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Summary 

The Natural Disasters and Emergency Response panel of the third User Consultation Platform (UCP) 
took place on 1 December 2020 as an online event. 
 
This was the first time that "Natural Disasters and Emergency Response" were on the agenda of the 
User Consultation Platform. Although it was a first edition, the session has been well attended, 
gathering 191 participants with a comprehensive coverage in terms of value chain as well as in terms 
of Member States, with users from Civil Protection entities and public authorities (e.g. MoDs and 
MoIs) from 20 European Countries. 
 
The first part of the panel focused on the contribution of both Galileo and Copernicus to Emergency 
Warning. Many questions were asked to speakers, showing a great interested of participants for the 
present and future emergency warning services offered by both Galileo and Copernicus. Most of 
these questions aimed at better understanding how the services work, when they will be 
operational as well as the benefits and possible constraints associated with their implementation at 
user level. 
It is important to point out that some users mentioned the synergies at application level between 
the Galileo Emergency Warning Service and the Copernicus Emergency Management Service. 
 
The second part of the panel addressed Search and Rescue and has been the occasion to introduce 
the high-level concept for 3 new Galileo services, all based on the Return Link Service: the Remote 
Beacon Activation service, the Two-Way Communication service, and the Beacon Distress 
Positioning sharing service. The three high-level concepts have been very well received by 
participants and their first reactions confirmed that these concepts do correspond to operational 
needs to rescue people in distress. Another evidence of the users' adhesion to the proposed 
concepts is the numerous benefits they have been identified in response to open questions. Among 
them, one can quote the reduction of intervention times, the improved detection of false alarms 
and the better dimensioning of rescue means. In a way or another, all the identified benefits would 
contribute to a better efficiency of rescue operations. Users also identified a few challenges 
associated with the implementation of these new services. Most of these challenges concern the 
Distress beacon. They relate mainly to power supply, user interface, and integration with platforms 
(e.g. bridge on boats). The cost of beacons was also mentioned. 
 
The panel enabled to gather preliminary user feedback for the dimensioning of the future Galileo 
Emergency Warning Service and for the refinement of the high-level concepts for the new services 
based on the Galileo Return Link Service. 
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Minutes of Meeting 

The session was moderated by Manuel Lopez (GSA) 

Moderator presentation: Manuel Lopez Martinez is Technology Officer in the European GNSS Agency 
(GSA), where he is supporting and fostering the adoption of Galileo and EGNOS Waterborne and 
Emergency Response applications. He has deeply contributed to the concept definition of the EGNOS 
maritime service, the SAR Beacon Remote Activation Service and the Galileo Emergency Service. He 
received his PhD in System Engineering and Automation from the University of Seville in 2005. He 
got a permanent position as Associate Professor at the University of Seville in 2008, where he was 
teaching until he joined the GSA in 2013 as seconded national expert in the Market Development 
Department. 
 
PART 1 – EMERGENCY WARNING 
Welcome and introduction 
Manuel Lopez welcomes the participants and recalls the overall scope of the User Consultation 
Platform (i.e. official forum to gather user requirements for the definition of the different services 
that the European GNSS infrastructure delivers). 
The panel will be the occasion to provide participants with executive information about the services 
that the European Commission and the GSA are providing and are developing.  
The first part of the panel will be dedicated to Emergency Warning Services. Participants will see 
how the Early Warning component of Copernicus can be used to evaluate risks and how the Galileo 
Emergency Warning Service (EWS) may enable Civil Protection Authorities to alert citizens. 
The second part of the panel will focus on the contribution of Galileo to Search and Rescue activities. 
The Galileo SAR and the Galileo Return Link Service will be presented, as well as high-level concepts 
for three new services under development: the Remote Beacon Activation service, the Two-Way 
Communication service, and the Beacon Distress Positioning Sharing service. 
 
Existing Emergency warning services based on Copernicus (e.g. EFAS, EFIS) ‒ Cristina Ananasso, 
European Commission 
Panelist presentation: Cristina Ananasso has a degree in Physics and PhD in Polar Sciences. Masters 
in Project Management and Space Policies. She worked for 13 years at the Italian Space Agency (ASI) 
in the Earth Observation department. In 2015, she joined the European Commission as Seconded 
National Expert to work for Copernicus, the European Union program on Earth Observation and 
monitoring. Currently, she is experiencing the policy-making environment of the European 
Commission, providing her technical and programmatic experience in support to the structured 
decision-making processes of the European institutions. In this context, she supports the 
management of the delegation agreement for the Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring Service 
(CAMS). 
Cristina Ananasso starts her presentation with a brief introduction to the Copernicus programme. 
Copernicus is a huge and complex programme, which is unique in the world. She mentions the 6 
operational "core" Copernicus services and recalls that the services use satellite-based Earth 
Observation data (coming from the Copernicus Sentinels and from the so-called "Contributing 
Missions") combined with data from the in-situ component and with modelling. They deliver value-
added products and information to public and business-oriented users, free of charge. 
Cristina Ananasso indicates that the rest of the presentation focuses on the 4 services which are 
more relevant to early warning: the Copernicus Emergency Management Service (CEMS), the 
Copernicus Climate Change Service (C3S), the Copernicus Atmosphere Monitoring Service (CAMS) 
and the Copernicus Land Monitoring Service (CLMS). 
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CEMS: The service includes an on-demand mapping component and an Early Warning component. 
The latter covers three domains: fires (European Forest Fire Information Service - EFFIS), floods 
(European Flood Alert Service - EFAS) and droughts (European Drought Observatory - EDO). Cristina 
Ananasso presents the products delivered by EFAS (e.g. River-basin wide, probabilistic, 10 -day flood 
forecasts, flash floods forecasts, seasonal outlook, impact forecasts), EFFIS (e.g. Fire danger 
forecast) and EDO (e.g. Continuous monitoring of drought hazard at different scales, Medium to 
seasonal forecasting). 
C3S: after a brief overview of the service, Cristina Ananasso presents only as an example the Fire 
Weather Index application. 
CAMS: Cristina Ananasso presents the various product families delivered by CAMS and emphasizes 
on the series of wildfire-related products (e.g. active fire map, 4-day forecast of particulate matter). 
CLMS: after a brief overview of the three components of CLMS (Global / Pan-EU / Local), Cristina 
Ananasso presents the new European Ground Monitoring Service (EGMS) and its numerous 
application areas (e.g. Natural and man-induced geohazard risk assessment, Land management, 
urban and rural planning, Infrastructure development and management, Mining and other natural 
resources extraction, etc). 
 
Galileo Emergency Warning Service (Galileo EWS) ‒ Eric Guyader, European Commission 
Panelist presentation: Eric Guyader is an aeronautics engineer. He has been working for the last 15 
years in the Galileo programme, and since 2013 he has been focusing on the modernization of 
Galileo. During this period, he contributed to the definition of the future of Galileo, looking 20 years 
ahead. He has consulted all the European Union stakeholders, Member States, Users, Industry, and 
worked out with GSA and ESA the best scenario of evolution for Galileo, known today as the Galileo 
2nd Generation. He is involved in the strategic programming of the R&D supporting the 
modernization effort, under H2020 and the future Horizon Europe, and is also managing directly 
R&D projects for the definition of new services for Galileo, such as the Ionospheric Prediction Service 
and the Emergency Warning Service. 
Eric Guyader indicates that an overview of modernisation of Galileo (Galileo 2nd Generation, G2G) 
was already presented at the EUSW19 but that this UCP session is a first occasion to present the 
Galileo EWS in more details. He insists on the fact that some aspects of the service definition are 
not fully consolidated yet and that this session is therefore a great opportunity to seek for answers 
and feedback from potential users. 
Eric Guyader indicates that Galileo is first and foremost a satellite navigation system but that some 
spare space in the signal could be used to disseminate short preformatted alert message to 
population wherever they are in the world. After an overview of the regulatory framework 
surrounding the implementation of Early Warning Systems, Eric Guyader indicates that the 
European Commission is introducing a new service in Galileo for alerting population in case of a 
looming disaster. Users of the service are Civil Protection entities, both at EU level and at Member 
State Level. Galileo will act as the vehicle to transmit an alert issued by Civil Protection Authorities 
to people in a relevant area. Alerts will be received on mobile phones, which correspond to the most 
widespread user device. Eric Guyader then introduces the key features of the service (e.g. global 
coverage, no mobile connection required…) as well as its intrinsic limitations (no free text, no indoor 
penetration). He points out that Galileo EWS is not designed to replace existing systems but to offer 
a complementing capacity to existing systems in place. It has the capacity to deliver alert messages 
and guidance on how to react in a very short timeframe and in a given geographic area. Eric Guyader 
introduces the concept of operation and presents the format of alert messages as well as the 
"guidance library" (a pre-defined set of guidance messages). He concludes with a presentation of 
the roadmap established in spring 2020 and of the five main activities to be carried out to 
consolidate the service definition (Stabilization of requirement with MS, Improvement of message 
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format, Dialogue with user segment (mobile manufacturers), Service provision and operational 
concept, Architecture trade-offs). 
 
Questions from the audience 
 
Question/comment from the Austrian MoD: Could you further explain what is rapid mapping? 
(Cristina Ananasso) Rapid mapping is an operational service available 24 hours a day, 7 days per 
week and which is activated on request by Civil Protection Authorities. When something happens 
(e.g. natural disaster) Civil Protection Authorities can ask for the activation of the service which then 
delivers specific products in a short time-frame. Cristina suggest to have a look at the EMS website 
to know more about the service. 
 
Question/comment from the Austrian MoD: Could you please specify a little bit more? What is the 
time frame? How many hours to receive maps, at what scale? How is quality control ensured to 
avoid that unsure or unqualified maps are delivered? 
Question/comment from a geoinformation service provider: First products are available within 3 
hours after receiving the satellite data on the 24/7 mode. The service has between 6 and 10 hours 
to produce delineation/grading products. As far as the validation is concerned, very close to the 
production time the JRC intervenes to perform formal validation of the products (e.g. check that all 
meta data have arrived, that everything is coherent) and then there is a validation contract which 
analyses both Rapid Mapping (RM) and Risk & Recovery Mapping (RRM) products. This validation 
goes back to see the data which have been used, looks if better products could have been produced. 
All actors involved in the service provision are also ISO certified and take into account user feedback 
to improve the system. As far as the triggering of the Rapid Mapping service is concerned, it is only 
through national Civil Protection Authorities. The same applies for the RRM although RRM users and 
RM user are generally not the same. RRM user are also interested in a slower and more in-depth 
analysis of the events. It includes two different types of products: products for less standard events 
and products for standard events (around 20 different products). The delivery of the products 
generally takes a few weeks for the standard products.  
 
Question/comment from the Polish Space Agency: What is the geographic scope of the European 
Ground Motion Service? How are the monitored locations selected? 
(Cristina Ananasso) The service should cover the land areas of the European Union. The spatial 
density depends on land cover characteristics, on ground measurements distribution (e.g. with 
more information in urban areas and less over natural terrain) and on Sentinel-1 scene collected.  
 
Question/comment from the Hungarian National Directorate General for Disaster Management: Are 
Galileo and Copernicus using the same satellites? 
(Cristina Ananasso) No the satellites are completely different. Within Copernicus there are 6 families 
of Sentinel satellites, with different kind of payloads depending on which parameters you have to 
monitor (e.g. Sentinel-1 provides radar images while Sentinel-2 provides optical images, Sentinel-4 
and -5 will be for atmospheric chemistry). Galileo satellites are completely different from the 
Copernicus ones. 
 
Question/comment from the Latvian State fire and rescue service: The question relates to the 
Copernicus Risk & Recovery Mapping service. Is this service available for Member States also for 
planning purposes (e.g. for risk assessment procedure, preparation of maps and other products) or 
only during (when an imminent threat is foreseen) and after disasters? If so, what is the activation 
procedure? if it is available for daily planning process? 
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(Cristina Ananasso) Activation can be done only by Authorised Users (e.g. Civil Protection Authorities 
of the EU or of the Member States). Risk & Recovery Mapping (RRM) ensures the provision of 
relevant geo-spatial information during the phases of the emergency management cycle which are 
not related to the immediate response (i.e. not requiring rapid delivery): preparedness, prevention, 
and post-emergency recovery and rehabilitation contexts and monitoring efforts. Information layers 
on risk exposure, potential hazard impact, comprehensive impact statistics, reconstruction needs 
and recovery monitoring are included. The service in not available for daily planning process. 
Concerning Floods, Forest Fires and Droughts, you can refer to the Copernicus EMS Early Warning 
and Monitoring services. Each activation request is subject to a technical and feasibility assessment 
procedure performed by the ERCC analytical team.  
 
 
Additional information: 
 
Users are entities and organisations at regional, national, European and international level active in 
the field of crisis management within the EU Member States, the Participating States in the 
European Civil Protection Mechanism, the Commission's Directorates-General (DGs) and EU 
Agencies, the European External Action Service (EEAS), as well as international Humanitarian Aid 
organisations. 
 
There are three distinct user categories: 
Authorised Users may trigger the service, by sending a Service Request Form (SRF) directly to the 
European Response Coordination Centre (ERCC). Authorised Users include National Focal Points 
(NFPs) in EU Member States and in most countries participating in the European Civil Protection 
Mechanism as well as EC Services (DGs), the Situation Room of the EEAS and the EU delegations. 
Associated Users must coordinate with and go through the Authorised Users in order to trigger the 
service. Associated Users include local, regional and other public entities; International 
Governmental Organisations (e.g. UN agencies, World Bank), and National & International Non-
Governmental Organisations; the INTCEN, the EU Satellite Centre. 
General Public Users are not authorised to trigger the service, but can be informed of an activation 
request through the web portal. Activations, for which sensitivity restrictions apply, are excluded. 
 
Question/comment from a beacon manufacturer: Is it envisaged to trigger automatically alert 
requests to Galileo using for example sensors deployed on the ground and to use the Galileo uplink 
to communicate these sensor inputs? 
(Eric Guyader) Concerning the automatic triggering of the service, it depends on the Member States 
wishes. The Civil Protection entities authorised to issue alerts throughout their territory will have an 
interface with Galileo EWS. This interface can be used with the approach they want. The request 
can be either manual or automatic, it does not impact Galileo and it is up to the Member State to 
decide how it wants to use the system.  
Concerning the Return Link Service, the Commission is currently designing the service and analysing 
the different architecture trade-offs. The use of the RLS capacity is a good candidate for 
broadcasting EWS messages but it is necessary to ensure that using this capacity for EWS would not 
disturb the RLS service itself. 
 
Question/comment from a satellite system manufacturer: In the Galileo EWS there is no possibility 
of free text. Is there a list of pre-formatted messages? If so, how to have access to these message 
and guidance library? 
(Eric Guyader) Indeed it is foreseen to have pre-formatted libraries. Those libraries must also be 
encoded in the user device. It must be ensured that these libraries fit all Member States' needs, 
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cover all threats. The list of pre-formatted message is currently being defined. It is under 
consolidation with the Member States and is therefore not yet available for release. It will be 
released upon confirmation from the Member States that it is complete and it fits for purpose. The 
Galileo EWS service will have space for coding 256 different instructions, which should be sufficient 
to cover the wide variety of crises. 
 
Question/comment from a consultancy: What is the roadmap to build the Galileo EWS. Are there 
plans to merge the two services (Copernicus warning service and Galileo EWS)? It would be nice to 
be able to alert users with a simple message and then to give them access to maps to see what is 
going on. 
(Eric Guyader) As far as the roadmap is concerned, the European Commission is currently working 
with the GSA & ESA on the introduction of the EWS service in Galileo. This is not easy as Galileo is 
operational and it must be ensured that the operational infrastructure is not impacted by the 
introduction of a new service. Furthermore, there are also some aspects of the service provision or 
of the architecture which are not defined yet. The objective is to offer initial service capacity in the 
coming 3-5 years. 
Question/comment from a consultancy: Will the service be procured by the GSA? 
(Eric Guyader) Yes indeed since the GSA is the exploitation agency for Galileo. 
(Eric Guyader) Coming back to synergies between Galileo and Copernicus, it is a question that is 
often asked in user fora. At infrastructure level it is difficult to imagine any synergy, since the two 
programmes respond to different constraints, different requirements, and have different users. 
However, at application level there is probably something to be done, but it is more at the market 
sector to develop this application layer capable of combining both. 
(Cristina Ananasso) In Horizon Europe, the subject of "synergies" is fully taken into consideration, 
not only for Emergency but in general. There will be topics where Galileo and Copernicus-related 
applications are addressed to be implemented in joint solutions. 
 
Note: At that stage of the meeting, Fiammetta Diani posted the following message in the chat: "I 
was connected for some time, very interesting point on Copernicus emergency service and EWS. At 
user application level the synergy is very important and already pointed out by users."  
 
Discussion - Questionnaire 
The online discussion was moderated by Helmut Spitzl and driven by the questionnaire jointly 
prepared prior to the meeting by the European Commission and the GSA. First responses have been 
gathered during the meeting (see below). Participants have been asked to fill-in the questionnaire 
by writing and to send it back by email to the GSA for further exploitation. 
 
The analysis below also takes into account the questionnaires received by email at the date of the 
meeting.  
 
Question 1 Use of Galileo EWS  
 

Answers Nb of votes 

Option 1 
(fully integrated) 

12 

Option 2 
(partly integrated) 

8 

Option 3 
(only exceptional cases) 

10 
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Question 2: EWS – Number of events 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

1 to 5 events 12 

5 to 10 events 4 

11 to 50 events 3 

51 to 100 events 3 

More than 100 events 1 

 
Question 3 EWS – Number of messages per event 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

1 to 2 5 

3 to 5 7 

More than 5 2 

 
Notes: 

• From the recent experience The Greek Civil Protection sent only 1 message for COVID 19 
incidents and for Fire incidents sent 1 to 3 and for flood 1 to 2).  

• A participant indicates that the number of messages depends on the type of event. Most 
would be 1 - 2, but it can be more than 5 in the case of nuclear incidents, huge floods, etc. 

• A participant indicates that Germany is using a national warning system MoWaS (Modular 
Warning System). There are warning disseminators connected to MoWaS like Apps, Public 
displays, media companies. All of them get a warning message in case of a hazard event. In 
case of Galileo EWS it would be a new warning disseminator. The number of expected 
messages is depending on the intended warning level or priority of warning messages 
published by EWS. In the first six month of 2020 we had nearly 600 warnings. 

 
Question 4 EWS – Message repetition 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

Yes 5 

No 1 

 
 
PART 2 – GALILEO CONTRIBUTION TO SEARCH AND RESCUE OPERATIONS 
Existing services ‒ Antonio Rolla, European Commission 
Panelist presentation: An aeronautical engineer by training, Antonio Rolla has more than 20 years 
of experience in programme management in space applications covering various sectors 
(Navigation, Telecommunication and Earth Observation). He has a keen interest in applications with 
strong societal benefits and is currently responsible for the Search and Rescue activities of Galileo 
programme within the European Commission. 
Antonio Rolla recalls that Galileo offers three operational services: two positioning services (Open 
Service and Public Regulated Service) and a Search and Rescue service. After a description of the 
Cospas-Sarsat system, Antonio Rolla describes the Galileo contribution to the upgrade of the system 
(MEOSAR configuration) and mentions the significant increase of the system performance brought 
by Galileo (from a localisation up to 4 hours and 10 kms to a localisation down to 10 min and 2 kms). 
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With its three MEOLUT facilities, Europe is the first contributor to reach the FOC level of 
commissioning. Antonio Rolla then presents the Return Link Service (RLS), a unique feature offered 
by Galileo which has reached IOC in January 2020. Thanks to Galileo RLS, the Cospas-Sarsat ground 
segment can now send an acknowledgment message to the emergency beacon, thus informing the 
user that the alert has been detected and localised. Antonio Rolla concludes with the identification 
of the set of documents that describe the service (e.g. Galileo SAR Service Definition Document). 
 
Questions from the audience 
 
Question/comment from the Irish Coast Guard: For the Return Link Service, is any input required 
from the Rescue Coordination Centre (RCC) or is it automatically performed? 
(Antonio Rolla) The return link message is automatic and is sent to the Galileo System via the French 
Mission Control Centre (MCC). It is generated in the Galileo ground segment, sent to the satellite 
which broadcast it on the area where the beacon is located. There is no active role of the RCC in the 
simple acknowledgement process we have today (Type 1).  
 
Question/comment from Frontex: Is the competent MRCC aware of the acknowledgement? 
(Antonio Rolla) The RCC receives the alert and is aware that there is an RLS enabled beacon. So, it 
knows that the RLS message has reached the beacon according to the commitment of performance 
of Galileo. 
 
Question/comment from the Latvian Maritime Coordination Centre: Is the FMCC (French MCC) the 
only MCC that could send the Return Link message to the beacon? 
(Antonio Rolla) The FMCC is the "gateway" to access the Galileo core infrastructure. The MCC 
network is composed of all the MCCs in the world. The local MCC receives the alert (sent to RCC) 
which is also duplicated and sent to the FMCC (wherever the alerts take place in the world) which 
ensures the transmission of the return link message to the beacon. In practice there is a duplication 
of the distribution of the alert. 
 
New services High Level Concept ‒ Remote beacon activation (RBA) ‒ Helmut Spitzl, GSA 
Panelist presentation: Helmut Spitzl has over 18 years of experience in the high-tech and innovation 
sector. He has been working on Galileo since 2005, first from the perspective of a Member State 
during the Austrian Council presidency, then at Administrative Board Level and finally at the 
European Commission. Helmut spent the last 7 years in Asia where he led the Science and Technology 
Section of the Austrian Embassy in Beijing and worked for Volkswagen Group China. Driven by his 
passion for the EU and space, he returned to Galileo and the GSA in 2020 where he manages GNSS 
Service Evolutions for Search and Rescue and Emergency Warning Services. 
 
After a brief overview of the general concept for the SAR/Galileo Return Link Service, Helmut Spitzl 
introduces three new concepts for SAR evolutions. 
The Remote Beacon Activation (RBA) Service gives authorised users (in a first step aviation and 
maritime communities) the ability to remotely activate and deactivate a beacon. Helmut Spitzl 
explains that to benefit of this capability, users need to be authorised by concluding a user 
agreement with Galileo in which the conditions of use as well as the obligations are defined. It is 
crucial that authorised users keep the information about the registered beacons up-to-date and that 
the beacons are successfully tested via the interface before they can be triggered. Several measures 
are planned to be implemented by Galileo to guarantee the robustness of the service such as a smart 
user interface which minimises human errors when submitting a request. Helmut Spitzl then 
presents the high-level RBA concept for aviation and Manuel Lopez presents the high-level RBA 
concept for maritime. Manuel Lopez explains that for the maritime sector, discussions have taken 



 

 GSA-MKD-EE-MOM-A10050 

 

Page 10 of 27 

place with several fisheries associations and with the Spanish MRCC. The use case found the most 
relevant for further investigations was the case of an "overdue vessel" (case of a vessel not reaching 
the port). Manuel Lopez presents the overall process corresponding to the "overdue vessel" use 
case, in which the MRCC is at the origin of the escalation process. He indicates that the use case is 
still under study and that the GSA would be very interested in gathering feedback from participants 
on this use case. Helmut Spitzl concludes the presentation with an overview of the user interface. 
 
New services High Level Concept ‒ Two-way communication (TWC) ‒ Helmut Spitzl, GSA 
Helmut Spitzl explains that as for the SAR/Galileo Return Link Service, the service starts with the 
distress messages sent by the beacon, which are acknowledged by Galileo once received. In addition 
to this, the Two-Way Communication (TWC) Service enables authorised users (Rescue Coordination 
Centres) to ask sets of predefined questions that can subsequently be tailored to the various types 
of events. Typically, the first set would be what kind of distress the user is in, how many people are 
in distress and how many people are injured. The person in distress could then respond to these 
questions directly through the beacon or a device connected to the beacon such as a smartphone. 
Helmut Spitzl indicates that the objective was to enable first responders to better tailor their rescue 
effort. Although the TWC does not provide "real-time" communication (with latencies in the order 
of 3 minutes from the Rescue Coordination Centre to the beacon and vice versa) the service aims to 
be a practical complement to rescue missions. The possibility to send short free-text messages is 
being investigated but due to the nature of the service would be limited to a small number of 
characters (around 12 characters per message). Helmut Spitzl mentions that an 18-month project 
within Horizon 2020 is planned to be launched in the coming months to prototype the service, 
perform a demonstration, define scenarios, and optimise the predefined questions and answers. 
Helmut Spitzl invites national SAR forces to be involved in the survey to optimise the questions and 
answers that is planned as part of this project. 
 
New services High Level Concept ‒ Beacon distress positioning sharing (DPS) ‒ Helmut Spitzl, GSA 
Helmut Spitzl explains, that as for the SAR/Galileo Return Link Service, the service starts with the 
distress messages sent by the beacon, which are acknowledged by Galileo once received. In addition 
to this, the Distress Position Sharing (DPS) Service enables authorised users (Rescue Coordination 
Centres) to share the position of the beacon in distress with other beacons in the distress area (e.g. 
beacons installed on vessels). RCCs could use this service in parallel to the TWC Service. Helmut 
Spitzl underlines that the DPS service should be considered as an additional means to share a 
distress position complementing traditional means such as radio-communications. Helmut Spitzl 
invites participants to make use of the distributed questionnaire to indicate their interest and needs 
related to the service. 
 
Questions from the audience 
Question/comment from a beacon manufacturer: The question relates to the Remote Beacon 
Activation in the maritime domain. What could be the typical time for a large boat to sink and the 
"Overdue Vessel" to be aware about this situation?  Which assumption did you take?  
 
(Manuel Lopez) There is no answer to this question at that stage since the use case considers the 
case of a boat which is not back to the port. There are several ways for the MRCCs to get this 
information (from a witness, from the owner…). If a boat is sinking the distress beacon will probably 
be activated. The situation considered in the use case is a situation where the beacon is not activated 
and where no information is available.  
Question/comment from a Belgian MRCC: To complement the answer, the typical time to activate 
the process of "overdue vessel" depends on the types of vessels. For fishing vessels, MRCC are 



 

 GSA-MKD-EE-MOM-A10050 

 

Page 11 of 27 

alerted quite quickly. For yachtsmen it is usually the family who is giving the alert (then it can be 
more than 24 hours or even some days) in such cases. 
 
Question/comment from a Belgian MRCC: The question relates to the Distress Beacon Positioning 
Sharing. With regards to the distribution of alert messages to other free floating EPIRB How do you 
cope with the problem of free floating EPIRB? 
(Manuel Lopez) We are thinking about the concept to send information to boats that are close to a 
vessel which is sinking. It may happen that rescue forces are far away but that other vessels which 
are closer can help. We are thinking about the possibility to transmit a message from the RCCs to 
those vessels around. There are several options to transmit this position. This could be done by using 
the other beacons in the area but this would require that these beacons are in listening mode, that 
they are powered and that they have this capability (note that in general terms, this capability could 
be embedded in any Galileo-enabled device and which is "listening" to the RLS, so it is not only in 
the beacons). 
 
Question/comment from the Irish Coast Guards: Does the Remote Beacon Activation require a new 
type of beacon? 
(Manuel Lopez) We need a beacon which has the capacity to be in listening mode. 
Participant from the Irish Coast Guards: In the presentation aviation "authorised users" are the 
aircraft operators. Was it considered to allow the Air Rescue Coordination Centre to be the 
"authorised users" in this scenario?  
(Helmut Spitz) After consultation with the entities involved in the service, the authorised users for 
aviation are indeed Aircraft Operators in connection with the corresponding Air Traffic Service Unit 
(ATSU).  
(Manuel Lopez) In the escalation process the RCC is informed if the situation is considered to be 
critical and is informed that the aircraft operator is going to ask for the remote activation. And then 
the RCC received the beacon position through the COSPAS SARSAT system.  
(Helmut Spitzl) The feedback loop to the authorised user could be realised in multiple ways. In 
addition to existing channels, Galileo will provide feedback and position to the user independently 
of other systems. 
 
Question/comment from the European Fisheries Control Agency: Underlines that fishing vessels 
constitute a very important use case. The EU fleet has more than 80000 fishing vessels, with a 
significant share of small fishing vessels (meaning that they may not carry AIS because they are less 
than 15 meters). When it comes to how to know if a vessel is overdue, in some cases they might be 
on day trips and if the vessel is not back the owner or the family can report the case to the MRCC. 
Concerning authorised users for aircraft, there might be situations with small aircrafts not having 
aircraft operators and when these situations are happening at sea, the MRCC is also a quite relevant 
player. 
(Manuel Lopez) We are already discussing with EFCA to make this concept very solid and we also 
would like to invite the different MRCCs to help us to consolidate this new concept. 
 
Question/comment from a beacon manufacturer: Emphasises that the process for the Remote 
Beacon Activation was successfully tested last week with Iberia and Air France. It was definitely a 
success for the validation of the concept.  
 
The following question has also been asked through the chat but has not been addressed during the 
discussions: "Concerning the TWC, would it be preferable to have a remote display connected to the 
beacon or to have a display directly in the distress beacon itself, in order to be able to answer to the 
RCC's questions?"  
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Discussions and questionnaire 
 
Question 8 RBA Authorised Users 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

Yes 13 

No 0 

 
Some comments from participants: 

• Depends on costs. Many fishing vessels owners are small scale operators (one vessel). Cost 
will be an important element to decide to purchase this kind of EPIRB 

• For PLBs, energy for GNSS receiver will be a problem 

• PLB remote activation is highly desirable for SAR helicopter crews and lifeboat personnel for 
example. 

• Also use remote beacon activation on private PLB's as fishermen have PLB's in their life 
vests. 

 
Question 9 RBA Latency 
 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

Yes 11 

No 0 

Some comments from participants: 

• PLBs on fisherman may be a challenge for Battery power to be on all the time 
 
Q10 RBA Start of the service 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

Yes 12 

No 0 

 
Some comments from participants: 

• Start including the industry as fast as possible, to make sure they have appropriate EPIRB 
aboard once the service is provided. 

 
Q11 TWC Concept 
 
Expected benefits mentioned by participants: 

• Any extra means of communication will be helpful and aid the saving of lives 

• Immediate benefits are for the user to not take rash decisions and for the SAR Forces to 
help the user to assist them in the operations 

• very useful optimize resources 

• Relevant to trained personnel 

• If people know the distress message is received, perhaps there will be less panic 

• likely to give rescuer the ability to provide the correct service 
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• It could be very interesting to adjust rescue means, but needs specific interface for PLBs 
(screen for example) 

• It would certainly increase the likelihood to rescue persons in distress at sea and it would 
be helpful to check and eliminate false alert cases (very common) 

• Very often people think that only a few fishermen are aboard a fishing vessel. On our vessels 
we have 35 up to 60 people aboard. If we can give that indication, more SAR units can be 
activated.   

• Yes, we had some cases in the past in which we possibly could have saved lives already if 
we had remote activation (if this is seen as a part of two-way communication too) 

• Yes, great potential to lead to a better outcome in a rescue situation. More information on 
numbers in distress will direct the appropriate resources to be allocated to the rescue 

• I would like to be able to receive and react on COSPAS SARSAT alert messages via the EMSA 
SafeSeaNet Ecosystem GUI (SEG) 

 
Q12 TWC - Latency 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

Yes 9 

No 0 

 
Question13 TWC – Fixed text messages 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

Yes 10 

No 0 

 
Type of missing information that would be needed: 

• Number of people on board 

• Best winching position on the vessel, is vessel in immediate danger and number of 
casualties. 

• Mostly to improve localization accuracy, preferably objectively 

• There are many distress situations where you only have the alert EPIRB 

• Are you on vessel or in liferaft or in the water? 

• Confirmation/denial of false alerts / user mishandling 

• Telephone or Satellite number (Maritime) in order to get in direct contact with the persons 
in distress 

• Survival equipment being used - dingy, immersion suits for example. 

• Nature of required rescue (Injured persons? Just rescue?) 
 
Question 14 Distress Position Sharing triggered by Rescue Forces 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

Yes 13 

No 0 

 
Other benefits quoted by participants: 

• The position could be shared with multiple vessels at once, also if it is geographical navy 
vessels which might not be identified on AIS could be alerted to the distress 

• Reduce time, avoiding a first contact with the vessel 
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• Fishing vessel often operate in the vicinity of other fishing vessels 

• It might save time to start a SAR operation with multiple units 

• Can also be useful to search for lost people in mountain 

• Timely information of the location of the emergency to all vessels in the vicinity would 
support a better outcome and assist the co-ordination efforts 

 
Note: 

• Manufacturers will need to provide interfaces to bridge from receiver products 

• Useful only if beacons give a loud auditive alarm or are able to communicate to bridge 
equipment (so wireless in case of free-floating beacons) 

• Maybe integration with INMARSAT RescueNet can be interesting 
 
Question 15 DPS Target Area 
Participants indicates that distance alerts are depending on several factors: 

• Type of area (open ocean, coastal waters) 

• Speed of the vessels in the area 

• The traffic in the area / number of vessels in the vicinity 
 
Nevertheless, some quantified answers are provided ranging from 60NM to 200NM. One participant 
is more specific and indicates that the distance should be 100-200NM for the open ocean and 5-
20NM in coastal waters. 
 
Question 16 Beacon characteristics 
 

Answers Nb of votes 

Yes 7 

No 0 

 
Additional comments from participants: 

• Probably more adapted to large ships, i.e. SOLAS 

• It would be useful but the beacons need to keep the 48-hour battery life in case of distress. 

• The beacon will not be able to receive continuously Galileo signal without draining its 
battery quickly. An alternative would be that the beacon would have and external power 
source.  

• Concern is how to keep connection and not impede the deployment of the beacon 

• In the future, with beacons having AIS position will also be shared 
 
 

 

Conclusions 

The panel was well attended and enabled to gather preliminary user feedback for the dimensioning 
of the future Galileo Emergency Warning Service and for the refinement of the high-level concepts 
for the new services based on the Galileo Return Link Service. 
Key results of this working session were highlighted during the plenary UCP session on December 7th, 
2020 by Juan Luis Valero (EU SatCen). 
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Other Notes & Information 

With the contribution of: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Annexes & Attachments 

Annex 1 – Questionnaire 
Annex 2 – Responses received to questionnaire 
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Annex 1 – Questionnaire  
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Annex 2 – Responses received to questionnaire 

The tables below compile the responses obtained though the completed questionnaires received by 
the GSA at the date of circulating these minutes, as well as those provided by participants during the 
UCP panel session.  

The fact that respondents to the questionnaire have not systematically answered all the questions and 
the fact that the number of people answering questions during the panel varied from a question to 
another make that the total of votes varies depending on the question. 

 

Galileo Emergency Warning Service 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Option 1 - Fully integrated 18 46,2%

Option 2 - Partly integrated 9 23,1%

Option 3 - Exceptional use 12 30,8%

Total number of responses 39

Votes

Question 1 - Use of Galileo-EWS

How do you intend to use the satellite-based Galileo-EWS in your country? 

1 to 5 events 13 39,4%

5 to 10 events 4 12,1%

11 to 50 events 10 30,3%

51 to 100 events 2 6,1%

More than 100 events 4 12,1%

Total number of responses 33

Votes

Question 2 -  Number of events

According to the intended usage, how many emergency events per year would 

require alerts broadcast using Galileo-EWS in your country? 

1 to 2 10 37,0%

3 to 5 13 48,1%

More than 5 4 14,8%

Total number of responses 27

Votes

Question 3 - Number of messages per event

To manage a single crisis event and to adequately inform the population of 

updates of the situation, how many different messages (messages with a 

different content) are usually sent out? 
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Question 4 - Message repetition

Yes 12 66,7%

No 6 33,3%

Total number of responses 18

Votes

Do you repeat warning messages?  

Question 5 - Message authenticity and integrity

Yes 9 69,2%

No 4 30,8%

Total number of responses 13

Do your national alert systems use authenticity and integrity 

techniques for the broadcast of emergency messages?

Votes

Question 6 - Cross border alerts

Option 1 8 53,3%

Option 2 7 46,7%

Total number of responses 15

Votes

Due to the satellite-based nature of the Galileo Emergency Warning 

Service, alerts are visible across borders, but could be filtered out by 

the user receiver. If country 1 sends an alert request to Galileo where 

the target area overlaps with the jurisdiction of country 2, the receiver 

could handle the warning message according to the following options 

and display the alert or not. In your opinion, who should receive such 

alert?

- Option 1: everyone located in the target area

- Option 2: people located in the target area and in country 1 (but not 

those located in country 2) 

Question 7 - Latency

Yes 14 93,3%

No 1 6,7%

Total number of responses 15

Votes

Expected latency from the reception of the request until the 

confirmation of reception of the message by the EWS-Galileo user 

receiver is in the order of 2‑3 minutes.
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Galileo Search and Rescue (SAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 11 100%

No 0%

Total number of responses 11

Remote Activation Requests can be launched only by users authorised 

by Galileo. For Aviation, these are foreseen to be the Aircraft 

Operators with permission from the Air Traffic Service Unity (ATSU). 

For Maritime, these are foreseen to be the Maritime Rescue 

Coordination Centres (RCC) connected to the Mission Control Centre 

(MCC) which will receive the position of the beacon in distress from 

Cospas-Sarsat once activated. For public entities (SAR forces, military) 

the remote beacon activation is planned to also be extended to 

Personal Locator Beacons (PLBs).

Question 8 - RBA – Authorised Users

Votes

Yes 11 100%

No 0%

Total number of responses 11

Votes

The foreseen maximum latency for Remote Beacon Activation is 2 

minutes until the beacon is activated and 10 minutes until the 

Authorised User receives feedback on the activation. However, typical 

latency for the feedback is expected to be in the order of 5 minutes. 

For Remote Beacon Deactivation, the maximum latency values are 4 

and 20 minutes (due to lower priority). Does this correspond to your 

operational needs?

Question 9 - RBA – Latency

Yes 11 100%

No 0%

Total number of responses 11

Votes

The service is planned to be in place by the beginning of 2023. Does 

this correspond to your operational needs? 

Question 10 - RBA – Start of service
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This service will allow for Two-Way Communication to be established 

between an Authorised Rescue Coordination Centres (RCC) and the 

Beacon User after the RCC has received the distress alert messages 

from the beacon and has sent the initial Return Link Message (RLM) 

acknowledgement to the beacon.

Which benefits do you see for this service? Will it increase the 

likelihood to rescue persons in distress? How would you integrate it 

with other means? (please specify if maritime, aviation, pedestrian if 

relevant)

(See comments)

Question 11 - TWC – Concept

Yes 10 100%

No 0%

Total number of responses 10

Votes

The Two-Way Communication service will typically have latencies of 

several minutes (around 3 minutes) from the beacon to the Rescue 

Coordination Centre (RCC) and vice versa. Do you think this service 

could be effectively used by Rescue Forces?

If yes, in which situations would you foresee to make use of this 

service? (See Comments)

Which latencies would you need to fulfil your operational needs?  (See 

Comments)

Question 12 - TWC – Latency

Yes 10 91%

No 1 9%

Total number of responses 11

Question 13 - TWC – Fixed text messages

Votes

The service is planned to implement a Two-Way Communication based 

on fixed text messages (e.g. How many people are in distress? 1, 2, 3, 

more; How many people are injured? 1, 2, 3, more).

Is there a certain type of information that you would need but 

currently do not have, receive too late, or which is not accurate 

enough? (e.g. information for situational awareness, to prepare the 

rescue operation, to reduce the risks for the SAR operators on site, to 

maximize survival rate for persons in distress)
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Yes 11 100%

No 0%

Total number of responses 11

Votes

Would it be useful if Rescue Forces could make use of Galileo signals 

to share the position of a beacon in distress with vessels its vicinity? 

(e.g. fishing fleets) 

Will it increase the likelihood to rescue persons in distress? Which 

other benefits do you expect? How would you foresee to integrate this 

service with other alerting means? (See Comments)

Question 14 - DPS – Distress Position Sharing triggered by Rescue Forces

Question 15 - DPS – Target area

Up to which distance alerts should be received for rescue efforts to be 

effective? (See Comments)

Yes 10 91%

No 1 9%

Total number of responses 11

Votes

Question 16 - DPS – Beacon characteristics

Would it be useful if beacons (e.g. operating at sea) were continuously 

listening to Galileo signals so that they could receive potential distress 

position information?
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