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1. Executive Summary 

Innovative Air Mobility (IAM) is emerging as a ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǇƛƭƭŀǊ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΣ ŘƛƎƛǘŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ 
green transition agendas, with the potential to reshape how people and goods move within and between 
urban regions. Encompassing advanced aerial platforms, U-space and traffic management, digital 
automation, energy and propulsion technologies, new infrastructure concepts, and societal integration, 
IAM represents not only a technological evolution but a systemic transformation. Its successful 
deployment will depend as much on workforce readiness, education systems, institutional capacity, and 
public acceptance as on aircraft performance or digital platforms. 

This report has been developed within the framework of the AIRMOB project, a European initiative aimed 
at strengthening IAM-related skills, education pathways, and workforce readiness across multiple 
countries and education levels. AIRMOB seeks to bridge gaps between vocational education and training 
(VET), higher educatƛƻƴΣ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ L!a ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ 
supported by a competent, adaptable, and future-oriented workforce. In this context, the present report 
constitutes a baseline analytical deliverable, providing evidence-based insights into current conditions, 
gaps, and opportunities that will inform subsequent project activities. 

The analysis draws on three complementary survey strands targeting stakeholders, teachers, and students 
across five countries (Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Spain, and Türkiye). Together, these datasets offer a multi-
perspective and cross-country assessment of IAM awareness, relevance, skills alignment, institutional 
readiness, and future aspirations. Across all respondent groups, there is strong consensus that IAM will 
become increasingly important within the next 5ς10 years, with a majority expecting new job creation 
and expanded career pathways. However, the findings also reveal a persistent mismatch between IAM 
ambitions and the capacity of current education and training systems to respond at scale and pace. 

From ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ, IAM is widely recognised as a cross-sectoral domain requiring 
coordinated engagement from education providers, industry, regulators, and public authorities. 
Stakeholders consistently emphasise the importance of curriculum development, research and innovation 
capacity, talent development, and long-term strategic funding, alongside regulatory clarity. At the same 
time, concerns persist regarding institutional preparedness, particularly in relation to infrastructure 
availability, qualified teaching staff, and sustainable partnership models. Stakeholders also highlight the 
need for clear graduate profiles, with strong demand for roles such as UAS and VTOL operators, unmanned 
traffic managers, maintenance technicians, AI and systems developers, and regulatory and certification 
experts. 

The teacher survey highlights a combination of high motivation and structural constraint. While many 
ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ L!aΩǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 
development, only a minority feel fully prepared to teach IAM-related content. Key barriers include lack 
of time, limited funding, insufficient access to specialised training, and scarcity of IAM-experienced 
instructors. More than half of teachers identify a skills gap between students and industry expectations, 
reinforcing concerns about curriculumςlabour market misalignment. Nevertheless, there is strong 
willingness to engage in co-development of IAM teaching materials, particularly through practical 
modules, case studies, and interdisciplinary approaches. 
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From the ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ, the results indicate high interest and strong future orientation. Students 
show clear enthusiasm for IAM-related careers, particularly in operational, technical, and systems-
oriented roles such as airspace management, drone piloting, maintenance, AI-enabled systems, and safety 
and compliance. More than 60% express willingness to upskill or reskill, and over three-quarters believe 
IAM will create job opportunities in their region within five years. However, students also report 
significant barriers, including limited hands-on training, lack of academic and career guidance, high costs 
of specialised education, and insufficient internship and industry exposure. These findings suggest that 
motivation is not the limiting factor; rather, access, visibility, and structured pathways remain the primary 
challenges. 

Across all surveys, infrastructure and experiential learning emerge as critical bottlenecks. Many 
institutions lack access to labs, simulators, test fields, or operational environments, and a substantial 
proportion of respondents are uncertain whether such resources exist within their institutions at all. 
Where IAM-related education is available, it is often theoretical rather than practice-oriented, 
undermining perceived employability and workforce readiness. At the same time, the widespread use of 
digital learning platforms highlights strong potential for simulation-based training, blended delivery 
models, and shared digital infrastructure as scalable solutions. 

A further cross-cutting issue concerns guidance, visibility, and ecosystem coordination. Students 
frequently report difficulty identifying institutional contact points for IAM opportunities and limited 
confidence in approaching their institutions for project support. Despite this, demand is high for career 
orientation, internships, workshops, student networks, and European mobility opportunities, pointing to 
a coordination and communication gap rather than a lack of interest. 

Overall, the findings demonstrate a clear misalignment between the pace of IAM technological and 
regulatory development and the readiness of current education and training systems. IAM remains 
fragmented across disciplines, insufficiently embedded in curricula, and weakly supported by institutional 
structures, despite strong interest from learners, educators, and stakeholders. Addressing this gap 
requires moving beyond isolated interventions toward a joint IAM ecosystem approach, integrating 
education, industry, policy, and societal dimensions. 

In this context, the present report serves as a foundational analytical input for subsequent AIRMOB 
activities. The evidence and insights presented here directly inform upcoming deliverablesτmost notably 
D2.2: Transformation Roadmapτand provide a structured basis for implementation-focused work 
packages, including WP3 (Providing Excellent VET and Education Pathways), WP4 (Bridging Education 
with Industry and Practice), and related capacity-building and pilot actions. By establishing a shared 
understanding of challenges, opportunities, and stakeholder needs, this report lays the groundwork for 
targeted educational programme development, partnership models, and ecosystem-level interventions 
that will be carried forward in the next phases of the AIRMOB project. 
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2. Introduction 

The AIRMOB project aims to improve the skills and capacities of the IAM sector through the creation of 
regional Centres of Vocational Excellence (CoVEs) across 5 European countries with strong potential in 
the sector: Portugal, Spain, Italy, Türkiye and Ireland. The project gathers relevant partners of the IAM 
ecosystems at national and transnational levels, ensuring optimal conditions for collaboration towards an 
άǳǇǿŀǊŘǎ ŎƻƴǾŜǊƎŜƴŎŜέΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ±9¢ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L!a 
emerging community.  

Within the AIRMOB project, Work Package 2 (WP2) ς Sector Analysis and Strategic Planning seeks to 
establish a shared understanding ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ operating context and lays the foundation 
for coordinated cooperation at national and European Union (EU) levels. It delivers a robust evidence base 
on the IAM sector, to ensure that, by the end of WP2, partners will share a common vision, a mobilised 
ecosystem and a practical, consensus-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƻ ǎǘŜŜǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻ±9Ωǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ. Specifically, the 
WP pursues five reinforcing objectives:  

1. First, to establish the European baseline by gathering and synthesizing knowledge on the IAM 
sector: its stakeholders, enabling technologies, recent developments, regulatory drivers and 
constraints, conditions for scale-up and potential contributions to key EU challenges.  

2. Second, to map and activate the ecosystem in the AIRMOB countries by identifying, profiling and 
engaging stakeholders, clarifying the role and potential contribution of each organisation to the 
CoVE and to the cross-border cooperation model.  

3. Third, to diagnose capabilities and gaps by identifying the technical, scientific and transversal 
topics shaping the sector and assessing strengths and deficits in knowledge, skills, people, 
infrastructure and equipment, with particular attention to VET provision and labour-market 
needs.  

4. Fourth, to co-design a practical, time-phased transformation Roadmap structured around the 
three pillars, detailing priorities, actions, responsibilities, milestones and indicative resources 
for implementation in subsequent WPs.  

5. Finally, to ensure policy alignment by demonstrating how the Roadmap contributes to the 
Regional Strategies for Research and Innovation of each involved region or country, thereby 
maximising coherence, uptake and long-term sustainability. 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƎƻŀƭǎΦ WP2 delivers the consolidated sector 
baseline that characterises the IAM sector in Europe τ its stakeholders, enabling technologies, regulatory 
constraints, and conditions for scale-up τ and provides a forward-looking assessment of skills and 
workforce needs. In doing so, it identifies current and forecast capabilities for VET pathways and related 
labour-market dynamics, feeding concrete inputs into curricula, training offers, and the downstream work 
packages. 

One of the key outputs of this WP is the present report titled AIRMOB Drone View: A Scan of the Innovative 
Air Mobility Sector, corresponding to Deliverable 2.1 (D2.1) of the project. This report aims to provide a 
description and analysis of the IAM sector at the EU level, based on the findings from research conducted 
at both national and European levels.  
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2.1 Purpose of the Document 

This document aims to provide an in-depth understanding of the IAM sector and its role in transforming 
urban and regional air transport. It offers critical insights into the current state of the sector, including its 
stakeholders, technologies, regulatory landscape, and growth potential, serving as a foundational 
document for the project's subsequent activities. IAM represents a rapidly evolving area within the 
aviation industry that is poised to reshape how people and goods move within cities and across regions, 
offering significant improvements in mobility, environmental sustainability and economic growth. This 
transformation is driven by Electric Vertical Take-off and Landing (eVTOL) aircraft, drones, and other 
emerging technologies that will provide short-haul, low-altitude flights. As such, this document outlines 
the ƪŜȅ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ǎŎƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ L!aΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ and its 
integration into European and global transport systems. 

The document also focuses on the need for Vocational Education and Training (VET) programs to address 
the skills gap within the IAM sector. It identifies the key roles and professions emerging within IAM, 
including transportation data analysts, software developers, urban mobility planners and autonomous 
vehicle operators, among others. The purpose is to create a roadmap for designing targeted training 
programs that align with the evolving needs of the IAM sector and to ensure that the workforce is 
prepared for the challenges and opportunities this transformation brings. 

The document further explores the role of IAM in advancing EU goals, particularly in terms of reducing 
carbon emissions, enhancing digital infrastructure and improving urban mobility. Through this, the 
document provides the foundation for aligning educational strategies, industry practices and policy 
frameworks that are essential for supporting IAM's long-term development, anticipating the design of a 
Transformation Roadmap (D2.2) describing the priorities and actions to be carried out throughout the 
project. 

2.1.1 Relation to National Reports and Project Objectives 

The national reports from the AIRMOB partner countriesτPortugal, Spain, Italy, Türkiye and Irelandτ
offer valuable insights into the current state of the IAM sector in each region ς by operating at 
ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭκǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǊŜŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŀŘƧǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ 
steps. In fact, these reports play a ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ŀƭƛƎƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 
national contexts, ensuring that the AIRMOB project reflects the diversity of the IAM landscape across 
Europe. 

Moreover, each country has distinct national initiatives, strategies and policies that contribute to the 
development of IAM technologies and services. These reports provide an in-depth look at how national 
priorities in air mobility, digitalization, green transition and infrastructure development are shaping the 
future of the IAM sector. Specifically, the national reports: 

 Highlight the varying conditions across the five partner countries, including regulatory 
environments, technological capabilities and workforce preparedness.  
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 Provide a comprehensive overview of the stakeholders involved in IAM within each country 
ς this includes governmental bodies, industry players, research institutions and training 
providers.  

 Highlights how the IAM sector contributes to the broader EU goals.  

 Provide critical insights into VET needs within each country.  

.ȅ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻΣ ƛǘΩǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ compare the conditions across all five countries, allowing for the 
identification of shared challenges and opportunities, as well as region-specific issues. This comparative 
analysis helps to pinpoint common barriers that may require similar solutions. It also enables the 
identification of unique regional opportunities that can be further explored or tailored interventions to 
ensure the successful implementation of IAM technologies and services in each context. This approach 
ensures that the AIRMOB project is both adaptable and responsive to the diverse needs and potential of 
each participating country, while fostering a unified effort towards the sector's growth at the European 
level. 

2.2 Scope and Objectives 

The scope of this document includes a comprehensive exploration of the IAM sector, focusing on the 
various technologies, infrastructure, regulatory frameworks and stakeholders that are involved in the 
deployment and operation of aerial transport services. It delves into the transformative potential of IAM 
technologies and examines how they can improve urban and regional mobility by reducing congestion, 
enhancing connectivity and fostering more sustainable and functional urban environments. 

The document outlines the emerging professions within IAM, identifying key skills and knowledge areas 
required for the successful implementation and operation of IAM systems. These professions include ς 
but are not limited to ς transportation data analysts, transportation engineers, software developers, 
electric vehicle (EV)/hydrogen fuel cells technicians, urban mobility planners and traffic management 
specialists. The demand for such skills reflects the interdisciplinary nature of IAM, combining expertise in 
transportation planning, engineering, technology, policy and sustainability. In alignment with the specific 
needs of the IAM industry, the objectives of this document are as follows: 

 Assessment of IAM's Transformative Impact: To explore the potential of IAM to 
revolutionise short and medium-range air transport, reduce environmental impacts and 
expand the market for aviation. This includes examining its potential to reduce congestion, 
enhance mobility and contribute to a more sustainable and functional urban environment. 

 Identification of Emerging Professions: To identify the new professions emerging within 
IAM and the skills required for these roles. This includes examining the need for specialized 
training in fields such as urban air mobility, autonomous vehicles and smart city 
technologies. It aims to help shape the design of training programs that meet the future 
demands of the IAM sector. 

 Alignment with European Strategic Priorities: To highlight how IAM aligns with key 
European Union strategic goals, including the European Green Deal, the Digital Strategy, the 
Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy, and the EU Security Union Strategy. The document 
ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜǎ L!aϥǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŜƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
lead in sustainable and smart transportation solutions. 

https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal_en
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/international-digital-strategy
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/transport-themes/mobility-strategy_en
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/promoting-our-european-way-life/european-security-union_en
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 Regulatory and Policy Frameworks: To examine the current regulatory frameworks for IAM, 
including those related to airspace management, safety standards and data security. The 
document also emphasizes the need for flexible, adaptive regulatory systems that can 
support the rapid development of IAM technologies while maintaining safety and reliability. 

 Public Acceptance and Engagement: To explore the challenges related to public acceptance 
of IAM technologies and services, particularly in urban areas. The document discusses the 
need for effective communication, community engagement and transparency in addressing 
concerns about noise, privacy, safety and equity. 

 Socio-Economic Benefits of IAM: To analyse the potential socio-economic impact of IAM, 
including its ability to create new job opportunities, support economic resilience and 
contribute to Europe's strategic autonomy. The document explores how IAM technologies 
can drive growth in various sectors, from agriculture to healthcare and e-commerce. 

2.3 Terminology and Abbreviations 

Acronym Meaning 

5G Fifth Generation of Mobile Network Technology 

AAM Advanced Air Mobility 

ABB Asea Brown Boveri 

AESA State Aviation Safety Agency (Spain) 

AI Artificial Intelligence 

ANS Air Navigation Service 

ANSP Air Navigation Service Provider 

AR Augmented Reality 

ATM Air Traffic Management 

BTK Information and Communication Technologies Authority (Türkiye) 

BUBBLES Defining the BUilding Basic BLocks for a U-Space SEparation Management Service 

BVLOS Beyond Visual Line of Sight 

CAAC Civil Aviation Administration of China 
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CAAS Civil Aviation Authority of Singapore 

CAGR Compound Annual Growth Rate 

CAR-UAM Civil Aviation Regulation ς Urban Air Mobility (UAE) 

CASA Civil Aviation Safety Authority (Australia) 

CISPs Common Information Service Providers 

ConOps Concept of Operations 

CORUS-
XUAM 

Concept of Operations for European U-space Services ς Extension for Urban Air 
Mobility 

CoVEs Centres of Vocational Excellence 

D Deliverable 

DFS Air Navigation Service Provider (Germany) 

DGCA Directorate General of Civil Aviation 

DHMI General Directorate of State Airports Authority (Türkiye) 

DOA Design Organisation Approval 

DTA Aerospace Technology District 

E.ON European Multinational Electric Utility Company 

EASA European Union Aviation Safety Agency 

ECTS European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System 

EDF European Defence Fund 

ENAIRE Spanish Air Navigation Service Provider 

ENAV National Agency for Flight Assistance (Italy) 

EU European Union 
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eVTOL Electric Vertical Take-off and Landing 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FMCI Future Mobility Campus Ireland 

GMI Global Market Insights 

GOF 2.0 Gulf of Finland 2.0 ς Integrated Urban Airspace Validation Project (SESAR JU) 

GPS Global Positioning System 

HE Higher Education 

IAA Irish Aviation Authority 

IAM Innovative Air Mobility 

ICAO International Civil Aviation Organization 

ICT Information and Communication Technology 

ITU Istanbul Technical University 

KPIs Key Performance Indicators 

LMS Learning Management System 

LTE Long Term Evolution 

MLIT Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism 

MOLIT Ministry of Land, Infrastructure and Transport 

MOOC Massive Open Online Course 

NAAs National Aviation Authorities 

NAV Air Navigation Service Provider (Portugal) 

NEAT National Emerging Aviation Technologies 

NIS2 Network and Information Security Directive (2) 
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OEM Original Equipment Manufacturer 

PANDU National Plan for the Development of U-space (Spain) 

R&D Research and Development 

RIS3 Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialisation 

SAF Sustainable Aviation Fuels 

SESAR JU SESAR Joint Undertaking 

SHGM Civil Aviation Authority of Türkiye 

SMEs Small and Medium Enterprises 

SORA Specific Operation Risk Assessment 

SRL Social Readiness Level 

SSMS Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy 

SWOT Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats Analysis 

TEN-T Trans-European Transport Network 

UAE United Arab Emirates 

UAS Unmanned Aircraft Systems 

UAV Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 

UBI University of Beira Interior 

UK United Kingdom 

UPM Technical University of Madrid 

USSPs U-space Service Providers 

UTM Unmanned Traffic Management 

VET Vocational Education and Training 
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VR Virtual Reality 

WP Work Package 
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3. European and International Context 

IAM (often interchangeably with Advanced Air Mobility (AAM)) is used for new, largely electric and 
highly automated aircraft operations (eVTOL/VTOL and advanced rotorcraft concepts) and high-density 
drone operations that expand aviation into urban/peri-urban and regional mobility and logistics. In 
Europe, this is typically framed as: 

 ¦!{ ό¦ƴƳŀƴƴŜŘ !ƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ {ȅǎǘŜƳǎύ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ άƻǇŜƴ κ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ κ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ 
(risk-based operations model), and 

 U-space as the airspace and service concept to enable safe, efficient, high-volume drone 
operationsτespecially beyond visual line of sight (BVLOS) and in complex environments. 

It is important to note that, within EU policy, U-space is not equivalent to IAM/AAM. Rather, it functions 
as a foundational enabler for the safe and scalable integration of drone operations and serves as a critical 
component of the wider air-mobility framework, including future interfaces with eVTOL operations, 
vertiports, and conventional Air Traffic Management (ATM). The European Commission positions drones 
and eVTOL systems as elements of a unified, emerging ecosystem spanning markets, regulation, 
infrastructure, and services. 

3.1 EU Overview 

The EU has developed one of the most comprehensive and integrated policy, regulatory, and strategic 
frameworks globally for UAS, U-space, and IAM/AAM. Unlike incremental or sector-isolated approaches 
observed elsewhere, the EU framework combines binding safety regulation, strategic transport and 
climate policy, digital airspace modernisation, and industrial and research support into a coherent 
system. 

At the core of this framework lies a multi-layered governance model: 

 Primary aviation law establishes safety authority and regulatory scope 

 Operational regulations govern UAS operations and U-space 

 Transport and climate strategies define long-term objectives and priorities 

 Research and innovation programmes accelerate deployment and integration 

This ecosystem is coordinated primarily by the European Commission, with technical oversight and 
rulemaking support from the European Union Aviation Safety Agency (EASA), and system-level 
modernisation driven through SESAR JU with support of national funds on research and development. 

3.1.1 EU Policies, Strategies, and Priorities 

¢ƘŜ 9¦ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ-looking policy ecosystems for 
IAM. This ecosystem integrates aviation regulation, transport strategy, digital governance, environmental 
objectives, industrial policy, and research funding into a coherent framework that guides the safe, 
sustainable, and socially acceptable deployment of drones, U-space, and emerging IAM/eVTOL services. 
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¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ-based regulation, system-level integration, and 
alignment with broader political priorities such as climate neutrality, digital sovereignty, and strategic 
autonomy. 

This section outlines the key EU policies, strategies, and priorities shaping IAM development, with 
emphasis on aviation regulation, strategic direction, sustainability, energy transition, research and 
innovation, and cross-sectoral influences 

Aviation Safety and Airspace Regulation 

¢ƘŜ ŎƻǊƴŜǊǎǘƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŀǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ Regulation (EU) 2018/1139, which establishes 
common rules for civil aviation and defines the mandate of the EASA. This regulation provides the legal 
basis for regulating unmanned aircraft, automated systems, new aircraft categories, and ATM services. Its 
performance-based, risk-oriented approach allows the EU to integrate emerging technologies without 
relying on prescriptive, technology-specific rules. This flexibility is essential for IAM, where rapid 
innovation requires regulatory adaptability. 

Operational Rules for Unmanned Aircraft 

Operational implementation is governed by Regulation (EU) 2019/947, which introduces the open, 
specific, and certified categories. This tiered structure enables a scalable transition from low-risk 
operations (e.g., recreational drones, basic commercial use) to complex, high-risk, and highly automated 
ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ .±[h{ ƭƻƎƛǎǘƛŎǎΣ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀƛǊ ƳƻōƛƭƛǘȅύΦ ¢ƘŜ άǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎέ Ŏategory, supported by the Specific 
Operation Risk Assessment (SORA) methodology, is particularly relevant for IAM because it provides a 
structured pathway for risk assessment and operational authorisation. 

U-space: Digital Airspace Integration 

The U-space regulatory packageτRegulations 2021/664, 2021/665, and 2021/666τestablishes a 
harmonised digital traffic management environment for unmanned aircraft. These regulations define: 

 the creation and designation of U-space airspace, 

 the roles and responsibilities of U-space service providers (USSPs), 

 mandatory services such as network identification, geo-awareness, and traffic information, 

 interoperability requirements between ATM and U-space, 

 rules of the air for manned aviation operating in or near U-space. 

The U-space framework ensures that drones operate within a regulated aviation environment, not a 
commercial digital platform. It also lays the foundation for high-density, automated IAM operations by 
ensuring predictable, safe, and interoperable traffic management. 

Strategic Direction: Drone Strategy 2.0 

¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƭƻƴƎ-term political vision for drones and IAM is articulated in the Drone Strategy 2.0 (2022). 
Unlike binding regulations, this strategy provides a forward-looking roadmap to 2030, identifying 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32018R1139
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32019R0947
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32021R0664
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32021R0665
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32021R0666
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_22_7076


 

 
 

13 
 

    

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the 
author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European 
Education and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA). Neither the European Union nor EACEA 
can be held responsible for them. [Grant Agreement number: 101194074] 
 

regulatory gaps, market barriers, and strategic priorities across civil, security, defence, and industrial 
domains. 

Key IAM-relevant priorities include: 

 Vertiport regulation and standardisation: Development of harmonised requirements for 
design, safety, operations, and integration with existing transport hubs. 

 Urban integration: Ensuring IAM is embedded in urban mobility planning, spatial 
development, and multimodal transport strategies. 

 Skills and workforce development: Preparing the labour market for new roles in digital 
aviation, automation, and U-space operations. 

 Societal acceptance: Addressing noise, privacy, safety, and visual impact concerns through 
transparent communication and community engagement. 

 Strategic autonomy: {ǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ŘǊƻƴŜ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎΣ ǎŜƴǎƻǊǎΣ 
communications, and automated systems. 

Drone Strategy 2.0 positions IAM not as an isolated aviation innovation but as a core component of 
9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ, linking it to broader EU priorities such as digitalisation, 
sustainability, and competitiveness. 

Sustainability and Transport Transformation 

European Green Deal 

The European Green Deal sets the overarching objective of achieving climate neutrality by 2050. All 
aviation and transport policiesτincluding IAMτare shaped by this objective. The Green Deal frames 
aviation growth as conditional on environmental performance, requiring new mobility modes to 
demonstrate measurable contributions to decarbonisation, noise reduction, and energy efficiency. 

Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy (SSMS) 

The SSMS translates Green Deal objectives into the transport sector. It positions drones and IAM as: 

 digital-native mobility modes, 

 complementary to existing ground transport systems, 

 contributors to multimodal, sustainable mobility networks, 

 enablers of efficient logistics, emergency response, and public services. 

The strategy shifts IAM from an aviation-centric innovation to a transport system asset, emphasising 
integration with urban mobility, public transport, and TEN-T corridors. It also highlights the need for 
harmonised standards, cross-border operations, and coordinated deployment across Member States. 

Environmental and Social Acceptance 

https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0789
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EU policy increasingly emphasises societal acceptance as a prerequisite for IAM deployment. This 
includes: 

 noise and emissions management, 

 transparent data governance, 

 equitable access to services, 

 integration with public spaces and urban design. 

IAM is expected to contribute toτnot compete withτsustainable mobility objectives. 

Aviation Energy Transition: ReFuelEU Aviation 

The ReFuelEU Aviation Regulation establishes binding requirements for the uptake of Sustainable 
Aviation Fuels (SAF) across EU airports. While many IAM aircraft are electric or hybrid-electric, ReFuelEU 
influences IAM in several ways: 

 It reinforces a policy preference for low-carbon AAM concepts, supporting electric and 
hydrogen-based propulsion. 

 It embeds energy and grid integration into vertiport and infrastructure planning. 

 It raises expectations for lifecycle sustainability assessments, including battery production, 
charging infrastructure, and end-of-life management. 

ReFuelEU positions IAM within the broader aviation decarbonisation pathway, ensuring alignment with 
EU climate objectives. 

Research, Innovation, and Digital Airspace Modernisation 

Horizon Europe 

¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŦƭŀƎǎƘƛǇ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ Horizon Europe, provides substantial funding for IAM-related 
research across automation, Artificial Intelligence (AI), energy systems, digitalisation, and multimodal 
mobility. Relevant areas include: 

 advanced drone operations and AAM technologies, 

 U-space service development and validation, 

 AI-enabled automation and safety assurance, 

 energy storage, charging, and grid integration, 

 societal acceptance and human-centred design. 

Horizon Europe supports both early-stage research and large-scale demonstration projects, accelerating 
technology readiness and regulatory learning. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=OJ:L_202302405
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SESAR 3 Joint Undertaking 

The SESAR 3 JU drives the digital transformation of European ATM. Its work on U-space, mannedς
unmanned air traffic integration, and advanced automation is central to IAM deployment. SESAR projects: 

 validate regulatory concepts in operationally realistic environments, 

 test interoperability between ATM and U-space, 

 explore AI-enabled decision support, 

 demonstrate high-density drone operations, 

 support harmonised implementation across Member States. 

{9{!w ŀŎǘǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ system-level testbed, ensuring that IAM development is grounded in operational 
feasibility and safety assurance. 

National Cross-Sector Funds 

At the national level, a range of funding mechanisms and incentive schemes are in place to support the 
development of IAM and to foster cross-sectoral collaboration. These instruments, designed to 
modernise and strengthen transport systems in EU Member States and associated countries, are tailored 
to national priorities, policy objectives, and market maturity levels. Implementation is typically led by 
ministries responsible for transport, in coordination with other relevant public authorities. In addition, 
industry-driven partnershipsτparticularly involving the industrial, digital, and telecommunications 
sectorsτplay a significant role in the design and execution of IAM-related funding and innovation 
activities. 

Cross-Sectoral Influences on IAM 

IAM development is shaped not only by aviation and transport policy but also by broader EU initiatives in 
digital governance, urban development, security, and industrial strategy. 

Digitalisation and Data Governance 

Key frameworks include: 

 EU Data Strategy, 

 AI Act, 

 Cybersecurity Act, 

 NIS2 Directive. 

These influence IAM requirements for data sharing, AI-based automation, cybersecurity, resilience, and 
digital infrastructure. IAM systems must comply with strict standards for data protection, algorithmic 
transparency, and cyber-secure operations. 
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Urban and Regional Development 

Policies such as the EU Urban Mobility Framework, TEN-T Regulation, and the Mission on Climate-
Neutral and Smart Cities encourage cities to integrate IAM into broader mobility, energy, and digital 
infrastructure planning. This includes: 

 multimodal integration with public transport, 

 alignment with urban air quality and noise objectives, 

 spatial planning for vertiports and charging infrastructure, 

 coordination with regional and cross-border mobility corridors. 

Security and Defence 

IAM intersects with EU security and defence priorities through: 

 counter-UAS capabilities, 

 dual-use technologies, 

 secure communications and navigation, 

 resilience of critical infrastructure. 

Initiatives such as the EU Security Union Strategy and the European Defence Fund (EDF) support research 
and capability development relevant to secure IAM deployment. 

3.1.2 European Market and Stakeholder Ecosystem 

The European IAM market is shaped by a diverse and rapidly evolving ecosystem of regulators, industry 
actors, infrastructure developers, research organisations, and public authorities. This ecosystem reflects 
9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ safety, digitalisation, sustainability, and industrial 
competitiveness are jointly advanced through coordinated EU-level and Member State initiatives. The 
result is a multi-actor landscape that supports technology development, operational deployment, and 
societal integration of drones, U-space, and emerging AAM/eVTOL services. 

This section provides an overview of the European IAM market and stakeholder ecosystem, highlighting 
key actors, market segments, industrial capabilities, and emerging business models. 

Drone Services Market  

Europe has a well-established drone services market, dominated by logistics, inspection, mapping, and 
ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ 5ǊƻƴŜ 
Strategy 2.0, the EU drone services market is projected to reach ϵмпΦр ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ōȅ нлол, with strong growth 
in energy, infrastructure, and public safety sectors. 

Examples of leading European service providers (examples but not limited with): 
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 Wingcopter (Germany): BVLOS logistics operations in Germany, Malawi, and the US; 
developing electric delivery drones for medical and commercial use. 

 Skyports Drone Services (UK/EU): Operating medical delivery corridors in Scotland and 
Ireland; active in SESAR U-space trials. 

 Azur Drones (France): Autonomous surveillance drones deployed at industrial sites across 
Europe. 

 Droniq (Germany): Joint venture of DFS and Deutsche Telekom providing UAS tracking and 
BVLOS support services. 

 
 
U-space and Digital Airspace Services 

The U-space market is emerging as a critical enabler of high-density drone operations. The U-space 
regulatory package (Regulations 2021/664, 665, 666) creates a competitive market for U-space Service 
Providers (USSPs) and Common Information Service Providers (CISPs). 

Key European actors include: 

 Airbus UTM (France/Germany): Developing digital airspace services and participating in 
SESAR demonstrations. 

 Altitude Angel (UK/EU): tǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ¦¢a ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ άtǊƻƧŜŎǘ 
{ƪȅǿŀȅΣέ ŀ нср ƪƳ ŘǊƻƴŜ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΦ 

 Unifly (Belgium): Deployed national UTM systems in Belgium, Austria, and Norway; active in 
U-space implementation projects. 

 Droniq (Germany): Offering U-space-ready tracking and situational awareness services. 

Additional examples from partner country markets further illustrate the progress of UTM and early U-
space implementation at national level. In ItalyΣ 9b!±Ωǎ 5 CƭƛƎƘǘ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ 
advanced UTM ecosystems, enabling geo-awareness, registration services, and early U-space airspace 
design in Rome and Milan. Ireland is advancing U-space readiness through the Irish Aviation Authority, 
including digital authorisation systems and telecom-integrated tracking trials conducted with Vodafone 
and Three. In Portugal, NAV Portugal is leading UTM trials in Lisbon and Porto, alongside early maritime 
U-space concepts to support coastal surveillance. Spain demonstrates a more advanced deployment 
stage, with ENAIRE designating early U-space airspaces in regions such as Galicia and Andalusia, supported 
by industrial collaboration with Indra and GMV. In TürkiyeΣ {IDa ŀƴŘ 5IaT ŀǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
UTM platform aligned with EASA principles, with early U-space-like corridors and telecom-based tracking 
trials conducted in different major cities. 

Also, Member States are beginning to designate U-space airspace, with early deployments in Spain 
(ENAIRE), Italy (ENAV/D-Flight), France (DGAC), and Finland (Traficom). These deployments are 
supported by SESAR 3 JU projects such as BUBBLES, CORUS-XUAM, and GOF 2.0, which validate 
interoperability, traffic information exchange, and mannedςunmanned integration. 

AAM and eVTOL Market 
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The European AAM market is driven by strong industrial capabilities in aerospace manufacturing, battery 
systems, and certification. The European Commission estimates that AAM could generate ϵп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
annually by 2030, with early commercial operations expected in the second half of the decade. 

Examples of Key European OEMs and aircraft developers: 

 Volocopter (Germany): VoloCity eVTOL aircraft; plans for commercial operations in Paris 
and Rome around major events; first company to receive EASA Design Organisation 
Approval (DOA) for eVTOL. 

 Lilium (Germany): Developing the Lilium Jet, a 7-seat electric regional aircraft; partnerships 
with airports in Germany, France, and Scandinavia. 

 Airbus (France/Germany): CityAirbus NextGen demonstrator; strong involvement in SESAR 
and U-space integration. 

 Vertical Aerospace (UK/EU): VX4 eVTOL aircraft; partnerships with airlines such as Virgin 
Atlantic and Avolon. 

Examples of Infrastructure developers and operators: 

 Skyports Infrastructure (UK/EU): Vertiport design and deployment in Paris, Dubai, and 
Singapore; active in EU AAM trials and feasibility studies in Ireland and Italy. 

 UrbanV (Italy/France/Slovenia): Consortium of major airport operators (Aeroporti di Roma, 
!ŞǊƻǇƻǊǘǎ ŘŜ ƭŀ /ƾǘŜ ŘΩ!ȊǳǊΣ ŜǘŎΦύ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǾŜǊǘƛǇƻǊǘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ƛƴ wƻƳŜΣ ±ŜƴƛŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
French Riviera. 

 Ferrovial Vertiports (Spain): Planning vertiport networks in Europe and the US; feasibility 
studies in Madrid and Barcelona. 

 Future Mobility Campus Ireland (FMCI): Built and operates Ireland first drone port in a 
controlled airspace in Shannon used for hosting one of European Digital Sky Demonstrators 
of U-space and currently planning to build a large sclae vertiport air-side in coordination 
with Shannon Airport for eVTOL operations. 

Institutional and Regulatory Stakeholders 

The European IAM ecosystem is shaped by a multi-layered governance structure involving EU institutions, 
national authorities, and local governments. 

EU-Level Institutions 

 European Commission (DG MOVE, DG DEFIS): Sets strategic direction (e.g., Drone Strategy 
2.0), oversees regulatory development, and coordinates cross-sectoral initiatives. 

 EASA: Develops technical regulations, certification standards, and guidance for UAS, U-
space, and AAM; leads societal acceptance and safety promotion activities. 

 SESAR 3 Joint Undertaking: Drives research and validation of digital ATM, U-space, and 
mannedςunmanned integration. 
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 EUROCONTROL: Supports network-level integration, airspace modelling, and performance 
assessment. 

National Aviation Authorities (NAAs) 

Member States implement EU regulations and authorise operations. Examples include: 

 DGAC (France): Leading U-space deployment and IAM integration for the Paris 2024 
ecosystem. 

 ENAC/ENAV (Italy): Operating D-CƭƛƎƘǘΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ¦¢a ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎΦ 

 LBA/DFS (Germany): Supporting BVLOS corridors and industrial drone operations. 

 AESA (Spain): Early adopter of U-space and large-scale drone operations. 

Local and Regional Authorities 

Cities and regions play a critical role in IAM deployment, particularly for vertiport planning, public 
acceptance, and multimodal integration. 

Examples: 

 Paris Region (Île-de-France): Developing IAM routes and vertiports for major events; 
collaboration with Volocopter and Groupe ADP. 

 Hamburg: Testing urban drone logistics through the Windrove initiative. 

 Helsinki: Active in SESAR GOF 2.0 trials for urban U-space integration. 

 Barcelona: Exploring drone logistics and emergency response applications. 

Industrial and Technology Ecosystem 

9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ L!a ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ŀŜǊƻǎǇŀŎŜΣ ǘŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
digital services, and energy systems. 

Aerospace and Manufacturing 

9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŀŜǊƻǎǇŀŎŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ L!a ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀƧƻǊ h9aǎ ό!ƛǊōǳǎΣ 
Leonardo), Tier-1 suppliers (Safran, Thales), and advanced manufacturing clusters in Germany, France, 
Italy, and the Nordics. 

Digital and Telecommunications Sector 

Telecom operators play a central role in connectivity, tracking, and U-space services. 

Examples: 

 Deutsche Telekom: Partner in Droniq; providing LTE/5G connectivity for BVLOS operations. 
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 Telefónica (Spain): Supporting U-space trials with ENAIRE. 

 Orange (France): Testing 5G-enabled drone operations. 

Energy and Charging Infrastructure 

L!a ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƳŀǊǘ ƎǊƛŘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ 

Key actors include: 

 ABB: Developing fast-charging systems for electric aircraft. 

 E.ON and Enel: Exploring grid integration for vertiports. 

 Airports and energy utilities: Collaborating on renewable energy supply for AAM. 

Research, Innovation, and Testbeds 

Europe hosts a dense network of research institutions, testbeds, and demonstration corridors that 
accelerate IAM deployment. 

SESAR 3 JU Projects 

Key projects include: 

 CORUS-XUAM: Developing U-space concepts for urban air mobility. 

 GOF 2.0: Testing cross-border U-space operations in Finland and Estonia. 

 BUBBLES: Developing separation minima and safety frameworks for high-density drone 
operations. 

 AMU-LED: Large-scale demonstrations of AAM operations in Spain, the Netherlands, and 
the UK. 

National and Regional Testbeds 

 Re.Invent Air Mobility (France): Paris region AAM test ecosystem. 

 Windrove (Germany): Hamburg-based urban drone innovation cluster. 

 DronePort (Belgium): Integrated drone airport and test facility. 

 UAS Denmark Test Center: BVLOS and maritime drone operations. 

These testbeds support regulatory learning, technology validation, and public acceptance. 

To summarise; market growth is expected to be gradual but structurally robust, driven less by short-term 
passenger air taxi deployment and more by cargo logistics, medical transport, emergency response, 
infrastructure inspection, environmental monitoring, and public-sector missions. Rather than treating 
IAM as a niche aviation innovation, EU Member States increasingly view it as a strategic tool for 
strengthening transport resilience, enhancing public services, and advancing digital mobility 
transformation. This aligns IAM closely with EU priorities on safety, sustainability, territorial cohesion, 

https://corus-project.eu/
https://gof2.eu/
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/893206
https://amuledproject.eu/
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and digitalisation, resulting in a more regulated and staged trajectory compared to market-driven 
ecosystems elsewhere. 

Demand for IAM market is reinforced by several structural drivers: the modernisation of public services, 
the need for more resilient supply chainsΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ digital and green transition objectives. 
Increasing drone traffic is also accelerating the need for U-space services, automated traffic management, 
and robust regulatory compliance. Stakeholder evidence consistently highlights that system-level 
enablersτU-space/UTM capabilities, AI-supported operations, and strong safety assuranceτare more 
dŜŎƛǎƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ-side 
landscape is rich, spanning ANSPs, OEMs, telecom operators, infrastructure developers, and research 
institutions. Yet scaling remains uneven due to fragmented national markets, limited cross-border 
harmonisation, and continued reliance on publicly funded pilots. 

Workforce shortages, investment caution, and governance challenges remain key constraints. IAM-
specific skillsτcombining aviation, automation, cybersecurity, and regulatory expertiseτare in short 
supply, prompting strong demand for practical, industry-aligned training. Investment is still led by public 
authorities and EU programmes, with private capital growing slowly due to uncertainties around scaling 
and revenue models. Safety, cybersecurity, interoperability, and public acceptance continue to be critical 
risks requiring coordinated management. Against this backdrop, EU-oriented projects are expected to 
prioritise scalable system deployment, regulatory integration, workforce development, and public-sector 
use cases. Together, these elements position Europe for gradual but robust IAM growth, with U-space 
implementation, digital infrastructure, and coordinated governance forming the backbone of sustainable 
integration over the coming decade. 

3.2 Cross-country comparison (5 country-partners) 

While all five partner countries engage with IAM under a broadly aligned European policy and regulatory 
framework, their levels of maturity, institutional readiness, and strategic focus differ significantly. These 
differences reflect national airspace structures, governance models, industrial ecosystems, and policy 
priorities. 

Ireland 

Ireland presents a highly centralised and safety-driven aviation governance model, with strong 
alignment to EU aviation regulation and ATM modernisation priorities. 

 Regulatory and institutional context: 
Ireland demonstrates robust implementation capacity for risk-based UAS regulation under 
Regulation (EU) 2019/947, supported by a technically mature aviation authority and close 
coordination with its ANSP. 

 IAM and U-space maturity: 
IAM development is primarily conceptual and regulatory, with a focus on compliance, 
safety assurance, and integration with controlled airspace rather than rapid operational 
scaling. 
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Strategic focus: 
Emphasis is placed on regulatory clarity, digital ATM readiness, and safety governance, making Ireland 
a strong reference for procedural robustness and cross-border interoperability. 

Italy 

Italy is one of the most advanced EU Member States in practical IAM and U-space experimentation, 
combining regulatory readiness with extensive piloting activity. 

 Regulatory and institutional context: 
Italy shows proactive implementation of EU UAS and U-space regulations, with strong 
involvement of the national aviation authority and ANSP in SESAR-aligned demonstrations. 

 IAM and U-space maturity: 
Italy is among the leaders in U-space testbeds, urban air mobility trials, and vertiport-
related initiatives, often in coordination with municipalities. 

Strategic focus: 
The Italian approach strongly reflects Drone Strategy 2.0 priorities, particularly urban integration, 
public acceptance, and multimodal mobility, positioning the country as a frontrunner in applied IAM 
deployment. 
Portugal 

Portugal represents a rapidly emerging IAM ecosystem, characterised by policy ambition and increasing 
experimental activity. 

 Regulatory and institutional context: 
Portugal has aligned its national framework with EU UAS and U-space regulations, while 
actively developing test environments and innovation-friendly regulatory practices. 

 IAM and U-space maturity: 
IAM initiatives are largely pilot- and project-driven, with emphasis on validation of use 
cases such as logistics, surveillance, and regional connectivity. 

Strategic focus: 
Portugal leverages EU-funded research and demonstration projects as a primary mechanism to 
accelerate IAM capability-building, making it a strong example of innovation-led convergence with EU 
policy. 
Spain 

Spain demonstrates a large-scale, system-oriented approach to IAM and U-space, supported by 
significant institutional and industrial capacity. 

 Regulatory and institutional context: 
Spain has made substantial progress in implementing EU drone and U-space regulations, 
supported by a technically advanced ANSP and strong coordination between national and 
regional authorities. 
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 IAM and U-space maturity: 
The country hosts multiple large-scale U-space and IAM pilots, often integrated with SESAR 
projects and regional innovation programmes. 

Strategic focus: 
Spain emphasises scalability, airspace complexity management, and regional deployment, reflecting its 
diverse geography and airspace structures. It is particularly advanced in operational validation at scale. 

Türkiye 

Türkiye, while not an EU Member State, is a strategically significant partner due to its strong aviation 
industry, rapidly expanding UAS ecosystem, and close regulatory alignment with EU frameworks. 

 Regulatory and institutional context: 
¢ǸǊƪƛȅŜΩǎ ŎƛǾƛƭ ŀǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ EU-compatible risk-based approaches to UAS 
operations and actively follows EASA guidance and EU regulatory developments. 

 IAM and U-space maturity: 
IAM development is currently industry- and technology-driven, with strong capabilities in 
UAS manufacturing and operations, while U-space-style system integration is still 
emerging. 

Strategic focus: 
Türkiye places strong emphasis on industrial capability, autonomy, and operational deployment, 
creating opportunities for EUςTürkiye cooperation in testbeds, standards convergence, and market 
integration. 

Comparative Synthesis 

Across the five partner countries: 

 Ireland exemplifies regulatory rigor and safety governance. 

 Italy and Spain represent advanced IAM implementation and large-scale U-space 
experimentation. 

 Portugal illustrates innovation-driven convergence through EU projects. 

 Türkiye contributes industrial strength and rapid operational capability, with increasing 
alignment to EU frameworks. 

Despite differing levels of maturity, all five countries operate within τ or align closely to τ the 9¦Ωǎ 
integrated IAM policy stack, highlighting the value of cross-country cooperation, shared 
methodologies, and common performance metrics for successful IAM and U-space deployment. 

3.3 Global Developments and International Cooperation 

Outside Europe, the development of IAM is progressing rapidly but unevenly across regions. The United 
States remains the frontrunner, supported by clear regulatory frameworks and certification pathways 
established by the FAA. Across the AsiaςPacific, countries such as Japan, Singapore, and Australia are 
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advancing through structured roadmaps and large-scale demonstration programs, while India and South 
Korea are emerging as new centers of activity. In contrast, Africa and parts of Latin America are still in 
early exploratory phases, focusing mainly on cargo logistics and humanitarian applications. Across these 
regions, common challenges persistτranging from airspace integration and infrastructure readiness to 
public acceptance and environmental impact. The following subsections provide an overview of the most 
recent developments within the sector, including most recent policies and strategic documents and 
market readiness analysis across key geographic areas. 

Policies and Official Strategic Documents 

At the global level, the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) is playing a coordinating role, 
promoting harmonized standards to ensure the safe and interoperable growth of AAM worldwide. Since 
2019, ICAO has issued several working papers recognizing AAM as a new operational domain requiring 
alignment of safety, airworthiness, and airspace management standards. The ICAO AAM Study Group 
(https://www.icao.int/UA), established under the Air Navigation Commission, is currently preparing a 
global concept of operations (ConOps) and guidance for certification and integration into existing 
ŀƛǊǎǇŀŎŜΦ ! ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ L/!h ƳƛƭŜǎǘƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άwŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ aŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ wŜgulators to Facilitate 
!ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ !ƛǊ aƻōƛƭƛǘȅ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ όнлнрύΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ōȅ нп !ǎƛŀ-Pacific regulators under 
ICAO coordination. This document represents the first regional framework to be shared globally, covering 
certification, vertiport design, entry-into-service processes, and community acceptance. 

Additionally,  

United States: Some of the most recent guidance documents and strategic frameworks issued by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) are: (i) The UAM Concept of Operations (ConOps) v2.0 (2023) 
envisioning the gradual integration of AAM into the national airspace; (ii) The Advanced Air Mobility 
Implementation Plan (2023) to enable scalable, safe operations through collaboration between industry, 
local authorities, and federal entities; (iii) a Roadmap for AAM Aircraft Type Certification (2025), 
establishing a common baseline for eVTOL airworthiness, production, and continued operational safety; 
(iv) Engineering Brief #105 (2024) providing standards and guidance for the planning, design, and 
construction of vertiports. 

Australia: !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9ƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ !Ǿƛŀǘƛƻƴ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ όb9!¢ύ tƻƭƛŎȅ {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ όнлнмύ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 
foundational policy aligning drones and IAM within a single strategic vision. This has been followed by the 
RPAS and AAM Strategic Regulatory Roadmap (National Emerging Aviation Technologies (NEAT), 2022; 
updated 2024), which outlines short-, medium-, and long-term actions to integrate emerging air vehicles 
into the national aviation system. In December 2024, CASA issued version 2.1 of the Roadmap, detailing 
infrastructure, certification, and workforce needs up to 2035. This is complemented by the Draft Vertiport 
Design Advisory Circular (2022) and forthcoming AAM Infrastructure Planning Framework (Department of 
Infrastructure, 2023). 

Asia-Pacific: Japan, Singapore, India and United Arab Emirates (UAE) are regional leaders in IAM policy 
formation. The Japanese Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism (MLIT) published the 
AAM Concept of Operations (2024) and a multi-phase Low-Altitude Mobility Roadmap, establishing a 
regulatory framework for eVTOL operations. The policy defines AAM as ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣέ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ƭŀǿǎΦ Singapore has 

https://www.icao.int/UA
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maintained a pragmatic and innovation-driven regulatory regime since the Air Navigation (101 ς 
Unmanned Aircraft Operations) Regulations (2019). Through partnerships with EASA and industry actors, 
the Civil Aviation Authority of Singapore (CAAS) continues to refine standards for pilot licensing, vertiport 
safety, and BVLOS operations. LƴŘƛŀΩǎ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊŀǘŜ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƻŦ /ƛǾƛƭ !Ǿƛŀǘƛƻƴ ό5D/!ύ ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ƛǘǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ŝ±¢h[ 
regulatory package in 2024, including advisory circulars on vertiports (AD AC 01/2024) and type 
certification (AEAC 01/2024), as well as pilot licensing guidelines (FCL 01/2025). These initiatives, along 
ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ нлнп ά{ƪȅǿŀȅǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ CǳǘǳǊŜέ /ƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ LƴŘƛŀ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ 
advancing regulators in South Asia. The UAE (Dubai) is pursuing strong publicςprivate collaboration 
ƳƻŘŜƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦!9Ωǎ /!w-UAM Regulations (2019) and Drone Law No. 4 (2020) are among the most 
comprehensive, covering airworthiness, data privacy, and vertiport operations. 

Africa: Africa remains in the exploratory phase of IAM policy formation. No continent-wide framework 
ȅŜǘ ŜȄƛǎǘǎΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ !Ǿƛŀǘƛƻƴ aŀǎǘŜǊǇƭŀƴ ό!ƎŜƴŘŀ нлсоύ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜǎ ƳƻŘŜǊƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
airports and air traffic systems as a precursor to IAM. Countries such as Rwanda, Kenya, and Ghana are 
conducting pilot projects focused on cargo drones and humanitarian logistics. In 2025, Rwanda hosted 
!ŦǊƛŎŀΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳƻǳǎ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ Ŝ±¢h[ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ό9IŀƴƎ 9IнмсύΣ ŀŎŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜŘ ōȅ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
statementǎ ǎƛƎƴŀƭƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ άǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ŀƛǊ ƳƻōƛƭƛǘȅΦέ 
National civil aviation authorities in Kenya and South Africa have launched working groups to draft 
preliminary guidance on vertiports and UTM integration. 

The table below lists the most relevant regulatory and policy documents cited above, while a more 
complete panorama can be found in Wiedemann et al. (2024), or consulting the ICAO UAS Toolkit. 

Year Document / Policy 
Title 

Issuing Body Geographic 
Area 

Link / Reference 

2025 Reference Materials 
for Regulators to 
Facilitate AAM 
Operations 

ICAO Asia-
Pacific 

Asia-Pacific ICAO APAC 2025 Report 

2023 Advanced Air 
Mobility 
Implementation Plan 

FAA (USA) USA FAA.gov/AAMPlan 

2025 AAM Type 
Certification 
Roadmap 

FAA USA FAA AAM Roadmap 2025 

2024 Engineering Brief 
#105: Vertiport 
Design 

FAA USA FAA EB 105 

https://www2023.icao.int/safety/UA/UASToolkit/Pages/State-Regulations.aspx
https://www2023.icao.int/safety/UA/UASToolkit/Pages/State-Regulations.aspx
https://www.caas.gov.sg/docs/default-source/publication/asia-pacific-reference-materials-for-regulators-to-facilitate-aam-operations-(official).pdf
https://www.faa.gov/sites/faa.gov/files/AAM-I28-Implementation-Plan.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/airports/engineering/engineering_briefs/eb_105a_vertiports
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2021 National Emerging 
Aviation 
Technologies (NEAT) 
Policy Statement 

Dept. of 
Infrastructure 
(Australia) 

Australia Infrastructure.gov.au/NEAT 

2022 / 
2024 

RPAS and AAM 
Strategic Regulatory 
Roadmap 

CASA Australia CASA.gov.au/AAMRoadmap 

2024 AAM Concept of 
Operations 

MLIT (Japan) Japan MLIT.go.jp/AAMConOps2024 

2021ς
2025 

The Drone Rules 
2021, The UTM 
policy- India DGCA 
India Aerodrome 
Advisory Circular 01 
of 2024 [Vertiports], 
DGCA India Aircraft 
Engineering 
Advisory Circular 01 
of 2024 [VCA 
certification], DGCA 
India Flight Crew 
Licencing 01 of 2025 
CAR-21 

DGCA (India) India AAM in India ICAO 

2023 CAR-UAM 
Regulations & Law 
No. (10) of 2023 
Amending Law No. 
(4) of 2020 
Regulating 
Unmanned Aircraft 
in the Emirate of 
Dubai 

GCAA / DCAA UAE (Dubai) Law No. (10) of 2023 

CAR-UAM 

2019 / 
2022 

Air Navigation (101) 
ς Unmanned Aircraft 
Operations 

CAAS Singapore caas.gov.sg 

 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/national-emerging-aviation-technologies-policy-statement.pdf
https://www.casa.gov.au/sites/default/files/2022-06/the-rpas-and-aam-roadmap.pdf
https://www.mlit.go.jp/koku/content/001757082.pdf
https://www.icao.int/sites/default/files/Meetings/a42/Documents/WP/wp_166_en.pdf
https://dlp.dubai.gov.ae/Legislation%20Reference/2023/Law%20No.%20%2810%29%20of%202023%20Amending%20Law%20No.%20%284%29%20of%202020.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.gcaa.gov.ae/en/epublication/EPublications/Civil%20Aviation%20Regulations%20(CARs)/CAR%20IV%20-%20FLIGHT%20OPERATIONS%20REGULATIONS/UNMANNED%20AIRCRAFT/CAR-UAM%20-%20URBAN%20AIR%20MOBILITY%20OPERATIONS%20-%20ISSUE%201.pdf
https://www.caas.gov.sg/
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Despite rapid policy activity, significant regulatory gaps and coordination challenges persist and threaten 
to slow scalable AAM deployment. First, airworthiness and type-certification pathways for eVTOLs and 
hybrid designs remain incomplete in many jurisdictions: authorities are still defining special conditions, 
means-of-compliance, and acceptable levels of autonomy for certification (Wiedemann et al., 2024; FAA 
roadmaps). This uncertŀƛƴǘȅ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜǎ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŜƴǘǊȅ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŀƛǎŜǎ Ŏƻǎǘs for cross-
border operation. Second, airspace integration and UTM/ATM interoperability are only partially 
resolved. National UTM pilots and vertiport trials exist, but there is no universally accepted model for low-
altitude traffic management, dynamic airspace allocation, or safe coexistence with conventional ATCτ
creating risks when flights cross jurisdictions or operate near controlled airspace. Third, infrastructure 
and vertiport regulatory frameworks are uneven. While some regulators (e.g., Singapore, UAE, FAA 
guidance) have published vertiport guidance, many states lack land-use, zoning, safety-clearance, and 
environmental procedures needed for siting and operating vertiports at scale. This gap delays municipal 
approvals and investment. Fourth, operations beyond visual line of sight (BVLOS), operations over 
people, and autonomous operations face divergent rules. Some regulators favor conservative, stepwise 
allowances; others allow sandbox trialsτthis patchwork hinders multinational operators and complicates 
harmonized service models for passenger and cargo use cases. Fifth, non-technical gapsτprivacy, noise, 
community acceptance, liability, and insurance modelsτare insufficiently addressed in most AAM 
strategies. Public acceptance and local political approvals are frequently the binding constraint for urban 
passenger services, yet few jurisdictions have systematic community-engagement or noise-mitigation 
requirements. Sixth, cybersecurity, data governance, and spectrum allocation for command-and-control 
remain immature policy areas, especially where commercial payloads and passenger data are involved. 
Finally, international harmonization ƛǎ ƴŀǎŎŜƴǘΦ L/!hΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŜƴŘƛŀ όŜΦƎΦΣ !t!/ 
reference materials) are promising, but mutual recognition of certifications, common UTM standards, and 
interoperable safety management systems are still largely aspirational. Recommended near-term 
remediesτalready emerging in policy practiceτinclude targeted ICAO standardization, regional 
regulatory sandboxes with cross-recognition, multi-stakeholder vertiport zoning templates, and 
coordinated public-engagement toolkits. 

Market readiness 

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ DaL άAdvanced Air Mobility Market Size & Share Report 2025ς2034έ όDƭƻōŀƭ aŀǊƪŜǘ 
Insights, March 2025), the global Advanced Air Mobility (AAM) market was valued at USD 11.5 billion in 
2024 and is projected to reach USD 73.5 billion by 2034, expanding at a CAGR of 20.6, while, according to 
the Global forecast report on advanced air mobility market, 2024ς2034 (Prophecy Market Insights, June 
2024), the AAM market size is expected to grow at a CAGR of 23.3% to reach USD 79.7 Billion by 2034. 
Other analyses forecast growth to about 77.03 billion by 2033 (CAGR 23.7%) (IMARC Group, 2024), or up 
to 87.6 billion by 2034 (CAGR 22.1%) (market.us, 2025). 

aŀǊƪŜǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ŀǾƛŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ŀ 
combination of other factors such as urbanization, increasing traffic congestion, and the resulting demand 
for short-haul air connectivity. Changing consumer preferences toward more flexible, on-demand, and 
low-emission modes of travel are also shaping the evolution of the sector. In addition, the expansion of 
publicςprivate investments and targeted government support programs are accelerating development, 
while new applications in cargo logistics, regional connectivity, and emergency or medical air transport 
are broadening the market base. Strategic partnerships between established aerospace manufacturers 
and emerging mobility companies are considered essential elements to further strengthen the 

https://www.gminsights.com/industry-analysis/advanced-air-mobility-market
https://www.prophecymarketinsights.com/market_insight/advanced-air-mobility-market-5275
https://www.prophecymarketinsights.com/market_insight/advanced-air-mobility-market-5275
https://www.imarcgroup.com/advanced-air-mobility-market
https://market.us/report/advanced-aerial-mobility-market/
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commercial readiness of the industry. However, challenges and barriers also exist, including regulatory 
fragmentation, safety certification delays, public acceptance, and noise/environmental concerns. 

Regional outlook (GMI based) 

North America remains the most mature and highest-value market for IAM. The United States alone 
accounted for approximately USD 8.3 billion in 2024, driven by a robust ecosystem of aerospace 
ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ C!! ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ !ƛǊ CƻǊŎŜΩǎ Agility Prime program. 
Publicςprivate investment continues to accelerate as well. As a result, North America is expected to 
maintain technological and regulatory leadership throughout the forecast period, focusing initially on 
regional cargo and air-taxi operations before scaling into broader passenger mobility services. 

In AsiaΣ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛǎ ōƻǘƘ ǊŀǇƛŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ /Ƙƛƴŀ ŀƴŘ LƴŘƛŀ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ŀǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ƘƻǘǎǇƻǘǎΦ /ƘƛƴŀΩǎ L!a 
market is projected to reach USD 33.1 billion by 2034, supported by proactive regulation from the Civil 
Aviation Administration of China (CAAC) and a strong iƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ōŀǎŜΦ LƴŘƛŀ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ 
highest growth ratesτabout 22.5% CAGRτunderpinned by governmental smart-mobility initiatives and 
an expanding start-ǳǇ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ WŀǇŀƴ ŀƴŘ {ƻǳǘƘ YƻǊŜŀ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛƴƎΥ WŀǇŀƴΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŎŜƴǘŜr on 
ǳǊōŀƴ ŀƛǊ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ 9ȄǇƻ нлнр hǎŀƪŀΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ {ƻǳǘƘ YƻǊŜŀΩǎ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ [ŀƴŘΣ 
LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ όah[L¢ύ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜǎ L!a ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ άY-¦!aέ ǊƻŀŘƳŀǇΦ ¢ƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ 
these Asian economies form the fastest-growing regional cluster, combining regulatory agility, 
manufacturing capability, and high public-sector engagement. 

Elsewhere, the sector shows steady but uneven progress. In Latin America, Brazil has positioned itself as 
ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 9ƳōǊŀŜǊΩǎ 9ǾŜ !ƛǊ aƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀƴŘ !b!/Ωǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǎŀƴŘōƻȄΦ ¢ƘŜ aƛŘŘƭŜ 
East, particularly the United Arab Emirates, is pursuing early deployment through national U-Space 
regulations and vertiport infrastructure plans, aiming to integrate AAM within its broader smart-city and 
tourism strategies. 

The GMI report confirms that the AAM market is transitioning from prototype demonstrations to pre-
commercial scaling. Demand is shifting toward regional and logistics services, while urban passenger IAM 
will scale more gradually due to certification and social-acceptance hurdles. Electrification remains the 
dominant long-term propulsion trajectory, but hybrid systems will bridge near-term range and payload 
limitations. 

Education and workforce: global considerations 

The IAM sector faces a critical human capital readiness gap, driven by rapid technology adoption that is 
outpacing workforce development. The emergence of eVTOL aircraft, high automation levels, and new 
traffic management systems (UTM) has created demand for entirely new roles such as powered-lift pilots, 
remote supervisors, electric propulsion technicians, and vertiport operators, that do not currently exist in 
sufficient numbers. These roles require specialized competencies and fundamentally new approaches to 
training, certification, and workforce planning. 

wŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ōǳǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǳƴŜǾŜƴΦ ¢ƘŜ C!!Ωǎ tƻǿŜǊŜŘ-Lift Special Federal Aviation 
Regulation (SFAR) formalizes a certification pathway for pilots and leverages Part 141/142 schools to 
decentralize and accelerate training (FAA SFAR 2024ύΦ vǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎŎƻǊŜ ǳǊƎŜƴŎȅΥ aL¢w9Ωǎ 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/11/21/2024-24886/integration-of-powered-lift-pilot-certification-and-operations-miscellaneous-amendments-related-to?


 

 
 

29 
 

    

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the 
author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European 
Education and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA). Neither the European Union nor EACEA 
can be held responsible for them. [Grant Agreement number: 101194074] 
 

March 2025 report projects a rapid increase from 42,405 annual trips at EIS to 2.8 million trips by Year 6τ
approximately 7,700 daily operationsτmaking current workforce pipelines insufficient (MITRE, 2025). 

Key workforce gaps are role-specific. Pilots must integrate hybrid eVTOL flight skills with automated 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ȅŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ άǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎέ ŦƻǊ /t[ǎ ƛǎ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǎŎŀƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ 
operators (FAA SFAR 2024). Remote pilot roles, necessary for one-to-many operations and integration 
with UTM, lack any formal certification, training curriculum, or regulatory standard, creating a strategic 
risk if unresolved (GAMA 2024; AUVSI 2024). Vertiport staff and ATCOs require multi-year lead-time 
training for novel ground handling, battery operations, high-tempo passenger turnaround, and complex 
traffic management. 

National strategies vary by context. Some countries focus on reskilling the workforce to mitigate job 
disruption, while others emphasize talent attraction and pipeline development leveraging national digital 
platforms, and the U.S. frames workforce development as a global leadership tool to export standards 
ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŜǊƻǎǇŀŎŜ 
ecosystem position. 

Technological tools can also be central to bridging these gaps. AI, VR/AR, and digital twins allow simulation 
of complex operational scenarios difficult to train in real-world settings. Generative AI can produce 
adaptive, edge-case scenarios, such as mass GPS failures or battery fires, for competency-based 
assessment, ensuring trainees demonstrate operational decision-making under uncertainty. VR and AR 
provide immersive visualization of digital and electrical systems for AMTs and enable remote pilots to 
practice human-machine interaction in fully simulated operational environments. Human trust in 
automation is also a core competency: personnel must know when to rely on AI and when to intervene, 
which is measurable only via immersive, scenario-based simulation (see also Sagirli et al., 2024). 

Strategically, regulators must establish remote pilot certification, replace outdated curricula with 
proficiency-based frameworks, close internal skills gaps in AI and electric propulsion, and harmonize 
standards globally via ICAO to prevent fragmented markets. Industry shall lead OEM-specific training, 
invest in simulation and VR/AR for scalable upskilling, and implement proactive reskilling for legacy staff 
to avoid operational bottlenecks. Academic programs shall become interdisciplinary, combining 
mechanical, electrical, data science, and human-factors training, and embrace virtualization as core 
instruction for pilots, AMTs, and remote operators. 

  

https://www.faa.gov/data_research/aviation/aerospace_forecasts/2025-uas-and-aam-full-document.pdf
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/11/21/2024-24886/integration-of-powered-lift-pilot-certification-and-operations-miscellaneous-amendments-related-to?
https://gama.aero/wp-content/uploads/EPIC_Enabling_Supervised_Flight-GAMA_FullDoc_09-05-2024.pdf
https://transportation.house.gov/uploadedfiles/07-10-2024_aviation_hearing_-_michael_robbins_-_testimony.pdf
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4. Methodology and Data Sources 

The partners of the AIRMOB project employed a variety of research methods to collect and analyse data, 
for the development of D2.1. The goal of the task is a detailed overview of the IAM sector with a special 
focus on the 5 participating countries, providing the basis for a detailed definition of the other activities 
of the project considering the resources available and how they can best serve to overcome the needs 
and maximise the opportunities identified. The main methods used in this stage include: 

 Primary data collection, namely:  

o Expert interviews (at least 3 per country, including industry and public governance 
representatives). 

o Surveys to VET and Higher Education (HE) teachers (at least 30 answers per country). 

o Surveys with IAM sector Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs), business associations, 
clusters, among others (at least 30 answers per country). 

o Surveys to VET and HE students (at least 50 answers per country). 

o Validation of preliminary findings in the take-off workshops. 

 Secondary data collection and analysis at the country level (i.e., desk research and literature 
review), namely: 

o The current state of the IAM sector at the European level and each consortium country in 
its technical, economic, legal, environmental and social dimensions. 

o Main international players and competitors, level of investment and trends. 

o Alignment with regional Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialisation. 

o Sector value chain, related trends in the industry, size and growth of the workforce, as 
well as types of jobs available. 

o Technical and non-technical skills and qualifications required for the different roles in the 
sector. 

o Education and training offer available, as well as skills gaps.  

 Analytical and prospective exercises based on the data analysis: SWOT analysis of the IAM sector; 
Sector Trend Analysis (skills and jobs anticipated for the sector); skills gap identification.  

 Production of national reports (1 per country), led by the country leader (Aerospace Technology 
District [DTA] in Italy, University of Beira Interior [UBI] in Portugal, Technical University of Madrid 
[UPM] in Spain, Future Mobility Campus Ireland [FMCI] in Ireland and Istanbul Technical University 
[ITU] in Türkiye). 

 Transnational analysis: skills analysis and forecast (common skills gaps and complementary 
skills/expertise among participating countries); potential for upward convergence; and Scenario 
Development. 
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The results of these efforts will converge in the production of the present document, the global report, 
which will provide a comprehensive and integrated analysis of the IAM sector. This report will synthesise 
key findings from the national reports, offering a global perspective that highlights cross-country trends, 
common challenges and shared opportunities. It will also include an in-ŘŜǇǘƘ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ 
current state, emerging developments and future directions.  

4.1 Survey Design and Target Groups  

The survey framework was designed with a three-tiered structure, reflecting the L!a ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ 
complexity and the differing functions and capacities of its actors. All three instruments were aligned with 
current EU mobility, aviation, workforce, and education policy frameworks and tailored to the expected 
roles of CoVEs. 

4.1.1 Stakeholder Survey 

Target Group: 

Government bodies, regulators, ANSPs, OEMs, drone operators, vertiport and infrastructure providers, 
technology companies, research institutions, telecom and energy providers, consulting firms, and civil 
society organizations. 

Purpose: 
To evaluate sector readiness, operational capacity, regulatory awareness, infrastructure development, 
workforce challenges, and expectations for national IAM ecosystems. 

Key Dimensions Covered: 

 Awareness of IAM and engagement in project activities 

 Knowledge of technical, operational, regulatory, and environmental aspects 

 Readiness of organizations and national ecosystems 

 Operational experience and infrastructure maturity levels 

 Workforce and skills shortages 

 Training needs and preferred formats 

 Strategic partnerships, governance needs, and risk perceptions 

 Long-term expectations, benefits, and challenges 

4.1.2 Teachers Survey 

Target Group: 
Teachers, trainers, lecturers, curriculum designers, and educational staff from vocational schools, 
polytechnics, universities, and training centers.  
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Purpose: 
¢ƻ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ L!a-related content, assess teacher 
preparedness, and identify institutional readiness to adopt new skills frameworks. 

Key Dimensions Covered: 

 Familiarity with IAM concepts, technologies, and policy domains 

 Integration of IAM topics in existing curricula 

 Teaching practices related to innovation and mobility 

 Curriculum flexibility and interdisciplinary potential 

 Teachers' training needs and preferred training methods 

 Institutional support mechanisms 

 Perceived skill gaps and future expectations for IAM workforce development 

This survey acts as a diagnostic tool for understanding curricular alignment, teacher competence, and 
the structural capacity of educational institutions to support IAM. 

4.1.3 Students Survey 

Target Group: 
Students enrolled in VET, post-secondary VET, undergraduate, graduate, and lifelong learning programs 
across engineering, service, social sciences, ICT, aviation, urban studies, business, and other relevant 
disciplines. 

Purpose: 
To assess student awareness, career interests, perceived institutional support, skills readiness, and 
expectations regarding future IAM opportunities. 

Key Dimensions Covered: 

 Awareness of IAM technologies, use cases, and companies 

 Understanding of technical topics such as eVTOLs, UTM, energy systems, AI, automation 

 Training exposure and interdisciplinary experiences 

 Career motivations and preferred job types 

 Skills, certifications, and training gaps 

 Learning preferences, institutional constraints, and access to labs/equipment 

 Barriers to pursuing an IAM career and expectations for the future 

This survey captures emerging workforce perspectives and informs student-centered curriculum 
development, mobility opportunities, and CoVE-based training pathways. 
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Overall, the design of the three surveys allows for cross-comparison between industry needs, educational 
provision, and learner preparednessτproviding a robust evidence base to support strategic planning for 
IAM workforce development. 

4.2 Data Collection and Analysis Approach 

Survey implementation followed a standardized, multi-country approach aligned with Erasmus+ 
requirements for ethical data collection, inclusiveness, and representativeness. All surveys were 
distributed across partner countriesτPortugal, Spain, Italy, Türkiye, and Irelandτto ensure geographical 
diversity and capture regional variations in IAM maturity. 

Distribution Strategy 

The surveys were disseminated through: 

 tŀǊǘƴŜǊ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ όǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ±9¢ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƭŀōǎύ 

 Industry associations and professional networks 

 Public-sector bodies (e.g., regulatory authorities, mobility departments) 

 IAM companies, UAV operators, and technology developers 

 Teacher communities and academic hubs 

 Student organizations, career centers, and mobility offices 

Each partner country followed a coordinated outreach protocol to ensure broad participation across 
sectors and educational levels. 

Ethical Considerations 

 All surveys included a consent statement, guaranteeing anonymity and voluntary 
participation. 
(For example, as explicitly stated in Student and Stakeholder Surveys.) 

 No personal data or identifying information was collected. 

 Respondents could exit at any time. 

 Data was stored in secure digital environments accessible only to project researchers. 

Data Collection Tools 

All surveys were deployed using online survey platform ς Survey Monkey- compatible with EU data privacy 
requirements. The platform allowed: 

 Conditional logic for efficient response flow 

 Matrix and scale questions 

 Multiple-choice and open-ended entries 
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 Automatic data export for analysis 

Data Quality Assurance 

To enhance data quality and consistency: 

 Survey questions were aligned across the three instruments through a common conceptual 
framework. 

 Partners reviewed the Survey questions before distributed. 

 Pilot tests were conducted internally to validate question clarity, response logic, and 
completion time. 

 An agreed minimum sample size per country was set to ensure representativeness across 
stakeholder types. 

Data were carefully analysed by country and in comparison of 5 countries. Large Language Models (LLM) 
were used to analyse the results.  
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5. National Reports: Comparative Overview 

5.1 National Visions for IAM (5-country synthesis) 

Across the five participating countries, IAM is consistently framed as a long-term transformation of 
mobility systems, rather than as a short-term technological deployment. However, the degree of 
strategic explicitness, institutional anchoring, and operational maturity of these visions varies 
significantly. In each national context, IAM is connected to wider prioritiesτsuch as transport system 
modernisation, digital airspace management, sustainability objectives, regional accessibility, and 
industrial competitivenessτǿƘƛƭŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ Ƙƻǿ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƻŘƛŦƛŜŘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ άƻǿƴέ 
implementation, and how directly vision is linked to operational pathways (authorisation practice, 
airspace management, infrastructure planning, and ecosystem coordination). 

Italy and Spain present visions that are articulated through structured national pathways and embedded 
within defined institutional arrangements. In Italy, the AAM Roadmap (2021ς2030) frames IAM as a 
mobility service domain and an industrial opportunity, and its implementation logic is closely tied to 
governance instruments that support advanced operations through controlled authorisation processes, 
structured airspace information management (including geozone governance), and platform-enabled 
operational coordination. This institutional setup supports a vision that progresses from operational 
feasibility to scalability by linking maturity stages to regulatory and operational capability.  

Spain positions IAM through a combination of national-level deployment planning for U-space and formal 
coordination mechanisms that connect the aviation authority, air navigation service provision, and 
operational platforms for service integration. The vision is expressed through institutionalised rollout 
logicτairspace designation, service provision models, and stakeholder coordinationτrather than 
through a single standalone roadmap document, placing emphasis on implementation readiness and 
multi-level coordination. 

Türkiye frames IAM as part of a broader system-of-systems transformation, integrating transport 
digitalisation, airspace modernisation, energy transition, and cybersecurity considerations within a long-
horizon national agenda. The vision is institutionally anchored in coordinated roles across civil aviation 
regulation, airspace and infrastructure management, transport policy, R&D and industrial capability-
building, and security-oriented governance. This configuration positions IAM not only as a future mobility 
market but also as a domain for operational interoperability, digital resilience, and national technology 
capacity, with implementation extending from national policy to infrastructure execution and local-level 
spatial planning. 

Portugal and Ireland articulate more evolutionary, ecosystem-driven visions shaped by their governance 
entry points and capability models. Portugal frames IAM as a lever for aeronautical industrial 
development and smart-city mobility innovation, closely linked to EU alignment and RIS3-oriented 
regional development. The vision is connected to the dual requirement of regulatory harmonisation 
(including gaps in U-space/UTM integration) and territorial planning integration (e.g., embedding 
vertiport considerations into municipal planning instruments), alongside a governance approach that 
emphasises inter-institutional coordination and test-and-learn mechanisms to manage uncertainty in an 
emerging sector.  
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IrelandΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƭŜǎǎ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ L!a ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜǎ 
through decarbonisation and innovation policy directions, supported by operational learning through 
demonstrations, and capability building through institutions engaged in training, certification, and testing. 
Governance is characterised by coordination across aviation regulation, research and industry actors, and 
increasingly local authorities, with IAM development shaped through applied trials and incremental 
institutional consolidation rather than a single centralised national roadmap. 

To summarise, the five visions show a shared long-term orientation but distinct pathways for translating 
ambition into implementation: some rely on staged roadmaps and structured governance instruments, 
others on integrated national transformation frameworks, and others on ecosystem-building through 
regional innovation alignment, institutional capability hubs, and progressive operational learning. 

5.2 National Policy and Regulatory Frameworks (comparative 
highlights) 

Policy and regulatory frameworks represent a critical enablingτand constrainingτdimension across all 
five national contexts. Although all countries operate within EASA rules and the EU U-space framework, 
they differ in how these provisions are translated into national instruments, how responsibilities are 
distributed across institutions, and how regulatory intent is converted into operational capability. A 
further differentiator is the extent to which regulation is supported by implementation infrastructure 
(digital authorisation platforms, airspace-information tools, and service-provision models) that allows 
routine operations to move beyond case-by-case permissions. 

Spain and Italy demonstrate clear regulatory structuring and institutional clarity. SpainΩǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ 
ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ŀ άƘŀǊŘ-ƭŀǿ Ǉƭǳǎ ŘŜǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ Ǉƭŀƴέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ RD 517/2024 consolidates the national 
legal regime for UAS operations and establishes updated provisions on operational categories, geographic 
zones, training and insurance, while PANDU 2022ς2025 translates EU requirements into a phased rollout 
model that clarifies governance roles, coordination across administrations, and service-provision 
architecture for U-space. Institutional responsibilities are operationalised through a defined division of 
functions among DGAC (policy and strategic coordination), AESA (oversight and safety regulation, 
including U-space designation/oversight), and ENAIRE (airspace and U-space integration), reinforced by 
practical coordination tools (e.g., U-space coordination portal) and implementation platforms (e.g., 
9b!Lw9Ωǎ ¦-Hub concept supporting CIS and integration with multiple service providers).  

Italy, in contrast, explicitly identifies regulation as a deployment bottleneck, particularly regarding BVLOS 
operations, urban authorisations, and VTOL certification pathways, and treats regulatory evolution as 
iterative and practice linked. This approach is reinforced by detailed national-level instruments that 
operationalise areas left to national discretion, especially in airspace governance and authorisation 
workflows. The Italian model is supported by a centralised digital ecosystem: D-Flight functions as the 
reference point for UAS geozones, registration and e-identification processes, and the dissemination of 
operational constraintsτthereby institutionalising how rules are applied in practice. Complementary 
national instruments further structure implementation, including procedures for geographical zones and 
airspace reservation as well as frameworks for pilot competency and recognised training/examination 
entities for higher-risk operations.  
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Türkiye presents a comprehensive regulatory architecture. Regulatory responsibility is distributed across 
{IDa όŎƛǾƛƭ ŀǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴύΣ 5IaT όŀƛǊǎǇŀŎŜΣ !¢aΣ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ 
Infrastructure, but coordinated under a unified national transport and digitalisation vision. The legal 
basis is anchored in national civil aviation legislation and dedicated UAS regulation, while ongoing 
institutional work addresses the progressive integration of unmanned operations into national ATM 
structures through a U-space implementation pathway. A notable differentiator is the explicit integration 
of cybersecurity and digital resilience into IAM governance: spectrum and communication governance, 
command-and-control integrity, and data-exchange security are treated as part of operational readiness, 
supported by the involvement of Information and Communication Technologies Authority (BTK) and 
cross-sector regulatory alignment with wider digital infrastructure and environmental/spatial planning 
regimes.  

Portugal and Ireland adopt more adaptive, project-centred regulatory approaches, but with different 
institutional emphases. PortugalΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
and innovation alignment than on binding aviation-specific IAM regulation. Key constraints are described 
in the integration layerτharmonising national practice with U-space/UTM requirements and embedding 
vertiport and low-altitude operational considerations within territorial and municipal planning 
instruments, including municipal master plans. Governance is therefore multi-level by design, with 
municipalities positioned as necessary actors for infrastructure enablement and urban integration, and 
uncertainty managed through collaborative testing environments such as Living Lab mechanisms that 
allow operational, infrastructure, and acceptance dimensions to be explored before rules fully stabilise.  

IrelandΩǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜΥ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƴƻ ǳƴƛŦƛŜŘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ L!a ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 
exists, implementation relies on EU-aligned aviation compliance through the Irish Aviation Authority (IAA), 
complemented by sectoral policies spanning spatial planning, digital infrastructure, and environmental 
governance. U-space readiness is still preparatory (e.g., no designated U-space airspace and no national 
CIS/USSP establishment described), while institutional capacity is developed through international 
collaboration and operational learning. Multi-level governance is particularly visible: local authorities 
increasingly shape operational policy in urban settingsτillustrated through municipal strategies 
addressing corridors, risk management, and public engagementτwhile national coordination remains 
dispersed across agencies and domains. Pilot activities involving aviation, research, and industry actors 
provide operational learning on connectivity, interoperability, and testing protocols, but scaling depends 
on how cross-sector mandates and coordination mechanisms evolve.  

5.3 Stakeholder Ecosystems and Value Chains 

As detailed in partner countries national reports, IAM is consistently characterised as an ecosystem-level 
transformation rather than a single-sector rollout. The stakeholder mappings indicate that value creation 
and deployment depend on connecting regulatory and airspace governance, infrastructure and urban 
planning, digital connectivity and data services, energy provision, and research, testing, and skills 
development within a coherent delivery model. Divergence emerges primarily in where coordination is 
institutionally located and which segments of the IAM value chain are embedded within stable governance 
and delivery arrangements. 

5.3.1 Comparative Governance Configurations for Ecosystem Coordination 



 

 
 

38 
 

    

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the 
author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European 
Education and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA). Neither the European Union nor EACEA 
can be held responsible for them. [Grant Agreement number: 101194074] 
 

A first comparative distinction concerns the institutional arrangements through which IAM policy 
objectives are converted into concrete implementation mechanisms, including regulatory authorisations, 
airspace service provision, infrastructure planning, and operational pilots. Comparative variation is 
particularly apparent in whether coordination is centred on aviation and airspace institutions, organised 
through cross-sector governance linkages, or mediated through enablement structures such as testbeds 
and municipal implementation processes. 

In Spain and Italy, national aviation authorities and ANSP-linked actors are presented as core coordination 
nodes that connect EU-aligned regulatory adaptation to implementation pathways involving 
airports/vertiport actors, research institutions, and local administrations. SpainΩǎ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŦƻǊŜƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ 
the role of national regulators and ENAIRE in U-space implementation, alongside airport and 
infrastructure operators as key implementation partners and cities as territorial integrators. Italy similarly 
places ENAC/ENAV and U-space enablement mechanisms at the centre of ecosystem coordination, 
explicitly linking these to the digital platform layer supporting identification, registration, and operational 
oversight, while also recognising complementary roles for municipalities and sectoral intermediaries. 
These configurations concentrate coordination capacity within aviation system institutions, while relying 
on infrastructure operators and local administrations to translate regulatory progress into spatially 
feasible deployment. This creates an implementation logic in which regulated scaling is closely coupled to 
the maturity of airspace service provision but remains contingent on cross-sector actors for infrastructure 
activation and local integration. 

Türkiye describes a more explicitly multi-domain architecture in which coordination extends beyond 
conventional aviation institutions to include telecommunications governance, cybersecurity/data 
governance, defence-related stakeholders, and environmental/urban integration authorities. The 
stakeholder configuration is organised into layered functional tiers, including platform development, 
digital infrastructure and automation, energy and ground infrastructure, operations, research and testing, 
and societal integration, reflecting an approach to ecosystem coordination that combines aviation 
governance with broader cross-sector alignment. This framing implies that coordination is not limited to 
operational approval pathways but is also shaped by the governance of digital trust, interoperability, and 
secure connectivity. As a result, ecosystem coherence depends on aligning aviation institutions with 
adjacent governance domains that determine whether IAM services can be delivered reliably and securely 
on a scale. 

Ireland and Portugal articulate coordination through enablement-focused arrangements, but via different 
institutional logics. In Ireland, coordination is organised around an experimentation-and-learning 
pathway in which FMCI functions as a collaboration and validation hub that convenes public authorities, 
ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŀΣ ŀƭƻƴƎǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀƛǊǎǇŀŎŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΦ !ǎ 
activity shifts from controlled demonstrations toward urban integration, local authorities become more 
consequential for territorial feasibility, while telecom actors gain strategic relevance because connectivity, 
authentication, and data exchange are treated as operational prerequisites for U-space integration rather 
than supporting services.  

Portugal presents coordination as a value chain split into four partsτtechnology/manufacturing, 
infrastructure/operations, regulation/governance, and research/enablementτwhich helps clarify who is 
responsible for what and shows that influence is largely tied to formal authority and the ability to mobilise 
resources. Within this framing, influence is primarily associated with rule-setting and enforcement 
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(EASA/national aviation authority), airspace authorisation, and investment capacity, while municipal 
councils are positioned as decisive at the point of infrastructure activation because planning and licensing 
processes shape whether vertiport and related developments can proceed in practice. 

5.3.2 Value-Chain Anchoring and Institutional Consolidation 

A second comparative distinction concerns which parts of the IAM value chain are already embedded 
within established institutionsτwith clear responsibilities, coordination capacity, and delivery 
arrangementsτand which parts remain dependent on pilot projects or are still emerging. Four 
consolidation areas recur across the national mappings and provide a consistent basis for comparison, 
which are given below:  

5.3.2.1 Airspace management and U-space services  

These services function as a primary consolidation point in Spain and Italy, where national aviation 
authorities and ANSP-linked ecosystems are positioned as the mechanisms through which low-altitude 
operations are normalised within the wider aviation system. In Spain, the stakeholder mapping assigns 
high influence to AESA and ENAIRE, reflecting a governance logic in which scaling is expected to proceed 
through regulatory adaptation, digital airspace service provision, and structured coordination with 
infrastructure actors and local administrations. Italy similarly frames ENAC/ENAV and the U-space 
platform layer (including D-Flight) as enabling regulated traffic integration; the ecosystem description 
implies that routine operations depend on the institutional capacity to translate operational needs into 
traffic management, identification, and oversight arrangements compatible with legacy ATM structures. 
These configurations treat U-space not merely as a technical requirement, but as an organising layer that 
shapes how other stakeholders (operators, cities, infrastructure providers) can participate under 
predictable rules. 

5.3.2.2 Urban integration and infrastructure siting 

This topic appears across all five contexts, but it is not framed uniformly: the difference lies in whether 
municipalities are treated mainly as permitting authorities, territorial integrators, or societal legitimacy 
actors. Spain ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ŀǎǎƛƎƴǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ƭŀƴŘ-use planning, 
environmental/noise assessment, and public acceptance, positioning cities as implementation partners 
that influence feasibility and sequencing of roll-out. Portugal similarly highlights municipal councils as 
decisive at the point of vertiport licensing and land management, implying an implementation model 
where local planning decisions condition whether infrastructure can move from concept to delivery. 
Türkiye embeds municipal engagement within a wider societal integration tier that also includes 
environmental governance and adoption dynamics, indicating that urban integration is treated not only 
as siting and permitting, but also as a pathway for managing demand formation, social acceptance, and 
cross-sector alignment around sustainability and interoperability. Ireland also recognises growing 
municipal relevance as the ecosystem shifts from testbed activity to urban integration, suggesting that 
local governance becomes more influential as operational concepts approach deployment conditions.  

Across contexts, this positions urban governance as a practical delivery condition rather than a 
downstream consideration. Even where airspace governance and digital services are comparatively 
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developed, infrastructure activation and service routinisation remain dependent on the alignment of 
national-level regulatory objectives with local planning, permitting, and acceptance processes. 

5.3.2.3 Testing, validation, and demonstration capacity 

This capacity emerges as a structural consolidation point where national ecosystems prioritise evidence 
generation to reduce regulatory and operational uncertainty. IrelandΩǎ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ Ca/L ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƭȅ ŀǎ 
a collaboration and validation platform, implying that ecosystem coordination is built through structured 
trials, learning cycles, and demonstrator-led partnerships that connect public agencies, industry, and 
academia. Spain similarly identifies dedicated test and demonstration infrastructures as part of the 
upstream ecosystem and connects them to regulatory evolution and industrial development, indicating 
that demonstration environments operate as a bridge between R&D activity and operational 
authorisation. TürkiyeΩǎ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ǘŜǎǘ ƛƴ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ŦƻǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ-based 
certification and standards formation, signalling an approach where institutional consolidation is pursued 
ōȅ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άǇǊƻƻŦ ŀƴŘ ǾŜǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ These approaches treat validation 
infrastructure as a governance instrument: it shapes which actors can participate, on what basis, and with 
what claims to safety and legitimacy. 

Validation capacity functions as a mechanism for converting experimentation into authorisable practices, 
reducing uncertainty for regulators, operators, and infrastructure investors. Where testbed governance 
is positioned centrally, institutional learning becomes an explicit pathway through which ecosystem rules, 
technical requirements, and operational concepts are progressively stabilised. 

5.3.2.4 Industrial scaling and systems integration 

Industrial scaling and systems integration is described most explicitly where stakeholder mappings provide 
detailed midstream coverage of manufacturers, integrators, and digital solution providers, and where 
ecosystem narratives link these actors to operational and regulatory interfaces. SpainΩǎ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǎǇŀƴǎ ŀ 
full upstream-to-downstream chainτR&D and testing, manufacturing and integration, U-space service 
development, infrastructure operators, and emerging service companiesτsuggesting a configuration in 
which industrial capacity, digital airspace services, and infrastructure planning are expected to co-evolve. 
Türkiye similarly describes a layered ecosystem in which platform development, secure connectivity, and 
interoperability are treated as co-equal components of industrial readiness, reinforcing the role of cross-
sector technology governance (telecom/cybersecurity) in shaping deployable systems. Italy, while 
including industrial and digital actors, places relatively greater emphasis on service and infrastructure 
pathways (e.g., logistics and biomedical delivery operators, vertiport developers, airport management), 
which indicates an operationalisation logic where near-term viability is tied to service use cases and 
infrastructure integration rather than to platform production alone. PortugalΩǎ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ 
technology and manufacturing, but the stakeholder framing prioritises governance and municipal 
activation conditions, suggesting that industrial scaling is discussed in parallel with (rather than as the 
centre of) implementation feasibility.  

These differences suggest that ecosystems vary in whether they structure early momentum primarily 
through industrial and systems-integration pathways or through service-and-infrastructure 
operationalisation routes. In both cases, however, scaling remains conditioned by the ability to connect 
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industrial capability (or service operators) to airspace service provision, infrastructure activation, and 
evidence-based regulatory learning. 

Taken together, the national stakeholder mappings suggest that IAM value-chain consolidation is 
progressing through different institutional entry points. In some contexts, consolidation is driven primarily 
by U-space and airspace governance capacity, as reflected in the coordination roles assigned to aviation 
authorities and ANSP-linked ecosystems in Spain and Italy. In other contexts, test-and-validate 
infrastructures function as key coordination mechanisms, with Ireland providing a clear example and 
similar elements also visible in Spain and Türkiye. Elsewhere, municipal planning and licensing operate as 
implementation gates that condition whether infrastructure and services can advance beyond pilots, a 
dynamic particularly evident in Portugal and also apparent in Spain and Türkiye. These differences shape 
not only stakeholder influence but also the practical sequencing of deployment, moving from evidence 
generation to infrastructure activation and onward to regulated operational scaling. 

5.4 Market Outlook and Workforce Skills 

Across the five countries, IAM is emerging through segments that progress at different speeds: established 
professional drone services, pilot-stage logistics and public-service applications, and longer-term 
passenger mobility that remains contingent on certification, authorisation, urban permissions, and 
infrastructure readiness. National stakeholder mappings indicate that this segmentation is not solely 
market-driven but closely linked to how implementation capacity is institutionally organised, particularly 
with respect to digital authorisation systems, geozone management, and early U-space governance. As 
a result, near-term activity and revenue tend to concentrate on repeatable, service-based drone 
operations that can be integrated into existing regulatory workflows, while passenger-oriented IAM 
advances more slowly due to the cumulative constraints of certification, infrastructure siting, and urban 
governance. 

Differences in market development pathways across countries reflect deeper structural variations 
identified in the stakeholder ecosystems. Where coordination is centred on airspace governance and U-
space service provision, market activity tends to prioritise services that can be standardised and scaled 
within regulated environments, such as inspection, monitoring, and specialised logistics. In contrast, 
where implementation feasibility is more strongly conditioned by municipal planning and infrastructure 
activation, market progression becomes sensitive to local permitting, sequencing, and acceptance 
dynamics. In these contexts, infrastructure-dependent services remain closely tied to pilot programmes 
and demonstration phases, delaying their transition into routine operations despite technical readiness. 

National examples illustrate how these structural conditions shape market expectations. ItalyΩǎ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ 
between professional aerial operations and IAM reflects a governance environment in which mature 
services align with existing regulatory capacity, while delivery and passenger-oriented applications face 
higher barriers related to scaling and institutional coordination. Spain and Türkiye explicitly link market 
progression to the maturity of low-altitude airspace organisation, U-space readiness, and coordinated 
governance frameworks capable of supporting consistent service provision across territories. TürkiyeΩǎ 
stakeholder mapping further emphasises interoperability, airport integration, and secure connectivity as 
prerequisites for commercial scaling, underscoring the role of cross-sector digital governance in shaping 
viable markets. Portugal and Ireland, by contrast, describe more incremental trajectories in which market 
development is closely coupled to infrastructure enablement and validation capacity, with Portugal 
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highlighting the conditioning role of municipal planning and Ireland emphasising trial-led development 
supported by testing infrastructures and EU-aligned participation. 

Workforce implications are framed consistently across the national reports as a direct consequence of 
these market and governance configurations. Rather than expanding traditional aviation roles alone, IAM 
development is associated with growing demand for hybrid skill profiles that operate at the interfaces 
between regulation, digital systems, and territorial integration. Stakeholder mappings highlight needs 
spanning regulatory compliance and safety assurance, U-space and airspace service provision, data-
driven operations and cybersecurity, and infrastructure and urban-integration functions. In contexts 
where testbeds and demonstration environments play a central role, skills development is closely tied to 
experimentation, validation, and applied learning, while in governance- and infrastructure-led systems, 
competencies related to authorisation processes, system integration, and cross-sector coordination 
become increasingly salient. 

5.5 Education Sector Engagement 

Education and training engagement differs across the five countries in where capacity is built and how 
tightly training is linked to regulatory implementation. In all cases, education is treated as part of the 
enabling system for compliant operations, effective oversight, and scaling U-spaceςenabled servicesτnot 
a stand-alone IAM topic. The main variation is whether skills development is organised through national 
skills/innovation strategies, regional innovation funding instruments, or specialised institutions that 
connect training directly to certification and operational practice.  

Across countries, the existing education offer is more developed around unmanned aviation and airspace 
integration than around the full set of IAM deployment needs. University-level provision increasingly 
integrates UAS operations with regulatory, operational, and technological content, but dedicated 
pathways for eVTOL operations and maintenance, vertiport management, ground infrastructure design, 
energy systems safety, and cyber-secure digital aviation remain limited or uneven. This creates a 
structural gaǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ άŘŜǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ-ǊŜŀŘȅ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜΣέ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 
in domains where aviation requirements intersect with municipal planning, infrastructure delivery, and 
high-reliability digital systems.  

In Italy and Spain, training sits within broader innovation and workforce agendas but is strongly shaped 
by aviation compliance needs. Skills are framed around expanding operational permissions and new roles 
in airspace services, operational coordination, and infrastructure planning, so education must respond to 
authorisation processes, safety assurance, and implementation structures that enable routine 
operationsτnot only technology development. Also, stakeholder mappings indicate a shift from single-
discipline training towards interface competencies that connect aviation governance with digital systems 
and territorial implementation. This includes the ability to operate within authorisation workflows, 
interpret operational constraints into technical requirements, and coordinate across institutions 
responsible for airspace services, infrastructure, and data governance. As a result, education engagement 
increasingly depends on mechanisms that allow curricula and short-cycle training to adapt alongside 
regulatory maturation and operational learning. 

! ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άǎǘŀŎƪŀōƭŜέ ƻǊ 
modular formats that allow professionals to update competence as operational concepts evolve. Spain 
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provides examples of UAS-ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ƳƻŘǳƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ 
independently, which supports targeted upskilling rather than requiring full degree re-entry; however, 
the continuing offer is still described as uneven from an IAM perspective, with limited provision on eVTOL-
specific operations, vertiport functions, U-space service provision, interoperability, cybersecurity, and 
energy management for electric platforms. This combinationτstrong foundations in regulation and UAS 
operations alongside IAM-specific gapsτreinforces the need for education to follow implementation 
priorities rather than remaining technology-only.  

Portugal links skills development mainly to regional innovation and industrial mechanisms aligned with 
RIS3 and funding-driven capacity building. Education is positioned through an industrial pipeline 
supporting aeronautics and digital mobility readiness, while operational learning and regulatory 
adaptation advance via pilots and multi-level coordination, incluŘƛƴƎ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƛƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 
and urban integration. Portugal also makes explicit that education engagement extends beyond aviation 
professions into the territorial and delivery actors who condition implementation. The emphasis on VET 
and post-secondary technical formation is linked to maintenance of electrified systems, U-space 
operational control, and the need for recognised certification routes for technicians and ground 
operators. In parallel, professional development is framed as a way to keep civil engineers, planners, and 
managers aligned with evolving operational and regulatory expectations, reflecting the reality that 
infrastructure and urban integration decisions depend on competence outside the aviation core.  

Ireland follows an institution-centred approach: specialist actors such as FMCI and Avtrain act as 
capability hubs linking training to testing, certification-related expertise, and trial activity. Rather than a 
single national IAM curriculum, the emphasis is on practical, trial-led competence building that develops 
both operational skills and regulatory understanding. Institution-centred configurations also function as 
skills validation environments. National capacity-building is also shaped by constraints in the training 
delivery system itself. Survey results indicate limited exposure to IAM concepts among VET educators and 
limited access to enabling resources such as drones, simulators, and UAS-specific learning materials, 
which points to an implementation bottleneck even when institutional hubs exist.  

IrelandΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƭƻƎƛŎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 
education actors to build micro-credentials, bridging programmes, and teacher upskilling that connect 
operational training with progression routes into higher qualifications. When testbeds and demonstration 
ecosystems are prominent, training is not only about knowledge transfer but also about competence 
verification under operational conditions, supporting credible progression from trials to routine service 
delivery. This creates a feedback loop in which training requirements evolve through experimentation and 
are refined through regulatory and operational learning cycles. 

Türkiye frames workforce development within U-space implementation and digital aviation 
modernisation, prioritising cyber resilience, secure communications, data-enabled airspace services, and 
interoperability. Training is tied to institutional requirements for scalable low-altitude operations, with 
technical capability and governance capacity developing in parallel under a broader national digitalisation 
agenda.  

TürkiyeΩǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 
regulatorςindustryςacademy interfaces rather than through a single sector curriculum. Beyond university 
provision across aerospace autonomy, electrification, cybersecurity, and aviation law, professional 
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development is delivered through multi-agency training formats that cover U-space service models, 
ŀƛǊǎǇŀŎŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǾŜǊǘƛǇƻǊǘ ƭƛŎŜƴǎƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŎȅōŜǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜȄǇŀƴŘǎ άŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ 
ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƛƴ-service training for public administration and municipal teams involved in 
smart-city planning, reflecting a view of deployment readiness that depends on governance competence 
as well as technical capability.  

Overall, education engagement differs less in whether it is recognised as necessary and more in how it is 
connected to implementation structures. Where training is integrated into airspace governance and U-
space service development, emphasis tends to fall on compliance and operational roles. Where validation 
ecosystems dominate, emphasis shifts towards applied competence building. Where infrastructure 
activation is locally conditioned, training increasingly includes territorial integration and cross-sector 
coordination. 
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6 Cross-Country Survey Synthesis 

6.1 Industry and Ecosystem Findings 

¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ƳŀǇ ŀƴŘ άunderstandέ ǘƘŜ L!a ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴ 
5 countries (Italy (B), Portugal(C), Spain (D), Ireland (A) and Türkiye (E)), has a total number of 196 
responses. The highest number of the participants (58) were from Ireland, and the lowest participation 
number (30) was from Italy (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Survey participant Nationality profile. 

To make an overall evaluation by considering the personal background of the survey participants, 72.45% 
of the participants are male, and the age distribution is mostly between 45-54 (28.06%) and 35-44 
(26.02%) (Figure 2).  

  

Figure 2: Survey participant gender profile and age distribution. 
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Considering the educational background, 51.02% of the survey participants stated that they had a 
Master's degree. While all these results reflect the general trend for all 5 countries, there are deviations 
as shown in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3: Educational level distribution of the survey participants. 

{ǳǊǾŜȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘȅǇŜέ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ŀǎ 1. Government Authority / 
Public Agency (19.39%), 2. Academic / Research Institution (12.76%) and 3. Technology Provider 
(11.22%ύΦ aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ōȅ Airline and/or Airport operators (6.63%) (Figure 4). 

 

Figure 4: Organisation type selection of the survey participants in all 5 countries. 

When asked about the participants' industry experience, the most common answer was "more than 10 
years" (52.55%) (Figure 5).  
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Figure 5: Industry experience of the survey participants. 

The most frequently chosen options by participants regarding their individual industry experiences were: 
Air Traffic & Flight Operations (21.94%) , Engineering & Vehicle Design (16.84%) and Business, Finance 
& Strategy (13.78%). The third most selected expertise area is in correlation with the "Consulting / Legal 
/ Policy Advisory Firm" organisation type selection, since there were no "Investment / Venture Capital 
Firm" option selected (Figure 6).   

 

Figure 6: Area of expertise selections of the survey participants. 

Two answer options stand out regarding the number of employees in the organisation where the 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ άmore than 500έ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ 95 (48.47%) 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ άup to 50έ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ 53 (27.04%) participants (Figure 7). 
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Figure 7:Number of employees of the organisation of the survey participants. 

Based on the responses received in the first section, the prominent characteristics of the survey 
participants by country can be summarized in Table 1: 

Table 1: Prominent characteristics of survey participants by country. 

Country Stakeholder Profile (S) 

Ireland (A) IƛƎƘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ όпуΦну҈ύΦ 5ƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘȅǇŜ ƛǎ 
Academic/Research Institution (24.24%). Lowest high-experience rate (31.03% 
report > 10 years experience). 

Italy (B) Highest concentration in older brackets (56.67% aged 45+). Highest percentage of 
Master's degrees (63.33%). High percentage of respondents are 
Professor/Academic Researcher (60.42% T). 

Portugal (C) Highest rate of Ph.D. or equivalent (36.36%) among stakeholders. 60.61% report 
more than 10 years of experience. Dominantly Government Authority/Public 
Agency (24.14%). 

Spain (D) Highest rate of experts in Government Authority/Public Agency (32.50%). High 
ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ όсрΦлл҈ύΦ 

Türkiye (E) Highest rate of seasoned experts (77.14% with > 10 years experience). Highest 
ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ όпнΦус҈ύΦ 5ƻƳƛƴŀƴǘƭȅ Technology Provider (20.00%). 

 

The second section, titled "Sector Awareness and Engagement," began with a question asking survey 
participants to indicate their familiarity with the concept of Innovative Air Mobility by using a scale from 
1 (None) to 5 (High). Across countries, values cluster around 2ς3, indicating moderate familiarity, with 
very few scoring 1 or 5. This suggests that while awareness exists, deep knowledge is still developing. 
Spain (D) and Türkiye (E) show slightly higher mean familiarity than Ireland (A) and Portugal (C), which 
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may suggest stronger exposure or institutional engagement in these countries. In Italy (B), however, 50% 
of participants response show an exception by selecting a 5 (Figure 8). 

  

Figure 8:Familiarity with the IAM concept. 

In the next question, participants were asked which channels they used to stay informed about IAM 
developments. The most widely used channels are Professional Networks and Conferences/Webinars, 
reflecting the technical and community-driven nature of IAM knowledge exchange. Ireland and Portugal 
rely much more on industry reports, while Spain and Türkiye show stronger engagement in news/media. 
άL Řƻ ƴƻǘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ L!a ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅέ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ƭƻǿ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎΣ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ 
healthy (Figure 9). 

 

Figure 9: Channels used to be updates on IAM (country-wise). 

The next question focused on whether their organizations were involved in any collaborations (projects, 
initiatives, etc.) regarding identity and access management (IAM). A noticeable portion of respondents 
across Italy (B), Spain (D), and Türkiye(E) indicate YES, confirming active involvement in IAM pilots, 
national programs, or EU-ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ LǊŜƭŀƴŘ ό!ύ ŀƴŘ tƻǊǘǳƎŀƭ ό/ύ ǎƘƻǿ ƳƻǊŜ άbƻέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ 
ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ƭŜǎǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΦ άLΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ŜƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭΣ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ 
gŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ L!a ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ όCƛƎǳǊŜ млύΦ 
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Figure 10: Involvement in any kind of collaboration on IAM topics. 

When participants were asked to indicate their level of knowledge in each of the IAM areas listed, using 
a scale from 1 (no knowledge) to 5 (excellent knowledge); across all categories, the majority of ratings fall 
in the 2ς4 range, meaning most participants have basic to intermediate knowledge, but few are experts 
(5). Spain(D) and Türkiye(E) consistently show the strongest self-rated expertise, particularly in technical 
aspects and operational procedures, likely reflecting industry maturity and active IAM/R&D ecosystems. 
Ireland and Portugal show more modest ratings, especially in regulatory awareness and public-
acceptance-related topics (Figure 11). 

 

Figure 11: Total knowledge rate selection of the participants on different topics. 

Where the participants were asked about their knowledge on the related regulations, EASA dominates 
across all countries, as expected for a European aviation context. Spain (D) and Türkiye (E) show the 
highest selection of local/national strategies, reflecting stronger domestic IAM frameworks. Italy (B) has 
the highest awareness of EUROCAEΣ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƛŜŘ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΦ άbƻƴŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ 
remain low, indicating solid overall policy awareness (Figure 12). 
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Figure 12: Policy knowledge distribution of the survey participants. 

When participants were asked to identify the most critical or most promising IAM use cases for them, 
Medical and emergency services consistently rank among the most important use cases across all five 
countries, demonstrating strong convergence around socially beneficial applications. 

Italy (B) and Spain (D) rank Air Taxi and Public Transport Integration higher, reflecting interest in urban 
mobility transformation. Türkiye (E) shows the strongest interest in Defence applications, consistent with 
its national UAV and aerospace ecosystem. Portugal (C) and Ireland (A) prioritise cargo and parcel 
delivery, aligning with their logistics-oriented aviation interests. Some of the examples that are given 
ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ άhǘƘŜǊέ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŀǎ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎΣ ǎǳǊǾŜƛƭƭŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ όCƛƎǳǊŜ 13). 

  

Figure 13: IAM use case selection distribution. 

The third section was focusing on the current operational experience and challenges. In the first question, 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ άIŀǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎΣ ǇƛƭƻǘƛƴƎΣ ƻǊ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŘŜǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
ŀƴȅ L!a ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎΚ άŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ were four categories: i. Yes ς Led IAM pilots, ii. Yes ς 
Participated, iii. No involvement and iv. Not sure. 
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Across all countries (AςE), the ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǎƘŀǊŜ Ŧŀƭƭǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ άbƻ ς ƴƻǘ ȅŜǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘέ, showing that IAM 
operational engagement is still emerging. However: 

 Italy (B), Spain (D), and Türkiye (E) show higher numbers for leading or participating in IAM 
trials. 

 LǊŜƭŀƴŘ ό!ύ ŀƴŘ tƻǊǘǳƎŀƭ ό/ύ ƭŜŀƴ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ άbƻ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘέΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŜŀǊƭȅ-stage 
ecosystems. 

 άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ōǳǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ όCƛƎǳǊŜ мпύΦ 

 

 
 

Figure 14: IAM related test/pilot activity comparison of the countries. 

¢ƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ readiness or expertise in the given 
ŀǊŜŀǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ L!aΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ м ǿŀǎ ά/ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ LƴŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜέ ŀƴŘ р ǿŀǎ ά/ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ !ŘŜǉǳŀǘŜέΦ  ¢ƘŜ 
answer selection is given in Figure 15. While comparing the countries, most readiness scores fall within 
the 1ς2 range, indicating generally inadequate to basic preparedness for IAM implementation. However, 
meaningful differences emerge when comparing countries: Türkiye (E) consistently demonstrates the 
highest readiness levels, outperforming others in both technical and organisational dimensions, while 
Spain (D) follows with relatively stronger results in infrastructure and operational capability. In contrast, 
Ireland (A) and Portugal (C) present uniformly low ratings across all readiness categories, reflecting early-
stage IAM development and limited institutional maturity. Overall, these findings point to a substantial 
readiness gapτnot only between individual countries but also across different capability areasτ
suggesting uneven progress in IAM adoption throughout the region (Figure 15). 



 

 
 

53 
 

    

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the 
author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European 
Education and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA). Neither the European Union nor EACEA 
can be held responsible for them. [Grant Agreement number: 101194074] 
 

 

Figure 15: IAM readiness level selections of the countries in total. 

The next question was focusing on the readiness level of IAM-related infrastructure or service offered on 
organisational level. The readiness of IAM-related infrastructure and services remains largely 
developmental across all countries, with most respondents describing their systems as either conceptual 
or in the design phase. Only a limited subset, primarily in Ireland (A) and Spain (D), report infrastructure 
that has progressed to testing stages, signalling more advanced national ecosystems. Meanwhile, Ireland 
(A) and ¢ǸǊƪƛȅŜ ϵ ǎƘƻǿ ƘƛƎƘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ άƴƻǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
within these countries do not yet possess defined IAM infrastructure or service offerings. Overall, the data 
reflect a landscape where IAM service readiness is still emerging, with significant disparities between early 
adopters and countries at the conceptual stage (Figure 16). 

  

Figure 16: IAM-related infrastructure or services offered by organisations. 

The next question was asking about the current challenges related to IAM integration and the answers 
listed were insufficient vertiports and landing areas, gaps in U-Space and airspace management systems, 
inadequate charging or fueling infrastructure, and certification. Despite the shared perception of 
structural and regulatory deficiencies, specific patterns vary by country. Ireland (A) and Spain (D) 
emphasise airspace management and certification challenges more prominently, reflecting their active 
involvement in advanced UAV and UAM ecosystems. On the other hand, Portugal (C) and Türkiye (E) most 
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frequently highlight infrastructural shortcomingsτparticularly the lack of dedicated landing areasτ
consistent with their earlier-stage market environments. Across all countries, only a negligible number of 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ άƴƻ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƎŀǇǎΣέ ǳƴŘŜǊǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǘhe widespread belief that IAM integration still faces 
substantial barriers (Figure 17). 

 

Figure 17: Current challenges related to IAM integration responses. 

Survey participants were asked to rate the current conditions and readiness in their country to support 
IAM operations across the given areas using the scale 1 (Not adequate) to 5 (Fully adequate). Upon the 
given answers to assess the national-level readiness across regulatory, operational, technical, workforce, 
public acceptance, and infrastructure domains, the results reveal a clear pattern of early-stage maturity, 
with most respondents rating conditions as low to moderately adequate. Italy(B) and Spain (D) 
consistently stands out with the highest ratings, particularly in regulatory and policy readiness, while 
Portugal (C) follows closely with strengths in workforce capabilities, system readiness and operational 
preparedness. In contrast, Ireland (A) and ¢ǸǊƪƛȅŜ ϵ present some of the lowest overall readiness scores, 
indicating that key enabling conditions for IAMτsuch as policy frameworks, market demand, and logistics 
capacityτare still underdeveloped. These differences highlight a fragmented IAM landscape in which 
some countries are progressing toward ecosystem-level preparedness while others remain constrained 
by foundational gaps (Figure 18). 
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Figure 18: IAM-readiness rates in total. 

Technical capacity within organisations varies significantly across regions but generally reflects modest 
capability levels. Stakeholders most frequently identify strengths in technical collaboration with external 
partners, which suggests a collaborative approach to capability building. However, across all countries, 
organisations report substantial limitations in testing and prototyping facilities and in their in-house 
expertise on IAM systems and components, signalling structural bottlenecks that hinder technical 
readiness (Figure 19). 

 

Figure 19: Technical capacity assessment of the organisations. 

Operational capacity across the countries surveyed shows similar patterns of maturity and gaps. Overall, 
Ireland and Spain show broadly similar IAM readiness profiles, both demonstrating strong operational, 
regulatory, and scaling capacity, although Ireland stands out in hands-on operations and pilot 
engagement, while Spain leads in regulatory compliance readiness. Italy and Türkiye form a middle group 
with comparable scores, sharing moderate institutional and regulatory preparedness, but differing in 
execution: Türkiye performs better in personnel readiness and governance, whereas Italy shows 
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relatively stronger pilot engagement. Portugal is distinctly dissimilar from the other countries, 
consistently scoring lower across most dimensions, indicating an earlier stage of IAM operational 
maturity. Across all five countries, capacity to scale IAM operations within 3ς5 years emerges as a 
common weakness, even among the more advanced ecosystems. (Figure 20). 

 

Figure 20: Operational capacity rating answers. 

Interest in contributing to IAM training programs varies notably across countries. Italy (B) stands out with 
a strong affirmative stance, where the majority of organisations report clear willingness to contribute, 
and very few express reluctance. In contrast, Ireland (A), Spain (D), and Türkiye (E) show similar patterns 
dominated by uncertaintyΣ ǿƛǘƘ άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ Ŏŀǳǘƛƻǳǎ ƻǊ 
undeveloped engagement strategies. Portugal (C) occupies an intermediate position, combining 
moderate interest with relatively high uncertainty, while outright rejection of participation remains low 
across all countries, suggesting a generally positive but still tentative outlook toward IAM training 
involvement (Figure 21). 

  

Figure 21: Interest in IAM related training programs. 

The results on the workforce related challenges show that the most significant workforce across all 
countries is the shortage of qualified technical personnel (63 responses, 19.94%), particularly in Ireland 
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(21), Spain (12), and Türkiye (12). This is closely followed by the lack of specialised IAM training or 
certification programmes (53 responses, 16.77%), again led by Ireland (20) and Türkiye (12). Together, 
these findings highlight major gaps in both talent availability and structured training pipelines. 

Other important challenges include the mismatch between academic education and industry needs (50 
responses, 15.82%) and limited interdisciplinary skills (47 responses, 14.87%), with Ireland and Türkiye 
reporting the highest counts. Issues such as difficulty retaining skilled staff (44 responses, 13.92%) and 
low awareness among young professionals (31 responses, 9.81%) vary more across countries, while rapid 
technological change remains a smaller but notable concern (23 responses, 7.28%). Overall, the responses 
show that despite country-level differences, workforce shortages, training gaps, and educationςindustry 
misalignment consistently dominate the IAM skills landscape (Figure 22). 

 

Figure 22: Workforce related challenges across countries. 

Figure 23 shows that the most difficult skill to source across all five countries is regulatory compliance 
and certification, which received the highest total number of selections (54 responses; 18.12%), with 
particularly strong demand in Italy (11), Spain (13), and Türkiye (13). This is followed by U-space/UTM 
systems expertise (51 responses; 17.11%), a priority especially in Spain (17) and Ireland (13), reflecting 
the growing need for specialised airspace management competencies as IAM environments evolve. AI-
enabled flight planning and automation systems ranks third (46 responses; 15.44%), strongly highlighted 
by Ireland (15) and supported consistently across all other countries. Several additional skill areas also 
show notable shortages: emergency response and operational safety protocols (30 responses), 
integrated urban airspace planning (40 responses), and remote pilot licensing (28 responses), each 
pointing to gaps in both operational preparedness and cross-sector mobility integration. Lower but still 
relevant shortages include systems monitoring and diagnostics for autonomous aircraft (15 responses) 
and public engagement and risk communication capabilities (26 responses). Overall, the results indicate 
that IAM organisations face the greatest difficulty sourcing talent in highly technical and regulatory 
domains, alongside emerging operational and digital skill sets essential for safe and scalable IAM 
deployment. 
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Figure 23: High demand skills or certifications. 

The next question asked participants in their organizations which area of activity required the 
development or improvement of skills to support IAM. The results shown in Figure 24 clearly points out 
that the across all countries, airspace management and regulatory compliance is consistently identified 
as the most critical skill area, with particularly high emphasis in Ireland (A) and Spain (D), and strong 
importance also noted in Türkiye (E). Technical and systems engineering and data analytics/digital 
systems form a second tier of shared priorities, with Spain placing notably higher emphasis on advanced 
technical engineering capabilities. Ireland (A), Italy (B), Spain (D), and Türkiye (E) show very similar 
profiles in valuing project coordination and multi-stakeholder collaboration, highlighting the 
governance-intensive nature of IAM deployment. A key dissimilarity is seen in public communication and 
community engagement, which is important in Ireland but receives little to no emphasis in Spain, 
indicating differing perceptions of societal readiness and stakeholder engagement needs (Figure 24). 

 

Figure 24: Essential skills to enhance or develop related to IAM. 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нр ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ άtƭŜŀǎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǾŜŀƭǎΣ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 
all eight IAM skill areas, the most common response is ά²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƪƛƭƭέ, 
appearing 308 times, making it the dominant trend in every country. Ireland and Türkiye report the 
highest reliance on external support, followed by Spain, while Italy and Portugal show lower but still 
notable dependence, indicating that limited internal training capacity is a shared challenge regardless of 
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IAM maturity. Internal skill availability and readily accessible training remain constrained across all 
countries, with particularly weak availability in Portugal and Spain. At the same time, high levels of 
ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ όά¦ƴǎǳǊŜκ5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέύ suggest that many organisations lack clear visibility into IAM training 
options and do not yet have structured capacity-building strategies. Overall, the results highlight a Europe-
wide dependence on external expertise and persistent gaps in IAM training availability, accessibility, and 
strategic clarity. 

 

Figure 25: Assessment of the availability of training or education opportunities. 

Across all five countries, interest in IAM-related training is clearly high, with responses strongly 
concentrated at Level 4 (Interested) and Level 5 (Highly interested), indicating widespread motivation to 
engage in IAM capacity-building. Ireland, Spain, and Türkiye demonstrate particularly strong demand 
across nearly all skill areas, while Italy shows moderately high but consistent interest and Portugal reports 
a more modest yet still positive profile. At country level, Ireland and Spain stand out in U-space/UTM, 
safety procedures, and AI-based operations, whereas Türkiye shows one of the most balanced and 
consistently high demand patterns, especially in regulatory knowledge, cybersecurity, and remote 
piloting. Across all countries, U-space/UTM, AI-driven automation, regulatory readiness, and safety 
procedures emerge as the most in-demand topics. Overall, the results confirm a region-wide appetite for 
IAM training focused on core technical, regulatory, and operational foundations (Figure 26). 
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Figure 26: Training interest rating of countries in total. 

Participants show a clear and consistent preference for interactive, applied, and flexible IAM training 
formatsΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ŀǘ [ŜǾŜƭǎ п όάtǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘέύ ŀƴŘ р όά{ǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘέύΦ In-
person instructor-led workshops, online self-paced modules, and especially simulation-based or 
immersive (AR/VR) training emerge as the most favoured approaches, reflecting strong demand for 
practical and realistic learning environments, while long-term academic programmes attract 
comparatively less interest. At country level, Ireland and Italy display steady support for hands-on 
formats, Spain stands out for particularly strong enthusiasm for simulation-based and peer-to-peer 
learning, and Portugal shows more moderate but balanced preferences. Türkiye demonstrates the 
highest overall intensity of demand, recording consistently strong preferences across almost all training 
formats. Overall, despite differences in magnitude, all countries converge on a shared priority for short, 
practice-oriented, and technology-enabled IAM training pathways (Figure 27). 

 

Figure 27: Training preferences in total. 
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When participants were asked to "prioritize the following accreditation types which are suitable for the 
IAM sector," among all the answers Self-certification and Industry certification consistently attract the 
highest priority ratings (4 and 5), confirming them as the most valued accreditation formats, although the 
strength of preference varies in countries. Ireland stands out by assigning not only strong priority to Self-
certification but also a relatively higher share of top ratings to Degree Programmes, unlike the other 
countries. Italy, Portugal, Spain, and Türkiye show a more uniform pattern in which Degree Programmes 
are largely mid-priority (ratings 2ς3), while high ratings concentrate almost exclusively on Self- and 
Industry certification. In these four countries, Microcredentials and Digital badges occupy a middle 
position, viewed as complementary rather than primary pathways. Overall, the comparison highlights a 
shared regional preference for flexible, industry-aligned certification, with Ireland being the only country 
showing comparatively stronger acceptance of traditional academic routes (Figure 28). 

 

Figure 28: Accreditation type selection of the participants. 

Survey participants were asked if they would like to give additional opinion/information on competencies, 
certifications, or qualifications that they believe would enhance their personal effectiveness in 
contributing to the IAM sector. In comparison, respondents broadly acknowledged the importance of 
strengthening competencies to enhance their effectiveness in the IAM sector, though the depth and 
specificity of responses varied considerably. Ireland, Portugal, and to some extent Italy expressed needs 
centred around foundational readiness, including clearer training pathways, more structured upskilling 
opportunities, and greater organisational support. Irish respondents in particular emphasised the need 
for better planning and more comprehensive training programmesΣ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ-stage 
IAM environment. Portuguese and Italian responses were limited in detail, suggesting either uncertainty 
ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ L!aΩǎ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ L!a ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
countries, the overarching theme is a desire for baseline capacity development, rather than highly 
specialised or advanced competencies. 

In contrast, respondents from Spain and Türkiye articulated far more detailed and forward-looking 
competency needs, signalling a more mature engagement with IAM-related technologies and regulatory 
frameworks. Spanish participants highlighted the importance of strengthening human factors 
understanding, safety competencies, and familiarity with IAM pilot programme operations, indicating a 
growing operational awareness. Türkiye provided the most sophisticated set of responses, emphasising 
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the need for advanced regulatory expertise, international coordination capability, and high-level 
technical and certification-oriented skills. Several Turkish respondents also referenced their 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀƴ international leadership role in IAM, underscoring both confidence 
and strategic ambition. Together, these differences reveal a divide between countries seeking 
foundational IAM readiness and those progressing toward specialised, globally oriented competencies. 

 

¢ƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƻŦ άŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέΦ 
The first question was targeting to understand the biggest benefit that IAM could bring to society. Across 
all five countries, the perceived societal benefits of IAM concentrate most strongly on faster and more 
flexible transportation and improvements to emergency and healthcare services, which together 
dominate responses in every national context. Ireland (A) places relatively greater emphasis on 
healthcare and emergency benefits, while Türkiye (E) stands out for its strong focus on transport 
efficiency, reporting the highest score in that category. Economic contribution is most salient in Ireland 
but remains a secondary benefit elsewhere, particularly low in Italy, Portugal, and Türkiye. Overall, job 
creation and environmental benefits are consistently viewed as less immediate societal gains, suggesting 
that respondents primarily frame IAM in terms of operational and public-service value rather than long-
term economic or environmental outcomes (Figure 29). 

 

Figure 29: The biggest benefit IAM could bring to society. 

Next question's target was to reveal about user groups that could benefit most from IAM services in the 
next 5 years. Among all countries, emergency services and first responders and healthcare and medical 
service providers are consistently identified as the user groups that would benefit most from IAM in the 
next five years, highlighting a strong public-service orientation. Businesses and logistics companies also 
rank highly in every country, with particularly strong emphasis in Ireland (A) and Türkiye (E), reflecting 
expectations of early commercial uptake. Spain (D) stands out for its especially strong focus on emergency 
services and healthcare, while Portugal (C) and Italy (B) show more balanced distributions across several 
user groups. By contrast, environmental advocates, event organizers, and tourists receive comparatively 
low scores across all countries, indicating that near-term IAM benefits are primarily associated with 
critical services and operational use cases rather than lifestyle or leisure applications (Figure 30). 
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Figure 30: User groups that could benefit the most from IAM services in the next 5 years. 

"At a national level, what types of strategic partnerships should be prioritised at the national level to 
accelerate the development and integration of IAM?" was the following question. Across all five countries, 
publicςprivate partnerships clearly emerge as the top national priority for accelerating IAM development, 
with consistently high scores in Ireland, Italy, Spain, and Türkiye, underscoring the central role of 
governmentςindustry collaboration. Inter-agency coordination is also strongly emphasised, particularly 
in Ireland and Spain, reflecting the cross-cutting nature of IAM across transport, aviation, energy, and 
urban policy domains. Academicςindustry collaboration is especially prominent in Portugal and Türkiye, 
signalling a stronger focus on R&D, skills development, and innovation pilots in these countries. By 
contrast, cross-sectoral alliances and community/civil society inclusion receive lower and more uneven 
prioritisation, suggesting that near-term national strategies are focused more on institutional 
coordination and delivery capacity than on societal engagement (Figure 31). 

 

Figure 31: Strategic partnership to prioritise for the development and integration of IAM. 
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The participants were asked their opinions on the actions that would most effectively support the scaling 
of safe and reliable IAM operations in your country over the next 5 to 10 years (1 (Least) ς 5 (Most)). 
Across all actions, respondents clearly prioritise regulatory, governance, and standards-related measures 
as the most effective levers for scaling safe and reliable IAM operations. Establishing a national IAM-
specific regulatory and certification framework and aligning with international regulatory and safety 
standards receive the highest concentration of top ratings (Level 5), underscoring the central importance 
of legal clarity and harmonisation. Investment in physical infrastructure, national R&D and 
demonstration programmes, and coordinated governance across ministries also score very strongly, 
indicating that scaling IAM is seen as a system-wide challenge rather than a purely technological one. 
Workforce development, public funding incentives, and data-sharing frameworks are widely rated as 
important (Levels 3ς4) but slightly less dominant at the highest priority level. Overall, the results suggest 
that respondents view regulatory certainty and institutional coordination as the foundational 
prerequisites, with infrastructure, innovation, and skills development acting as critical enablers over the 
next decade (Figure 32). 

 

Figure 32: Actions that would most effectively support the scaling of safe and reliable IAM operations. 

Across all five countries, safety risks (65 selections; 13.1%), cybersecurity threats (61; 12.3%), and 
regulatory and governance gaps (60; 12.1%) are the most critical risks that need to be managed as IAM 
scales nationally. Türkiye (E) reports the highest concern for safety risks with 20 selections, compared to 
14 in Spain (D) and 10 each in Italy (B) and Portugal (C), while Ireland (A) records 11. Cybersecurity is 
most prominent in Ireland (16), followed by Spain (14) and Türkiye and Portugal (12 each), indicating 
strong concern in more digitally intensive ecosystems. Regulatory gaps are highlighted most in Spain (16) 
and Türkiye (13), compared to 12 in Ireland and 9 in Portugal. In addition, lack of standardization and 
interoperability is particularly salient in Türkiye (15) and Spain (11), reinforcing the view that system 
safety, governance coherence, and digital resilience are the dominant national-level IAM risks (Figure 
33). 
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Figure 33: Risks to be addressed and managed while scaling up IAM. 

¢ƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƭŀǎǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
comments, suggestions, or perspectives they would like to share regarding the future of IAM or their 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƛǘΦ !ŎǊƻǎǎ all five countries, respondents consistently emphasise training gaps, 
lack of funding, and insufficient institutional support as major barriers to IAM development, indicating a 
shared perception that workforce readiness is lagging behind technological and regulatory ambitions. 
Ireland and Spain show a stronger systems-level perspective, frequently referencing coordination 
between stakeholders, regulatory clarity, and long-term planning, suggesting comparatively higher 
ecosystem awareness. Italy and Portugal express similar concerns but tend to frame them more around 
capacity constraints and limited opportunities, particularly for smaller organisations or regions outside 
major hubs. Türkiye stands out for its repeated emphasis on financial support, pilot opportunities, and 
practical implementation, reflecting a strong desire to move from strategy to execution. Overall, while 
the countries differ in maturity and emphasis, they converge on the need for better-resourced, 
collaborative, and practice-oriented IAM ecosystems, with education and workforce development seen 
as a critical cross-cutting priority. 

6.2 Education Sector Findings 

сΦнΦм ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΥ 

The first section of the teacher survey aimed to gather information on personal background, and the first 
question sought to determine the participants' current position. Most respondents across the surveyed 
countries were Lecturers/Instructors or Professors/Academic Researchers, indicating a predominantly 
mid- to senior-level academic sample with strong teaching and research engagement. Administrative 
roles such as Programme Directors appear less frequently but are present in all countries. Ireland and 
Spain show higher proportions of senior academic staff, while Türkiye displays the most diverse mix of 
roles, and Italy and Portugal are dominated by Lecturer/Instructor positions. Overall, the sample reflects 
a workforce directly involved in teaching and programme delivery, providing a solid basis for analysing 
curriculum development and training needs (Figure 34). 
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Figure 34: Current position of the respondent Teachers. 

²ƘŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǘȅǇŜΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƛǎ 
overwhelmingly dominated by university-based staff, with 205 responses, making universities (116) the 
primary institutional affiliation across all five countries, while polytechnics form a smaller but notable 
second group with 41 entries. This indicates that the survey largely reflects perspectives from higher 
education academic environments rather than vocational or specialised training institutions (Figure 35). 
At country level, Ireland and Türkiye display the strong university dominance, whereas Spain and Italy 
show a more balanced distribution between universities and polytechnics. Portugal stands out with the 
highest relative share of polytechnic respondents, consistent with its strong VET and applied-education 
ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴΦ hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ άhǘƘŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ 
representation of non-formal or private training providers. 

 

Figure 35: Institution types of the survey participants. 

The next question was on the teaching/training subject areas of the Teachers. The results indicate that 
Engineering / Mechanics / Mechatronics is the dominant disciplinary background across all countries, 
with Spain standing out clearly by recording the highest number of responses (41), reflecting a strongly 
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engineering-driven profile. Aircraft construction and maintenance is most prominent in Ireland, while its 
representation is considerably lower in Italy and Portugal, suggesting national differences in aviation-
specific education and expertise. Transportation / Mobility / Logistics backgrounds are particularly strong 
in Spain and Italy, pointing to a broader systems and operations perspective in these countries, whereas 
Türkiye shows a more limited presence in this area. ICT-related disciplines are relatively more visible in 
Portugal, indicating a stronger digital and software-oriented contribution compared to other countries, 
while law, regulation, and public safety appear most frequently in Spain, highlighting a higher level of 
regulatory engagement. Overall, Ireland and Spain exhibit more aviation- and engineering-focused 
profiles, Portugal shows a comparatively stronger digital orientation, and Türkiye presents a more 
balanced and diversified disciplinary distribution, including social sciences and energy-related fields 
(Figure 36). 

 

Figure 36: Subject areas of the respondent teachers. 

The experience distribution shows a relatively balanced spread across career stages, with the largest 
share of respondents falling into the 26ς30+ years category (22.93%), indicating a strong presence of 
highly experienced professionals. At country level, Portugal and Spain stand out clearly in this most senior 
category, contributing the highest numbers (19 and 17 respectively), suggesting a mature and experienced 
respondent base. In contrast, ¢ǸǊƪƛȅŜΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƳƛŘ-career ranges, 
particularly 1ς5 years and 6ς10 years, pointing to a younger or more recently engaged IAM-related 
workforce. Ireland and Italy display a more even distribution across experience bands, without a single 
dominant category, reflecting balanced participation from early-career to senior professionals. Overall, 
the results highlight Portugal and Spain as experience-heavy profiles, while Türkiye shows stronger 
representation of early-career professionals, with Ireland and Italy occupying an intermediate position 
(Figure 37). 
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Figure 37: Years of experience of the respondent teachers. 

When participants were asked about their curriculum involvement, the majority of teachers report being 
actively involved in curriculum development or programme design, indicating that the survey reached 
respondents who directly influence educational content and strategy within their institutions. ά¸Ŝǎέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 
dominant response across all countries, with Ireland and Türkiye reporting the highest absolute 
numbers, suggesting stronger engagement or affirmative alignment on the issue examined. Spain also 
shows a relatively high number of positive responses, but it stands out for having a comparably high 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άbƻέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ, indicating a more divided or cautious stance. Italy and Portugal display more 
ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻǿŜǊ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊŜǊ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ά¸Ŝǎέ ŀƴŘ άbƻέ 
responses. The άtŀǊǘƛŀƭƭȅ κ hŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅέ option is selected infrequently across all countries, but appears 
slightly more often in Italy, Türkiye and Spain, pointing to conditional or context-dependent engagement. 
Overall, the findings suggest stronger positive alignment in Ireland and Türkiye, more mixed perceptions 
in Spain, and moderate, less polarised responses in Italy and Portugal (Figure 38). 

 

 

Figure 38: Curriculum development involvement of the Teachers. 

Teachers across the five participating countries work with a broad mix of student levels, but two 
categories dominate: Undergraduate (80 responses, 39.0%) and Graduate (72 responses, 35.1%). At 
country level, Spain stands out with the strongest concentration in both undergraduate and graduate 
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education, indicating a clearly university-driven profile. Portugal shows a relatively high share of 
graduate-level respondents, while Ireland displays a balanced distribution between undergraduate and 
graduate levels with very limited VET representation. In contrast, Italy and Türkiye demonstrate a much 
stronger presence of VET pathways, particularly at post-secondary VET in Italy and secondary VET in 
Türkiye, reflecting more practice-oriented and vocational education structures. Overall, the comparison 
highlights a divide between Spain and Portugal as predominantly higher-education focused systems, and 
Italy and Türkiye as countries with more substantial vocational education participation, with Ireland 
occupying an intermediate position (Figure 39). 

  

Figure 39: Education level of the students of Teachers. 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ-ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΚέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ 
a a high overall level of engagement in collaboration projects, with nearly four out of five respondents 
(79.03%) reporting either current or previous involvement. Previous collaboration experience (40.49%) 
slightly outweighs current involvement (38.54%), suggesting a well-established but still active 
collaboration culture. At country level, Spain stands out with the highest number of respondents currently 
involved in collaboration projects, highlighting a particularly dynamic and ongoing collaborative 
environment. Italy and Portugal show balanced profiles, with similar levels of current and previous 
collaboration experience, indicating continuity rather than episodic engagement. In contrast, Ireland and 
Türkiye report comparatively higher shares of respondents with no collaboration experience, suggesting 
potential opportunities to further strengthen structured collaborative initiatives in these countries (Figure 
40). 
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Figure 40: Involvement of an institutional-industry collaboration. 

The last question of the section was asking the Teachers if they were involved in interdisciplinary teaching 
or project-based learning. The results show that while 59 teachers reported no involvement in 
interdisciplinary teaching or project-based learning, a substantial share of respondents who answered 
ά¸Ŝǎέ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ strong engagement in interdisciplinary practices, particularly in technically oriented 
fields. Engineering / Mechatronics is by far the most frequently selected area across all countries (100 
total selections), with especially high representation in Italy and Spain, confirming that interdisciplinary 
activity is currently anchored mainly in core engineering domains. Transportation / Logistics and Energy 
/ Environment also emerge as major interdisciplinary areas, indicating growing integration of system-
level, sustainability, and mobility perspectives, with Spain and Türkiye showing notably strong 
engagement in these themes. In contrast, Urban Planning / Architecture and Legal / Regulatory Studies 
are selected far less frequently, suggesting that spatial planning and regulatory dimensions remain under-
integrated in interdisciplinary teaching despite their relevance to IAM. ICT / Data Science shows a 
moderate but consistent presence across all countries, with Portugal displaying relatively stronger digital-
oriented interdisciplinary engagement. Overall, the results suggest that interdisciplinary teaching is well 
established in technical and operational domains, but less mature in societal, legal, and urban 
dimensions, highlighting a key gap for future IAM-oriented education development (Figure 41). 
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Figure 41: Involvement of interdisciplinary teaching or projects. 

¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƛǎ ά!ǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ 9ƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ L!aέΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ 
ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ άƘƻǿ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊέ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ L!a ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ōȅ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ м όbƻǘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊύ ǘƻ р ό±ŜǊȅ 
familiar). The overall distribution shows a moderate-to-high overall familiarity with IAM, with the largest 
share of respondents selecting level 4 (25.13%), followed by level 5 (19.49%), indicating that nearly 45% 
consider themselves familiar or very familiar with the concept. At the same time, a substantial proportion 
report low familiarity, as levels 1 and 2 together account for almost 40%, pointing to remaining 
awareness gaps. At country level, Spain (D) stands out with the highest concentration at familiarity levels 
4 and 5, suggesting a more mature or visible IAM discourse. Italy (B) also shows relatively strong 
familiarity, particularly at levels 4 and 5, whereas Ireland (A) and Portugal (C) display more balanced 
distributions across low and mid-scale values. Türkiye (E) leans slightly toward the higher end of the scale 
but still shows notable representation at mid-level familiarity, indicating growing but not yet consolidated 
awareness (Figure 42). 

  

Figure 42: Familiarity with IAM concept. 
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Following question was designed to specify to understand the familiarity IAM related domains. The 
participants were asked to select all the domains they are familiar with. The results show that Unmanned 
Aircraft Systems (UAS) / Drones is by far the most familiar IAM-related domain across all countries, 
indicating that IAM awareness is currently anchored in established drone technologies rather than newer 
system-level concepts. eVTOL aircraft and Artificial Intelligence and Automation also demonstrate 
relatively high familiarity, particularly in Spain and Portugal, reflecting stronger exposure to emerging 
vehicle and digital technologies. Spain (D) consistently stands out across most domainsτincluding U-
space/UTM, energy and propulsion systems, and policy frameworksτsuggesting a more mature and 
diversified IAM knowledge base. In contrast, Italy (B) shows lower familiarity with U-space/UTM and 
regulatory frameworks, pointing to potential gaps in airspace management and governance-related 
awareness. Ireland (A) and Türkiye (E) display balanced profiles, with solid familiarity in technical domains 
(UAS, AI, energy) but more limited exposure to urban air infrastructure and societal integration. Notably, 
Public Acceptance and Societal Integration remain the least familiar domain overall, highlighting a cross-
country gap in societal and human-centered aspects of IAM that warrants greater emphasis on education 
and awareness efforts (Figure 43). 

 

Figure 43: Familiarity with IAM domains. 

When teachers were asked if they or their institution participated in any project or initiative related to 
IAM, the results indicate that a clear majority of respondents (106) report direct participation in IAM-
related projects or initiatives, suggesting an overall strong level of institutional and individual 
engagement with IAM activities. Spain (D) ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƻǳǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ά¸Ŝǎέ 
responses, reflecting a particularly active IAM project environment. Portugal (C) and Italy (B) also show 
relatively strong participation, indicating growing involvement in IAM initiatives within these countries. In 
contrast, Ireland (A) and Türkiye (E) display a more mixed picture, with notable shares of άbƻέ ŀƴŘ άbƻǘ 
ǎǳǊŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ, pointing to either more limited participation or lower institutional visibility of IAM-
related projects. The presence of a substantial άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ suggests that IAM 
activities may not always be clearly communicated or formally embedded at institutional level, 
highlighting a need for better internal awareness and coordination (Figure 44). 
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Figure 44: Institutional participation in a project or initiative. 

¢ƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ άLƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ Ƙƻǿ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƛǎ L!a ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΚ όмΥ bƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΣ р ƘƛƎƘƭȅ 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘύέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜ L!a ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ moderate relevance overall, with the largest 
share of responses concentrated at level 3 (29.23%), suggesting that IAM is seen as partially relevant 
rather than central to most teaching fields. Around 37% of respondents rate IAM as highly or very 
relevant (levels 4ς5), while approximately 33% place it at low relevance (levels 1ς2), highlighting a 
divided perception. At country level, Spain (D) and Portugal (C) show the strongest alignment, with higher 
concentrations at relevance levels 4 and 5, indicating closer integration of IAM with teaching domains. 
Ireland (A) and Italy (B) lean more toward mid-scale relevance, reflecting cautious or selective alignment 
with IAM topics. Türkiye (E) displays a balanced distribution across mid-to-high relevance levels, 
ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ L!aΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻǘ ȅŜǘ ǳƴƛŦƻǊƳƭȅ Ŝmbedded across teaching 
fields (Figure 45). 

 

Figure 45: Relevance of the field of teaching (1: Not relevant ς 5: Highly relevant). 

Survey participants were asked to scale how often they include discussions of mobility innovation in their 
ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΣ м ƳŜŀƴǎ άƴŜǾŜǊέ ŀƴŘ р ƳŜŀƴǎ άŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǎƘƻǿ 
that discussions of mobility innovation are included infrequently overall, with more than 55% of 
respondents selecting levels 1 or 2, indicating that such topics are rarely or only occasionally included in 
courses. Only 19.5% of respondents report frequent inclusion (levels 4ς5), suggesting limited systematic 
integration into teaching practice. At country level, Spain (D) and Türkiye (E) stand out with comparatively 



 

 
 

74 
 

    

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the 
author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European 
Education and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA). Neither the European Union nor EACEA 
can be held responsible for them. [Grant Agreement number: 101194074] 
 

higher shares at levels 4 and 5, indicating more regular engagement with mobility innovation in these 
contexts. Ireland (A), Italy (B), and Portugal (C) are more heavily concentrated at the lower end of the 
scale, reflecting sporadic or minimal inclusion. Overall, the findings suggest that while awareness of 
mobility innovation exists, it is not yet consistently embedded in curricula, highlighting a gap between 
perceived relevance and actual teaching practice (Figure 46). 

 

Figure 46: Inclusion of discussions on mobility innovations (1: Never ς 5: Frequently) 

L!a ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ 
rely primarily on news media (22.72%) and academic journals (21.83%) to stay informed about air 
mobility trends, indicating a balance between general information sources and more formal, research-
based channels. Conferences and exhibitions (17.59%) also play an important role, highlighting the value 
of professional networking and direct exposure to industry developments. At country level, Spain (D) 
consistently records the highest use across nearly all sources, particularly academic journals, conferences, 
and industry reports, suggesting a highly active and well-connected information ecosystem. Türkiye (E) 
stands out for its comparatively strong reliance on social media, pointing to more informal or rapidly 
accessible information channels. Ireland (A), Italy (B), and Portugal (C) show broadly similar patterns, 
with a balanced mix of news media, academic journals, and conferences, while the share of respondents 
reporting no information sources remains low overall, indicating generally good engagement with air 
mobility knowledge channels (Figure 47). 
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Figure 47: Information sources that are used for IAM trends. 

When teachers were asked about their students' interest in research or career opportunities in the IAM 
field, they responded that student interest in IAM is generally moderate, with the largest share of 
responses concentrated at level 3 (34.87%), suggesting curiosity without strong commitment. Around 
30% of respondents rate student interest as high or very high (levels 4ς5), while approximately 35% 
report low interest (levels 1ς2), pointing to a mixed overall picture. At country level, Spain (D) stands out 
with the strongest concentration at mid-to-high interest levels, indicating comparatively greater student 
engagement with IAM as a career or research domain. Portugal (C) and Italy (B) also show solid 
representation at levels 3 and 4, reflecting growing but not yet fully consolidated interest. In contrast, 
Ireland (A) and Türkiye (E) display more dispersed patterns, with Türkiye showing a slightly higher share 
at the highest interest level, suggesting pockets of strong enthusiasm alongside broader moderate 
awareness (Figure 48). 

 

Figure 48: Students interest on IAM as a career or research domain (1: Not interested ς 5: Highly interested). 

Teacher interest in IAM-related professional development is strong and widespread, with a majority of 
respondents (53.17%) stating they are interested. A further 36.59% indicate uncertainty rather than 
rejection, suggesting a large pool of potentially convertible interest if appropriate and accessible 
opportunities are offered. At country level, Spain (D), Portugal (C), and Türkiye (E) report particularly high 
levels of definite interest, reflecting strong readiness for teacher upskilling in these contexts. Italy (B) 
ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άaŀȅōŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ƻƴ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǎǳŎƘ 
as relevance, time, or institutional support. Overall, the low share of respondents explicitly not interested 
(10.24%) indicates a favourable environment for scaling IAM-focused professional development, 
provided programs are well-targeted and supported (Figure 49). 
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Figure 49: Interest in IAM related professional development. 

The questions in the next section are posed under the heading of curriculum and skill relevance, with the 
first question being whether there are already any topics related to IAM in the course content. The results 
show that IAM topics are not yet systematically integrated into teaching across the five countries. The 
largest share of respondentsτ78 teachers (40.84%)τindicate that IAM is not included in their course 
content. An additional 64 teachers (33.51%) state that IAM topics appear only indirectly, demonstrating 
partial or incidental exposure rather than structured instruction. Only 49 teachers (25.65%) report directly 
incorporating IAM-related content. Country differences are notable: Spain shows the strongest 
integration, with мс ά¸Ŝǎέ responses and мо άLƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅέ, suggesting more advanced curriculum 
adaptation. Türkiye also shows substantial partial integration, with му άLƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅέ, although fewer 
teachers (7) incorporate IAM directly. Ireland, Italy, and Portugal all show low direct integration (10, 8, 
ŀƴŘ у ά¸Ŝǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎύΣ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘ άbƻέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎτespecially in Italy (19) and Portugal (16)τindicating 
that IAM has limited curricular presence in these contexts. Ireland shows a relatively balanced distribution 
but still leans toward non-ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ όмр άbƻέύΦ hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ŀ developing but uneven stage of 
adoption, with Spain emerging as the leader, Türkiye showing strong indirect exposure, and Italy, 
Portugal, and Ireland remaining early in the integration process (Figure 50). 

  

Figure 50: IAM related content coverage in the course content. 



 

 
 

77 
 

    

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the 
author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European 
Education and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA). Neither the European Union nor EACEA 
can be held responsible for them. [Grant Agreement number: 101194074] 
 

Within the framework of next question, teachers identify a wide range of subject areas as suitable for 
integrating IAM topics, with the strongest alignment seen in AI/Automation (78 mentions; 17.57%), and 
Systems Engineering (82; 18.47%). Drone-related trainings (14.19%) and Green mobility (13.74%) also 
score highly, reflecting the perceived relevance of applied aviation technologies and sustainability-driven 
mobility transitions. At country level, Spain (D) consistently records the highest values across most 
categoriesτparticularly Systems Engineering, Green Mobility, and Drone-related trainingsτsuggesting a 
broad and mature integration perspective. Portugal (C) shows a strong inclination toward Systems 
Engineering and Smart Cities, while Türkiye (E) stands out in AI/Automation and Drone-related trainings, 
indicating a more technology- and application-focused approach. Ireland (A) places notable emphasis on 
Aviation Law, underlining the importance of regulatory integration in IAM education, whereas Italy (B) 
displays a balanced distribution across Green Mobility, AI/Automation, and Aviation Law. Overall, the 
findings suggest that IAM integration is most readily envisioned through engineering, digital, and drone-
related subjects, with regulatory and urban dimensions playing a secondary but strategically important 
role across countries (Figure 51). 

 Overall, the data suggest that IAM integration is most feasible through technical, engineering, 
automation, and drone-related subjects, with Spain, Türkiye, and Portugal exhibiting the strongest 
alignment, Italy emphasising sustainability and regulatory topics, and Ireland leaning toward legal and 
logistics-based integration pathways (Figure 51). 

 

Figure 51: Possible subject areas that can be integrated into their field. 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ άskills rankingέ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ digital skills and communication skills are perceived as the 
most critical competencies for future IAM careers, with the highest number of respondents ranking them 
as the top priority (rank 1), reflecting the data-driven, system-integrated, and multi-stakeholder nature 
of IAM. Teamwork and collaboration also score consistently high across the top ranks, underlining the 
importance of interdisciplinary and cross-organizational working environments in IAM ecosystems. 
Technical skills remain important but are more evenly distributed across ranks, suggesting they are 
viewed as a baseline requirement rather than a differentiating factor.  Problem solving and critical 
thinking skills were also considered as one of the least important skills, that are needed for a future career 
in IAM. Regulatory skills are most frequently ranked as the least important (rank 6), indicating that while 
regulation is essential, it is often perceived as a specialized or role-specific competence rather than a 
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universal skill for all IAM professionals. Overall, the results highlight a clear shift toward digital, 
communicative, and collaborative skill sets, signalling that success in IAM will depend as much on 
systems thinking and coordination as on technical expertise (Figure 52). 

 

Figure 52Υ wŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ǎƻŦǘ ǎƪƛƭƭ όмΥ aƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǎƪƛƭƭ ς 6: Least important). 

After selection of the skills, the question was whether the existing curriculum supported the development 
of these skills. The results indicate that most curricula currently support IAM-relevant skills only partially, 
with 56.54% of respondents ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ά¸ŜǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭƭȅΣέ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŎǊŜƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ 
integration. A further 13.09% report that their curricula are still in preparation or development, indicating 
ongoing but incomplete alignment with IAM skill needs. Only 20.42% state that their curriculum fully 
supports these skills, highlighting a clear gap between recognised skill importance and formal educational 
provision. At country level, Türkiye (E), Spain (D) Portugal (C) and Italy (B) show the highest reliance on 
partial support, reflecting broad awareness but limited full implementation, while Ireland (A) stands out 
ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ά¸ŜǎΣ Ŧǳƭƭȅέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘΦ hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ 
the findings point to a transitional state, where IAM-relevant skills are acknowledged and partially 
addressed, but comprehensive curriculum reform is still needed across all countries (Figure 53). 
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Figure 53: Curriculum support of IAM related skills. 

A strong majority of teachersτ112 respondents (58.64%)τreport that they have identified a skill gap 
between students and industry expectations, indicating that current educational offerings are not fully 
aligned with the competencies required in the emerging IAM sector. Only 10.99% report no skill gap, 
suggesting that confidence in full alignment is relatively low across the sample. At country level, Spain (D) 
and Italy (B) show the strongest recognition of this gap, reflecting more acute awareness in contexts with 
higher industry interaction. Portugal (C) ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜs, which may 
indicate weaker feedback loops between education providers and industry or less direct exposure to 
employer expectations. Overall, the findings underline a systemic skills mismatch, reinforcing the need 
for stronger industryςeducation collaboration and more practice-oriented, demand-driven curriculum 
design (Figure 54). 

 

Figure 54Υ ά!ǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴȅ ǎƪƛƭƭ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΚέ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǎŜǘΦ 

At this point, the important question was whether the curriculum was flexible enough to accommodate 
the new topics, so teachers were asked for their opinions on this matter. They are asked to use a scale bar 
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where 1 was not flexible and 5 was highly flexible. Overall, the results show that curriculum flexibility is 
generally moderate, with the largest share of responses clustered at level 3 (31.41%), suggesting partial 
but constrained ability to integrate new topics. A further 24.61% report relatively high flexibility (level 4), 
while only 7.85% consider their curriculum to be very flexible (level 5), highlighting structural limitations 
in rapid curriculum adaptation. At country level, Italy (B) and Ireland (A) show stronger representation at 
mid-to-high flexibility levels, indicating comparatively more adaptable curricular frameworks. In contrast, 
Spain (D) records a high concentration at low flexibility (level 2), suggesting more rigid structures despite 
strong IAM engagement in other areas. Türkiye (E) and Portugal (C) display mixed but predominantly mid-
range flexibility, reinforcing the view that while openness to change exists, systematic integration of new 
IAM topics remains institutionally challenging across all countries (Figure 55 ). 

  

Figure 55: Curriculum flexibility rating. 

Another question raised was the possibility of hosting IAM content within existing interdisciplinary 
modules. The findings indicate that nearly half of all respondentsτ90 teachers (47.12%)τreport having 
existing interdisciplinary modules that could host IAM-related content, indicating a solid structural basis 
for integration. However, a substantial 35.08% state that no such modules currently exist, highlighting 
uneven institutional readiness across countries. At country level, Ireland (A), Italy (B), and Spain (D) stand 
ƻǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ά¸Ŝǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ 
structures. In contrast, Portugal (C) ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άbƻέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ 
limited availability of interdisciplinary modules. Italy (B) and Türkiye (E) also show notable shares of 
άtƭŀƴƴŜŘέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ-looking intentions and potential for near-term expansion of IAM 
integration pathways (Figure 56). 
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Figure 56: Existence of interdisciplinary courses that could host IAM content. 

The last question for the section was if the industry partners expressed interest in IAM skills. The answers 
show a moderate but uncertain industry interest in IAM skills, with 39.79% of respondents confirming 
interest, while a slightly higher share (42.41%) report being not sure, pointing to limited visibility or 
communication between industry and education providers. Only 17.80% state that industry partners have 
not expressed interest, suggesting that outright lack of demand is relatively uncommon. At country level, 
Spain (D) ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƻǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ά¸Ŝǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŎƭŜŀǊŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ 
industry signals regarding IAM skills. Ireland (A) also shows a relatively strong positive response, whereas 
Italy (B), Portugal (C), and Türkiye (E) ŀǊŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǿŜŀƪŜǊ 
feedback loops and less structured engagement with industry. Overall, the findings suggest that industry 
demand for IAM skills likely exists but is not yet systematically articulated or communicated, 
underscoring the need for stronger industryςacademia dialogue (Figure 57). 

  

Figure 57: Industry interest expressed or not. 

The next section was focusing on the training needs and support, the very first question was asking the 
teachers to scale how much they feel prepared to teach content related to the IAM domain. 1 was the 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƴƻǘ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭέ ŀƴŘ р ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǾŜǊȅ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘέΦ hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ 
report a moderate level of preparedness to teach IAM-related content, with the largest share of 
respondents selecting level 3 (29.83%), suggesting partial confidence rather than full readiness. Around 
32% report low preparedness (levels 1ς2), highlighting a significant proportion of teachers who feel 
insufficiently equipped to deliver IAM topics. Conversely, approximately 33% indicate high preparedness 
(levels 4ς5), pointing to an emerging but uneven base of teaching capacity. At country level, Spain (D) 
shows the strongest concentration at mid-to-high preparedness levels, reflecting greater exposure or 
experience with IAM-related themes. Portugal (C) and Ireland (A) show more polarized distributions, 
while Türkiye (E) demonstrates a balanced spread with a notable share of respondents feeling highly 
prepared, indicating growing but still fragmented teaching readiness across countries (Figure 58). 
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Figure 58Υ άtŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ L!a όмΥ bƻǘ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ς 5: Very prepared). 

Teachers clearly favour practice-oriented training formats, with technical modules with practical content 
(26.51%) and case studies (26.29%) emerging as the most valued options across all countries. This 
highlights a clear demand for training that translates IAM concepts into real-world applications and 
operational contexts, rather than purely theoretical overviews. Introductory overviews (15.09%) and 
workshops on cross-disciplinary collaboration (15.30%) are also considered important, suggesting the 
need to both build foundational understanding and foster interdisciplinary interaction. At country level, 
Spain (D) consistently records the highest selections across most training types, reflecting strong 
engagement and readiness for diverse training formats, while Portugal (C) shows particular interest in 
case studies and cross-disciplinary workshops. In contrast, curriculum toolkits and άhǘƘŜǊέ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ 
receive comparatively low interest, indicating that teachers prioritise hands-on, experience-based 
learning and peer exchange over static teaching materials (Figure 59). 

 

Figure 59Υ ¢ǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘȅǇŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŦƛƴŘ άǳǎŜŦǳƭέΦ 
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The next question requested the scaling of different training formats. The results show a clear preference 
for in-person training, with the highest concentration of responses at level 5 (strongly preferred), 
indicating that face-to-face formats are considered most effective for IAM learning. AR/VR simulation 
also receives strong support, particularly at levels 4 and 5, highlighting the value placed on immersive and 
experiential training environments for complex IAM concepts. Peer exchange and virtual live training are 
generally viewed as moderately to highly appropriate, clustering around levels 3 and 4, suggesting their 
usefulness for collaboration and knowledge sharing. In contrast, online self-paced learning is mostly rated 
at medium preference (level 3), with fewer respondents strongly favoring it, indicating that purely 
asynchronous formats are seen as supportive but insufficient on their own. Overall, the findings suggest 
that blended training models, combining in-person delivery with immersive simulations and interactive 
peer-based formats, are most suitable for IAM education and professional development (Figure 60).  

 

Figure 60: Appropriate training format rating (1: Not preferred ς 5: Strongly preferred). 

Then organisational support for training in emerging technologies was asked to the participants, and the 
answers revealed that nearly half of respondents (46.96%) report that their organisation supports 
training in emerging technologies, indicating a generally favourable institutional environment for 
upskilling. However, a substantial share (37.57%) describes this support as limited, suggesting that while 
openness exists, resources or strategic commitment may be constrained. Only 15.47% indicate no 
organisational support, meaning outright resistance is relatively low. At country level, Ireland (A) stands 
out with the strongest affirmative support, while Spain (D) and Portugal (C) record higher levels of limited 
support, pointing to partial or uneven implementation. Overall, the findings suggest that organisational 
backing for emerging-technology training is present but inconsistent, highlighting the need to move from 
ad-hoc or limited support toward more structured and sustained training policies (Figure 61). 
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Figure 61: Organisational support on trainings in emerging technologies. 

When asked about their involvement in the development of IAM content or teaching materials, the results 
show a strong willingness among teachers to engage in co-development of IAM content, with 83 
respondents (45.86%) selecting Yes and another 65 (35.91%) choosing Maybe, indicating that more than 
four out of five teachers are open to collaborative curriculum development. Only 33 respondents 
(18.23%) express no interest, suggesting relatively low resistance. At country level, Türkiye (E) and Spain 
(D) stand out with the highest number of positive responses, reflecting strong openness to joint content 
creation in these contexts. Italy (B) and Portugal (C) ǎƘƻǿ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ άaŀȅōŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎ 
to interest that could be activated through clearer frameworks, resources, or formal collaboration 
mechanisms (Figure 62). 

  

Figure 62: Involvement preference in the development of IAM content or teaching materials. 

!ŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊ ƭƛƳƛǘƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇǳǊǎǳŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ L!a-related 
training is clearly lack of time, which receives the highest overall response levels (notably 98 in category 
1, 38 in category 2, and consistent counts across remaining categories). Budget constraints constitute the 
second major obstacle, with strong concentrations in medium-severity categories, indicating that both 
institutional and personal financial limitations affect many teachers. The limited availability of competent 
or skilled instructors also represents a critical barrier, with responses clustering in mid-to-high severity 
levels, reflecting concerns about the capacity to deliver high-quality IAM-specific training. In addition, 
perceived relevance of training and institutional support become prominent barriers at higher severity 
levels, suggesting that teachers are reluctant to invest effort without clear curricular alignment and 
organisational backing. Overall, while many respondents do not perceive barriers in a general sense, the 
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aggregated results clearly show that time, funding, trainer availability, relevance, and institutional 
support ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ L!a ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ όCƛƎǳǊŜ 
63). 

 

Figure 63Υ hǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇǳǊǎǳŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎέ όм ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊύΦ 

The last question of the section was open-ŜƴŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ 
valuable partnership for their development in IAM context would be. Comparative analysis reveals 
significant national differences in preferred IAM accreditation pathways, reflecting diverse education 
systems and labour-market logics. Spain and Portugal favour flexible, modular, and digitally enabled 
credentials, supporting rapid workforce adaptation, while Ireland prioritises industry-recognised 
certification aligned with employer demand. Italy maintains a balanced hybrid model, combining 
academic legitimacy with emerging credential formats, whereas Türkiye places stronger emphasis on 
formal and regulated pathways, reflecting institutional and regulatory considerations. These differences 
underline the importance of multi-track accreditation strategies at European level, enabling IAM skills 
development to be locally adapted while remaining interoperable across countries (Table 2).  

Table 2: /ƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ L!a ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜέ 

Dimension Strongest Countries Interpretation 

Industry certification Ireland, Türkiye Employer-driven skills validation 

Micro-credentials & badges Spain, Portugal Agile, modular upskilling culture 

Degree programmes Italy, Türkiye Formal academic legitimacy valued 

Self-certification Spain High confidence in practice-based validation 
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Dimension Strongest Countries Interpretation 

Hybrid models Italy Transitional education system 

¢ƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǿŀǎ άŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέΦ ²ƘŜƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ 
of IAM in their field for the next 5-10 years, their answers indicate a strong expectation that IAM will 
become increasingly important over the next 5ς10 years, with 60.12% of respondents rating its 
importance as high or very high (levels 4ς5) and only a small minority considering it unimportant. At 
country level, Türkiye (E) stands out most clearly, with the highest concentration at level 5, signalling a 
particularly strong forward-ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ L!aΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜΦ Spain (D) and Portugal (C) 
also show robust future-oriented expectations, with a large share of responses at levels 4 and 5, indicating 
ōǊƻŀŘ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ L!aΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ-term impact across these contexts. Italy (B) displays a more cautious but 
still positive outlook, with responses concentrated at levels 3 and 4, suggesting recognition of importance 
tempered by uncertainty about pace or scope of adoption. In contrast, Ireland (A) shows comparatively 
higher representation at lower and mid-scale values (levels 2ς3), pointing to a more measured or 
ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ L!aΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǊƻƭŜ όCƛƎǳǊŜ 
64). 

  

Figure 64: Scaling the importance of IAM for the next 5-10 years (1: Not important ς 5: Very important). 

Teachers assign a central and proactive role to educational institutions in supporting the transition to IAM, 
with priorities clearly centered on research and innovation (25.27%) and curriculum design and 
integration (22.46%) as the most critical roles educational institutions should play in supporting the 
transition to IAM, highlighting the dual expectation of knowledge creation and curriculum modernisation. 
Spain (D) stands out most strongly in both categories, indicating a proactive view of universities as key 
drivers of IAM innovation and structured educational integration. Portugal (C) also places strong emphasis 
on curriculum integration and research, suggesting a strategic alignment between education and 
emerging IAM technologies. Teacher training (14.25%) is particularly emphasised in Türkiye (E) and Spain 
(D), reflecting recognition that educator capacity building is essential for effective IAM adoption. In 
contrast, Ireland (A) places comparatively greater weight on skills forecasting, signalling a more labour-
marketςdriven perspective, while Italy (B) shows a balanced distribution across research, curriculum 
development, and public awareness. Overall, the findings suggest broad agreement that educational 
institutions must act as innovation hubs and curriculum integrators, with country-specific nuances 
reflecting different national priorities in workforce planning, public engagement, and teacher upskilling 
(Figure 65). 
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Figure 65: Educational institutions role in supporting the transition of IAM integration. 

"Should Integrated Information Management (IAM) be a standalone course or integrated into existing 
programs?" is one of the most important questions. The answers to this question show a clear preference 
for integrating IAM into existing programs, with 50.29% of respondents selecting this option, indicating 
that IAM is widely viewed as a cross-cutting topic rather than a fully separate discipline. A further 32.37% 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀ ƘȅōǊƛŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ όάōƻǘƘέύ, suggesting that flexibilityτcombining integration with dedicated 
modules or electivesτis valued across countries. At country level, Italy (B), Spain (D), and Türkiye (E) 
show particularly strong support for integration, reflecting education systems that favour embedding IAM 
within established engineering, mobility, or aviation curricula. Ireland (A) stands out with the highest 
relative support for IAM as a standalone course, indicating a greater openness to specialised, self-
contained IAM offerings. Overall, the findings suggest a strong consensus that mainstreaming IAM 
through existing programs is the preferred strategy, with standalone courses seen as complementary 
rather than the primary approach (Figure 66). 

 

Figure 66: IAM courses preference. 

¢ƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ά²Ƙŀǘ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǇǊŜǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ 
ŎŀǊŜŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ !ƛǊ aƻōƛƭƛǘȅ όL!aύ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΚέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ǳǇ ǘƻ о ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
According to their answers the most significant challenge overall is rapid technological and regulatory 
change (20.78%), highlighting the difficulty education systems face in keeping pace with the fast-evolving 
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IAM landscape. This challenge is particularly pronounced in Spain (D), which records the highest number 
of responses in this category, suggesting strong awareness of regulatory and technological volatility in a 
more advanced IAM context. Insufficient industryςeducation collaboration (19.18%) and limited student 
awareness of IAM careers (18.95%) also emerge as major barriers, with Italy (B) standing out for industryς
education gaps and Türkiye (E) reporting the highest concern regarding low student awareness. Portugal 
(C) shows the strongest concern about the lack of qualified teaching staff or resources, indicating capacity 
constraints within the education system. Meanwhile, curriculum inflexibility is most evident in Spain, 
reflecting structural rigidity despite high IAM engagement. Overall, the country comparison shows that 
while challenges are shared, Spain and Italy are more affected by system-level and collaboration issues, 
Portugal by resource and staffing gaps, and Türkiye by awareness and labour-market uncertainty, 
underscoring the need for tailored national strategies within a common European IAM education 
framework (Figure 67). 

 

Figure 67: Significant challenges in preparing students for careers in the IAM sector. 

¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ά!ǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ L!aΚέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ ά¸ŜǎέΣ άbƻέ ŀƴŘ άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ emerging IAM-relevant 
departments are not yet clearly established across most institutions, with only 27.17% of respondents 
confirming their existence, while the majority report either no such departments (35.26%) or uncertainty 
(37.57%ύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ limited internal visibility or early-stage 
development, even where IAM-related structures may be forming. At country level, Ireland (A) and Spain 
(D) show the strongest presence of emerging departments, indicating comparatively higher institutional 
momentum toward formal IAM structures. In contrast, Portugal (C) and Türkiye (E) ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ άbƻέ 
responses, pointing to more limited institutional specialization in IAM at this stage. Italy (B) presents a 
balanced distribution across all three responses, suggesting institutions that are exploring IAM relevance 
but have not yet consolidated it into dedicated departmental structures. Overall, the findings highlight 
that IAM is still institutionally nascent, with departmentalization lagging behind growing awareness and 
curricular interest (Figure 68). 
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Figure 68: Presence of emerging departments relevant to IAM. 

When teachers were asked about the graduate profiles that will be needed in the future, they responded 
that the IAM sector will require a broad and multidisciplinary set of graduate profiles for the future IAM 
workforce, with the strongest overall demand concentrated on Unmanned Aircraft System Traffic 
Managers (15.71%) and UAS/eVTOL operators (15.34%), reflecting the central importance of operations 
and airspace management. Spain (D) consistently records the highest values across most profilesτ
particularly for operators, traffic managers, and regulatory expertsτhighlighting a strong system-level 
and operational orientation in its IAM outlook. Portugal (C) stands out for its comparatively high emphasis 
on software and AI systems developers, signalling a more digital- and automation-driven perspective on 
IAM skills. Italy (B) shows the strongest demand for maintenance technicians, aligning with its applied, 
industrial, and MRO-oriented education and labour-market structure. Ireland (A) places relatively greater 
emphasis on IAM regulation and certification experts, reflecting sensitivity to governance, safety, and 
compliance dimensions. Overall, the cross-country comparison shows convergence on core operational 
and regulatory roles, while national differences emerge in the relative weighting of digital, maintenance, 
planning, and environmental specialisations, underscoring the need for diversified and adaptable IAM 
education pathways across Europe (Figure 69). 

 

Figure 69: Graduate profiles which will be needed in the future. 
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Teachers strongly emphasise the need for systemic and sustained policy support to enable institutions 
to prepare effectively for Innovative Air Mobility. The most frequently selected support mechanism is 
Education and Talent Development (29.68%), led jointly by Spain (26), Portugal (20), Italy (19), and 
Türkiye (20), highlighting a shared expectation that public authorities should prioritise human capital 
development through targeted training programmes, curriculum reform, and educator upskilling. 
Strategic Funding ranks a close second (27.09%), with particularly strong demand in Italy (22), Portugal 
(21), and Spain (22), reflecting the need for dedicated financial instruments to support infrastructure, 
laboratories, and long-term IAM education initiatives. Political and Regulatory Support (22.19%) is most 
strongly emphasised by Spain (26) and Türkiye (17), underscoring the importance of clear regulatory 
frameworks and policy alignment to reduce uncertainty and accelerate institutional readiness. Innovation 
and Entrepreneurship Promotion (21.04%) receive balanced support across all countries, especially in 
Spain (19), Portugal (18), and Italy (18), indicating recognition that IAM education should be closely linked 
to start-up ecosystems and applied innovation. Overall, the results point to a consensus that talent 
development and strategic funding are the primary enablers, complemented by regulatory clarity and 
innovation support, with Spain consistently expressing the strongest and most diversified policy 
expectations (Figure 70). 

 

Figure 70: Policy/funding support for the institutions. 

.Ŝƭƻǿ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǎŜǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ά²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳǊ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΣ ƻǊ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ 
ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ L!a ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΚέ ƻǇŜƴ-ended question. 

Table 3: Summary to the open-ŜƴŘŜŘ άŎƻƳƳŜƴǘέ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ 

Country Main Focus Key Concerns Dominant Suggestions 
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Ireland 
(A) 

Strategic clarity & 
awareness 

Low visibility of IAM career 
paths; regulatory 
uncertainty; risk of 
premature curriculum 
change 

Gradual integration, 
awareness-raising activities, 
pilot modules before full 
curriculum reform 

Italy (B) Regulation & 
standardisation 

Fragmentation between 
academia, industry, and 
regulators; lack of 
certification pathways 

Stronger regulatory guidance, 
industry-validated curricula, 
alignment with safety and 
certification frameworks 

Portugal 
(C) 

Capacity & resources Limited specialised staff, 
infrastructure, and 
industry access 

EU-level collaboration, shared 
curricula, external funding, 
teacher training before scaling 
student programmes 

Spain (D) System readiness & 
interdisciplinarity 

Risk of education lagging 
behind technological 
progress 

Interdisciplinary curricula 
(engineeringςurban planningς
policy), flexible programmes, 
societal and ethical integration 

Türkiye 
(E) 

Scaling & workforce 
readiness 

Speed of workforce 
preparation; need for 
structured talent pipelines 

Hands-on training, certification-
focused programmes, applied 
ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǘǊŀŎƪǎΣ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ 
embedding 

The open-ended responses reveal a clear contrast between countries focused on foundational readiness 
and those oriented toward scaling and leadership in IAM education. Ireland, Italy, and Portugal emphasise 
uncertainty, capacity constraints, and the need for clearer regulatory and strategic frameworks before 
large-scale curriculum changes, advocating incremental and policy-aligned approaches. In contrast, Spain 
and Türkiye demonstrate greater confidence and ambition, highlighting interdisciplinarity, applied 
training, and rapid workforce development as priorities. Across all countries, respondents converge on 
the need for stronger alignment between education, regulation, and industry, as well as targeted 
investment in educator capacity. Overall, the findings indicate that while institutional maturity varies 
significantly, there is a shared recognition that IAM education must evolve pragmatically, balancing 
innovation speed with regulatory stability and workforce relevance (Table 3). 

6.2.2 Student survey evaluation: 
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¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŀǎ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ άtŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ .ŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƻƴ 
gender. The results show a strong gender imbalance across the entire sample, with male respondents 
accounting for 72.38% and female respondents for 26.99%Σ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ άǇǊŜŦŜǊ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ǎŀȅέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛǎ 
negligible. At country level, Spain (D) records the highest absolute numbers for both male and female 
respondents, but still reflects a predominantly male profile, mirroring the overall trend. Italy (B) and 
Ireland (A) also show pronounced male dominance, indicating that IAM-related engagement in these 
countries remains largely male-driven. Portugal (C) displays the lowest number of female respondents, 
suggesting more limited female participation in IAM-related education and activities. Türkiye (E) shows a 
slightly more balanced distribution compared to some other countries, but male respondents still 
significantly outnumber females. As a result, the findings highlight a persistent gender gap in IAM-related 
fields across all countries, underlining the need for targeted policies and educational interventions to 
improve gender diversity and inclusion in future IAM workforce development (Figure 71). 

 

Figure 71: Gender selection of the students. 

CǊƻƳ ŀƴ ŀƎŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ marked cross-country differences in the demographic 
profile of respondents, indicating varying levels of youth engagement and professional maturity across 
IAM-related contexts. Spain (D) stands out with a strong concentration in the 18ς23 age range, 
particularly in the 18ς20 and 21ς23 categories, suggesting high participation from undergraduate and 
early-stage higher education cohorts. Italy (B) and Portugal (C) also show substantial representation in 
the 18ς23 range, but with a more balanced spread into the 24ς26 category, indicating a mix of students 
and early-career professionals. In contrast, Ireland (A) is heavily skewed toward the ά!ōƻǾŜ олέ category, 
reflecting a respondent base dominated by experienced professionals, educators, or senior stakeholders 
rather than students. Türkiye (E) shows a distinctly younger profile, with the majority of respondents 
under 20, highlighting strong engagement from secondary and early post-secondary education levels. 
Overall, the findings suggest that Spain and Türkiye are characterised by younger IAM-engaged 
populations, while Ireland represents a more mature and professionally established cohort, with Italy 
and Portugal occupying an intermediate position (Figure 72). 
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Figure 72: Age distribution of the participants. 

The educational level of the students indicates that the respondent profile is predominantly higher-
education oriented, with .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ όплΦрф҈ύ ŀƴŘ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ όнпΦсф҈ύ together accounting for 
nearly two thirds of the sample, underscoring the strong role of universities in IAM-related engagement. 
Spain (D) ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƻǳǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƘƛƎƘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŀǘ ōƻǘƘ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŀƴŘ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΣ 
reflecting a highly academic and university-driven participation base. Portugal (C) also shows strong 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ŀǘ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ 
a pipeline from undergraduate to advanced studies. In contrast, Italy (B) and Türkiye (E) display a much 
stronger vocational education and training (VET) footprint, particularly at secondary vocational and 
higher vocational levels, highlighting the importance of practice-oriented pathways in these countries. 
Ireland (A) ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀ ƳƛȄŜŘ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜΣ ŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǾƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ-
level education, but limited representation at postgraduate level. Overall, the comparison reveals a clear 
structural divide, with Spain and Portugal characterised by higher-education dominance, Italy and 
Türkiye by stronger vocational pathways, and Ireland occupying an intermediate position, pointing to 
the need for IAM education strategies that bridge university and VET systems across countries (Figure 73). 

 

Figure 73: Education level of the students. 
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When students were asked about their field of study, their background is strongly dominated by 
Aerospace / Aeronautical Engineering, which accounts for over half of the total sample (54.60%), 
confirming that IAM engagement is currently anchored primarily in traditional aviation and aeronautics 
domains. Spain (D) stands out overwhelmingly in this category, indicating a highly aviation-centric IAM 
ecosystem, while Italy (B) and Portugal (C) also show substantial representation, reinforcing the central 
role of aerospace engineering across these countries. In contrast, Ireland (A) and Türkiye (E) display 
comparatively more diversified profiles: Ireland shows notable representation in aircraft maintenance 
and drone technologies, while Türkiye stands out strongly in electrical/electronic engineering, reflecting 
a systems, avionics, and electronics-oriented approach to IAM. Disciplines outside core engineeringτsuch 
as ICT, business/economics, social sciences, environmental studies, and legal/regulatory fieldsτremain 
marginal across all countries, although Spain again shows slightly higher engagement in ICT and business-
related areas. Overall, the results highlight a technically concentrated IAM education and stakeholder 
base, with limited interdisciplinary penetration beyond engineering, underscoring a key structural gap for 
the future integration of societal, regulatory, environmental, and economic dimensions into IAM 
education and workforce development across Europe (Figure 74). 

 

Figure 74: Distribution of field of study. 

¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǿŀǎ άŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 
familiarity question. Students were asked to rate their familiarity from 1 (not familiar) to 5 (very familiar). 
The results indicate that overall familiarity with IAM terminology and concepts remains relatively low, 
with more than 54% of respondents selecting levels 1 or 2, signalling limited conceptual awareness across 
the sample. At country level, Spain (D) stands out with the highest absolute numbers at the lowest 
familiarity levels (1 and 2), reflecting broad participation but also a large cohort of respondents who are 
still at an early awareness stage. Italy (B) shows a more balanced distribution centred around level 3, 
suggesting moderate conceptual familiarity without strong specialisation. Portugal (C) and Türkiye (E) 
display comparatively stronger positioning at mid-to-high familiarity levels (3ς5), indicating more 
consolidated understanding among engaged respondents. Ireland (A) shows a polarised profile, with a 
notable share at low familiarity but very limited representation at the highest familiarity level. Overall, 
the cross-country comparison suggests that while IAM awareness is spreading widelyτparticularly in 
Spainτthe depth of conceptual understanding remains uneven, underlining the need for targeted 
awareness-building and foundational IAM education tailored to national starting points (Figure 75). 
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Figure 75: Familiarity to IAM concept (1: Not familiar ς 5: Very familiar). 

The following question was asking the students to scale their understanding of the given technologies. 
The answer set reveal ŎƭŜŀǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ L!a-related 
technologies, with familiarity generally higher for more established or widely diffused domains and 
lower for system-level and infrastructure-intensive concepts. Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) / 
drones show the strongest overall understanding, with a relatively balanced distribution across mid-to-
high levels (3ς5), reflecting their longer presence in education, industry, and public discourse. In contrast, 
UTM (Unmanned Aircraft System Traffic Management) and urban air infrastructure / vertiports exhibit 
the lowest levels of understanding, with a strong concentration at levels 1 and 2, indicating that these 
system-integration and governance-heavy topics remain poorly understood despite their central 
importance to IAM deployment. eVTOL aircraft and AI and automation occupy an intermediate position, 
with many respondents reporting moderate understanding (level 3) and a smaller but notable group 
indicating high familiarity, suggesting growing but uneven knowledge diffusion. Energy systems and 
propulsion technologies and drone-based delivery and logistics also cluster around mid-level 
understanding, reflecting partial exposure without deep specialisation. Overall, the pattern indicates that 
IAM knowledge is currently technology-centric rather than system-centric, underscoring a critical need 
for education and training efforts that strengthen understanding of airspace management, urban 
integration, and infrastructure, which are foundational to scalable and socially acceptable IAM 
implementation (Figure 76). 
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Figure 76: Scale of the understanding of the students for the given technologies (1: None ς 5: High). 

Another question was on how trained/informed they feel on the given topics by using scaling where 1 was 
none and 5 was high. The results outline a consistently low level of perceived preparedness across all 
four competence areas, with responses heavily concentrated at levels 1 and 2 (none to low) in every 
topic. The weakest area overall is awareness of the latest developments in IAM, which records the 
ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άƴƻƴŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ όмссύΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǇǊƻƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ Spain (D), indicating a significant 
gap in up-to-date sector knowledge. Interdisciplinary discussion of IAM topics is also a major challenge, 
with low confidence levels especially visible in Ireland (A) and Spain (D), suggesting limited cross-
disciplinary interaction within institutions. In contrast, Italy (B) and Portugal (C) show relatively stronger 
mid-level confidence (level 3) in technical troubleshooting and handling emerging technologies, 
reflecting more applied or practice-oriented exposure. Türkiye (E) stands out with comparatively higher 
scores at levels 4 and 5 in handling emerging technologies, indicating pockets of stronger operational 
confidence. The cross-country comparison highlights a systemic skills and knowledge gap, where 
technical handling is more developed than interdisciplinary exchange and strategic awareness of IAM 
evolution, underscoring the need for structured, cross-sectoral training and continuous knowledge-
update mechanisms across all countries (Figure 77).  
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Figure 77: Overall selection of the given topics (1: None ς 5: High). 

Next question was asking the students to scale their awareness on the given topics where 1 was none and 
5 was high. The answers demonstrate that low awareness across all four dimensions, with responses 
heavily concentrated at levels 1 and 2 (none to low) in every country, indicating that IAM-related 
educational and institutional ecosystems remain poorly visible overall. Spain (D) stands out with the 
highest absolute numbers at level 1 across all topicsτundergraduate programmes, upskilling 
programmes, UAS legislation, and companies involved in IAMτsuggesting that while participation is 
broad, institutional and market visibility is weak within this large respondent base. Ireland (A) and Italy 
(B) also display low awareness levels, particularly regarding existing IAM degree and upskilling 
programmes, pointing to limited communication or fragmented provision rather than absence of activity. 
In contrast, Portugal (C) and Türkiye (E) show relatively stronger awareness at mid-levels (level 3), 
especially for current UAS legislation and companies involved in IAM, indicating more consolidated 
regulatory and industry visibility among engaged respondents. Across all countries, high awareness 
(levels 4ς5) remains marginal, underscoring a systemic gap between IAM policy, industry, and education 
initiatives and their visibility to educators and stakeholders. Overall, the cross-country comparison 
suggests that the primary challenge is not lack of IAM activity, but insufficient dissemination, signalling, 
and institutional clarity, with Spain and Ireland requiring broad awareness-building measures, and 
Portugal and Türkiye better positioned to scale targeted, advanced engagement (Figure 78).  
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Figure 78: Awareness on the given topics (1: None ς 5: High). 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άƘƻǿ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ŦƛƴŘ L!a ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΚ όмΥ bƻǘ 
relevant ς рΥ IƛƎƘƭȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘύέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ IAM is perceived as highly relevant across disciplines, 
with more than 54% of respondents rating its relevance as high or very high (levels 4ς5), while fewer 
than 23% consider it of low relevance (levels 1ς2). Spain (D) stands out most clearly, with a strong 
concentration at levels 4 and 5, reflecting deep disciplinary alignment and perceived applicability of IAM 
concepts. Portugal (C) also shows a notably high share at level 4Σ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ L!aΩǎ 
relevance even if fewer respondents select the highest rating. Italy (B) presents a more evenly distributed 
pattern, with responses spread across mid-to-high relevance levels, indicating cautious but positive 
alignment. Ireland (A) and Türkiye (E) display more moderate profiles, with relevance perceptions 
clustering around level 3ς4, suggesting that IAM is seen as important but not yet central across all 
disciplinary contexts. Overall, the cross-country comparison confirms ōǊƻŀŘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ L!aΩǎ 
disciplinary relevance, with the strongest alignment observed in Spain and growing recognition across 
the remaining countries (Figure 79). 

 

  

Figure 79: Relevance of the discipline to the IAM concept (1: Not relevant ς 5: Highly relevant). 
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The next question was designed to understand the interest of the students in pursuing an IAM career 
(Scale bar 1 (Not Interested) - 5 (Highly Interested)). The results show a moderate-to-high overall interest 
in pursuing a career in the IAM sector, with over 70% of respondents selecting levels 3ς5, suggesting 
curiosity and conditional motivation rather than widespread strong commitment. The largest share is 
concentrated at level 3 (30.14%), indicating that many respondents are interested but may require clearer 
career pathways, stability, or incentives before fully committing. Spain (D) stands out with the highest 
concentration at mid-level interest (level 3), but also a substantial share at lower interest levels, reflecting 
a broad and diverse respondent base with mixed career intentions. Italy (B) shows a comparatively 
stronger pull toward high interest (levels 4ς5), suggesting more confidence in IAM as a viable career 
option. Ireland (A) and Türkiye (E) display balanced distributions across mid-to-high interest levels, while 
Portugal (C) shows relatively lower representation at the highest interest level, pointing to cautious 
optimism. Overall, the cross-country comparison suggests that while IAM is widely seen as an attractive 
emerging field, career interest remains contingent on clearer labour-market signals, structured career 
prospects, and stronger education-to-employment linkages (Figure 80). 

 

Figure 80: Students interest in pursuing an IAM career (1: Not Interested ς 5: Highly Interested). 

Students show very strong optimism ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ L!aΩǎ Ƨƻō ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ, with 
76.16% of respondents believing that IAM will generate more employment opportunities in their region 
within the next five years. Spain (D) ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƻǳǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅΣ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ά¸Ŝǎέ 
responses, which reflects high expectations linked to a more mature or visible IAM ecosystem. Italy (B), 
Ireland (A), and Türkiye (E) also demonstrate strong confidence, with clear majorities anticipating positive 
employment impacts. Portugal (C) shows slightly higher uncertainty relative to its size, suggesting 
cautious optimƛǎƳ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǎŎŜǇǘƛŎƛǎƳΦ ¢ƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǿ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ άbƻέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ 
indicates a broad consensus that IAM represents a net positive for future regional employment, even if 
the scale and timing of job creation remain uncertain for some respondents (Figure 81). 
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Figure 81: Opinion on whether there will be more job opportunities created by IAM in the next 5 years. 

²ƘŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ άŀǇǇŜŀƭƛƴƎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ Ƨƻōǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ L!a ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅέΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
operational and system-level roles are the most appealing future job types in the IAM industry, with Air 
Space manager (175) and Systems Engineering (163) ranking highest overall, reflecting strong interest in 
coordination, integration, and complex system oversight roles. Spain (D) stands out across nearly all job 
categories, particularly in airspace management, systems engineering, and drone pilot roles, indicating a 
broad and diversified interest aligned with a more mature IAM ecosystem. Italy (B) shows notably high 
interest in airspace management and maintenance technician roles, pointing to a strong operations- and 
compliance-oriented career outlook. Ireland (A) displays relatively stronger interest in safety and 
compliance and maintenance-related roles, reflecting sensitivity to regulatory and operational reliability 
aspects. Portugal (C) and Türkiye (E) show balanced interest across technical, operational, and 
engineering roles, with Türkiye standing out slightly in systems engineering, suggesting growing 
engagement with advanced technical career paths. Overall, the findings indicate that IAM career 
aspirations are less focused on niche roles and more oriented toward integrative, safety-critical, and 
system-management functions, underscoring the need for education pathways that combine 
engineering, regulation, and operational competencies (Figure 82). 
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Figure 82: Appealing future jobs in IAM industry. 

The clear preference among students for stable and established employment structures within the IAM 
sector. Overall preference for employment in large companies, which account for 45.48% of all 
responses, indicating that stability, scale, and structured career paths are particularly valued in the 
emerging IAM sector. Spain (D) stands out most strongly in this category, suggesting that respondents 
there associate IAM growth with established industrial players and large-scale operators. Public agencies 
represent the second most preferred employer type (27.67%), with relatively strong interest in Spain, 
Ireland (A), and Türkiye (E), reflecting the perceived importance of regulation, airspace management, and 
public oversight in IAM deployment. Startups, while appealing to a smaller share (16.99%), attract notable 
interest in Spain, pointing to a more dynamic entrepreneurial ecosystem in that context compared to 
other countries. Overall, the country comparison indicates that IAM career preferences lean toward 
institutional and large-organisation settings, with entrepreneurial paths seen as complementary rather 
than dominant, underscoring expectations that IAM will initially scale through established companies and 
public-sector frameworks (Figure 83). 

 

Figure 83: Employer type selectin of the students. 
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¢ƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ άƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǘƻ 
scale their current training/education for the given topics (1: Not efficient ς 5: Highly efficient). The results 
show that students perceive institutional support for IAM-related education as largely weak to moderate, 
with responses concentrated at the lower end of the efficiency scale across all dimensions. Preparation 
for emerging IAM-related jobs is viewed as insufficient, with more than twice as many respondents rating 
current training as inefficient compared to those rating it effective. A similar imbalance is evident in 
ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ L!a ǘǊŜƴŘǎ and job opportunities, indicating gaps in both 
curriculum relevance and instructor preparedness. Concerns are even more pronounced for infrastructure 
and industry engagement, where low ratings overwhelmingly exceed high ratings, signalling limited access 
to hands-on facilities and real-world IAM experience. To summarise, the findings indicate that institutions 
are not yet adequately equipped to support IAM education, underscoring the need for targeted 
investments in infrastructure, systematic teacher upskilling, and stronger industry collaboration (Figure 
84). 

 

Figure 84: Rating of the given topics for efficiency (1: Not efficient ς 5: Highly efficient). 

Students were asked if they were interested in further exploring the selected IAM related areas. The 
answers indicate strongest interest in Air Traffic OperationsΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ά¸Ŝǎέ 
responses (204), indicating clear recognition of its central role in the IAM ecosystem. Drone Piloting and 
eVTOL Aircraft Maintenance also attract very high interest, reflecting a strong demand for operational 
and technical skill pathways. Mid-level but still substantial interest is observed for Drone Repair, Vertiport 
Construction, Passenger Services, Cybersecurity, and Urban Planning, highlighting the multidisciplinary 
nature of IAM beyond core aviation roles. Fuel Cell Systems ǎƘƻǿǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǊ ά¸Ŝǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ 
ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ άaŀȅōŜέ ŎƻǳƴǘǎΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŎǳǊƛƻǎƛǘȅ ōǳǘ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅ ƻǊ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƳƻƴƎ 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΦ !ŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿ άbƻέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƻǳǘǊƛƎƘǘ ǊŜƧŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ 
pointing instead to varying levels of readiness and awareness. Overall, the pattern suggests a preference 
for operational, airspace-related, and applied roles, while more advanced or systemic domains may 
require targeted awareness-raising and training support (Figure 85). 
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Figure 85: Interest to further explore the given topics. 

When the question was if their school had access to equipment or labs to experiment with drones, UAVs, 
or air mobility systems, άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ was the emerging answer (40.8%), suggesting limited visibility or 
communication about available labs and equipment. Only 34.1% of respondents confirm access to drones, 
UAVs, or air mobility systems, pointing to uneven infrastructure readiness across institutions. A quarter 
of respondents (25.2%) report having no access at all, underscoring a significant structural gap in hands-
on IAM education. Country-level patterns suggest that Country D reports the highest absolute number of 
ōƻǘƘ ά¸Ŝǎέ ŀƴŘ άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƛȄŜŘ ƻǊ ŘŜŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛǎŜŘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 
availability. Overall, the results highlight that beyond actual infrastructure deficits, a lack of awareness 
about existing facilities is a critical barrier that may be addressed through clearer institutional 
communication, mapping of available resources, and shared access frameworks (Figure 86). 

  

Figure 86: Access to IAM related equipment and/or facilities. 

When the question was type of support that would help them to explore or pursue a career in IAM, 
student responses show that hands-on and experiential support mechanisms are the strongest enablers 
for pursuing a career in Innovative Air Mobility across all countries. Workshops and hands-on training 
rank first overall (20.27%), followed closely by internships or placements (19.16%), highlighting a clear 
demand for practical exposure to IAM technologies and real-world applications. Course or programme 
information (17.39%) and job fairs or employer meetups (15.61%) form a second tier of support, 
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indicating the importance of clearer career pathways and direct industry interaction. Mentoring also plays 
a meaningful role (15.84%), particularly in countries with more mature IAM ecosystems, while career 
counselling is comparatively less prioritised (11.52%). Overall, the pattern consistently points to a 
preference for active, practice-oriented, and industry-connected support rather than purely advisory or 
informational measures (Figure 87). 

  

Figure 87: Type of support to help students explore or pursue a career in IAM. 

Participants were asked whether they use digital tools or platforms to support their learning or training. 
Those who indicated that they do use digital tools were subsequently invited to specify all applicable 
platforms, including learning management systems (such as Moodle, Blackboard, or Google Classroom), 
video conferencing tools (e.g. Zoom or Microsoft Teams), file-sharing services (such as Google Drive or 
Dropbox), simulation or training software (including drone simulators and AI-based tools), online courses 
or MOOCs (e.g. Coursera or Udemy), educational mobile applications, or other digital solutions specified 
by the respondent. The vast majority of respondents (87.94%) actively use digital tools or platforms to 
support their learning or training, indicating strong reliance on digital environments across all countries. 
Only a small minority (12.06%) report not using any digital tools, suggesting that digital platforms are now 
a near-universal component of learning and training practices in the IAM context. Among respondents 
who use digital tools, learning management systems and video-conferencing platforms dominate usage 
across all countries, together accounting for nearly half of all selections (25.15% and 24.18%), reflecting 
their central role in formal education delivery. Spain consistently reports the highest usage across nearly 
all tool categoriesτparticularly LMS (105), video conferencing (90), and file-sharing tools (82)τindicating 
a more digitally embedded learning environment compared to other countries. File-sharing platforms are 
also widely used (21.00%), with relatively balanced uptake across Italy, Spain, and Türkiye, suggesting 
their role as a universal support tool rather than a country-specific practice. More specialized tools such 
as simulation/training software and MOOCs show lower but still meaningful adoption, with 
comparatively stronger engagement in Türkiye and Spain, pointing to emerging interest in advanced and 
self-directed digital learning modalities within these contexts (Figure 88). 
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Figure 88: Usage of digital tools and their most used species. 

When students were asked about whether there were student communities on IAM, the results indicate 
considerable uncertainty about the existence of an IAM-focused student community, with 46.82% of 
respondents selecting άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜΣέ indicating low visibility of such activities across institutions. This 
uncertainty is most pronounced in SpainΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭƻƴŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ 
(71), suggesting fragmented or poorly communicated student initiatives. Where a community does exist, 
it is more often described as limited in activity (25.16%) rather than strong, with Türkiye  standing out for 
relatively higher reports of limited but visible engagement (17). Only 14.65% of respondents report a 
strong and active IAM community, with comparatively higher concentrations in Italy and Spain, indicating 
localized hubs of student-driven interest rather than a widespread or structured IAM student culture 
across all countries (Figure 89). 

 

Figure 89Υ L!a ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜΦ 

¢ƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ άIf you had an idea for an IAM-related student project, how confident would 
you feel approaching your institution for support (mentors, space, funding)? Scale: 1: Not confident at all 
ς 5: Very confidentέΦ hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ moderate confidence in approaching their institutions for 
IAM-related project support, with the largest share clustered at Level 3 (30.57%), indicating uncertainty 
rather than strong assurance. Lower confidence levels (Levels 1ς2) together account for 39.81%, showing 
that a substantial proportion of students perceive institutional barriers to accessing mentors, space, or 
funding. Country D (Spain) consistently records the highest counts in Levels 2 and 3, suggesting 
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widespread but cautious engagement rather than clear institutional accessibility. Higher confidence 
(Levels 4ς5) remains limited overall (29.62%), though Country E (Türkiye) stands out with comparatively 
stronger representation at Level 5, indicating pockets of supportive institutional environments. In 
contrast, Country A (Ireland) shows a higher concentration at the lowest confidence level, pointing to 
greater perceived difficulty in navigating institutional support structures for student-led IAM initiatives 
(Figure 90). 

  

Figure 90: Student confidence in seeking institutional support for IAM initiatives (1: Not confident at all ς 5: Very confident). 

²ƘŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ άIƻǿ Ŝŀǎȅ ƛǎ ƛǘ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘ ǿƘƻ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ǘƻ ŀǘ ȅƻǳǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀōƻǳǘ L!a 
opportunities (courses, internships, support)? Scale: 1 (Very difficult) ς р ό±ŜǊȅ ŜŀǎȅύέΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ 
that finding the right contact person for IAM-related opportunities is moderately difficult for many 
students, with nearly half of responses clustered at difficulty levels 1ς2 (46.18%). The largest share of 
respondents selected the mid-point (level 3, 29.30%), suggesting uncertainty and a lack of clear 
information pathways rather than complete inaccessibility. Higher ease levels (4ς5) account for only 
24.52% of responses, indicating that relatively few students find it straightforward to identify institutional 
contacts for IAM courses, internships, or support. Country-level patterns show particularly high difficulty 
responses in Spain (D), while Türkiye (E) displays comparatively higher ease scores, pointing to more 
visible or accessible IAM-related institutional structures (Figure 91). 

 

Figure 91: Ease of identifying institutional contact points for IAM opportunities (1: Very difficult ς 5: Very easy). 
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¢ƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ƘƻƭŘ ŀƴȅ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ L!aΚέ 
and the answers revealed that drone piloting certifications dominate across all countries, accounting for 
over one-third of all reported IAM-related credentials (37.4%), with Spain (D) standing out as the 
strongest contributor by a wide margin. Certifications related to AI, robotics, and automation form the 
second most common group (18.7%), with relatively balanced uptake across Italy (B), Spain (D), and 
Türkiye (E), indicating growing interest in digital and autonomous systems skills. Aircraft or eVTOL 
systems and air traffic / U-space operations certifications remain more limited overall (around 14ς16%), 
suggesting that these areas are still emerging in formal training pathways. Cybersecurity and data 
systems for air mobility show the lowest penetration (7.1%), highlighting a potential skills gap despite its 
ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ L!aΦ bƻǘŀōƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ άbƻƴŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜnts 
reporting in this question generally possess at least one IAM-relevant certification, pointing to a relatively 
engaged and technically oriented subgroup (Figure 92). 

 

Figure 92: Certifications obtained and/or training completed by students. 

¢ƘŜ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǿŀǎ άǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ 
that asked student to select between yes/no/not sure options for their interest in given statements. 
Overall, the results show very strong interest in experiential, exposure-based, and practice-oriented IAM 
opportunities, with company visits (227 Yes) and hands-on courses or workshops (209 Yes) emerging as 
the most attractive options across the sample. Internship opportunities, both within Europe (180 Yes) 
and ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƘƻƳŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ όмуп ¸Ŝǎύ, also receive consistently high support, highlighting a clear 
demand for structured work-based learning pathways. Interest remains robust in project participation 
(188 Yes) and informative talks about IAM (197 Yes), indicating that students value both practical 
engagement and foundational orientation. More commitment-intensive optionsτsuch as a semester 
abroad focused on IAM and joining national or European student IAM networksτattract slightly lower 
ōǳǘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΣ ŎƻǳǇƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŎǳǊƛƻǎƛǘȅ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŜŘ ōȅ 
uncertainty around feasibility. Finally, the strong positive response to interdisciplinary IAM programmes 
(192 Yes) and continued specialisation in IAM (137 Yes) underlines a clear appetite for longer-term 
ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ L!a ƛƴǘƻ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƻǊŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊƛŜǎ 
(Figure 93). 
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Figure 93: Students interest in different categories. 

! ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ Ǉŀǎǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΦ !ƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ 
direct, hands-on exposure to IAM remains limited for most respondentsΣ ǿƛǘƘ άbƻέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ 
ƻǳǘǿŜƛƎƘƛƴƎ ά¸Ŝǎέ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ŀƭƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƛƴ digital platform usage (108 Yes) 
and competitions or challenges related to drones or air mobility (117 Yes), suggesting that lower-barrier 
or extracurricular engagement channels are currently the most accessible entry points into IAM. In 
contrast, formal internships, projects, courses, and certifications show consistently low participation, 
highlighting structural gaps in curriculum integration and industry-linked learning opportunities. Notably, 
career guidance and institutional orientation on IAM are particularly weak (only 63 Yes), reinforcing 
earlier findings about limited institutional support and visibility. Overall, the pattern reflects an IAM 
learning ecosystem that is still fragmented and opportunistic, with student engagement driven more by 
individual initiative than by systematic educational pathways or institutional design (Figure 94). 

 

Figure 94: Past experiences of students related to IAM or drones. 

Next, students were asked about which skills they most want to develop for a future in IAM and were let 
to choose up to 3 options. The selections show a clear prioritisation of technical and digital competencies 
for future careers in Innovative Air Mobility. Technical skills (22.84%) and digital skills such as simulation, 
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data analysis, and automation (19.22%) emerge as the top development priorities across all countries, 
reflecting the technology-intensive nature of the IAM sector. Problem-solving and critical thinking 
(17.41%) also rank highly, indicating awareness that IAM roles require adaptability in rapidly evolving 
technical and regulatory environments. In contrast, communication skills, regulatory and safety 
awareness, and project management receive comparatively lower but still meaningful attention, 
suggesting they are seen as complementary rather than primary entry skills. Overall, the pattern highlights 
a strong student focus on hard technical foundations, with growing recognition of transversal skills 
needed to operate effectively in complex, interdisciplinary IAM ecosystems (Figure 95). 

 

Figure 95: Students skill selection for a future in IAM. 

Preference of the learning formats show a strong overall preference for hands-on and practice-oriented 
learning formats for specialised IAM topics. Workshops emerge as the most favoured option across all 
countries (21.1%), followed closely by internships (18.5%) and online courses (18.1%), indicating a 
balanced demand for experiential learning combined with flexible digital delivery Spain consistently 
records the highest selections across nearly all formatsτparticularly workshops, internships, online 
courses, and research projectsτsuggesting a more active or opportunity-rich learning ecosystem. Italy 
and Türkiye show comparatively strong interest in internships and company visits, reflecting a desire for 
direct industry exposure, while Ireland shows relatively higher reliance on online courses. Portugal had 
two leading options as workshops and internship. Less preferred formats such as competitions, dual 
education, and seminars attract limited interest across all countries, indicating that students prioritise 
applied, structured, and career-linked learning pathways over short or competitive formats (Figure 96). 
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Figure 96: Learning format preferences. 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ άLŦ ȅƻǳǊ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ-
term IAM-focused training (e.g., 2ς4 weeks). They stated willingness to participate in short-term IAM-
focused training outside the regular semester, if cost barriers are addressed. Nearly half of respondents 
(48.15%) would participate if the training is reasonably priced or subsidised, while an additional 32.59% 
would do so only if it is free, showing that affordability is the decisive factor across all countries. Spain 
consistently reports the highest willingness across all positive response categories, suggesting higher 
demand or institutional readiness for intensive IAM training formats. In contrast, outright lack of interest 
or availability is very limited (below 9% combined), indicating that time availability is less of a constraint 
than financial conditions. Overall, the findings strongly support the case for subsidised or publicly funded 
short-term IAM programmes as an effective mechanism to boost participation and skills development 
(Figure 97). 

 

Figure 97: Preferences on a possible offer. 

CŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀƴ L!a ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΣ 
and students were let to select up to 3 options. The selections clearly showed that flexibility and tangible 



 

 
 

111 
 

    

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the 
author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European 
Education and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA). Neither the European Union nor EACEA 
can be held responsible for them. [Grant Agreement number: 101194074] 
 

outcomes are the most important factors shaping the perceived value and accessibility of IAM courses 
across all countries. A flexible schedule (evenings, weekends, online) ranks highest overall (19.42%), with 
particularly strong demand in Spain (D), reflecting the need to balance IAM training with existing academic 
or work commitments. Certificates of completion and internship or career opportunities are equally 
valued (both 17.97%), indicating that respondents prioritise credentials and clear links to employment 
when engaging in IAM education. Low or no cost is another major driver (17.39%), especially in Italy (B) 
and Spain, reinforcing the importance of financial accessibility. While academic credit and hands-on lab 
access remain relevant, they are secondary compared to flexibility, affordability, and direct career 
relevance, suggesting that modular, practice-oriented, and low-cost IAM courses would achieve the 
widest uptake (Figure 98).  

  

Figure 98Υ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ L!a ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΦ 

The open-ended question was focusing on the skills that students felt that were missing/not addressed in 
their training. responses reveal distinct but converging skill gaps across countries, with a strong overall 
emphasis on the need for practical, hands-on training to support entry into the IAM sector. Spain stands 
out most clearly, with by far the highest number of references to missing practical skills (14), alongside 
notable gaps in technical skills (5) and project management and organisation (5), indicating a perceived 
disconnect between theoretical education and real-world IAM applications. Türkiye similarly shows a 
pronounced demand for both technical and digital skills (8 mentions each), coupled with a high need for 
practical learning opportunities (7), reflecting expectations for technologically intensive and applied IAM 
roles. In contrast, tƻǊǘǳƎŀƭΩǎ responses are heavily concentrated on hands-on experience (7), with 
secondary concerns around project management (3), suggesting that students feel technically informed 
but insufficiently exposed to applied IAM contexts. Italy presents a more balanced profile, with moderate 
gaps reported across practical (4), technical (3), and digital skills (3), alongside some need for regulatory 
awareness, pointing to a comprehensive but still fragmented preparation landscape. Ireland, by 
comparison, shows fewer overall mentions, with responses primarily focused on technical skill gaps (3) 
and limited reference to digital, regulatory, or project-based competencies. Taken together, the findings 
underscore a consistent cross-country message: students perceive current training as insufficiently 
applied and practice-oriented, with country-specific variations in emphasis between technical depth, 
digital capability, and project execution skills (Figure 99). 
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Figure 99: General overview of the skills which are missing/or not addressed (open-ended question). 

The last question of the section was focusing on the technical skills and was an open-ended question. 
Overall responses to Question 9 highlight a strong and consistent emphasis on software-driven and 
system-level technical competencies as essential for working in the IAM sector, with notable variations 
in depth and focus across countries. AI, automation, and software skills emerge as the most frequently 
cited category overall, particularly pronounced in Türkiye (11 mentions) and Spain (9 mentions), 
reflecting the growing perception of IAM as a digitally intensive and autonomy-driven domain. UAV and 
drone systems knowledge is the second most recurrent theme, especially in Spain (6) and Türkiye (5), 
underscoring the importance of platform-level understanding. Safety, airspace management, and U-
space-related skills are also strongly emphasised in Spain (7) and Ireland (5), indicating heightened 
awareness of regulatory and operational integration challenges in more mature or aviation-centric 
contexts. In contrast, navigation, control, propulsion, energy systems, and avionics receive 
comparatively fewer mentions across all countries, suggesting that students tend to prioritise high-level 
system integration and digital intelligence over subsystem-specific engineering at this stage. Overall, the 
findings indicate that students associate IAM careers primarily with AI-enabled systems, drone 
operations, and airspace safety, with Spain and Türkiye showing the most comprehensive and articulated 
views, while Ireland, Italy, and Portugal reflect a narrower but still aligned understanding of essential IAM 
technical skills (Figure 100). 
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Figure 100: Essential skills for IAM. 

{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ рΩǎ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǿŀǎ ά9ȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ CǳǘǳǊŜ bŜŜŘǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛŦ 
they would like to receive career orientation on IAM opportunities.  The findings show strong overall 
demand for career orientation on IAM opportunities, with two-thirds of respondents (66.28%) 
expressing clear interest. This demand is particularly pronounced in Spain (D), which records the highest 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ά¸Ŝǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ Italy (B) and Türkiye (E), indicating a widespread need for 
structured career guidance. Only a small minority (13.03%) report no interest, suggesting limited 
ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǎǳŎƘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎƛȊŜŀōƭŜ άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ƎǊƻǳǇ όнлΦсф҈ύ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ-
raising and clearer information on IAM career pathways could further convert uncertainty into 
engagement. Overall, the results underline career orientation as a high-impact, low-barrier intervention 
to support workforce entry into the IAM sector across all countries (Figure 101). 

  

Figure 101: Interest in receiving career orientation on IAM opportunities. 

Consecutive question was designed to understand the student interest to join a National or European-
level network if existed. indicate strong interest in joining a national or European-level student network 
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focused on IAM, with 63.60% of respondents stating they would participate if such a network existed. 
Interest is especially high in Spain (D), followed by Italy (B) and Türkiye (E), suggesting strong potential 
for cross-border engagement and community building. Only 10.34% of respondents report no interest, 
indicating minimal resistance to network-based initiatives. The relatively large άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ƎǊƻǳǇ όнсΦлр҈ύ 
points to latent interest that could be activated through clearer communication of network benefits and 
activities. The findings support the creation of IAM student networks as a highly attractive and scalable 
mechanism for strengthening engagement, knowledge exchange, and workforce pipelines across Europe 
(Figure 102). 

  

Figure 102: Students interest in joining a National or European-level network. 

wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ 
in IAM are strongly technology- and system-oriented, with eVTOL design, development, and 
maintenance ranking as the top priority overall (19.03%), driven particularly by high interest in Spain (D) 
and Italy (B). U-space and air traffic management (16.62%) and AI and automation in air mobility 
(15.15%) also emerge as major focus areas, highlighting growing attention to airspace integration and 
digitalisation challenges. Drone-based delivery and logistics attracts notable interest (13.81%), reflecting 
its perceived near-term commercial relevance, especially in Spain and Italy. Topics related to 
sustainability, safety, and regulation form a solid secondary tier, indicating awareness of enabling 
frameworks beyond pure engineering. The distribution of the answers suggests that future IAM research 
demand balances advanced vehicle technologies, intelligent traffic management, and AI-driven 
solutions, with country-level variations largely reflecting national ecosystem maturity and exposure to 
IAM initiatives (Figure 103). 
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Figure 103: Preferred research and innovation topics in IAM for future study 

Responses to interest in pursuing IAMȤrelated degrees or certifications reveal strong and differentiated 
demand for IAM-related qualifications across countries and education levels, with interest generally 
highest for practice- and career-oriented pathways. Technical diplomas ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ά¸Ŝǎέ 
responses overall, particularly in Spain (D) and Italy (B), indicating a clear preference for shorter, applied 
credentials aligned with immediate labour-market entry. Interest in .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŀƴŘ aŀǎǘŜǊΩs degrees is 
more mixed: while Italy and Spain show solid demand, Portugal (C) records higher uncertainty or lower 
uptake, suggesting either limited awareness or structural constraints in programme availability. Post-
degree and PhD pathways ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿŜǊ ά¸Ŝǎέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ άbƻέ ƻǊ άaŀȅōŜέ 
rates across all countries, reflecting caution toward long academic commitments in a rapidly evolving 
sector. Learners appear to favour flexible, practiceȤoriented IAM qualifications rather than extended 
academic pathways, underscoring the value of modular diplomas and professionally focused degrees for 
addressing nearȤ and midȤterm workforce demands (Figure 104). 

 

Figure 104: Interest in pursuing IAMȤrelated degrees or certifications. 
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Subsequent question focused on the willingness to upskill or reskill for IAMȤrelated job opportunities. 
Responses indicate strong willingness to upskill or reskill for IAM-related job opportunities, with 60.54% 
of respondents ŀƴǎǿŜǊƛƴƎ ά¸Ŝǎέ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǇǊƻƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ Spain 
(D) and Italy (B), reflecting high perceived employment potential and motivation to adapt skills to 
emerging IAM roles. Only a small minority (9.58%) express unwillingness to reskill, suggesting limited 
resistance to further training. The sizeable άbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ƎǊƻǳǇ όнфΦуф҈ύ points to the importance of clearer 
information on career pathways, training value, and return on investment. Overall, the findings 
underscore a highly receptive workforce base for targeted IAM upskilling and reskilling initiatives (Figure 
105).  

  

Figure 105: Willingness to upskill or reskill for IAMȤrelated job opportunities. 

The thematic analysis of open-ended responses to Q6 reveals that ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ 
proficient in Innovative Air Mobility (IAM) are primarily driven by systemic and structural barriers rather 
than individual capability or motivation. Across all countries, financial constraints emerge as a dominant 
obstacle, particularly in Ireland, Italy, and Spain, where respondents frequently cite high costs, lack of 
funding, and limited institutional investment in IAM-related education. In parallel, insufficient hands-on 
and practical training opportunities represent a major barrier, especially in Italy, Spain, and Türkiye, 
underscoring the perceived importance of experiential learning, laboratories, pilot projects, and industry-
linked training for IAM proficiency. 

Country-level comparison further highlights information and knowledge-access gaps in Ireland and 
Portugal, where respondents emphasize difficulty in finding structured IAM learning resources and clear 
educational pathways. Curriculum-related shortcomingsτincluding the absence of dedicated IAM 
courses or outdated academic contentτare consistently reported across all countries, reinforcing earlier 
survey findings on missing IAM integration within higher-education programmes. Additionally, weak 
industryςacademia linkages and limited internship opportunities are particularly pronounced in Spain 
and Türkiye, suggesting challenges in translating academic interest into applied competence. Overall, the 
cross-country pattern confirms that addressing IAM proficiency requires coordinated interventions 
across funding mechanisms, curriculum reform, practical training infrastructure, and industry 
engagement, rather than awareness-raising or motivational measures alone (Table 4). 

Table 4: Perceived obstacles to student proficiency in IAM. 
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Thematic Barrier / Country  Ireland 

(A) 

Italy 

(B) 

Portugal 

(C) 

Spain 

(D) 

Türkiye 

(E) 

Financial constraints / funding 

limitations 

ǒǒǒ ǒǒǒ ǒǒ ǒǒǒ ǒǒ 

Lack of hands-on / practical training ǒǒ ǒǒǒ ǒǒ ǒǒǒ ǒǒǒ 

Limited access to IAM knowledge & 

information  

ǒǒǒ ǒǒ ǒǒǒ ǒǒ ǒǒ 

Curriculum gaps / lack of IAM 

courses 

ǒǒ ǒǒǒ ǒǒ ǒǒ ǒǒ 

Weak industry links / few internships ǒǒ ǒǒ ǒǒ ǒǒǒ ǒǒǒ 

Geographic / accessibility constraints ǒǒ ǒ ǒ ǒǒ ǒ 

Low prioritisation / institutional 

uncertainty 

ǒ ǒ ǒ ǒǒ ǒ 

 Ґ IƛƎƘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ κ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ǘƘŜƳŜΣ  Ґ aƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅΣ  Ґ [ƻǿ ōǳǘ ǊŜŎǳǊǊƛƴƎΣ ς = Rare or not mentioned 

The open-ended responses to Q7 show that students primarily associate professional development in the 
Innovative Air Mobility (IAM) sector with advanced technical and system-level competencies, rather than 
narrow disciplinary skills. Across all countries, AI, automation, and software-related capabilities emerge 
as the most prominent self-identified development need, particularly in Spain and Türkiye, reflecting 
strong awareness of digitalisation, autonomy, and data-driven operations as core IAM enablers. Vehicle-
centric topics, including UAV and eVTOL system design, also feature prominently, especially in Spain and 
Türkiye, indicating sustained interest in aircraft-level engineering alongside operational concepts. 

Students in Ireland place comparatively greater emphasis on airspace management, U-space, and 
operational aspects, suggesting higher sensitivity to regulatory, integration, and system coordination 
challenges. Project management and systems engineering skills appear consistently across all countries, 
with elevated importance in Spain and Türkiye, highlighting recognition of IAM as a complex, 
multidisciplinary system requiring integration, coordination, and lifecycle management rather than 
isolated technical expertise. In contrast, propulsion, energy, and sustainability topics are mentioned less 
frequently, suggesting that while these areas are acknowledged, they are perceived as more specialised 
or secondary compared to digital, operational, and systems-level skills. Overall, the cross-country pattern 
confirms that students view IAM competence as a hybrid profile combining automation, systems 
thinking, airspace knowledge, and applied engineering, reinforcing the need for interdisciplinary and 
modular IAM education frameworks rather than single-track curricula (Table 5). 

Table 5: Topics considered essential for personal development in the IAM industry. 
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Theme / Country Ireland 

(A) 

Italy 

(B) 

Portugal 

(C) 

Spain 

(D) 

Türkiye 

(E) 

AI, automation & software skills ǒǒ ǒ ǒ ǒǒǒ ǒǒǒ 

UAV / eVTOL systems & vehicle 

design 

ǒ ǒ ï ǒǒ ǒǒ 

Airspace, U-space & ATM concepts ǒǒ ǒ ǒ ǒ ǒ 

Safety, regulation & certification ǒ ǒ ï ǒ ǒ 

Propulsion, energy & sustainability ǒ ï ï ǒ ï 

Operations, infrastructure & 

maintenance 

ǒǒ ǒ ï ǒ ǒ 

Project management & systems 

engineering 

ǒ ǒ ǒ ǒǒ ǒǒ 

 Ґ IƛƎƘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ κ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ǘƘŜƳŜΣ  Ґ aƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅΣ  Ґ [ƻǿ ōǳǘ ǊŜŎǳǊǊƛƴƎΣ ς = Rare or not mentioned 

The very last question of the student survey was only asked for HE students and was focusing on the 
barriers that may discourage students from entering the IAM sector. The responses indicate that the most 
significant barriers discouraging higher education students from entering the IAM sector are lack of 
academic or career guidance (17.90%) and limited hands-on or practical training (17.75%), highlighting 
structural gaps in both support and experiential learning. Few internships or job opportunities (15.24%) 
and the high cost of courses or certifications (14.20%) further reinforce concerns about employability 
and financial accessibility, particularly visible in Spain (D) and Italy (B) where response counts are highest. 
The absence of IAM topics in curricula (12.43%) and difficulty identifying clear entry points into the sector 
(11.83%) suggest that IAM pathways remain insufficiently embedded and communicated within higher 
education proƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΦ .ȅ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ L!a ŀǎ άǘƻƻ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ǳƴǊŜƭŀǘŜŘέ Ǌŀƴƪǎ relatively low 
(4.29%), indicating that lack of interest is not the primary issue. The findings point to a need for stronger 
guidance structures, curriculum integration, affordable training, and expanded internship pipelines to 
lower entry barriers into the IAM workforce (Figure 106). 
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Figure 106: Barriers that may discourage students from entering the IAM sector. 

Table 6 summarises the overall profile of the Teacher and Student respondents with the highest 
selections/answers in country level. 

Table 6: Summary of the Teacher and Student respondent. 

Country Teacher Profile (T) Student Profile (Stu) 

Ireland (A) 

Predominantly Lecturer/Instructor 
(63.64%) in a University setting (81.82%). 

Half (51.52%) work primarily with 
Undergraduate students. 

Majority are in the 18-20 age group 
(75.00%). 40.63% are pursuing a 

Bachelor's degree. 

Italy (B) 
Teachers have a strong focus on 

Undergraduate (50.00%) and Graduate 
(25.00%) students. 

Students are concentrated in the 18-
20 (34.21%) and 21-23 (30.26%) age 

brackets. They have the highest focus 
on Aerospace/Aeronautical 

Engineering (48.68%). 

Portugal (C) 

Teachers report the highest curriculum 
involvement (83.33% Yes). Highest 

percentage work with Post-Secondary VET 
students (38.89%). 

Highest age concentration in the 21-
23 bracket (48.21%). Highest focus 

on Aerospace/Aeronautical 
Engineering (76.79%). 

Spain (D) 
The vast majority of teachers are 

Professor/Academic Researcher (88.89%). 
75.93% teach Engineering/Mechanics. 

Largest student population surveyed 
(46.23%). Nearly half (48.42%) are 
pursuing a Bachelor's degree, and 

35.75% a Master's degree. 
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Türkiye (E) 

Highest participation in interdisciplinary 
teaching (76.47% Yes). Teachers report a 

high interest in co-developing IAM content 
(69.70% Yes). 

Students have a high enrollment in 
Bachelor's degree programs (29.51%) 
and Secondary Vocational Training 

(22.95%). 

 

6.3 Workforce and Skills Alignment 

Workforce and skills alignment across the Stakeholder, Teacher, and Student surveys reveal a high degree 
of convergence on what competencies are critical for the development of the IAM ecosystem but also 
exposes a systemic and persistent misalignment in how, when, and through which mechanisms these 
competencies are developed. Across all respondent groups, there is a shared recognition that IAM is a 
complex, interdisciplinary domain requiring technical, regulatory, operational, and transversal skills. 
However, the surveys collectively demonstrate that current education and training systems are not yet 
structured to deliver these competencies in an integrated, timely, and workforce-ready manner. As a 
result, the IAM skills pipeline remains fragmented, creating a disconnect between labour-market demand, 
educational provision, and graduate preparedness. 

From a labour-market perspective, stakeholders provide a clear and consistent signal regarding workforce 
needs. They identify growing demand for regulatory and certification expertise, airspace and U-space 
management competence, systems integration capability, and operational readiness, alongside strong 
foundations in digitalisation, automation, and data-driven aviation systems. Importantly, these needs are 
not confined to narrowly defined engineering roles; rather, stakeholders emphasise hybrid profiles that 
combine technical knowledge with regulatory awareness, safety culture, and the ability to operate within 
complex, multi-actor environments. This reflects the operational reality of IAM, where deployment 
success depends as much on regulatory approval, airspace coordination, and system interoperability as 
on vehicle performance or software capability. Despite this clarity of demand, stakeholders repeatedly 
indicate that such profiles are difficult to source, leading to reliance on internal upskilling, external short 
courses, or ad-hoc recruitment strategies. 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛŀƎƴƻǎƛǎΣ ōǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
curricular structure. While many educators acknowledge the relevance and urgency of IAM-related skills, 
they report that current curricula only partially address these requirements. IAM topics are often 
introduced indirectlyτthrough AI, automation, UAV systems, or systems engineeringτrather than being 
treated as a coherent field with its own operational, regulatory, and societal dimensions. Furthermore, 
teachers highlight limited curricular flexibility, particularly within regulated aviation and engineering 
programs, where accreditation requirements and fixed learning outcomes constrain rapid adaptation. As 
a result, even when awareness exists, educators face practical barriers in embedding IAM-specific content, 
developing new modules, or introducing applied, interdisciplinary learning experiences. 

{ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ōȅ ǊŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘƻǿƴǎǘǊŜŀƳ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ 
constraints. Across countries, students demonstrate strong interest in IAM careers and high motivation 
to acquire relevant skills, particularly for roles linked to operations, systems integration, maintenance, 
safety, and airspace management. However, they consistently report low confidence that their current 
education adequately prepares them for IAM-related employment. The most frequently cited barriers 
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are not related to the perceived difficulty or technical nature of IAM, but rather to structural and 
institutional shortcomings, including limited access to hands-on training, insufficient laboratory and 
simulation facilities, weak industry partnerships, lack of internships, and inadequate academic or career 
guidance. These findings indicate that students are willing participants in the IAM workforce pipeline but 
are not sufficiently enabled by existing education and training frameworks. 

One of the most pronounced and consequential misalignments identified across all three surveys 
concerns regulatory, safety, and airspace-related skills. Stakeholders consistently rank regulatory 
compliance, certification processes, and U-space or ATM integration among the most critical and scarce 
competencies in the IAM workforce. Yet teachers report significant difficulty in integrating these topics 
into curricula, due both to the evolving nature of IAM regulation and to limited institutional expertise or 
teaching resources in this area. Students, in turn, encounter regulatory and airspace concepts only 
marginally, despite expressing interest in roles where such knowledge is central. This creates a paradox in 
which one of the most essential workforce skills is also one of the least systematically taught, reinforcing 
dependence on post-graduate or external training pathways. 

A second major alignment challenge relates to practical and hands-on skills, an area where, notably, all 
three groups show strong agreement. Stakeholders seek graduates who can operate within real or 
simulated IAM environments; teachers acknowledge that hands-on exposure is insufficient; and students 
identify lack of practical training as a primary deterrent to entering the sector. This consensus suggests 
that the issue is not pedagogical disagreement, but rather capacity and infrastructure limitations, 
including access to simulators, testbeds, living labs, and operational case studies. Without such 
environments, education remains largely theoretical, delaying the acquisition of job-ready competencies 
and extending the transition period between graduation and effective workforce participation. 

Beyond technical and regulatory domains, the surveys also reveal an underdeveloped area of workforce 
alignment in relation to transversal and organisational skills. Stakeholders emphasise the importance of 
systems thinking, interdisciplinary communication, project coordination, and the ability to interface with 
regulators and multiple stakeholders. These competencies are critical in IAM, where technological, 
regulatory, and societal considerations intersect. However, teachers and students reference these skills 
less explicitly, suggesting that they may be implicitly assumed rather than explicitly taught. This 
represents a hidden skills gap that often becomes visible only once graduates enter operational 
environments, further contributing to the perception of workforce unpreparedness. 

Timing emerges as an additional dimension of misalignment. Stakeholders express an immediate need for 
IAM-ready skills, driven by ongoing pilots, demonstrations, and early deployment activities. In contrast, 
students typically encounter IAM-relevant content late in their education, or only through optional 
modules and extracurricular activities. Teachers, meanwhile, often introduce IAM topics cautiously and 
incrementally, reflecting regulatory uncertainty and institutional constraints. This temporal mismatch 
means that skills are acquired too late, too slowly, or outside formal education pathways, resulting in 
fragmented and uneven workforce development. 

Taken together, the findings clearly indicate that the IAM workforce challenge is not rooted in a lack of 
interest, awareness, or motivation. On the contrary, there is strong alignment in terms of willingness: 
stakeholders are open to engaging in training and skills development initiatives, teachers show readiness 
for professional development and curriculum evolution, and students are eager to participate in IAM-
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focused learning opportunities. The core issue lies in structural misalignmentτbetween labour-market 
needs and educational design, between regulatory complexity and curricular flexibility, and between 
learner motivation and access to applied training. 

This convergence of evidence points to a critical opportunity. By addressing the structural disconnects 
identified in the surveys, it is possible to transform the current fragmented skills pipeline into a coherent 
workforce development pathway. The results strongly support the development of modular, practice-
oriented, and industry-linked education and training models, embedded with regulatory and airspace 
competencies and designed to facilitate smoother transitions from education to employment. In this 
sense, workforce and skills alignment emerges not only as a challenge, but as a strategic lever for 
accelerating the sustainable and inclusive development of the IAM ecosystem (Figure 107). 
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Figure 107: Workforce and Skills Engagement in IAM. 

6.4 Public Acceptance and Societal Readiness 

Public acceptance and societal readiness emerge across the Stakeholder, Teacher, and Student surveys as 
implicit but highly influential dimensions shaping the future deployment of Innovative Air Mobility 
(IAM). Although respondents were not explicitly asked about public opinion or societal attitudes, their 
answers consistently reference safety, regulation, legitimacy, career credibility, and institutional trustτ
core proxies for societal readiness. Collectively, the findings suggest that IAM is not socially rejected, but 
socially unproven, with acceptance strongly conditioned on governance, safety assurance, and 
institutional maturity. 

From the stakeholder perspective, societal readiness is framed primarily through regulatory robustness 
and operational safety. Stakeholders repeatedly emphasise certification processes, regulatory 
compliance, airspace and U-space management, and organisational preparedness as critical prerequisites 
for IAM deployment. This emphasis reflects an implicit understanding that public trust will only 
materialise once IAM operations are demonstrably safe, well-regulated, and accountable. Rather than 
viewing public acceptance as a communication challenge, stakeholders treat it as a systems engineering 
and governance outcome, to be achieved through rigorous oversight and compliance with aviation safety 
culture. 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀȅŜǊ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ institutional legitimacy and 
educational endorsement. While educators broadly recognise the relevance of IAM, many express 
caution in fully integrating IAM into curricula due to evolving regulations, uncertainty around long-term 
deployment timelines, and limited institutional guidance. This caution signals that education systems 
themselves act as societal validators: if IAM is not yet firmly embedded within recognised regulatory and 
academic frameworks, its societal legitimacy remains incomplete. Teachers therefore function as 
intermediaries between technological innovation and societal endorsement, translating regulatory 
maturity into educational confidence. 

Students provide particularly valuable insight into societal acceptance among younger generations. 
Survey results show high interest in IAM-related careers, indicating positive attitudes toward technology 
and its societal potential. However, students strongly prefer employment in large companies and public 
institutions, and express hesitation toward startups or poorly defined career pathways. This reflects a 
perception that IAM, while attractive, lacks the stability and institutional visibility of more established 
aviation sectors. For students, societal readiness is experienced through career credibility: the existence 
of clear job roles, internships, guidance structures, and long-term professional pathways serves as a proxy 
for societal acceptance. 

Across all three groups, safety and regulation repeatedly appear as dominant themes, underscoring their 
central role in shaping public trust. Notably, issues commonly associated with societal resistanceτsuch 
as ethical concerns, social opposition, or outright rejectionτare largely absent. Instead, societal 
acceptance is delegated to regulatory institutions, with trust placed in aviation authorities, certification 
frameworks, and public-sector oversight. This indicates a model of acceptance based on trust-by-design, 
where societal concerns are absorbed into technical and regulatory systems rather than addressed 
through direct public engagement. 
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At the same time, the surveys reveal a significant gap: explicit societal engagement is largely missing. 
There is little reference to citizen participation, community consultation, urban coexistence, or 
communication strategies addressing noise, privacy, or equity. This absence suggests that societal 
readiness is currently assumed rather than actively cultivated. While this is typical of early-stage mobility 
technologies, it also highlights a risk: without proactive engagement, public acceptance may become 
reactive rather than anticipatory as IAM operations scale. 

Overall, the findings indicate that societal readiness for IAM is developing but incomplete. Acceptance is 
conditional, grounded in safety, regulation, and institutional legitimacy rather than emotional or ethical 
resistance. The challenge ahead is therefore not persuasion, but translationτtranslating technical 
readiness into social confidence, and regulatory maturity into public legitimacy (Figure 108). Addressing 
this gap will be critical for ensuring that IAM deployment is not only technologically feasible, but also 
socially sustainable. 

Table 7: Societal Readiness levels and the survey answer comparison/relation. 

SRL Level Definition (simplified) Evidence from Surveys 

SRL 1 Societal context identified 
IAM framed within safety, regulation, education, 

careers 

SRL 2 Stakeholder identification 
Clear identification of regulators, educators, industry, 

students 

SRL 3 Stakeholder concerns explored 
Strong focus on safety, trust, regulation, career 

credibility 

SRL 4 
Societal implications 

acknowledged 
Acceptance conditional on governance and legitimacy 

SRL 5 Early engagement strategies 
Emerging only indirectly (education & workforce 

pathways) 

SRL 6 Co-creation with society  Not yet evident 

SRL 7 Pilots with societal validation  Not captured in surveys 

SRL 8 Policy & social embedding  Not yet 

SRL 9 Societal normalisation  Not yet 
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Figure 108: Societal Readiness in IAM.  
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7 Cross-Sector and Cross-Country Insights 

7.1 IndustryςEducation Alignment 

Across the five countries, the national reports point to a continuing gap between the skills being generated 
through IAM implementation and the skills being formalised through education and qualification systems. 
Competence requirements are shaped primarily through pilots, demonstrations, and the practical 
application of authorization and oversight processes, while curricula and qualification routes evolve more 
slowly. This leads to an environment where training demand is defined by operational reality and 
regulatory practice before stable occupational standards are established. 

The education offer is beginning to respond to this dynamic through modular and short-cycle formats, 
including stackable courses, micro-credentials, and professional certificates designed to update 
competence without requiring full degree re-entry. This indicates growing responsiveness, but it also 
reinforces that alignment is currently achieved through incremental upskilling around immediate 
operational needs rather than through stable, widely recognised occupational pathways. 

IAM workforce needs also extend beyond traditional aviation roles. The reports consistently reflect a shift 
toward hybrid profiles that combine: 

 safety and regulatory competence (authorisation processes, risk-based operations, 
compliance), 

 digital and operational systems skills (U-space services, data-enabled traffic/fleet 
management, interoperability), and 

 urban integration and societal considerations (local governance interfaces, public 
acceptance, environmental and spatial constraints). 

Existing provision is also uneven across the IAM value chain. Education and training capacity is generally 
more mature around UAS operations, airspace integration, and enabling digital concepts, while dedicated 
pathways for infrastructure-dependent and passenger-oriented IAM functions remain less developed. 
Areas that frequently appear under-specified include vertiport operations and safety management, 
maintenance of electrified or alternative-energy systems, and the integration of cyber-secure data 
services into operational oversight. This imbalance contributes to the persistence of hybrid roles because 
deployment requires capabilities that are distributed across disciplines and not yet consolidated into clear 
training routes. 

5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ǿƘȅ L!a Ƨƻōǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ άƘȅōǊƛŘΦέ Lǘŀƭȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƛƴ 
a broad way, covering areas such as community integration, U-space/airspace, vehicle and fleet 
operations, and business models. Türkiye links workforce needs to digital aviation modernization, 
emphasizing cybersecurity, secure communications, and data-driven airspace services. Spain focuses on 
deployment, pointing to growing roles in U-space service provision, infrastructure planning, and 
coordinating multiple actors to enable routine operations. 

Lƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊΦ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ-building is concentrated in 
specialised institutions that connect training with testing, certification-related competence, and trial-
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based learning, while Portugal links skills development more strongly to regional innovation mechanisms 
and industrial pipelines aligned with RIS3. Alignment is further constrained by delivery-system capacity 
within education itself. National accounts highlight that educator readiness, access to practical 
equipment, and availability of sector-specific learning resources can lag behind policy ambition and 
industry demand, particularly in vocational pathways. Even when competence needs are clearly 
recognised, limited training infrastructure can slow diffusion of IAM-relevant skills beyond a small number 
of specialised hubs. 

Across the five countries, this indicates that educationςindustry alignment depends not only on 
curriculum updates but also on how effectively training is connected to implementation structures, 
regulatory practice, and evolving operational models. A recurring implication is the need for clearer 
competence recognition mechanisms that connect vocational training, higher education, and industry-led 
provision. Where skills are acquired through pilots, private training entities, or short-cycle programmes, 
the absence of commonly recognised qualification routes can reduce portability of expertise and 
complicate workforce planning for both operators and oversight bodies. Strengthening mutual 
recognition and competence frameworks would therefore support alignment not only between education 
and industry, but also across countries and across IAM roles that sit at sector interfaces.  

7.2 Common Challenges across National IAM Ecosystems 

Across the five countries, IAM faces recurring, linked barriers that slow the move from pilots to routine, 
scalable operations. Progress in market formation, infrastructure rollout, and public acceptance depends 
on regulatory and institutional arrangements becoming predictable in practice. Stakeholder mappings 
further indicate that these challenges are cumulative rather than isolated. Delays in one part of the 
ecosystemτsuch as airspace service readiness, infrastructure permitting, or validation capacityτtend to 
propagate across the value chain, limiting the ability of operators, municipalities, and service providers to 
transition from experimentation to routine delivery. 

Regulatory uncertainty remains central, especially for BVLOS and urban operations. Despite an EU 
baseline, national implementation and authorisation predictability vary. Readiness is also procedural: how 
airspace constraints are set, permissions processed, and oversight applied. Where these mechanisms 
ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛǎŜŘΣ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǎǘŀȅǎ ƛƴ ƭƻǿ-complexity scenarios and trial projects rather than repeatable 
services. National reports consistently show that predictability depends not only on regulatory content 
but on institutional practice. Where authorisation processes, geozone definition, and oversight 
responsibilities are clearly assigned and routinized, operators are better able to plan service expansion. 
Where these processes remain fragmented or project-based, activity remains concentrated in low-risk 
scenarios and demonstration contexts. 

A second shared challenge is infrastructure standardization and integration (vertiports and U-space). 
Governance responsibilities across authorities, ANSPs/service providers, airports, and municipalities can 
be unclear, alongside interoperability and ATM/urban transport integration needs. Multi-level 
approvalsτparticularly involving local planningτcan delay deployment when aviation and spatial/urban 
ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘΦ 
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Social acceptance is treated as essential, with common concerns around safety, noise, privacy, and trust. 
Acceptance is shaped by governance as much as messaging: transparent rules, local involvement in 
siting/corridors, and clear accountability for risk management lead to uneven readiness across cities. 

A further shared challenge lies in aligning aviation governance with territorial and cross-sector decision-
making. Stakeholder mappings highlight persistent coordination gaps between aviation authorities, 
municipalities, infrastructure owners, and digital service providers, particularly where responsibilities for 
siting, permitting, and operational constraints intersect. These gaps often slow infrastructure activation 
even where regulatory and technical readiness has advanced. 

Skills gaps persist as hybrid roles expand across operational, regulatory, digital, and urban-integration 
domains; training systems adapt unevenly and many roles lack stable qualification routes, constraining 
both operators and oversight capacity. Finally, cybersecurity and digital resilience are increasingly 
important: uneven integration of security requirements can weaken interoperability, robustness, and 
public confidence as scaling progresses. 

7.3 Opportunities for Collaboration and Innovation 

The reports suggest collaboration would benefit from structured cross-country coordination, not just 
informal exchange. Because IAM progress is often driven by pilots and demonstrations, jointly organising 
and comparing these trials could accelerate shared learning on operational design, authorisation, and 
oversightτespecially for BVLOS and urban operations. 

Beyond technical experimentation, jointly structured demonstrations offer opportunities to compare 
governance practices, authorization pathways, and oversight models under similar operational 
conditions. Coordinated trials can therefore function as shared learning environments for regulators, 
municipalities, and service providers, accelerating convergence in how operational evidence is translated 
into authorisation and routine deployment. 

A key opportunity is U-space interoperability alignment. Despite different implementation speeds, 
common issues recur around service provision models, data exchange, ATM interfaces, and coordination 
with local authorities. Coordinated validation could help align operational concepts and technical 
interfaces for future scaling. 

Another area is workforce and competence alignment. Skill needs overlap strongly, particularly for 
regulationςoperations interface roles (risk-based authorisation, U-space/airspace services, infrastructure 
planning, digital oversight). Shared competence definitions would improve training comparability and 
make expertise more transferable. Collaboration is also needed to clarify and stabilise emerging interface 
roles that sit between regulation, operations, and urban integration. Cross-country dialogue on 
competence profiles for U-space services, risk-based authorization, infrastructure planning, and digital 
oversight would support more consistent training pathways and reduce fragmentation in skills 
development. 

The reports also point to better coordination in EU-funded programmes, improving reuse of methods, 
tools, and operational templates and strengthening feedback from projects into national implementation. 
Finally, city-level collaboration matters as municipalities shape infrastructure siting, corridor design, and 
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public acceptance; cases like Madrid and Dublin show cities acting as ecosystem organisers, offering 
lessons on governance models for urban-scale readiness. 

7.4 Best Practices and Case Studies 

The national cases illustrate how different institutional entry pointsτairspace governance, validation 
infrastructures, digital governance, or municipal planningτcan be used to organise IAM ecosystem 
development. Rather than representing discrete models, these approaches highlight alternative 
sequencing strategies for building regulatory confidence, operational capability, and societal readiness. 

Italy uses a phased roadmap with maturity stages linking regulatory evolution, priority use cases, and 
stakeholder engagement. National implementation toolsτdigital workflows and geozone/airspace 
governanceτhelp routinise lower-complexity UAS operations, while controlled demonstrations support 
άǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎέ ŀǎ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŜǾƻƭǾŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜΦ 

Spain combines binding regulatory instruments with deployment-oriented implementation planning. 
Clearly defined institutional roles (policy coordination, oversight, and airspace/service integration) create 
clearer interfaces between regulation and rollout, supporting U-space and urban integration. 

Türkiye embeds IAM within broader transport digitalisation and cybersecurity governance, treating cyber 
resilience (secure communications, data integrity, interoperability) as an operational condition and 
aligning aviation, ATM/airspace modernisation, transport strategy, and digital governance actors. 

Ireland follows a centre-of-excellence model where training, testing, and certification-related 
competence are concentrated in dedicated institutions, closely linked to trial-based consortia; municipal 
engagement is also growing around urban readiness and corridor concepts. 

Portugal anchors IAM in smart specialisation and innovation policy (RIS3, aeronautics roadmaps), using 
regional funding and urban experimentation, with progress depending on alignment between aviation 
requirements and municipal/territorial planning for infrastructure and integration. 

These practices collectively indicate that IAM readiness is shaped less by a single policy choice than by the 
coherence of coordination across governance levels and sectors. Effective ecosystems combine clear 
regulatory roles, mechanisms for evidence generation and learning, and institutional pathways that 
connect aviation systems with urban and digital governance structures. 
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8 Conclusion 

This report has examined the state of Innovative Air Mobility (IAM) readiness across education, skills, 
workforce development, and institutional ecosystems, drawing on extensive cross-country survey 
evidence and stakeholder perspectives. Taken together, the findings present a coherent and consistent 
picture: while awareness of IAM and interest in its future potential are steadily growing, education and 
training systems across the surveyed countries are not yet fully equipped to support the scale, pace, and 
interdisciplinarity required by the emerging IAM sector. The gap between ambition and preparedness is 
not driven by a lack of motivation, but rather by structural, curricular, and institutional constraints that 
limit effective translation of interest into capability. 

Across both higher education (HE) and vocational education and training (VET) contexts, respondents 
recognise IAM as a strategically important domain for the next 5ς10 years, particularly in areas such as 
UAS operations, air traffic management, systems engineering, AI-enabled automation, and urban air 
infrastructure. This forward-looking perception is reinforced by strong expectations that IAM will 
generate new job opportunities at regional and national levels. However, despite this optimism, 
familiarity with IAM concepts, technologies, regulatory frameworks, and labour market pathways 
remains uneven and often limited. Awareness tends to cluster around more established or visible 
domains (such as drones), while newer system-level conceptsτU-space, vertiports, certification 
pathways, and integrated urban air mobility governanceτremain less well understood. 

The analysis highlights a clear skills and training mismatch. Students and teachers consistently identify 
technical and digital skills as top priorities for IAM careers, complemented by problem-solving, project 
management, teamwork, and regulatory awareness. Yet current curricula are widely perceived as only 
partially supportive of these skill needs. Ratings of curriculum effectiveness, infrastructure adequacy, 
and industry engagement are predominantly low to moderate, particularly with respect to hands-on 
training environments, access to specialised laboratories or simulators, and exposure to real-world IAM 
applications. These shortcomings are compounded by limited institutional flexibility , which constrains 
the ability to rapidly integrate emerging IAM topics into existing programmes. 

Teacher preparedness and institutional capacity emerge as pivotal bottlenecks. Many educators report 
moderate confidence in teaching IAM-related content but simultaneously acknowledge gaps in their own 
training, limited access to upskilling opportunities, and insufficient familiarity with the latest 
technological and regulatory developments. While a majority express strong interest in professional 
developmentτespecially practical modules, case studies, and industry-linked trainingτtime 
constraints, budget limitations, and insufficient institutional support frequently hinder participation. 
This situation reinforces a self-perpetuating cycle in which limited staff capacity restricts curriculum 
innovation, which in turn limits student exposure and engagement. 

Partnerships with industry, regulators, and research organisations are repeatedly identified as critical 
enablers, yet they remain unevenly developed. Respondents consistently emphasise the value of 
internships, project-based collaboration, industry-led workshops, and access to testbeds or outdoor 
laboratories. Where such partnerships exist, they significantly enhance perceived relevance, confidence, 
and readiness. Where they do not, uncertainty about career pathways and labour market demand 
persists, discouraging deeper engagement with IAM studies. The findings underline that IAM education 
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cannot be developed in isolation; it requires sustained, structured collaboration across academia, 
industry, public authorities, and innovation ecosystems. 

From a student perspective, motivation to engage with IAM is strong but conditional. Interest in 
specialised courses, short-term training, certifications, and interdisciplinary programmes is high, 
particularly when learning is practical, flexible, affordable, and clearly linked to employability outcomes. 
Factors such as certification, academic credit recognition, internships, and career orientation services 
significantly increase perceived value and accessibility. Conversely, high costs, lack of guidance, and 
opaque institutional processes reduce confidence and participation, even among highly motivated 
learners. 

Importantly, the report also reveals substantial cross-country commonalities. While national contexts 
differ in institutional structures, labour markets, and educational traditions, the challenges identifiedτ
curriculum rigidity, skills gaps, limited infrastructure, and weak industry linkageτare remarkably 
consistent. This convergence suggests that solutions can and should be addressed at both national and 
European levels, leveraging shared frameworks, joint programmes, and coordinated policy instruments. 

In conclusion, the evidence points to a sector at a critical transition point. IAM is no longer a speculative 
future concept; it is an emerging socio-technical system that demands timely, coordinated action in 
education and workforce development. To move from awareness to readiness, institutions must shift 
from incremental adjustments to systemic responses: embedding IAM across disciplines, investing in 
staff capacity and infrastructure, strengthening industry partnerships, and aligning education pathways 
with evolving regulatory and market realities. The following sections build on these conclusions by 
examining targeted implications and recommendations for policy-makers, education providers, industry 
stakeholders, and future programme design. 

8.1 Key European-Level Insights 

The findings of this report carry several critical implications for how education and training systems must 
evolve to effectively support the emerging IAM ecosystem. First and foremost, IAM should no longer be 
treated as a niche or peripheral topic, but rather as a cross-cutting domain that intersects engineering, 
digital technologies, urban planning, regulation, sustainability, and social sciences. This implies a clear 
need to move beyond isolated modules or ad-hoc lectures toward systematically embedded IAM learning 
pathways across HE and VET curricula, aligned with real-world operational, regulatory, and societal 
contexts. 

A second key implication concerns the urgent need for curriculum modernization and flexibility. The 
strong perception of curriculum inflexibility indicates that traditional programme structures are too slow 
to respond to rapidly evolving IAM technologies and regulatory frameworks. Education providers will 
need modular, stackable, and updateable curricula, enabling the integration of IAM topics such as U-
space operations, AI-enabled traffic management, eVTOL systems, safety assurance, and certification 
processes without requiring full programme redesigns. Flexible delivery modelsτshort courses, micro-
credentials, intensive workshops, and blended learning formatsτare therefore not optional, but 
essential instruments for IAM readiness. 
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The results also highlight teacher capacity and upskilling as a decisive leverage point. Even where 
institutional interest exists, the lack of sufficiently trained instructors limits effective IAM education. This 
points to a strong need for structured professional development programmes for educators, combining 
technical refreshers, regulatory updates, pedagogical tools, and industry exposure. Importantly, such 
programmes must be time-efficient, financially accessible, and formally recognised, addressing the main 
barriers identified by teachers themselves. Without targeted investment in educator capacity, broader 
curriculum reforms are unlikely to succeed. 

Another major implication relates to experiential learning and infrastructureΦ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƻǿ 
ratings of laboratory access, simulators, and hands-on environments underscore that IAM cannot be 
taught effectively through theory alone. Education systems must therefore prioritise shared 
laboratories, virtual and AR/VR-based simulators, test fields, and living labs, ideally developed through 
regional or national consortia to reduce cost burdens on individual institutions. These infrastructures 
should be tightly linked to project-based learning, allowing students to work on realistic IAM use cases 
rather than abstract exercises. 

The findings further underline the central role of industry and public-sector partnerships. Weak or 
inconsistent collaboration with industry contributes directly to uncertainty about job roles, skill 
requirements, and career pathways, which in turn discourages deeper student engagement. Effective 
IAM education requires long-term, structured partnerships involving industry, regulators, municipalities, 
and research organisations, supporting internships, joint projects, guest lectures, mentoring, and co-
developed curricula. Such partnerships also help ensure alignment with regulatory evolution and market 
demand, reducing the risk of skills mismatch. 

Finally, the results point to the importance of guidance, visibility, and institutional navigation. Many 
students report difficulty identifying who to contact within their institutions regarding IAM opportunities, 
and limited awareness of available programmes, certifications, or career pathways. This highlights the 
need for clear institutional focal points for IAM, supported by career orientation services, student 
networks, and communication strategies that make IAM opportunities visible, accessible, and credible. 
Strengthening these soft but essential structures can significantly improve student confidence, 
participation, and long-term commitment to IAM pathways. 

Taken together, these implications show that IAM readiness is not a single-policy challenge but a system-
level transformation task. Addressing it will require coordinated action across curriculum design, teacher 
training, infrastructure investment, partnership building, and student support mechanismsτa 
foundation upon which the subsequent sections will build through targeted recommendations and 
implementation pathways. 

8.2 Consolidated Challenges and Opportunities 

This section consolidates the key challenges and opportunities identified throughout the report, 
synthesising evidence from the student, teacher, and stakeholder surveys into a coherent analytical 
framework. Rather than repeating individual findings, this section interprets them at system level, 
highlighting structural bottlenecks, latent strengths, and strategic leverage points for advancing 
Innovative Air Mobility (IAM) education, training, and workforce readiness across Europe and associated 
countries. The analysis demonstrates that IAM is characterised less by a lack of interest or vision, and 
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more by fragmented readiness, uneven institutional capacity, and misaligned incentivesτconditions 
that simultaneously constrain progress and create significant opportunities for targeted intervention. 

8.2.1 Structural AwarenessςPreparedness Gap 

One of the most consistent challenges emerging from the data is the gap between perceived importance 
and actual preparedness. Across countries, a strong majority of respondents believe that IAM will become 
highly important in the next 5ς10 years, with approximately 60% rating its future relevance at the 
highest levels. Similarly, more than 76% of students expect IAM to generate new job opportunities in 
their regions within the next five years. 

However, this forward-looking optimism contrasts sharply with low levels of familiarity, confidence, and 
institutional readiness. For example, over 54% of respondents rate their familiarity with IAM concepts 
and terminology at the lowest two levels, and awareness of concrete IAM pathwaysτsuch as existing 
degree programmes, upskilling courses, or companies active in the sectorτremains predominantly low 
across all countries. This awarenessςpreparedness gap suggests that IAM is widely recognised as 
άƛƳportant,έ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ȅŜǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ŀ tangible, navigable career and education domain. 

Opportunity: 
This gap represents a strategic opportunity for early, structured awareness-building interventions. 
Compared to mature sectors, IAM still allows education systems to shape perceptions proactively, rather 
than retrofitting communication after workforce bottlenecks emerge. Targeted actionsτsuch as 
structured career orientation, IAM information hubs, and visible institutional focal pointsτcan 
significantly improve confidence and engagement with relatively modest investment. 

8.2.2 Curriculum Misalignment and Fragmentation 

A second major challenge relates to curriculum alignment. Across teacher and student responses, IAM 
topics are not systematically embedded in existing programmes. Only around 25ς30% of teachers report 
explicit inclusion of IAM topics in their courses, while a further third indicate only indirect or incidental 
coverage. At the same time, over 40% report no IAM integration at all, highlighting a structural 
disconnect between emerging sector needs and formal curricula. 

This misalignment is reinforced by perceptions of limited curriculum flexibility. Fewer than 8% of 
ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭŀ ŀǎ άǾŜǊȅ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜέ for integrating new topics, with the majority clustered at 
moderate or low flexibility levels. This rigidity is particularly problematic in a sector characterised by rapid 
technological evolution, regulatory change, and system-level integration challenges. 

Opportunity: 
The challenge of curriculum rigidity creates a strong case for modularisation and hybrid integration 
strategies. Survey data show clear support for integrating IAM into existing programmes, supplemented 
by dedicated modules, electives, or short courses. This aligns well with European policy directions on 
micro-credentials and lifelong learning, positioning IAM as an ideal pilot domain for stackable, 
updateable curriculum models. 
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8.2.3 Skills Mismatch and Competency Gaps 

The report reveals a pronounced skills mismatch between educational provision and perceived industry 
expectations. More than 58% of teachers explicitly identify a gap between student skills and industry 
needs, while a further 30% remain uncertain, indicating weak feedback loops rather than confidence in 
alignment. 

Students and teachers converge strongly on priority skill areas, with technical skills (UAV systems, 
maintenance, electronics) and digital skills (automation, data analysis, simulation) ranking highest. 
These are followed closely by problem-solving, critical thinking, teamwork, and project management, 
reflecting the system-integration nature of IAM. By contrast, regulatory and safety awareness, while 
recognised as important, is often perceived as specialised or role-dependent rather than foundationalτ
despite its central importance to IAM deployment. 

Opportunity: 
This convergence on skill priorities provides a clear roadmap for competency-based curriculum design. 
IAM education can be structured around core transversal competencies, complemented by role-specific 
specialisations (e.g. operators, traffic managers, maintenance technicians, regulatory experts). This 
approach supports both breadth and depth, while enabling alignment with industry certification and 
regulatory frameworks. 

8.2.4 Teacher Capacity and Institutional Readiness 

Teacher preparedness emerges as a systemic constraint. While many educators rate their confidence to 
teach IAM-related content at moderate levels, only around one-third feel highly prepared, and a similar 
proportion report low preparedness. This reflects not a lack of willingness, but limited access to training, 
time constraints, and insufficient institutional support. 

Barriers to teacher upskilling are clear and consistent: 

 Lack of time is the most significant constraint across all countries. 

 Budget limitations affect both institutional and individual participation. 

 Limited availability of qualified trainers restricts access to high-quality IAM-specific 
training. 

At the same time, interest in professional development is strong: over 53% of teachers express definite 
interest in IAM-related training, with a further 36% indicating conditional interest. 

Opportunity: 
This combination of high interest and structural barriers suggests that well-designed, subsidised, and 
time-efficient teacher training programmes could unlock substantial capacity. Short, practice-oriented 
formatsτsuch as case-based modules, industry-led workshops, and virtual or blended deliveryτare 
ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎΦ 

8.2.5 Infrastructure and Experiential Learning Deficit 
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Perhaps the most critical challenge identified is the lack of adequate infrastructure for hands-on IAM 
education. Across multiple questions, infrastructure consistently receives the lowest effectiveness 
ratings. For example, nearly 200 respondents rate laboratory and simulator adequacy at the lowest 
levels, while fewer than 50 consider current facilities sufficient. 

This deficit extends beyond physical infrastructure to include access, visibility, and awareness. In some 
cases, institutions may possess relevant equipment, but students report being uncertain whether such 
facilities exist or how to access them, indicating communication and coordination failures. 

Opportunity: 
Infrastructure gaps create strong justification for shared, regional, or virtual solutions. The emergence of 
digital twins, simulators, AR/VR environments, and remote laboratories offers scalable alternatives to 
purely physical investments. IAM is particularly well suited to such approaches, given its reliance on 
system simulation, traffic management, and humanςmachine interaction. 

8.2.6 Weak IndustryςEducation Linkages 

Despite broad consensus on the importance of industry collaboration, industryςeducation linkages 
remain shallow and uneven. Fewer than 40% of respondents confirm clear industry interest in IAM skills, 
while over 42% report uncertainty, pointing to limited communication rather than absence of demand. 

{ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƎŀǇΥ 

 Fewer than 30% have participated in IAM-related internships or projects. 

 Only around one quarter report receiving IAM-related career guidance from their 
institutions. 

 Participation in IAM-focused student communities remains fragmented, with nearly half 
unsure whether such communities exist at their schools. 

Opportunity: 
The strong student interest in internships, company visits, project-based learning, and industry-led 
workshops suggests that demand-side conditions are favourable. Structured partnership frameworksτ
rather than ad hoc collaborationsτcan significantly enhance relevance, confidence, and employability 
outcomes. 

8.2.7 Accessibility, Cost, and Equity Considerations 

Financial and accessibility barriers cut across all dimensions. High costs of courses or certifications are 
cited by over 14% of HE students as a direct deterrent, while affordability consistently ranks among the 
top factors influencing participation in IAM training. Short-term training is widely supported only when 
subsidised or free, with fewer than 11% willing to participate regardless of cost. 

Gender and demographic data further indicate persistent imbalances, with IAM-related engagement 
remaining predominantly male and concentrated in traditional engineering disciplines. Without 
deliberate intervention, IAM risks reproducing existing inequalities rather than expanding opportunity. 
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Opportunity: 
IAM offers a unique opportunity to design inclusive pathways from the outset. Subsidised training, 
modular entry points, interdisciplinary access routes, and targeted outreach can help broaden 
participation across gender, discipline, and educational background. 

8.2.8 Systemic Opportunities and Strategic Leverage Points 

Taken together, the challenges identified in this report point not to systemic failure, but to a sector in 
early transition. IAM education ecosystems are characterised by high motivation, clear skill signals, and 
strong future orientation, but constrained by legacy structures, fragmented coordination, and 
insufficient investment. 

Key leverage points include: 

 Micro-credentials and modular learning as accelerators of curriculum adaptation. 

 Teacher upskilling programmes as multipliers of institutional capacity. 

 Shared infrastructure and digital simulation as cost-effective enablers of experiential 
learning. 

 Structured industry partnerships as anchors for relevance and employability. 

 Career orientation and visibility mechanisms as low-cost, high-impact interventions. 

8.2.9 Consolidated Assessment 

In summary, IAM presents a dual reality: a sector of high strategic importance and opportunity, 
embedded within education and training systems that are not yet structurally aligned to support it. The 
evidence demonstrates that addressing IAM readiness does not require wholesale system overhaul, but 
rather coordinated, targeted, and scalable interventions that align curriculum, skills, infrastructure, and 
partnerships. 

The following section builds directly on this consolidated analysis by translating challenges and 
opportunities into actionable recommendations, identifying roles for policy-makers, education 
providers, industry, and European-level instruments to accelerate IAM readiness in a coherent and 
sustainable manner. 

8.3 Strategic Directions for the Joint IAM Ecosystem 

Building on the consolidated challenges and opportunities identified in the previous section, this 
subsection outlines strategic directions for the development of a coherent, joint Innovative Air Mobility 
(IAM) ecosystem spanning education, industry, policy, and society. The central premise is that IAM 
cannot be enabled through isolated interventions; rather, it requires coordinated, multi-level action that 
aligns skills development, institutional capacity, regulatory readiness, and market deployment. The 
strategic directions presented here are intended to support long-term ecosystem building, while 
remaining flexible enough to accommodate national and regional specificities. 
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8.3.1 From Fragmentation to Ecosystem Thinking 

A defining characteristic of the current IAM landscape is fragmentation. Education providers, industry 
actors, regulators, municipalities, and research organisations often operate in parallel rather than as an 
ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜ ƻƴ L!aΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΣ 
roles, responsibilities, and interfaces between actors remain poorly defined, leading to duplicated 
efforts in some areas and gaps in others. 

A first strategic direction is therefore the adoption of ecosystem thinking. IAM should be approached as 
a socio-technical system, where technology, regulation, infrastructure, skills, and public acceptance co-
evolve. Education and training systems must be embedded within this ecosystem rather than positioned 
upstream or downstream. This implies: 

 continuous feedback loops between industry demand and education supply, 

 active involvement of regulators and public authorities in curriculum and skills dialogue, and 

 recognition of cities and communities as core IAM stakeholders, not merely deployment 
environments. 

At European level, this ecosystem approach aligns with broader policy objectives around green transition, 
digitalisation, and strategic autonomy, positioning IAM education as a contributor to multiple policy 
agendas rather than a standalone initiative. 

8.3.2 Establishing a Shared IAM Skills and Competency Framework 

A second strategic direction is the development of a shared IAM skills and competency framework that 
can serve as a common reference for education providers, employers, and policy-makers. The surveys 
reveal strong convergence around priority skill areas, but also ambiguity about how these skills translate 
into recognised roles, qualifications, and career pathways. 

A joint framework should: 

 define core transversal IAM competencies (e.g. systems thinking, safety awareness, digital 
skills, interdisciplinary collaboration), 

 distinguish role-specific profiles (operators, traffic managers, maintenance technicians, AI 
developers, regulatory specialists, urban planners), and 

 map these competencies to ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ό±9¢Σ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎΣ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎΣ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 
training) and industry needs. 

Such a framework would support curriculum alignment, credential recognition, and labour-market 
transparency, reducing uncertainty for students and employers alike. Importantly, it would also facilitate 
cross-border mobility by enabling comparability of IAM skills across countries, a key consideration given 
the European dimension of airspace and regulation. 

8.3.3 Building EducationςIndustryςRegulator Partnerships as Core Infrastructure 
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The findings clearly indicate that partnerships are not an add-on but a foundational requirement for IAM 
readiness. Strategic direction should therefore shift partnerships from project-based, ad hoc 
collaboration to structural, long-term arrangements. 

Key elements of this partnership model include: 

 co-design of curricula and training modules with industry and regulators, 

 embedded experiential learning through internships, apprenticeships, and project-based 
courses, 

 involvement of civil aviation authorities and air navigation service providers in education 
dialogue, ensuring alignment with evolving regulatory frameworks, and 

 shared access to testbeds, simulators, and operational environments. 

These partnerships should be formalised through framework agreements, consortia, or competence 
hubs, reducing dependency on individual champions and ensuring sustainability. At European level, such 
hubs could connect national initiatives, supporting knowledge exchange and mutual learning. 

8.3.4 Leveraging Flexible and Lifelong Learning Pathways 

A fourth strategic direction concerns the reconfiguration of learning pathways to reflect the dynamic 
nature of IAM. The survey results strongly support short-term, flexible, and modular training formats, 
particularly when linked to certification, employability, and affordability. 

Strategic priorities include: 

 mainstreaming micro-credentials and stackable modules in IAM, 

 ensuring formal recognition through ECTS, national frameworks, or industry-endorsed 
certificates, and 

 integrating IAM into lifelong learning strategies, enabling upskilling and reskilling of the 
existing workforce. 

This approach recognises that IAM skills will not be acquired once, but updated continuously as 
technologies, regulations, and operational concepts evolve. It also supports inclusive access, allowing 
learners from diverse backgrounds to enter IAM pathways without committing immediately to long 
academic programmes. 

8.3.5 Investing in Enabling Infrastructure and Digital Capacity 

Infrastructure emerges as a system-wide bottleneck, but also as a major opportunity for innovation. 
Rather than replicating costly physical facilities across institutions, strategic direction should prioritise 
shared and digital infrastructure models. 

This includes: 
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 regional or national shared laboratories and test fields, 

 investment in simulation-based learning, digital twins, and AR/VR environments, and 

 platforms enabling remote access to tools and datasets, reducing geographic and financial 
barriers. 

Such infrastructure should be treated as strategic assets, co-funded by public authorities, industry, and 
research programmes, and explicitly linked to education and training objectives. This approach aligns IAM 
infrastructure investment with broader goals around digital education and green innovation. 

8.3.6 Strengthening Guidance, Visibility, and Community Building 

The surveys consistently highlight low visibility of IAM opportunities and difficulty navigating institutional 
ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΦ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴ άƘŀǊŘέ 
components (curricula, labs) but also in guidance, communication, and community building. 

Priority actions include: 

 establishing clear institutional contact points or IAM coordinators, 

 integrating IAM into career services and guidance programmes, 

 supporting student-led IAM communities and networks, and 

 fostering national and European IAM student and early-career networks. 

These measures are relatively low-cost but high impact, significantly improving confidence, engagement, 
and continuity within IAM pathways. 

8.3.7 Embedding Societal Readiness and Public Acceptance 

Finally, a joint IAM ecosystem must explicitly address societal readiness and public acceptance. IAM 
deployment will be shaped as much by public trust, ethical considerations, and urban integration as by 
technical performance. Yet these dimensions remain marginal in most current education pathways. 

 Strategic direction should therefore ensure that IAM education: 

 incorporates ethics, social sciences, and urban studies, 

 addresses noise, safety, privacy, and environmental concerns, and 

 equips graduates to engage with citizens, municipalities, and policy debates. 

Embedding societal perspectives early helps avoid a purely technocratic approach and supports 
responsible innovation, a key principle of European research and policy frameworks. 

8.3.8 Towards a Coordinated European IAM Ecosystem 
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Taken together, these strategic directions point toward the need for a coordinated European IAM 
ecosystem, where education, industry, and policy evolve in tandem. While implementation will remain 
largely national or regional, European-level coordination can provide: 

 shared reference frameworks, 

 funding instruments for pilots and infrastructure, 

 platforms for knowledge exchange, and 

 alignment with regulatory and airspace governance developments. 

In conclusion, the strategic directions outlined in this section emphasise that IAM readiness is not a linear 
pipeline problem, but an ecosystem challenge. Addressing it requires moving from fragmented initiatives 
to integrated, collaborative, and future-oriented systems. The next section translates these strategic 
directions into concrete recommendations and implementation considerations, identifying actionable 
steps for key stakeholder groups to operationalise a joint IAM ecosystem. 
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9. Annexes 

Annex 1.a Stakeholder Survey Summary 

Section 1 Personal Background 
1. What is your age? Single Choice (<18, 18-25, 26-34,35-44,45-54, above 54) 

            

Age Total   A   B   C   D   E 
                        
Under 18 2   1   0   0   1   0 
18-25 17   10   1   0   6   0 
26-34 33   13   5   5   5   5 
35-44 51   13   7   10   8   13 
45-54 55   13   11   6   14   11 
above 54 38   8   6   12   6   6 
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2. What is your gender? Single Choice Woman, Man, Prefer not to say 

Gender Total A B C D E 
              
Man 142 44 23 18 27 30 
Prefer not to Say 4 1 0 0 3 0 
Woman 50 13 7 15 10 5 
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3. ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΚ {ƛƴƎƭŜ /ƘƻƛŎŜΥ IƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƻǊ ±9¢ 5ƛǇƭƻƳŀΣ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 

ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ degree, PhD or equivalent, Other (please specify) 

    A B C D E 
              
High school or VET Diploma 14 8 2 1 2 1 
7ċĦőĲũŸƖќƚНĬĲŊƖĲĲ 48 14 3 6 10 15 
~ċƚƣĲƖќƚНĬĲŊƖĲĲ 100 28 19 14 26 13 
Ph.D or equivalent 31 5 6 12 2 6 
Other (please specify) 3 3 0 0 0 0 
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4. What type of organisation do you work for? Single Choice  

    A B C D E 
              
Government Authority / Public Agency 38 14 6 2 13 3 
Air Navigation Service Provider (ANSP) 17 4 3 1 7 2 
IAM Vehicle Manufacturer / OEM 12 3 3 1 1 4 
Drone or IAM Operator 18 9 4 5 0 0 
Airport / Vertiport Infrastructure Provider 3 0 0 0 0 3 
Technology Provider 22 8 1 3 5 5 
Urban or Regional Planning Entity 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Academic / Research Institution 25 5 4 8 7 1 
Consulting / Legal / Policy Advisory Firm 17 2 5 5 3 2 
Energy or Charging Infrastructure 
Provider 7 4 1 0 0 2 
Investment / Venture Capital Firm 0 0 0 0 0 0 
International Organization / Consortium 2 1 0 0 0 1 
Civil Society / NGO / Advocacy Group 4 3 0 0 0 1 
Other (please specify) 30 5 3 7 4 11 
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5. How many years of experience do you have in your sector? Single Choice: < 2 years, 2-5 years, 5-

10 years, > 10 years 

Experience   A B C D E 
less than 2 years 19 8 3 1 6 1 
2-5 years 37 19 6 5 4 3 
5-10 years 37 13 6 7 7 4 
more than 10 
years 103 18 15 20 23 27 
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6. What is your primary area of expertise? Single Choice: *Engineering & Vehicle Design, *Air Traffic 

& Flight Operations, *Urban & Infrastructure Planning, *Policy, Law & Regulation, *Research, 

*Academia, *Technology & Software Systems, *Business, Finance & Strategy, *Public Engagement 

& Sustainability 

    A B C D E 
Engineering & Vehicle Design 33 4 4 4 10 11 
Air Traffic & Flight Operations 43 8 9 6 14 6 
Urban & Infrastructure Planning 14 8 3 1 0 2 
Policy, Law & Regulation 19 8 3 2 4 2 
Research 18 4 6 4 2 2 
Academia 12 6 0 4 1 1 
Technology & Software Systems 22 8 0 5 4 5 
Business, Finance & Strategy 27 7 4 6 4 6 
Public Engagement & Sustainability 8 5 1 1 1 0 
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7. How many employees work in your organisation? Single Choice: *<50, * 51-100, * 101-250, * 251-

500, *>501 

  Total Percent   A B C D E 
up to 50 53 27.04   18 9 13 5 8 
51-100 17 8.67   8 5 2 1 1 
101-250 18 9.18   10 2 4 1 1 
251-500 13 6.63   0 2 1 4 6 
more than 500 95 48.47   22 12 13 29 19 
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Section 2 Sector Awareness and Engagement 
1. How familiar are you with the concept of Innovative Air Mobility (IAM)? Scale Bar 1 (None)-5 

(High) 

  Percent  A B C D E 
1 14 7.55  5 1 1 1 6 
2 30 17.05  10 1 3 10 6 
3 40 22.73  17 2 10 6 5 
4 39 22.16  6 10 10 8 5 
5 53 30.11  11 14 6 10 12 

 

 

 
2. which channels do you use to stay updated on IAM developments? Multiple Choice: *News and 

media, *Online communities / Forums, *Industry reports / Publications, *Conferences / Webinars, 

*Professional Network, *I do not follow IAM developments actively 
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    A B C D E 
News and media 79   18 14 16 17 14 
Online communities / Forums 57   20 8 8 11 10 
Industry reports / Publications 74   22 17 14 9 12 
Conferences / Webinars 73   19 22 10 11 11 
Professional Network 97   23 22 16 21 15 
I do not follow IAM developments 
actively 35   14 1 5 6 9 

 

 
3. Is/Was your organisation currently/formerly involved in any IAM projects or initiatives, 

collaborating in any kind? Single Choice: *Yes, *No, *I am not sure (Please Specify if YES) 

    A B C D E 
Yes 90 51.14  16 25 15 22 12 
No 49 27.84  17 3 12 4 13 
Not sure 37 21.02  16 0 3 9 9 
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4. How would you rate your knowledge in the following areas of IAM? (Please rate each on a scale 

from 1 = No knowledge to 5 = Excellent knowledge) MATRIX *Technical aspects, *Operational 

procedures, *Regulatory frameworks, *Infrastructure and facilities, *Public acceptance and user 

experience, *Environmental and energy considerations  

 1 2 3 4 5 
Technical aspects 29 37 46 47 17 
Operational procedures 30 47 37 41 21 
Regulatory frameworks 35 34 42 35 30 
Infrastructure and facilities 28 47 49 38 14 
Public acceptance and user 
experience 33 37 51 36 19 
Environmental and energy 
considerations 36 38 47 42 13 
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5. Which IAM policy frameworks are you familiar with? Multiple Choice *EASA, *FAA UAM ConOps, 

*ICAO, *Local/national strategies, *EUROCAE UAS & eVTOL, *None, *Other (please specify) 

21 25 27 29 22  EASA  124 
10 3 3 7 12  FAA  35 
9 7 4 7 3  UAM ConOps  30 
8 8 8 14 10  ICAO  48 

16 15 13 14 8  Local/national strategies  66 
10 5 4 14 11  EUROCAE UAS & eVTOL  44 
16 0 2 2 8  None of the above  28 
2 1 1 1 1  Other  6 
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6. Which IAM use cases do you feel are most critical or promising? Multiple Choice: * Air taxi and 

passenger transport, *Cargo and parcel delivery, *Medical and emergency services, *Public 

transport integration, *Telecom Services, *Defence applications, *Other (please specify) 

A B C D E      

15 8 14 22 17  Air taxi and passenger transport   76 
19 20 21 17 19  Cargo and parcel delivery   96 
31 22 22 24 18  Medical and emergency services   117 
16 3 7 10 11  Public transport integration   47 
10 3 1 5 5  Telecom Services   24 
14 12 20 18 12  Defence applications   76 
0 3 1 0 1  Other   5 
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Section 3 Current Operational Experience and Challenges 
1. Has your organization been involved in testing, piloting, or early deployment of any IAM 

solutions? *Yes ς We have led or co-led IAM trials or pilot projects (please specify) * Yes ς We 

have participated in IAM activities led by others (please specify), *No ς We have not yet been 

involved in any IAM-related activities, *Not sure / I do not have this information. 

  Percent A B C D E 
No т We have not yet been involved in any IAM-related activities 54 35.07 20 3 13 6 12 
Not sure / I do not have this information 31 20.13 10 1 4 8 8 
Yes т We have led or co-led IAM trials or pilot projects 38 24.68 8 12 3 12 3 
Yes т We have participated in IAM activities led by others 31 20.13 3 10 5 7 6 

 

 
2. tƭŜŀǎŜ ǊŀǘŜ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ 

related to IAM. (Please rate each on a scale from 1= Completely Inadequate to 5=Completely 

Adequate): *Technical expertise, *Operational capability, *Supporting infrastructure, 

*Regulations, *Engagement in IAM projects, *Cross-sectoral collaboration 

   1 2 3 4 5 
Technical expertise   17 40 37 34 26 
Operational capability   26 36 39 35 18 
Supporting 
infrastructure   27 38 47 29 13 
Regulations   19 34 35 37 29 
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Engagement in IAM 
projects   22 33 39 31 29 
Cross-sectoral 
collaboration   18 34 36 38 28 

 

 
3. At what level of readiness is your IAM-related infrastructure or service offer? Multiple choice: 

*Conceptual, *Design phase, *In testing, *Operational, *Scaling up, *Not applicable 

  Percent  A B C D E 
Conceptual 25 16.23  5 4 4 7 5 
Design phase 16 10.39  2 2 4 4 4 
In testing 38 24.68  10 8 6 11 3 
Operational 19 12.34  5 4 3 1 6 
Scaling up 5 3.25  1 1 0 3 0 
Not applicable 51 33.12  18 7 8 7 11 
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4. Which of the following do you consider are current challenges to IAM integration? Multiple 

Choice: *Lack of vertiports and landing areas, *U-Space and airspace management systems, 

*Inadequate charging or fuelling infrastructure, *Certification, *No major gaps, , *Other 

(please specify) 

     A B C D E 
Lack of vertiports and landing areas  57   18 1 9 12 17 
U-Space and airspace management systems  93   21 21 15 23 13 
Inadequate charging or fueling infrastructure  39   19 3 6 4 7 
Certification  89   20 17 13 25 14 
No major gaps  11   7 0 0 1 3 
Other (please specify)  12   3 2 1 4 2 
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5. Please rate the current conditions and readiness in your country to support IAM operations 

across the following areas (Scale 1=Not adequate 5= Fully adequate)MATRIX (Please rate each 

on a scale from 1= None to 5= High): *Regulatory and Policy Readiness, *Operational 

Capability, *Technical and System Readiness, *Workforce and Skills Readiness, *Public 

Acceptance and Market Demand, *Infrastructure and Logistics Readiness 

   1 2 3 4 5 
Regulatory and 
Policy Readiness   27 40 48 26 13 
Operational 
Capability   22 48 46 28 10 
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Technical and 
System Readiness   18 39 46 40 11 
Workforce and Skills 
Readiness   19 42 50 33 13 
Public Acceptance 
and Market Demand   23 54 46 22 6 
Infrastructure and 
Logistics Readiness   27 59 50 18 3 

 

 
6. Please rate your organisation's current technical capacity in the following areas related to 

IAM: *In-house expertise on IAM systems and components, *Access to specialized tools or 

platforms (e.g., UTM, simulation tools), *Integration of digital technologies (AI, autonomy, 

cybersecurity), *Availability of testing and prototyping facilities, *Compliance with technical 

standards and certifications, *Technical collaboration with external partners (industry, 

academia) MULTIPLE CHOICE - Ranking max 3 

 A B C D E 

In-house expertise on IAM 
systems and components 

9 7 9 10 8 

Access to specialized tools 
or platforms (e.g., UTM, 

simulation tools) 
14 6 3 12 8 
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Integration of digital 
technologies (AI, autonomy, 

cybersecurity) 
16 8 7 10 12 

Availability of testing and 
prototyping facilities 

10 9 5 11 7 

Compliance with technical 
standards and certifications 

12 13 10 16 15 

Technical collaboration with 
external partners (industry, 

academia) 
23 20 20 20 15 
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7. Please rate your organisation's current operational capacity in the following IAM-related 

areas: *Ability to conduct or support IAM operations, *Internal processes and governance 

structures, *Personnel readiness (trained staff, procedures), *Existing safety management 

systems, *Readiness for regulatory compliance, *Capacity to scale operations within 3ς5 

years, *Engagement in operational pilots or trials MULTIPLE CHOICE - Ranking max 3 

 A B C D E 
Ability to conduct or support IAM operations 17 13 3 12 11 
Internal processes and governance 
structures 14 10 5 9 13 
Personnel readiness (trained staff, 
procedures) 11 8 10 13 12 
Existing safety management systems 14 7 9 9 11 
Readiness for regulatory compliance 14 10 12 15 10 
Capacity to scale operations within 3т5 
years 10 7 6 11 8 
Engagement in operational pilots or trials 14 9 9 9 3 
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8. Is your organisation interested in contributing to training programs aimed at developing key 

competencies in the IAM sector? Single Choice*Yes, *No, *Not sure IF Yes then ask - what 

suggestions do you have for training and development? (NO Obligation) 

 

  YES 
NOT 
SURE NO 

 A 7 18 16 
 B 18 7 1 
 C 8 14 3 
 D 8 22 3 
 E 9 17 3 
     

  50 78 26 
 Percent 32.47 50.65 16.88 
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To be asked to Public/Governance: 
Lǎ L!a ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅΩǎ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ƻǊ ǎƳŀǊǘ Ŏƛǘȅ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΚ ό¸κbύ LŦ ȅŜǎ 
explain how, If No when do you plan in integrate them: in 2 years, in 5 years, in 10 years, No plans so far 
For any policy maker: Do you anticipate significant changes in the current regulatory framework under 
your responsibility for IAM in the coming years? Y/N if Yes: which ones? (open), Which specific 
challenges will they address? (open) 
To be asked to Infrastructure services: 
Does your organisation have current plans to develop in any of the following infrastructures to support 
IAM in the up-coming 2-5 years? *vertiports or landing/takeoff infrastructure for IAM operations, 
*communication infrastructures (e.g 5G, LET, IoT networks, *adaptation/implementation of Airspace 
corridors, * country's grid or charging networks essential to support high-density eVTOL operations, * 
None, * Others Might be top 3 rank 
What financing mechanisms (e.g., green bonds, PPPs, European grants, National grants) would best to 
accelerate IAM infrastructures development in your country? Open ended Green bonds, Public-Private 
Partnerships, European grants, National grants, Other (please specify) Max 2 answers selectable 
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Section 4 Skills & Workforce 
1. What is the biggest workforce-related challenge your organisation or sector is facing with respect 

to IAM? Multiple Choice : (Max 3 selectable)  *Shortage of qualified technical personnel (e.g., 

engineers, pilots, technicians), *Lack of specialized training or certification programs for IAM 

roles, * Difficulty retaining skilled staff in a competitive job market, *Limited interdisciplinary skills 

(e.g., blending aviation with digital, urban, or energy sectors), *Insufficient awareness or interest 

in IAM careers among young professionals, *Mismatch between academic education and industry 

needs, *Rapid technological evolution outpacing workforce adaptability, * Other (please specify) 

 A B C D E 
Shortage of qualified technical personnel (e.g., engineers, pilots, 
technicians) 21 10 8 12 12 
Lack of specialized training or certification programs for IAM roles 20 8 5 8 12 
Difficulty retaining skilled staff in a competitive job market 15 7 8 9 5 
Limited interdisciplinary skills (e.g., blending aviation with digital, 
urban, or energy sectors) 15 9 7 8 8 
Insufficient awareness or interest in IAM careers among young 
professionals 9 0 7 9 6 
Mismatch between academic education and industry needs 13 9 7 9 12 
Rapid technological evolution outpacing workforce adaptability 2 5 2 9 5 
Other (please specify) 2 1 0 1 1 

 

 
 

2. Which of the following skills or certifications are currently in high demand within your 

organisation but difficult to source in the existing labour market? Multiple Choice: *Certified 

remote pilot license (e.g., for BVLOS or UAM operations), *U-space or unmanned traffic 

management (UTM) systems, *AI-enabled flight planning and automation systems, *Emergency 

response and operational safety protocols, *Systems monitoring, diagnostics, and maintenance 

for autonomous aircraft, *Regulatory compliance and certification, *Integrated mobility and 
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urban airspace planning, *Public engagement and risk communication capabilities, *Other (please 

specify) 

 A B C D E 
Certified remote pilot license (e.g., for BVLOS or UAM operations) 15 3 2 4 4 
U-space or unmanned traffic management (UTM) systems 13 8 6 17 7 
AI-enabled flight planning and automation systems 15 9 6 8 8 
Emergency response and operational safety protocols 12 2 2 9 5 
Systems monitoring, diagnostics, and maintenance for autonomous 
aircraft 4 1 3 0 7 
Regulatory compliance and certification 8 11 9 13 13 
Integrated mobility and urban airspace planning 10 8 7 10 5 
Public engagement and risk communication capabilities 7 6 5 5 3 
Other (please specify) 2 0 2 0 4 

 

 
3. Which skills are essential to develop or enhance in order to support IAM development within your 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΚ aǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ /ƘƻƛŎŜ: (Max 3 selectable) *Technical and systems 

engineering (e.g., propulsion, avionics, materials), *Airspace management and regulatory 

compliance, *Data analytics, automation, and digital systems, *Project coordination and multi-

stakeholder collaboration, *Public communication and community engagement, *Urban and 

regional mobility planning, *Other (please specify) 

 A B C D E 
Technical and systems engineering (e.g., propulsion, avionics, 
materials) 11 7 7 16 11 
Airspace management and regulatory compliance 26 12 9 21 19 
Data analytics, automation, and digital systems 16 8 9 9 10 
Project coordination and multi-stakeholder collaboration 14 14 10 13 13 
Public communication and community engagement 17 10 6 0 7 
Urban and regional mobility planning 15 6 9 14 6 
Other (please specify) 1 0 1 0 0 








































































































































































