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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
This document describes the specific common understanding endorsed by the 
participants of the ADQ Regulators Working Group (ARWG) concerning the 
harmonised implementation of Article 6(5) of the Commission Regulation (EU) 
73/2010. 
 
2. COMMON UNDERSTANDING 

1. If the aeronautical information service provider (AISP) receives 
aeronautical data or aeronautical information originated from data 
originators not referred to in Article 2(2) of Commission Regulation 
73/2010, and if this data is incorporated in the IAIP1, eTOD data sets or 
aerodrome mapping data sets, the AISP should endeavour to establish 
formal arrangements with the entities that are responsible for providing 
the data. 

2. The formal arrangements referred to in point 1 above shall, as much as 
possible, include the items described in Annex IV, Part C of Commission 
Regulation 73/2010. At the minimum these formal arrangements shall 
include the data quality requirements: 

� the integrity, resolution and accuracy requirements for each data 
item supplied (Annex IV, Part C, item b); 

3. The AISP shall ensure that verification and validation procedures2  are in 
place to evaluate the quality of the data that was provided by data 
originators not referred to in Article 2(2) of Commission Regulation 
73/2010. These procedures shall confirm that the data quality 
requirements have been met. 

3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. The State regulator should establish national policy and/or regulation to 
support the discussion and establishment of the formal arrangements 
referred to in point 2.1 above. 

4. JUSTIFICATION 

It is a recognised fact that the aeronautical data and aeronautical information that is 
within the scope of Commission Regulation (EU) 73/2010 may impact a very wide 
range of parties. In order to respect the principle of proportionality, i.e to take into 
account the individual capabilities and levels of involvement within the data chain of 
all the parties, the Regulator did not include in Article 2(2) of the Regulation the 
exhaustive list of all possible originators of aeronautical data and aeronautical 
information that is included in the IAIP, eTOD data sets and aerodrome mapping 
data. 
 
However, in order to ensure that aeronautical data and aeronautical information is 
provided to the next intended user with sufficient quality to meet its intended use, it is 
essential that data/information originated by data originators not referred to in Article 
2(2) is also originated in accordance with minimum data quality requirements. 
 
The minimum data quality requirements are defined through the provisions of the 
Regulation for the data originators that are captured in Article 2(2). For those data 
originators which are not in the scope of Article 2(2), and which constitute a minority, 

                                                
1 With the exception of aeronautical information circulars (AIC) 
2 Further guidance to support validation and verification procedures is given in Appendix I. 



ADQ Regulators Working Group 

   3/6 

the Regulator decided to put the responsibility on the AISP who shall then ensure 
that adequate control measures are put in place, based on a case-by-case analysis. 
 
Because the requirements for those data originators are not defined in the 
Regulation, the AISP shall ensure that, nevertheless, these requirements are 
somehow defined and formalised. One possible way to achieve this is through the 
establishment of a formal arrangement between the AISP and the data originator. 
These formal arrangements shall include all the elements that will allow the AISP to 
have a degree of confidence on the data that is provided. 
 
The Regulation defines the data originator as the entity responsible for “the creation 
of a new data item with its associated value, the modification of the value of an 
existing data item or the deletion of an existing data item”. Whilst in principle these 
should be the entities to figure in the formal arrangement, in some cases it may be 
too challenging to address them directly as they may be even further away in the 
aeronautical data/information chain and are sub-contracted by the entity that 
provides the data to the AISP. This means that, generically, we consider the 
signatures of the formal arrangement to be between the AISP and the entity 
responsible to provide the data/information. 
 
It is recognised that in certain occasions it could be difficult to take these entities to 
agree to sign a formal arrangement with the AISP. This can be either due to 
unawareness concerning the objectives of the Regulation or to some reluctance to 
formalise the provision of the data. To overcome this situation, the State civil aviation 
authority should publish national legislation that may be used to support the 
endeavours of the AISP to sign the formal arrangement. National legislation is here 
considered in a broader sense and can range from an Aeronautical Information 
Circular (AIC) to a more formal legal act.  
 
Originators of aeronautical data/information not referred to in Article 2(2) include a 
large variety of combination of entities and data. It may, for example, include military 
entities providing search and rescue information, the civil aviation authority providing 
information concerning the geodetic and vertical reference systems to be used within 
the State, aero clubs sending data related to aerial sporting and recreational activities 
or environmental agencies that provide information concerning bird migration and 
areas with sensitive fauna. 
 
It would have been difficult to capture all the possible situations and to define 
requirements for all of them without the risk of being too prescriptive in some cases 
or too simplistic in others. Furthermore, it is known that these combinations can 
greatly vary from State to State. For this reason the Regulator decided to give the 
AISP the obligation to clearly specify quality parameters of published data so the 
user can make a decision on use of such data. 
 
Other than the formal arrangements described above, the AISP shall also ensure that 
adequate measures are put in place to evaluate the quality of the data received.  
There are several sources of guidance to support the establishment of processes to 
evaluate the quality of the data. The EUROCONTROL Specification for Data 
Assurance Levels includes in Chapter 4.3.4.3 objectives for Data Quality Evaluation 
on Receipt of Data and EUROCAE ED-76 has several sections dedicated to 
evaluation and compliance with data quality requirements. Appendix I to this 
Common Understanding presents a brief overview of examples of validation and 
verification methods. 
 
5. LEGAL TEXT 
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• Commission Regulation (EU) 73/2010 Article 3(19):  ‘data originator’ means an 
entity responsible for data origination; 

• Commission Regulation (EU) 73/2010 Article 3(20):  ‘data origination’ means the 
creation of a new data item with its associated value, the modification of the value 
of an existing data item or the deletion of an existing data item; 

• Commission Regulation (EU) 73/2010 Article 6(5):  Aeronautical information 
service providers shall ensure that aeronautical data and aeronautical information 
provided by data originators not referred to in Article 2(2) are made available to 
the next intended user with sufficient quality to meet the intended use. 
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APPENDIX I – Guidance for 

Validation and Verification 

Procedures 

 

Validation 
Validation is the activity where a data element is checked as having a value that is 
fully applicable to the identity ascribed to the data element, or a set of data elements is 
checked as being acceptable for their intended use.   

The application of validation techniques considers the entire aeronautical data chain.  
This includes the validation performed by prior data chain participants and any 
requirements levied on the data supplier.   

Examples of validation methods include:  

• Validation by Application 

One method of validation is to apply data under test conditions.  In 
certain cases, this may not be practical.  Validation by application is 
considered to be the most effective form of validation.  For example, 
flight inspection of final approach segment data prior to publication 
can be used to ensure that the published data is acceptable. 

• Logical Consistency 

Logical consistency validates by comparing two different data sets or 
elements and identifying inconsistencies between values based on 
operative rules (e.g., business rules).   

• Semantic Consistency 

Semantic consistency validates by comparing data to an expected value 
or range of values for the data characteristics  

• Validation by Sampling 

Validation by sampling evaluates a representative sample of data and 
applies statistical analysis to determine the confidence in the data 
quality.   
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Verification 
Verification is a process for checking the integrity of a data element whereby the data 
element is compared to another source, either from a different process or from a 
different point in the same process.  While verification cannot ensure that the data is 
correct, it can be effective to ensure the data has not been corrupted by the data 
process. 

 
The application of verification techniques considers only the portion of the 
aeronautical data chain controlled by the organization. Yet, verification techniques 
may be applied at multiple phases of the data processing chain.   

Examples of verification techniques include: 

• Digital Error Detection Techniques 

Digital error detection techniques can be used to detect errors during 
the transmission or storage of data.  An example of a digital error 
detection technique is the use of cyclic redundancy checks (CRCs).  
Coding techniques can be effective regardless of the transmission 
media (e.g., computer disks, modem communication, or internet). 

• Feedback 

Feedback testing is the comparison of a data set between its output and 
input state 

• Independent Redundancy 

Independent redundancy testing involves processing the same data 
through two or more independent processes and comparing the data 
output of each process  

• Update Comparison 

Updated data can be compared to its previous version.  This 
comparison can identify all data elements that have changed.  The list 
of changed elements can then be compared to a similar list generated 
by the supplier.  A problem can be detected if an element is identified 
as changed on one list and not the other. 


