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Unite Amicus Section response to the DfT consultation paper on European draft directive on airport charges.

1. This response is submitted by Unite Amicus Section. Unite is the UK’s largest trade union with 2 million members across the private and public sectors. The union’s members work in a range of industries including manufacturing, financial services, print, media, construction, transport and local government, education, health service and not for profit sectors.   

2. Unite Amicus Section currently represents more than 18,000 members employed in the Civil Aviation Sector, split between Cabin Crew, Engineering, Maintenance and Ground Staff. 
3. The Section currently has over 30 recognition agreements with employers such as:  British Airways, Virgin Atlantic, Bmi, Flybe, JAL, Monarch, My Travel, Thomas Cook, Qantas, Air New Zealand, Easyjet, SR Technics, Bmed, BAA, bmi Baby, Bmi Regional, Jet 2 , Astraeus, and First Choice. 
4. Unite Amicus Section believes that there needs to be a clear line drawn to make the distinction between airports that are and those  that are not within the scheme. The period over which the cap should apply also requires clarifying to avoid confusion and enable budgeting of resources.
5. It needs to be remembered, however, that the volume of traffic requiring these facilities is far greater in the UK than anywhere else in Europe given the disproportionate distribution of aircraft and airlines based in the UK. The UK is currently home to almost double the number in France and is not far behind Russia in terms of numbers of aircraft (see Appendix 1)

6. The scope of Article 1 in suggesting a 1 million passenger movement or 2,500 tonnes of cargo results in a situation where an airport, which may concentrate on cargo, is capped sooner than another airport where there is higher mix of traffic.  Kent International for example is fast becoming an airport which would be caught by this limit despite a low level of passenger traffic
.  Unite Amicus Section would therefore suggest that a combined figure should be considered where a tonne of cargo would be treated as if it were equivilant to a set number of passengers.
7. At Heathrow the volume of cargo only flights is limited by the lack of free landing and take off slots. As a consequence, while Heathrow is one of the worlds top three passenger airports by volume, it is 18th on the world stage with respect to tonnage of cargo
. The vast majority of this cargo is shipped in the holds of passenger flights. 
8. From the information gleaned from the CAA records of the tonnage of cargo handled, it would appear that the eight airports which currently fall within the 2,500 tonne limit are already on the list captured by the 1 million passenger level. If the government wishes to maintain the status quo over the number of airports who have a cap on charges the level bar would need to be raised to 200,000 tonnes or 10,000,000 passengers.
9. The demand for air freight in the London area has caused airports like Kent International and London Southend to grow rapidly by volume of freight handled, fueled by the global markets need to ship goods swiftly between nations and the lack of free capacity at the other airports in the London area.  
10. With the introduction of the Airbus A380 and Boeing 787 Dreamliner larger numbers of passengers and freight can be accommodated per flight resulting in a decline of emissions and a more intensive use of slots, but this is only a short term solution as more capacity is desperately needed. 
11.  Aberdeen, Glasgow and Edinburgh airports would currently appear on the list of facilities which handle over 1 million passengers a year but would not appear if the limit was set to above 10 million passengers. Aberdeen accommodated over 3 million passengers in 2006 but the majority of these flights were by helicopter in order to service the oil industry platforms. This is why despite handling just one third of the passengers of London Luton, it dealt with more aircraft movements
. 
12. Whilst Unite Amicus Section would welcome any measure that improves job security by reducing overheads this should not be at the cost of jobs elsewhere in the sector caused by lack of revenue. By adopting an approach based on capacity per aircraft, the facilities at Aberdeen could benefit from improvement that could arise from non inclusion in the scheme. Edinburgh similarly has a high number of small domestic flights to service the Highlands and Islands of Scotland which brings the average number per flight down to just 74.3.
13. A voluntary approach to consultation between any parties in business may well start off with very good intentions but without the supporting structure of a mandatory obligation such a process could be doomed to fail due to the inevitable pressures of the modern world.  Consequently it is the union’s belief that with a mandatory process the parties will be obliged to talk to one another to resolve their differences.

14. Unite Amicus Section believes that a period as short as 2 months would not be long enough as was seen in the case of the UK Governments implementation of air passenger duty.  Airlines tend to make tickets available to potential passengers months in advance and hence last minute changes in airport charges would require the airline to make a loss or incur the additional administrative cost of collecting additional sums from its passengers.

15.  The draft proposals set out provisions for an independent regulatory authority, which would not be the case if the CAA took on this role. Although the CAA has been the guardian of the UK’s airspace for a number of years, it is also a body which imposes charges on airports for operating Air Traffic Control facilities etc.  Therefore it is not independent, being a source of running costs which airport operators have to take into consideration when setting their charges. The role of the CAA is also a regulatory one, ensuring that airline and airport operations reach a required standard. 
16. Unite Amicus Section therefore believes that a separate ombudsman needs to be established with the power to oversee costs and benefits from both the government and operators perspective. 
17. The creation of a truly independent body to oversee charges away from airline, CAA and airport operator influence and to mediate initially on disputes over charges would be a major step forward and could avoid expensive and time consuming delay. If this body, once they have seen the arguments, then had the power to make a binding judgement the system could work. The powers of this ombudsman should not be limited to just the airports covered by the cap but should work in harmony with the other European Independent Regulatory Authority’s to achieve a harmonious approach where it is possible to do so across all airport facilities.
18. As with any arbitration body there is always a judicial review option with all the cost implications that that entails. If the decision is reached after a period of arbitration, which is logical, transparent and reached in a consistent manner, the expense of a review should be avoided.
19. European airports received nearly €12 billion in aeronautical revenues from airlines and their passengers in 2005
. Unite Amicus Section believes an independent economic regulation acts as a powerful catalyst for improving cost-efficiency and delivering cost-effective investment often leading to environmental benefits from reduced energy consumption and other similar measures. 

20. In any financial dealings, an open debate where both sides are aware of the financial position of the other allows both sides to know the boundaries within which there is room to manoeuvre. If the capping of costs was dependent upon load factor per aircraft, passenger numbers, or quantity of cargo, such an exchange of information would be essential.
21.  Unite Amicus Section agrees with the directive that airport users should be entitled to a minimum level of service in return for the charges they pay. A compulsory service level agreement, put on a legal footing, stating the minimum standards the airport operator would be required to adhere to would achieve this goal. Such a code would also enable airport operators to budget and make provisions for eventualities like the handling of unforeseen alerts and scares.

22. It was evident last year for example that BAA had not made adequate provision for trained security staff to reduce delays between check-in and boarding when, due to a government security alert, liquids  were banned from passenger hand luggage.. The effect on staff was to increase stress levels and create widespread disharmony as they felt  the backlash from the public. The delays caused by these additional measures also cost the airlines thousands of pounds, due to their knock- on effects globally. 
23. If an airport operator is aware that they need to provide a minimum of  X trained staff per Y number of passengers to reach a required standard of practice, they should be able to budget accordingly. If there was an additional requirement to build in an emergency operations factor to allow for problems like security alerts or weather conditions for example, staff could have terms which allowed for on call provisions.  It clearly should not be the case that staff and passengers alike are put into a stressful situation simply due to inadequate staffing provisions being adopted as has been the case in some airports. 
24. A clear example of airport operator and airline working together is in the area of technological advancement, as it is now feasible to install equipment at an airport to guide an aircraft into land on instruments only, even in dense fog. It does, however, require reciprocal investment by the airline to utilise this facility by installing equipment in their aircraft. 
25. Even then, however, severe weather can still make it impossible for some aircraft to fly, causing disruption to schedules and slot allocation, which is clearly beyond the airports control.  Delays lead to additional stress levels for employees as they deal with the demands of the public. In such situations there should be a minimum requirement to be able to bring in additional staff who may be on call to reduce this burden. Although this provision will lead to an airport incurring additional expense this should not be an excuse for higher charges to the airlines.
26. If it was not for the agreement between British Airways and BAA Heathrow, the delays suffered by other airlines at Heathrow when bad weather strikes would be far worse. This was clearly evident during last year’s fog when, due to the lack of free capacity and reduced flight movement, there were a high number of cancelled flights. Had BA not taken this step, a significant number of other airlines would have been more severly affected. In the light of the sacrifices made by high volume airlines a degree of flexiblity would be desirable. 

27. Unite Amicus Section believes a situation where core provisions such as security and heath and safety of passengers and staff should be paid for in a uniform charging structure basis, with optional services such as the provision for office space, baggage handling, and hanger facilities additional to this core charge to ensure a level playing field across Europe.  Unite Amicus Section would however call for a reduction in apron charges which are used by airports to ensure a high speed turnaround of aircraft, thus freeing up gates.
28. The measures employed by the Airlines attempting to minimise turnaround durations, are causing problems with cabin crew who now only rarly receive a break as they are being asked to clean aircraft to save on the cost of cleaning contractors at airports and the delays caused by waiting for them to arrive.  Baggage handlers’ health and safety is also being compromised which has lead to an increase in the instances of personal injury. The fees charged are timed to the minute, placing preasure on cabin crew to reduce the time spent at the stand to an absolute minimum. 
29. Additionaly aircraft only pay for themselves while they are in transit and this leads to some airlines making strenuous efforts to reduce the time their aircraft are sat at the gate, thus enabling more journeys per day per aircraft.  

30. Unite Amicus Section would like to see these fees standardised and timed only after a set period has elapsed to allow for the turnaround of aircraft to be achieved safely.  This may mean that the airlines are charged one set fee for the whole period they are at the gate, regardless of utilization.  If this is then married with a set minimum duration between allocated slots for arrival and departure it is hoped the culture that has developed will disappear.  The aircraft type and size would of course determine these periods at the gate and slot allocation.
31. The effects on the following aircraft due to turbulence and in some cases the use of taxiways, are currently the governing factors which an airport’s traffic control has to take into account when assigning slots for arrival and departure. The addition of one more constraint should not be beyond the capabilities of such a system. 
32. If an airline is providing helicopter operations then there would not be the need for them to pay a landing fee which incorporates the cost of runway maintainance and the aircrafts journey to the stand. Clearly a flexible approach to charges is needed based on the make, model and configuration of aircraft being used. It would be a nonsense for an Airbus A319 with 122 seats to be charged the same as a double decker Airbus A380 with 555 seats for example.  
33. It should be noted, that the landing and terminal navigation charges that are currently levied by Birmingham and East Midlands airports are significantly higher than the BAA owned London airports and independently owned London Luton. This lower cost has been achieved primarily by cross subsidies from commercial and retail on-site enterprises and from economies of scale which smaller airports do not have the volume of traffic to support. If it is the case that more airports are to have their charges capped, then the capping process should take account of all available amenities provided and the airports opportunities for such cross subsidy. 
34. Overall therefore, if an enforced harmonisation of fees were to occur across the 22 airports listed in Annex A of the consultation as falling within the limit, the smaller facilities on this list would suffer, undermining job security and future development of these facilities. As a result a standardisation of fees would need to take this into account by setting a suitably high threshold before a cap is applied.
35. Across Europe the vast majority of airports are state run and hence do not have the same degree of internal competition for the supply of airport facilities. A cap on fees would therefore not have the same affect on the viability of these sites or the job security of its workforce to the same degree.
36. In conclusion, Unite Amicus Section would like to ensure that any amendment to the legislation does not result in any decrease in the job security, health and safety or terms and conditions under which the workforce are employed.
Brian Boyd

National Officer 
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G2 7RZ 
For further information please contact Colin Potter, Research Officer in the Unite the union (Amicus Section) Research Department on 0207 780 4011, colin.potter@amicustheunion.org
Appendix 1 - Number of Companies and Aircraft per Nation 

	EU Member State
	Country
	Aircraft
	Companies
	Aircraft/Company

	
	Russia
	982
	69
	14.23

	*
	UK 
	925
	43
	21.51

	*
	Germany
	787
	25
	31.48

	*
	France
	465
	16
	29.06

	*
	Spain
	428
	23
	18.61

	*
	Italy
	352
	22
	16.00

	*
	Netherlands
	231
	9
	25.67

	*
	Sweden
	221
	15
	14.73

	*
	Ireland
	217
	6
	36.17

	
	Turkey
	205
	16
	12.81

	
	Switzerland
	127
	11
	11.55

	*
	Belgium
	126
	7
	18.00

	
	Norway
	120
	6
	20.00

	*
	Portugal
	88
	9
	9.78

	*
	Denmark
	87
	6
	14.50

	*
	Bulgaria
	77
	9
	8.56

	*
	Finland
	75
	5
	15.00

	*
	Poland
	73
	6
	12.17

	*
	Greece
	71
	8
	8.88

	*
	Czech Republic
	63
	4
	15.75

	*
	Austria
	54
	9
	6.00

	*
	Hungary
	46
	4
	11.50

	*
	Romania
	41
	4
	10.25

	*
	Luxemburg
	34
	3
	11.33

	
	Moldova
	24
	6
	4.00

	*
	Cyprus
	21
	3
	7.00

	*
	Lithuania
	18
	5
	3.60

	
	Serbia
	16
	2
	8.00

	*
	Slovenia
	15
	1
	15.00

	*
	Estonia
	14
	3
	4.67

	*
	Latvia
	13
	3
	4.33

	
	Greenland
	11
	1
	11.00

	*
	Slovakia
	11
	1
	11.00

	*
	Malta
	9
	2
	4.50


Source: - Flight ACAS database (April 2007)
� Kent International in 2006 handled 20841 tonnes of cargo but just 10167 passengers past through this facility according to the CAA.


� Source:-  Airports Council International http://www.airports.org/cda/aci/display/main/aci_content.jsp?zn=aci&cp=1-5_9_2__


� CAA figures for 2006


� http://www.iata.org/NR/rdonlyres/F41C5380-C5AF-4181-BB07-F2EF72E1AE93/0/Economic_Regulation_SummaryEurope.pdf





