short-Term Conflict Alert system and implement
it in 1980.

Use of Secondary Surveillance Radar (SSR)

Already in the work of the Association there was a EUROCONTROL working group on implementation of SSR. This
developed into a coordination process with Member States and IATA on a programme for progressive introduction of
ground and airborne equipments in the EUROCONTROL area, taking due account of the lower airspace requirements
envisaged by each State. Coordination through the new Agency ensured that consensus was built on operational
requirements for SSR and on how to step up the functionality of ground and airborne equipment as system needs
became clearer. A communal timetable for mandatory carriage of SSR transponders in specified airspaces, with
progressive upgrading of the functions required, was created and periodically updated.

30 See Press Notice httpy//wwwi.icao.int/icao/en/nr/1958/pio195804_e.pdf




Navigation Systems

The Agency worked in this period on the evaluation and contribution to its developments of the two competing
navigation systems called HARCO (the old DECCA hyperpolic navigation system) and the VORDAC (VOR-DME area
navigation system). This work would be continued through into the 1970s and contributed to the ICAO decision to
standardise VORDAC as the world-wide navigation system.

Aeronautical Information System (AIS)

From 1963 there was a basic AlS in place in the Agency which consolidated the NOTAMs from the Member States and
circulated this as a single document.

The Statistics Service and of Air Traffic Forecasting

There was no adequate base of data on current air traffic in western Europe upon which to found predictions, nor was
there clarity over the way predictions should be constructed to support system planning. A tentative first step was
made when States’ administrations interested in EUROCONTROL cooperated in an exploratory first survey of general air
traffic (GAT) in the upper airspace for one day in July 1960.

From then on efforts were directed to establishing common methods for creating statistics that would show the load
of air traffic control services to be provided at the level of control sectors within any given control centre. It became
clear that this would involve a considerable cooperative effort that would end with bringing together, cross-checking
and analysing thousands of Flight Progress Strips from all cooperating Centres. The requirement was for special system
knowledge, for coordination among Centres and for processing and analysing a large volume of data. Accordingly the
EUROCONTROL Statistics Service came into being.

Annual GAT Surveys for a week in early July were conducted up to 1967. By 1966, the Agency had established an
unmatched grasp of the problem of assessing air traffic control loads in terms most useful to system facility planners
and the requirements for forecasting were defined accordingly. This competence would be applied to excellent effect
in the priority task of creating the new Centres for the Benelux/Germany region and was crucial in the success of the
real-time and fast-time system simulation methods which were being developed at Brétigny. In due course ICAO
regional planning came to rely on EUROCONTROL for detailed facts on traffic development.

International Cooperation

EUROCONTROL quickly saw that it could also be more effective if it were to work closely with other States. Under Article
12 of the Convention agreements were signed with Denmark, Norway and Sweden in 1964, Switzerland (1965), Italy
(1966) Portugal (1966) and Austria (1967). The agreements were aimed at establishing technical cooperation, especially
through the exchange of information and meetings of experts, with the clear benefit of improvements to contiguous
air traffic systems.
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A significant event took place in November 1964 when the Federal Aviation Agency (FAA) and EUROCONTROL signed
an agreement to increase their cooperative efforts in the area of air safety. Mr René Bulin and Mr Najeeb Halaby, FAA
Administrator, described the agreement as an “important step towards a harmonious, constructive relationship between
the USA and the six western European nations in providing safe and efficient air traffic control service for international
airspace users.” It demonstrated EUROCONTROLSs growing global reach when taken with the agreement signed with
ICAOQ.

The new agreement opened the way for free exchange of technical information and air traffic statistics through desig-
nated FAA and EUROCONTROL representatives. It also provided for the exchange of technical personnel when required,
and for meetings of technical experts from both organisations. Studies and experiments would be undertaken by either
FAA or EUROCONTROL on each other’s behalf, subject to mutually acceptable terms and financial arrangements.

ICAO and EUROCONTROL

The 1960 Convention left no doubt that, as an essential principle and reflecting its influential role in the genesis of
EUROCONTROL , ICAO and its well-proven codes and standards, recommended practices and procedures must be the
basic frame of reference for the evolution of EUROCONTROLs policies and studies.

The working relationship with ICAO which the Organisation, and especially the Agency, should develop began to be
defined in January 1964 when the Organisation recognised that there was a need for common views regarding the
upper airspace to be expressed in ICAO discussions and that the Agency had a particular role to play which needed to
be set down.

On 10 February 1964 the President of the Council of ICAO had informed the Director General of the Agency that “the
Council of ICAO would have no difficulty in approving the inclusion of EUROCONTROL in the “list of Organisations which
may be invited to certain meetings of ICAO" There was some discussion among States on whether EUROCONTROL
should be represented in a body where the States were individually represented but in the end the concerns of some
representatives were overcome.

As a result CN Directive No. 4 of 19 October 1964 authorised the Agency “to enter into negotiations with the International
Civil Aviation Organisation (.C.A.O.) with a view to including EUROCONTROL as an observer in the “list of Organisations
which may be invited to certain meetings of ICAO”" There were some months of exploratory discussions between the
two Bodies, over what the new movement in Europe would mean for established ICAO practice and how much they
might need to participate in each other’s meetings, but eventually a joint Memorandum of Agreement, on ICAO note-
paper, was signed by the President of the ICAO Council and the Director General of the Agency on 4 November 1965.



Arrangements for cooperation between EUROCONTROL and ICAO

a) ICAO will receive regularly from EUROCONTROL all information which might be of interest to its regional and
world-wide activities and, in particular, the ICAO Regional Office in Paris will be informed at the earliest possible
date of any operational plan approved by the Committee of Management of EUROCONTROL and of any decision
or plan which might affect the ICAO Regional Plans for Europe and the North Atlantic.

b) ICAO (Paris Regional Office) will be invited, as cases of the kind occur, to participate as an observer in EUROCONTROL
meetings as well as in meetings of EUROCONTROL with its associate States or with certain Organisations when
those meetings deal with questions which might affect ICAO Regional Plans or their implementation.

¢) EUROCONTROL will receive from ICAO all documentation and information regarding ICAO Regional Plans and
their implementation as well as world-wide specifications or studies in which EUROCONTROL would be interested.

d) EUROCONTROL will be invited, as cases of the kind occur, to participate as an observer in all ICAO meetings dealing
with subjects related to the activities of EUROCONTROL.”

Summary

EUROCONTROL was born because of the need for international coordination due to the arrival of the jet civil airliner and
the complexity of the issues raised by this.

It is interesting to look, at the end of this part, at what that impact had been. In May 1967 ICAQ released its report on
air transportation in 196631, It noted the following.

“By the end of 1966 jet aircraft, though amounting to slightly less than 30% of the fleet numerically, because of the
combined effect of their speed and size, accounted for about 80% of the total capacity offered in terms of tonne-
kilometres available. Thus in eight years these aircraft have come to a position of complete dominance in the air
transport picture. The most noteworthy facts that emerge from a review of developments in 1966 are the very large
numbers of deliveries and orders of jet aircraft, the leading position of short-range and medium-range aircraft in these
totals, and the first appearance in the list of orders of the Boeing 747, the so-called “jumbo”jet with a possible passenger
capacity of nearly 500

However, EUROCONTROL, which had been born out of a wide international consensus that air traffic control had to be
provided on an international, cross-frontier basis due to the arrival of civil jets, had seen its original vision subsumed to
national interest. However, its expertise would be successfully put to work on many of the issues arising, such as aircraft
separation, that affected the whole of civil (and military) aviation in both European and global arenas.

As the European Commission noted much later on, the vision in 1960 of providing air traffic control for the entire
upper airspace of its Member States “represented too great a transfer of sovereignty for some of its first member coun-
tries — even before the Convention entered into force”2 What would come, however, would be the establishment of
the world's first - and today still only - multinational air traffic control centre which would, despite a difficult gestation
period, prove to be best in class.

31 hitpy/www.icao.int/icao/en/nr/1967/
32 “Freeing Europe’s Airspace” COM(96) 57 Final
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PART 2 1966 - 1986 EUROCONTROL continues with revised/reduced mandate

Précis

The Moroni/Walton Report left EUROCONTROL shorn of its founding purpose. There was a great deal of uncertainty
about how the Organisation would function if the “force majeure” set of activities of the 14th Permanent Commission
were to be managed to the satisfaction of the Member States who were now faced with a very different scenario to
that envisaged by the 1960 Convention. The Organisation and its Agency still seemed to have a substantial mandate
but the consequences of the decisions taken at the 14th Permanent Commission had not been thought through and
this became evident shortly afterwards.

After 1966, therefore, the Permanent Commission, the Committee of Management and the Director General set to work
to determine a modus operandi for EUROCONTROL. In Permanent Commission meetings over 1975 and 1976 this came
to a head with discussions on the reports of the Study Group of Alternates and a special report by the then President of
the Commission, Mr Westerterp of the Netherlands, who had consulted the governments of the Member States.

The commitment of all of the States to the original founding vision was therefore tested and was not supported
although strong support for a substantive, non-executive, role for EUROCONTROLS future was evident. The subsequent
discussions to develop this role would lead to the redefining of the Organisation’s mandate and the beginning of the
work to draft the amended Convention, which would take a further ten years to ratify and bring into force. Although
it was due to be in force for 20 years by 1986, however, the pressures on the European ATM network were such that a
new mandate was already being considered for EUROCONTROL and discussions had already begun on the likelihood of
a new Protocol, with much of the initiative coming from ECAC's Ministers of Transport.

The European Parliament was also aware of the issues, and expressed concern at the lack of clear intergovernmental
accords to provide common air traffic control services. Several resolutions were passed to encourage this and
EUROCONTROL was well supported in what it had achieved with a positive future role being proposed. An exchange of
letters between the Organisation and the European Commission subsequently led to a working agreement in 1979 on
cooperation taking account of the competencies of both organisations.

In parallel to this the CN and the CE devoted a great deal of time in trying to set down management processes, opera-
tional, technical and financial, which would allow the Organisation to resolve the complex situation in which it now
found itself. Much work was done in CE sessions on developing a planning mechanism but few practical outcomes
were achieved. Nevertheless some initiatives were taken which would stand the test of time and prove to be essential
to the success of future tasks laid on the Organisation, such as the establishment of the EUROCONTROL forecasting
service which became STATFOR and the inchoate Aeronautical Information Service.

However, true to the founding spirit, the Four States (Benelux/FRG) went ahead with Maastricht, and Karslruhe and
Shannon were developed and built. However, the commitment of these States was difficult to maintain in the face of
a lack of universal support for a common system of control in the upper airspace. The German and Irish governments
later renationalised these last two, and the Dutch government did not not hand over the Amsterdam Upper Sector to
MUAC until March 1986.

Expansion of the Agency’s capabilities was approved. The Institute at Luxembourg was established and the first ab initio
course began on 5 January 1970. The EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre building at Brétigny was officially opened
and the Centre could more fully play its part in the setting-up of Maastricht UAC and other centres and in the develop-
ment work of EUROCONTROL.



There were several key international developments in which EUROCONTROL and its Agency played an influential role,
particularly through involvement in ICAQ. Flow management, route charges and the safe separation of aircraft were all
growing in importance. This period would see the establishment of EUROCONTROLs Central Route Charges Office as
a major achievement in developing a solution to a global issue and which would extend the CRCO's scope to other
European, non-EUROCONTROL States as an example of the wider harmonisation and integration that would follow. It
would also prove an invaluable source of traffic information.

Due to EUROCONTROLUSs experience in developing Maastricht UAC and Karlsruhe UAC non-Member States began
seeking the Agency’s help in modernising and upgrading their systems, often as a prelude to applying for membership.
The strategic and institutional issues surrounding the future of the Organisation will be dealt with first since they deter-
mine the way in which the Organisation and its Agency would evolve over the next 20 years.

Directors General over this period were Mr René Bulin (1963-1978), Mr Jean Lévéque (1978-1983) and Mr Horst Flentje
(1983-1988).
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The Operational Environment and Technical
Challenges in European ATS

It is worthwhile recalling the situation in European ATS in the late1960s and early 1970s, the period known as “the Cold
War”.

All States with busy airspace were facing a need to provide air traffic controllers with better means to obtain and
handle information on the dynamic traffic situation, as traffic demand became too heavy to deal with by the existing
flight information systems and methods. There was widespread acceptance that the main theme for air traffic system
development in western Europe was to apply automatic flight data processing in a demanding real-time application.
Solutions would not be found quickly, easily or cheaply.

Together with the above there was ready consensus on the requirement to strengthen civil/military traffic (GAT/OAT)
co-ordination, to extend a more positive but flexible kind of control service in the upper airspace and to provide a
better quality of radar surveillance in coordination with airspace users. This was to be achieved through a shift towards
the ICAO secondary surveillance radar system with matching ground and airborne equipments operating in unison.

All this had to be engineered with due regard to the established control systems and processes, and in a way accept-
able to the controller as a human with an important safety responsibility, so that the system could, progressively, deal
with more aircraft in a given space and time. This meant achieving closer but always safe spacing of aircraft under
control, whilst yet reducing the need for voice communication between pilots and controllers.

These fundamental requirements are familiar today.



Post-Moroni Development of EUROCONTROL

After the CN's 14th Session, the guidance had seemed to be that the EUROCONTROL States intended to take steps
towards greater commonality in the organisation of air traffic services by about 1980, with a recognition that the even-
tually agreed system could begin to be implemented by 1975. However, the detail of this still had to be developed.

Common Operational Concept

A first step was to be the working out of a “common operational concept” and the CN (16th Session, 16 November
1966) appointed a working group of the civil and military official deputies to Ministers in the Permanent Commission,
which became known as the Study Group of Alternates. A report by the Group was accepted by the Commission (35th
Session, 23 March 1972) which made two formal recommendations to Member States to:

- adopt the common objectives defined by the study and
- cooperate on that basis to develop longer-term ATS systems planning for the air traffic system of the EUROCONTROL
area after 1980.

The Study Group of Alternates was charged to pursue studies along the lines of these recommendations. On 21 June
1972 the Study Group set up a Technical Sub-Group to advise on the further pursuit of longer-term systems plan-
ning but the work of this Study Group came to an inconclusive end in June 1975. It seems clear from the record of
the Commission and the Committee of Management that this occurred because the Organisation was becoming
preoccupied with its study on the “future activities of EUROCONTROL" (which would of course to lead to the 1981
Protocol to amend the Convention). This made uncertain, however, what kind of planning could usefully be done in
EUROCONTROL for the time being.

The Agency had attempted to anticipate the EUROCONTROL Organisation’s requirement and had initiated its own
work on a system concept. In December 1963, the Director General had set up a small group of his senior operational
and engineering experts to draw up a concept of a "EUROCONTROL ATS System Concept for the middle 1970s" The
progress of work on this was mentioned in EUROCONTROL's annual reports for 1964 and 1965, the latter saying that
an interim concept report had been circulated for comment inside and outside the Organisation. The CE, in June 1966,
asked for its members to be supplied with an updated report taking account of their comments but cautioned against
further outside distribution. The report was submitted at the CE meeting in September 1966, when it was noted that
the concept work must adjust to the Commission’s decision on fundamental system concept studies for the future
after 1980. This referred to the work begun on the “‘common operational concept” study by the Alternates’ Technical
Sub-Group mentioned above. Thereafter, there was no more mention of the Director General's group and, as noted
above, the Technical Sub-Group also faded away in 1975.

The work on a future ATS systems concept, on which so much could have been built, was not apparently seen as a
priority other than by the Agency.
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Attempts to Establish a Planning Mechanism

In December 1963 the President of the Permanent Commission had asked the Director General to make proposals to
the CE so that it could in turn submit plans for the approval of the CN on the investment and operating programmes
extending over several years.

For several years thereafter, due to the uncertainty surrounding what the EUROCONTROL Organisation should be doing
in the short term, the CN had not raised any actions on the subject of “‘operational plans” However, the CE had discussed
their production frequently, starting in 1964 and looking towards the period up to 1970, in line with the short-term role
decided at the14th CN in 1966. Apart from the actual provision of services in the Benelux/FRG area the main emphasis
was to be on coordination and planning, and mechanisms were required to do this effectively.

In the first few years the CE directed its attention to the operational and technical compatibility of States’ intentions
from an Agency viewpoint. Then the CN (20th Session, 25 April 1968) considered a paper from Belgium making the case
for more control on “indirect” investment expenditure. The Agency was requested to submit detailed reports on budget
forecasts deriving from plans already approved by the Committee up to 1971 and for plans in draft for the five-year
period 1972-1976.

That marked the start of what became a clear switch in Member States’ intentions.

At first, even if only implicitly, the main purpose had been to build technical bridges of thought between planners in the
States and in the Agency but, in the atmosphere of 1972 and later, interest started to focus instead on the cost-sharing
aspect of programmes, the financing of which from Agency budgets had become a complex and resource-absorbing
question after the “indirect” option was recognised in 1964 and confirmed in 1966. The transition of emphasis was illus-
trated by the modification of terms used in a sequence of CN actions that can be described briefly as follows:

- 27th Session, 19 March 1970, noted progress on an ‘outline operational plan” 1973 - 1977.

- 30th Session, 6 April 1971, noted progress did not yet permit a ‘complete plan for 1972 - 1976" to be established.

- 36th Session, 22 June 1972, noted progress with “operational and financial plans 1972 - 1976" It also approved an
interim “system of financial planning” and requested a “more detailed financial planning procedure” for the “1974-
1978 plan and the plans for subsequent periods”

The requirement for financial programmes under Article 11 of the Statute of the Agency had thus been invoked in 1963
by the President of the Permanent Commission but it took ten years to give it effect when the CN (38th Session, 12
April 1973) approved a CE report which proposed a procedure for drawing up what became known as “five-year plans”.

The first attempt at a full “five-year Plan” for 1974-1978 had already begun in Summer 1972 but it was far from being
a homogeneous document, since it had to cover not only the three regions with different operational characteristics
and capabilities but also the Agency’s central services. It took a long time for seven State Administrations working
with the Agency to come to a thoroughly developed procedure. Indeed it was five years after 1972 before the General
Directorate could produce a draft "EUROCONTROL Planning Manual”to manage this process and this was submitted to
the CE in July 1978. This was generally agreed, although never fully approved, and was used as guidance only until the
“fvie-year Plan” procedure ended in 1981.



This was the furthest the Organisation went, under the 1960 Convention, with any facet of common planning. It did,
in practice, absorb a great deal of time and effort in every year from 1972 to 1981. No attempt was really made, in any
substantial way, to cover the development of longer-term system concepts, nor the possibilities for better common
organisation of air navigation services outside of the direct responsibilities of the Agency. By definition, it dealt only with
upper airspace matters and especially the idea of financial equity among States. Thus, the development of any compre-
hensive policy or strategy for system development was precluded and the effort had little bearing upon the common
organisation of air traffic services at the time, Instead the ICAO “Rolling Plan” mechanism was, faute de mieux, adopted.

Despite this lack of apparent progress, however, the principal benefit of the work on “five-year Plans” was that it estab-
lished some understanding of what a future system for producing truly common plans among the Member States
would involve. It produced interesting developments on the subject of studies, tests and trials financed through the
Agency, which would in any event be the basis of a future comprehensive planning system.

Review of the Agency’s Structure

At its 14th Session in January 1966 the Commission had decided on a study to review the Agency’s future structure and
establishment post-Moroni and the task was given to a Committee of Experts.

The work of the Committee of Experts was reviewed by the Study Group of Alternates, chaired by Mr Wood, and subse-
quently the Alternates reported to the Commission in its 16th (November 1966) and 17th (April 1967) sessions. These
discussions demonstrated the difficulty experienced by the States’ high-level representatives and their experts in, first,
interpreting the consequences of the Moroni/Walton Report and, second, in assessing what the Agency’s resources
should be to meet present and future requirements.

Before the 16th CN [date] the President, Mr Mason of the UK, had written to his colleague ministers on 8 November
saying that although the work of the experts had been thorough it was nevertheless based upon interpretations of the
Moroni/Walton Report which, in his view, were open to argument (NB this was barely nine months after the Commission
had agreed the Moroni/Walton recommendations).

As a result of their interpretation, the experts had recommended quite sweeping reductions in actual and proposed
staff levels and the Report had apparently become known within the Agency. The President stressed that without any
agreement at Ministers’ level about the future role of EUROCONTROL such recommendations were difficult to accept
and their effect would be to damage the morale of the Agency’s staff. Mr Mason proposed that the Study Group of
Alternates be asked to review the Report and do so in discussion with the Committee of Management and the Director
General (neither of whom had so far been consulted).

At the 16th CN, Mr René Bulin confirmed that although he had received a copy of the experts'Report in mid-October he
had not been consulted by them. Mr Mason's comments and proposals were agreed, in particular that the Agency, i.e.
both the Committee of Management and the Director General, should be consulted and their views taken into account
by the Alternates.
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At the 171" CN the Alternates presented their Report (known as the “Wood Report”). It was evident that the lack of
contact with the Agency and the failure to test their findings with those concerned had meant that the Report had
serious drawbacks. Although, said the Alternates, the experts had worked on the basis of the information available to
them nevertheless they had underestimated both the amount of work to be done to support the Agency’s new role
and the resources required to carry it out. Some of the proposed cuts were “excessive” and the proposed provision of
staff was "hardly sufficient’, particularly with regard to the planning and commissioning of the Maastricht Centre.

In addition the Alternates said that the Aeronautical Information Service (AlS) and the Regional ATS Services should
be continued, rather than wound up as the experts had recommended and that provision should be continued for
the military liaison officers (MLOs). The Directors General's support team should be strengthened since the responsi-
bility for coordination within the Agency must rest with the Director General rather than be handed to a new post of
“Comptroller and Coordinator”as recommended by the experts.

The Alternates set out an organisational structure, staff plan and a budget for the Agency up to 1970 which nevertheless
provided for a saving on the Agency’s own proposals but reinstated many of the reductions proposed by the experts.
Inter alia the Agency should concentrate more on short-term appointments and review its grading structure vis-a-vis
the post requirements. A firm of consultants should be used to review the Agency’s working methods and processes.

The CN agreed the proposals of the Alternates and said that the implementation of the proposals should be reviewed
in 1970. Subsequently at its 27th Session in March 1970 the CN received a progress report from the CE*.

Mr Roberts, President of the Committee of Management, reported that most of the recommendations contained in the
“Wood Report” had been implemented and those which had not been able to be implemented in full or within the
projected time limit had either been overtaken by events or had proved difficult to put through in their original form;
others had been impossible to apply owing to circumstances beyond the Agency’s control. The basic assumptions
concerning the Agency’s tasks had undergone considerable development and as a result of certain additional tasks
given to the Agency, it had not be possible to adhere strictly to the staff numbers quoted in the Wood Report, but such
increases had been strictly limited, particularly for the A grades. Mr Roberts congratulated Director General Mr René
Bulin on his meticulous cooperation on this work.

The CN accepted the Report of the CE and noted that the Agency had now developed a stable basis on which to do
its work for the next years. Some Commission members thought that they should regularly review the Agency’s staff
numbers. The President of the Permanent Commission pointed out, however, that under Article 9 of the Agency’s
Statute, matters concerning the internal organisation of the General Directorate and the Agency’s regional external
services fell within the competence of the Committee of Management and the Director General. This was thus also an
occasion when the CN stood back from micro-managing the Agency.

This experience showed that over a relatively short period of two to three years the States' requirements for common
actions stimulated by external events, and hence their need for the Agency to be ready to take on the necessary work,
was difficult to predict. Further, it was evident that short-term measures, such as had been proposed by the experts,
risked bringing the Agency to the point where it could not meet the States' needs.
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Indeed, if the AIS had been wound up as proposed by the experts it is difficult to see how the Agency would have
been able to develop the capacity to provide such an important common service which formed the backbone to
the work later carried out in the 1990s and into SWIM which would be a cornerstone of the future SESAR Programme
(see Part 4). Similarly the cancellation of the military expert posts would have led to great disadvantages for the crucial
developments in civil-military coordination in later years.

Mr Nottet

At the 17th Commission described earlier the President paid tribute to Mr Nottet, DGCA of Belgium, who was retiring
as President of the Committee of Management after four years. Mr Nottet had always been a staunch supporter of the
concept of EUROCONTROL. He had been President of the General Assembly and the Provisional Commission, as well as
President of the Council of the EUROCONTROL Association until elected President of the Committee of Management
at its inception in 1963. During his term of office Mr Nottet had piloted through the important Brétigny and Maastricht
projects and had been in the centre of the negotiations leading to Ireland becoming a member of the Organisation, as
well as encouraging cooperation with adjoining States.

Mr Nottet, in his turn, hoped that in the long run it would be possible for each Member State to apply the Convention in
a way which would increase the importance of the Organisation. He paid tribute to Mr René Bulin, whom the Committee
of Management had agreed to appoint for a further five years as Director General, as probably the man who was mainly
responsible for EUROCONTROL's current achievements. The President supported this statement and said that all were
grateful for the work of Mr René Bulin.
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“Future Activities of EUROCONTROL" -
The Scope of EUROCONTROL Again Re-examined

Questions Begin to be Asked

All this uncertainty and lack of organisational purpose made it evident that EUROCONTROL could not continue on the
basis simply of the “force majeure” decision taken at the 14th Commission.

That attempt to redefine the activities of EUROCONTROL had been a result of a chain of events and decisions taken
as a reaction to that draft EUROCONTROL Plan of 1962 when the implications of the vision becoming reality began to
be clear. There seemed to be little thought given, however, to what would come after in practical terms. The Member
States had left open too many questions on when and how the Organisation should move towards the aim of common
organisation of air traffic services for the upper airspace. Attention returned to those questions when the CN (as
described above at its 27th Session in March 1970) completed its review of the Agency organisation, which included
new steps being taken to create the Institute of Air Navigation Services and the Central Route Charges Office. These
developments are described in more detail later in this Part).

A diplomatic conference had also just been called in the month before (9-11 February 1970) to revise the Convention
in regard to taxes and charges, and this opportunity prompted Belgium to send a note to the conference and a
proposal to the CN (27th Session, 19 March 1970) to fix a timetable for formulation of a common policy with regard to
contracts, a common operating budget and, importantly, to put full implementation of the Convention back on to the
Organisation’s agenda.

Pressure was also growing from the airspace users for improvements to the system. EUROCONTROLs Route Charge
System was by then in its first 12 months of operation, with a modest recovery rate that was intended to increase
progressively. However, when the CN (40th Session, 8 November 1973) agreed that the recovery rate should rise to
60% with effect from 1 November 1975, the Director General reported IATA airlines’ disquiet and their wish to know
how EUROCONTROL proposed to go about promoting a more satisfactory system in return for these higher costs
on the industry. He was invited to set out certain proposals for restructuring the Organisation to make it more effec-
tive. However, that action never developed because, before it could do so, the CE drew the attention of the CN (42nd
Session, 27 June 1974) to the problem posed by the aim to achieve full application of the Convention by about 1986 in
regard to new proposals in the 1969-1974 “five-Year Plan”then under study. This brought matters to a head.

CN 42" Session - Work Begins

At that session in June 1974, the CN considered that the time had come for the governments of the Member States
to define the lines along which the Organisation’s activities might proceed for 1985 and beyond. It requested its Study
Group of Civil and Military Alternates to review and propose criteria which could assist governments in making their
choice and also requested the Agency to submit to the Study Group its views on the Organisation’s future activities.



CN 43 Session

In November 1974 the CN reviewed the scoping work done so far and requested the Study Group of Alternates to
continue. It agreed that the study should examine the financial, administrative, technical and operational consequences
of the various alternatives envisaged, and requested the Study Group to submit a final report at its session to be held
in June 1975. This was a major exercise and so the Study Group of Alternates decided to set up an ad hoc working
group designated “The Future Activities of EUROCONTROL Sub-Group” to undertake the required detailed examina-
tion and it was agreed that the Director General should participate in the Sub-Group’s meetings. The Study Group
decided that it would not be appropriate for EUROCONTROL staff representatives to take part as full members of the
Sub-Group but requested the Sub-Group’s Chairman to maintain contact with staff representatives during the course
of the Sub-Group's study. The Members of the Sub-Group were also requested to hold a meeting with staff representa-
tives, possibly towards the end of the study.

CN 45% Session

In May 1975, the President opened the discussion on the Alternates’ Report by stressing that the course that the
Ministers took during and subsequent to the session would be “crucial for the future of the Organisation and would also
be a test of their desire for European cooperation in a field of particular importance to them’.

He also read out a letter from EUROCONTROL staff who were deeply concerned about developments in the decision-
making levels of the Organisation. The staff described themselves as “dismayed” at the tenor of the documents before
the Commission and reminded them that “entry into service at EUROCONTROL was, for their part, an act of faith in a
specific form of European cooperation”.

The Commission then considered the report, which set out the following alternatives of future activities of EUROCONTROL:

Alternative A full implementation of the Convention.

Alternative B implementation of the Convention amended in the light of the Moroni Report.

Alternative C implementation of a revised Convention strengthened through integration of the lower airspace.

Alternative D revision of the Convention enabling some States to provide air traffic control on a national basis and
others to combine if they so wished.

There were serious questions posed by the presentations of these alternatives since they would, depending on the
path chosen, be the basis on whether or not EUROCONTROL would continue to have a future role acceptable to all the
Member States.

Alternatives A and B were ruled out in the discussions, however, on the grounds that they had been “overtaken by
developments in recent years and were hence unrealistic” In dealing with Alternative B the Alternates had pointed out
that the complexity of the situation that had arisen meant that too much time and effort was being taken up by the
financial and administrative mechanisms required to support it. There were substantial administrative problems arising
at interfaces where national and international staffs were working at equivalent tasks. Too little of the work of the
Agency was directed to the safety objectives of the Convention. On the other hand over two-thirds of the time of the
Committee of Management was being spent on financial and administrative matters2.

2 As noted earlier in the section dealing with “Planning”
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There was an exchange of views on Alternatives C and D3 . Clearly C was, for the Benelux/FRG States, a return to
the spirit of the 1960 Convention but for France, the UK and Ireland it was not acceptable for the reasons they had
consistently set out. On the other hand the attitude of the Benelux/FRG on D was that this was not even simply a
continuation of the post-Moroni position. The Report had failed to review the successful, often pioneering, work done
on systems development for the Maastricht, Karlsruhe and Shannon UAC Centres and which might be used, inter alia,
in considering Alternative C. It was almost as if the BENELUX/FRG States would have to consider de novo their position
post 1983.

The Netherlands had some concerns that Alternative D seemed to foresee the renationalisation of air traffic control and
it did not support this. Mr Westerterp, President of the Permanent Commission who would play a key role in the next
stages, pointed out that Alternative C would require a fundamental political decision to be taken on a greater degree of
European integration. His Government's position was that this issue, as well as the operational, technical and financial
implications of both C and D, needed to be studied further.

It was agreed that there was a lack of substantive analysis of the operational, financial and social elements of both C and
D. The Director General also pointed out that Alternative D made no reference to the permanent tasks assigned to the
Organisation and it was this lack of clarity, inter alia, which had given so much concern to the Agency staff.

Clearly some words were needed to bridge the gap that had developed and Mr Cavaille (Secretary of State, French
Ministry of Transport) said that the Report revealed a substantial credit balance in the EUROCONTROL Organisation’s
favour. It was evident that there had been many technical achievements which were recognised internationally and
particularly by ICAO. The Organisation had achieved a well-deserved authority and reputation in the world of civil
aviation, and one of the States’ objectives should be to develop it in future. Although he felt that C was not feasible
at present, nevertheless it should not be precluded because the political environment might change - after all,
EUROCONTROL was looking towards 1983 - and it merited further study.

This was supported by Mr R. Goodison (Deputy Chairman of UKCAA and representing the Minister) who stressed that
the UK strongly supported the case for an organisation like EUROCONTROL, that it constituted an essential factor in
maintaining an efficient air traffic control system in Europe and that it should have a strong coordinating role (including
the development of a common procurement policy). Although C was perhaps an ideal nevertheless any alternative
adopted should leave the way open for it to be discussed and evaluated. He recognised that D had perhaps been
formulated in negative terms but the UK certainly did not see it as a prescription for the demolition of EUROCONTROL
or for an abandonment of the centres being set up. He recognised the concern of the staff representatives and hoped
that the tenor of the CN’s discussions would allay their fears.

At such a defining moment, the President summed up the discussion as having brought significant political statements
to the table. Several representatives had said that before going further they wished to consult their governments, partic-
ularly in view of the wider European integration and developments that were taking place® The President also took note
of a Resolution which had just been passed by the European Parliament and which was specifically aimed at the present
Commission meeting. This had expressed Parliament’s concerns “at reports of possible cutbacks in EUROCONTROL and
calls upon the Governments of the Member States of EUROCONTROL to ensure that that Organisation retain its capacity
in the future to carry out its important work”s,

3 CN/45/Doc 76.40.36

In 1973 the UK, Denmark and Ireland had joined the European Communities (Norway had applied and been accepted but withdrew
after a national referendum). By 1975 work was advanced on monetary cooperation and on establishing direct elections to the European
Parliament
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The Permanent Commission invited its President, Mr Westerterp (Ministry of Transport, Netherlands), to sound out the
governments of the Member States in order to assess the political implications of Alternatives C and D in the current
European context. The Study Group of Alternates was also requested to continue with an in-depth study of Alternatives
CandD.

CN 46™ Session - High Level Guidance - Positions Set Out

This high-level political consultation was a key development. The President reported back to the 46th meeting of the
Commission in October 19756,

The three main conclusions from his discussions were the following:

1. EUROCONTROL was to be preserved after 1983;

2. it had been agreed by all concerned in the course of his consultations that EUROCONTROL would continue to
operate until 1983 on the basis of the Convention as it was currently applied; and

3. after 1983 the Organisation would operate on the basis of a new Convention and there would have to be negotia-
tions for the purpose of forming that new Convention.

He acknowledged that such a course was not the ideal one as far as some States and individuals were concerned.
However, he had endeavoured to find as flexible a formula as possible enabling all the EUROCONTROL Member States
to remain members of the Organisation and to allow other States to join the existing community.

His Report set out a Memorandum which he proposed as a basis for future discussion:

1. EUROCONTROL must continue to exist beyond 1983 and the basis of a new Convention should be established well
before that time.

2. EUROCONTROL's central tasks should be maintained and, if necessary, extended. The HQ in Brussels, the Experimental
Centre in Brétigny, the Institute at Luxembourg and the Central Route Charges Office in Brussels should continue to
function within the framework of EUROCONTROL.

3. There should be greater coordination within the framework of EUROCONTROL of air traffic control policies
and greater emphasis on both joint planning and the cost-effectiveness of air traffic systems, even where the
Organisation does not perform operational tasks itself.

4. Athorough study to be made to determine what new requirements calling for joint action may arise in the field of
air navigation safety in Europe and to what extent EUROCONTROL might contribute towards these.

5. Considerable simplification of EUROCONTROLS financial machinery was necessary, due to the way in which the
Convention had been implemented.

6. EUROCONTROL must be organised and managed with a high degree of efficiency, inter alia, in order to justify
the route charges levied on the users. They would consider further what possible measures might be taken in that
connection.

. Full membership of EULROCONTROL did not necessarily entail transfer of all or part of a State’s airspace.

8. The States which had already entrusted EUROCONTROLs Maastricht Centre with air traffic control responsibilities
wished the Centre to be retained. Consultations, in accordance with these guidelines, should take place between
all the States concerned regarding the retention and development of this Centre beyond 1983 for the benefit of the
BENELUX States and the Federal Republic of Germany.

& WP/CN/46/15
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He informed the Permanent Commission Members that he had also met the official staff representatives on two occasions.
The staff were deeply concerned about the future of the Organisation, a sentiment that had persisted for some time
and they had said that his report had not dispelled their misgivings. He had emphasised to the staff representatives that
all governments had drawn attention to EUROCONTROL' s high operating costs and that this was a matter to be borne
in mind in the course of the subsequent discussions.

The discussion opened with words of thanks to the President for the Memorandum which seemed to Mr Grimaud
(Ministry of Transport, France) to offer a basis for the further existence of EUROCONTROL after 1983 and also for a
discussion amongst Member States as to the kind of Organisation they wished to have then. It took into account the
inability of certain States to hand over control of their airspace in present circumstances although it did not discount
that principle in the event of circumstances changing.

This position was supported by Mr John, DGCA of the United Kingdom.

Thereafter, however, the exchanges reflected the same Benelux/FRG-Other States split in positions that had charac-
terised the various discussions on the existing and future activities of EUROCONTROL, from those in the 1963-1966
meetings up until the previous 45th CN.

On this occasion, the discussion was made more focussed by comments from the representatives of Germany and
Belgium in particular. Both restated their Governments' regret that the 1960 Convention had not been implemented
in full when it came into force in 1963. Both were concerned that the same fundamental issues which had prevented
that needed to be resolved well before 1983. Commitment from all was required to support the principles set out in
the Memorandum.

Mr Vanderpeeren, DGCA of Belgium, said that it would be unrealistic to expect Belgium to simply continue to support
the Maastricht Centre until 1983 on the basis of the present Convention if the States decided to change the basis of
the Convention thereafter. Without commitment on the part of other States, Belgium would not feel itself under any
obligation to surrender control of its airspace to EUROCONTROL.

Mr Ruhnau, Acting Secretary of State, Ministry of Transport, Germany) was rather more lengthy but also more direct. A
framework had to be found whereby everybody could work together on a jointly agreed basis. If the Memorandum was
to be used as the basis for the future Convention then the Federal Republic of Germany needed to know whether one
of the States which had not so far transferred executive control to EUROCONTROL proposed to do so in 1983.

Mr Ruhnau pointed out that the States which had already handed over executive functions to EUROCONTROL needed
to know this before they could determine the alternatives they would adopt in 1983 and also in order to effectively
study the problems of the transition period. Unless there was a change in their approach the Federal Republic of
Germany was likely to adopt the same attitude as France, Ireland, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands (a position
which he stated he personally deplored).

He went on to underline that it was illogical that the Karlsruhe UAC should have its jurisdiction limited to the manage-
ment of the southern German airspace alone. In that event the Federal Republic was quite capable of providing control
by itself. Consequently, he specifically asked France whether it was prepared to hand over executive responsibility to
EUROCONTROL for the adjoining part of French airspace. If so, the position of the Karlsruhe Centre would become



quite different. He said that a clear answer concerning the other States'intentions must be forthcoming soon, since the
Federal Republic had to decide in 1976 on the operation of the Karlsruhe Centre, and that decision would determine its
policy after 19837, Furthermore, he supported Belgium's position that those States' replies were essential to enable the
Four States involved in the Maastricht Centre to determine the Centre’s future after 1983.

Mr Westerterp, speaking for the Netherlands, replied almost immediately that his State was already contributing to the
cost of the Maastricht Centre and a review on transferring the Amsterdam sector to the Centre was underway, although
it could not technically take place before 1978-79.8

Mr Grimaud for France reminded the meeting that reasons of national defence had precluded the handing over
of French airspace to EUROCONTROL. The French Government had indeed found it impossible to separate the civil
and military air navigation systems which were interlinked and interdependent. Any transfer of executive control to
EUROCONTROL would raise further problems (financial, economic, social, etc)) due to major disparities in controllers’
training, and terms of employment. If the overall picture changed, France did not rule out the possibility of handing
over wider functions to EUROCONTROL but it was difficult to predict what the context would be in eight years' time.

Mr John of the UK noted briefly that there would not seem to be any grounds for changing the UK's position in 1983
and that those States which wished to carry on after then using the Agency could simply do so after that date.

Mr Barry (DGCA, Irish Ministry of Transport) stated that Ireland’s attitude to control of its airspace by EUROCONTROL was
unchanged. If circumstances altered, Ireland might review its position.

The Agency’s Director General, Mr René Bulin, pointed out to all that in the short term the question of the Maastricht
and Karlsruhe Centres must be settled. Decisions on these were being taken and more would need to be taken in the
near future; as a result the Commission would have to be informed of the status of those Centres not later than June
1976. With reference to the period after 1983, he hoped that there would be a clear statement to the effect that the
ultimate goal was to achieve, when circumstances permitted, a Common European Agency, on the understanding that
individual States would remain free to hand over control of their airspace to EUROCONTROL whenever they thought it
feasible.

The Agency's Director General also asked that it should be stipulated that one of the essential objectives to be achieved
after 1983 was an agreed definition of standardised systems. He described the criticisms expressed on many occasions
by the users to the effect that that the systems used in Europe were heterogeneous and consequently, on that score
alone, more expensive than was the case in, for example, the United States®.

Finally, after these rather direct exchanges, the Permanent Commission decided to approve the recommendations and
principles set out in the Memorandum submitted by the President and accepted them as the basis for resolving the
question of EUROCONTROL's tasks and structure after 1983 and thus for framing the new Convention.

The Study Group of Alternates was requested to work on the Ten Point Memorandum of Principles and to report to the
Permanent Commission at its June 1976 session on those points which the States wished to have had examined by that
date, but it was implicit that this work would take longer. The President was also requested to inform the President of
the European Parliament accordingly following the EP Resolution which had been reported at the previous Commission
meeting.

7 It was the lack of a clear commitment from other States that led to Mr Ruhnau'’s letter of 16 June 1976 taking Karlsruhe back into German
responsibility (qv)

In fact this would not take place until 1986

This was long before this same point would be set out in some detail by the Association of European Airlines in the 1990s, critical
information which would be used by the European Commission to support its case for a more direct role in European ATM
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The Study Group of Alternates Works On

The work of the Study Group was to be long and demanding, stretching beyond 1976 into 1980 and reports (nine in
total) would be made regularly back to the Commission. The Study Group began by partly delegating its tasks to three
working groups:

1. asub-group dealing with EUROCONTROLS “Future Activities, which would establish the principles or guidelines to
be included in the provisions of the Amended Convention; this sub-group met 40 times between November 1974
and March 1979;

2. an ad hoc group, which established the future structure of the Organisation in the course of 3 meetings held in
December 1979 and in January and March 1980;

3. alegal sub-group on future activities, which translated the guidelines and principles agreed by the Study Group
into legal provisions, and which held 15 meetings between November 1978 and December 1980.

As requested the Study Group reported back to the Permanent Commission at its 47th session in June 1976. This
dealt with the areas of and procedures for inter-State cooperation, the tasks and responsibilities to be entrusted to the
central core of EUROCONTROL, and the future role of Maastricht, Karlsruhe and Shannon. The Permanent Commission
endorsed the statements and assumptions set out in this third report, subject to the possibility of altering its decision
when it had a full report on the ten points of the President’s memorandum. It approved the continuation of the study
by the Alternates on this basis and delineated certain specific areas for study.

At its 48th session (November 1976) the Permanent Commission endorsed the statements and assumptions set out
in the report submitted by the Study Group, which dealt with executive tasks which States might wish to entrust to
EUROCONTROL, measures to ensure cost-effectiveness, and the administrative structure. It again reserved the right to
review its decision once in possession of the full report. It requested the Study Group to present at its next session a
timetable indicating the dates on which the various decisions would have to be taken by the CN and for the Group to
commence work on the drafting of a new Convention to enter into force in 1983.

The Study Group subsequently asked the General Directorate to take on the job of framing of a draft convention based
on the Future Activities Sub-Group's Report and the current Convention. It was asked to submit this draft to the Future
Activities of EUROCONTROL Sub-Group.

At its 49th session in June 1977 the Permanent Commission received the Report from the study Group of Alternates
which dealt with the question of the legal persona of the Organisation after 1983, the treatment in the “new Convention”
of the possible future internationalisation of air traffic control, the simplification of financial procedures, the transition
to a “‘new Convention’, the Additional Protocol on Taxes and Charges, and the Multilateral Agreement relating to the
collection of route charges .

This Report also recommended an outline timetable for the introduction of the “new Convention” The Permanent
Commission endorsed the statements and assumptions set out in this Report, while - once again - reserving the right
to review its decision once in possession of the full Report. It adopted the outline timetable according to which all
decisions of substance relevant to the drafting of a “new Convention” should be taken by mid-1979 and agreed that
the "new Convention” should be signed at the latest in 1980 in order to give the Parliaments the necessary time for its
ratification. It urged that the tasks and functions of the new Organisation be clearly defined, together with the decision-
making procedures to be adopted.



The sixth report went to the 51st Commission in May 1978. At the same time the European Parliament was again
expressing its views on the future of European ATC. It passed a “Resolution on the promotion of efficient air traffic
control” The Resolution made some strong recommendations calling for action on such diverse subjects as wind shear,
fog dispersal at airports and the importance of achieving compatibility of air traffic control equipment. It was interesting
that it also expressed its grave concern on the division between civil and military control of airspace and called upon
the European governments concerned to achieve a common use of the same airspace by civil and military traffic where
control would be effected by joint civil/military units.

The European Parliament was convinced that efficient air traffic management should be organised on a suprana-
tional basis and that close cooperation is vital in Europe because of its special geographical pattern. It called upon the
Commission to study the possibility of improving cooperation between national air traffic control authorities with the
aim of ultimately setting up a single European air traffic control system.

The European Parliament also paid “tribute to EUROCONTROL for its many activities which have contributed to the
promotion of air traffic control in a section of air space characterised by very heavy traffic and wished to stress the
important role which this organization is playing, especially in the field of training and experimentation, and the role
it should play in the future in the field of coordination between national air traffic control services” A seventh report
would go to the 52nd Permanent Commission.

The Final Stages Towards the Convention

Alegal and diplomatic drafting group was created to prepare the Diplomatic Conference which was held on 12 February
1981. This group met six times between November 1980 and January 1981 under the chairmanship of a Diplomat from
the Belgian Foreign Office. Governmental and parliamentary ratifications took place between 1981 and the end of 1985
with the Protocol finally entering into force on 1 January 1986.

The deliberations of the States within these numerous technical, financial, legal and diplomatic working groups respon-
sible for drafting the Amending Protocol of 1981 were so difficult that it took over ten years from the beginning of this

work in 1975 before the Amending Protocol, signed in 1981, was implemented in 1986.

It had taken ten years to develop, adopt and implement an amending Protocol to the 1960 Convention.
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The 1981 Amended Convention

The initial Convention of 1960 was originally, as we have seen, principally geared to the joint organisation of air traffic
services in the upper airspace of the signatory States and subsidiarity in the case of States which so wished also in all
or part of their lower airspace.

Consequently the Member States sought to amend the scope of the Convention in order to focus it to a greater
extent on strengthening cooperation, common planning, and research and coordination activities rather than air traffic
control activities, with the Organisation retaining the possibility of exercising direct operational responsibilities at the
express request of Member or non-Member States. The other improvements made were mainly to consolidate the route
charges system.

This was reflected in the change to the wording of Article 1. In the 1960 Convention the Agency had been described as
“an air traffic services Agency”but that Article now read an “Agency for the safety of air navigation”.

The central emphasis for the Agency was now placed on European cooperation instead, which had in fact been the
case, if not in theory then certainly in practice, since the Agency had first come into being. From here on EUROCONTROL,
through its Agency, would work increasingly in the context of the ECAC area and would establish close relations with
ICAQ through the EANPG.

The States did, however, make one important addition to the 1960 Convention by adding a new Article 1.1(e) whereby
they agreed to “coordinate their activities with regard to air traffic flow management by establishing an international
system of air traffic flow management in order to ensure the most effective utilisation of the airspace” This would be an
important facilitating provision, as shall be seen in the next few years.

However, the opportunity was missed to further develop the “Common Operational Concept” which had originated in
the “force majeure” report that the Commission had accepted in 1966. This simply became a statement of organisational
purposes for an air traffic system, common to civil and military anywhere in the EUROCONTROL area. The 1981 Protocol
would refer simply to these common objectives in broad terms, common planning, etc. The opportunity to develop a
true concept was not taken up.

While EUROCONTROL's tasks were restricted in comparison with the situation resulting from the initial Convention, the
protocol did not modify the Organisation’s decision-making processes, which was not surprising given the nature of the
discussions which had led up to the amended Convention. The Revision of the amended Convention would have to
address this issue in the not-too-distant future.



The Agency Develops its Capability

While all these high-level developments were going on the Agency continued to work on the tasks before it of devel-
oping the Organisation’s own capability and working with the States on the development of Maastricht UAC and
Karlsruhe UAC.

EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre

In the early days, the EUROCONTROL Association had done much work through its Evaluation Unit, including the 1962
Plan. As was seen in Part 1, the Permanent Commission had supported the idea of an Experimental Centre in its first
meeting and at its third meeting had formally approved the establishment of the EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre.

In February 1963, EEC Report No. 1 had been published, reporting on the “Simulation Trials of EUROCONTROL Sector 3,
Brussels”. Simulations had thus started before the laying of the foundation stone, and even before the ratification of the
original Convention. The first simulation was conducted at NAFEC, Atlantic City, USA and subsequently other simulation
trials were conducted at partners’ premises, including ATCEU in the UK, and ENAC or CEV in France®.

The first Director of the EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre, Donald Lipman of the UK, was appointed in April 1963.
The construction of the Centre started in September 1964, the building was occupied in January 1966, the first simu-
lator installed and provisionally accepted by October 1966 and the new building at Brétigny was officially inaugurated
on 17 January 1967 by Mr Roy Mason (Secretary of State, Board of Trade UK) as President of the Permanent Commission.
The first EEC dynamic ATC simulation, wholly prepared, manned and executed by the Agency with its own facilities and
resources, was run 17-28 April 1967 using the new digital ATC simulator, which was the result of the first major contact
awarded by the Agency in 1964 (as described in Part 1) . The simulation was for capacity assessment in the Brussels UIR
and the results were initiated into operational service soon after.

Most of the Centre's activities in the first ten years focussed on the testing and validation of the techniques and opera-
tional organisations to be developed for the implementation of the Maastricht Upper Area Control Centre (MUACQ).
These activities were already based on the two pillars of simulations and studies. Equipment was progressively installed
at the Centre, starting with the Telefunken TR4 arithmetic computer which was a near equivalent to the IBM 7090, one
of the most powerful computers for the time. The simulator contract included all the necessary peripherals: the radar
simulators, built by CSF, were the digital-analogue converters transforming the digital output of the TR4 computer into
radar-like signals; the control positions were built by Plessey. In addition, rather sophisticated (for the time) preparation
and analysis computer programmes were delivered.

This real-time simulator was used to evaluate the anticipated operational organisations as well as various elements
being developed for the air traffic control centre in Maastricht. A mathematical model simulator was already in use,
mainly to measure sector capacity.

The technical characteristics of the data processing system for Maastricht (the MADAP) were also partly developed at
the EEC. The technical-operational working group which wrote the “detailed functional specifications” of the MADAP
software was held at the EEC. A small-scale model of MADAP was ordered known as the “Experimental Data Processor”
(EDP).

10 Respectively Air Traffic Control Experimental Unit, Ecole nationale de I'Aviation civile, Centre d'essais en vol
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In parallel to simulations, various studies were executed, most of them radar evaluations, in order to assess the quality
of remote radar data which were to be transmitted to Maastricht UAC from several sites in Belgium and Germany.
However, the scope of the studies being carried out had already been extended, as shown in the first EEC report on an
economic study of “User Charges Application Exercises” published in February 1969 in support of EUROCONTROL's work
in this field.

By the end of the 60s, the EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre had been established and recognised as an important
platform for ATC testing and validation. Demand for simulations, evaluations and studies was steadily growing and the
tasks to be performed not only increased but were more diverse. The ageing TR4 would soon need to be replaced and
an ad hoc study group was set up by the Committee of Management to study the matter. In its report published in
February 1972, the study group detailed the tasks planned for the foreseeable future in seven categories, including four
for simulations (real-time and model simulations for studying ATC organisation or ATC data-processing systems) and
one for tests, trials and evaluations. In addition to these traditional tasks, two new categories were added: production of
computer software and running of computer programs for other services.

In order to execute all these categories of tasks, the study group recommended as the most cost-effective solution the
transfer to Brétigny of the IBM 360/50 which was being replaced at Maastricht by the new generation of 370 computers.
This extended scope of the Centre’s tasks resulted in the initial study and development of the Karldap system for the
future UAC at Karlsruhe as well as the development of the Shandap system for Shannon.

The computer programs for the Agency’s Statistical Unit were also prepared and run at the Experimental Centre.
Traditional tasks also experienced significant growth. In 1970, a spectacular real-time simulation, connecting the ATC
simulator of the EEC to the Concorde flight simulator in Toulouse, was run and this produced a valuable insight into the
consequences for ATC of the planned introduction of supersonic aircraft.

Customer demand for simulations increased greatly, coming from the Agency for the validation of Maastricht,
Karlsruhe and Shannon UACs as well as from various Member States for the validation of their own organisations
or developments. The number of studies increased considerably, including scientific and human-factors research,
evaluation of data-processing languages and potential tools for ATC.

The main capabilities of the EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre were thus that it could simulate in real-time any
realistic air traffic situation for any location, in such a way that a spectrum of possible control methods and equip-
ments could be tested and measured in their effectiveness. That function was supported by the ability to simulate by
computer, in fast-time, basic aspects of system operation using arithmetical models highly evolved from application
experience. This capability was regularly employed by Member and Cooperating States and was of special value to the
Centre itself because it helped to isolate those problems that could only be dealt with properly by real-time simulation,
which were costly in working time of skilled people.

Through working on studies for the automation of air traffic control in a good number of Member and Cooperating
States, the Centre staff had also developed a special expertise in development of application software for that purpose,
covering an unusual range of system situations.

A very sad event occurred in 1981 at the Centre where Mr Donald Lipman, who had been an admired and well-liked
Director, died suddenly on the stormy night of 10 July. He had been very active at the Centre until the very last evening.
Jacques Nouhant acted as interim Director for a few months, and Georges Maignan (who had been the Secretary of the
initial Technical Working Group) was appointed Director EEC on 1 January 1982.



Maastricht UAC Centre and MADAP System

In Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Germany, some ten large civil airports and numerous military airbases,
used not only by the national air forces but also by other NATO air forces, contributed considerably to air traffic density.
When the Maastricht UAC project was planned, it was decided to divide the airspace to be controlled into the largest
possible sectors with a view to reducing the control transfers and associated coordination tasks to a minimum for a
given flight in the region.

The agreement to set up Maastricht UAC was reached on 28 February 1964 and the foundation stone for the Centre was
laid on 4 October 1966. The first draft specification for the Maastricht Automatic Data Processing and Display System
(MADAP) was developed internally in May 1967 and the formal Specification was finally issued on 14 September 1967.
Dr Hansjurgen Frhr. von Villiez was appointed as the first Director and he would serve until 1988.

After having operated in a provisional location at the Brussels airport terminal building since March 1964, the Maastricht
Upper Area Control Centre commenced operations on behalf of Belgium and Luxembourg.

At midnight on 29th February 1972, the first aircraft, an LTU Caravelle from Lanzarote inbound for Disseldorf with
Captain Waldsraff at the controls, was welcomed by Director Von Villiez.

23:05 UTC, 132.85 Mhz,

Olno Sector:

‘Maastricht Radar, good evening: LTU121.
‘Good evening LTU121. Radar contact”

On that evening In 1972, for the first time, traffic in one country was controlled from an international air traffic control
(ATC) facility located in another country. The original concept of total integration of European air traffic management that
lay behind the creation of EUROCONTROL became at least a partial reality with the entry into service of the Maastricht
Upper Area Control Centre, the first - and still today the only - truly international and multinational ATC centre in Europe.

MUAG, true to its spirit, marked the event in a highly practical manner. A commemorative, but usable, postcard was printed.

N Y Y LY T T Y T s

Maastricht UAC was initially entrusted with the Brussels UIR (Upper Flight Information Region) above Division Flight Level
195. The Hannover UIR was incorporated soon after on 18 March 1974, followed on 1 March 1986 by the Amsterdam
FIR (Flight Information Region).
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MUAC had begun operations with MINFAP, the “Minimum Operational Facility Project” which contained features which
went well beyond the bare operational minimum, the most important being the digital radar display. The Maastricht
Automatic Data Processing and Display (MADAP) System became operational shortly afterwards, using what were
innovative features at the time, such as multiradar tracking and tabular executive controller messages.

John Doyle, who had been on ab initio 1 at IANS, recalled when Maastricht UAC took on the control responsibility from
Zaventem ACC:

“At the time, the UAC was temporarily located at the Brussels ACC in Zaventem, for the EUROCONTROL UAC was still
in construction at Maastricht. There was a shock in store when we arrived at the facilities [from Luxembourg]. The
equipment on which we were supposed to work was not very advanced: two military radars on wheels displaying
raw secondary data. A wooden frame had been fixed on top of each radar to protect it from the light. At the time we
controlled aircraft above FL 200 and upwards in two sectors: Brussels East and Brussels West. For the first time, Brussels
colleagues were suddenly confronted with different nationalities controlling part of Belgian airspace.

EUROCONTROL staff received quite a warm welcome. We worked at Brussels National airport until 29 February 1972,
when the UAC at Maastricht became available.

The UAC started with the MINFAP system (Minimum Operational Facility Project) which featured labels and Mode C.
The facilities were worlds apart from the temporary ones: no daylight, air conditioning, a huge control room — though
only Brussels sectors were present at the time. We adapted to the new synthetic dynamic data displays without diffi-
culty. There was an excellent team spirit, motivated as we were that we were building Europe, that frontiers were all to
be broken, that nothing was set in stone. At the time, it felt like we had unlimited resources, not financial, but mainly
intellectual. It was a magnificent attitude, a professional devotion of the highest order”

The general configuration of the MADAP system had been evolved from studies and experience gained from the
Experimental Data Processer (EDP) at the EUROCONTROL Experimental Centre in Brétigny. Flight International quoted
Mr René Bulin at the time that “the type of hardware and software required and the need for an extremely high degree
of system reliability has set European industry problems similar in some ways to those encountered in spaceflight
control centres. European industry has clearly emerged from the task with great credit," he said.

The first meeting for to develop civil-military cooperation in the Maastricht area had been held on 8-9 Dec 1966 and
1975 marked the st