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KOM(2006) 821 v konec¢ném znéni
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ZPRAVA KOMISE

o uplatiiovani smérnice Rady 96/67/ES ze dne 15. Fijna 1996

Uvop

Dne 15. fijna 1996 Rada piijala smérnici 96/67/ES o pfistupu na trh odbavovacich sluzeb
na letiStich Spolecenstvi. Smérnice byla prvnim krokem k postupnému otevirani piistupu
k trhu odbavovacich sluzeb v z4jmu sniZzeni provoznich ndkladl leteckych dopravct a
zvyseni kvality sluzeb. Clanek 22 smérice pozaduje, aby Komise vypracovala zpravu o
uplatiovani smérnice. Ugelem této zpravy je splnit uvedeny pozadavek.

Na zadost Komise byla vroce 2002 vypracovana studie o ,kvalit¢ a efektivite
odbavovacich sluzeb na letiStich EU v disledku provedeni smérnice Rady 96/67/ES*. Tuto
studii Komise zvefejnila své internetové strance', nebot’ obsahuje cenné informace o
ekonomickych dopadech, které smérnice méla v riiznych ¢lenskych statech.

Tato smérnice ¢ini vyznamny rozdil mezi dvéma typy odbavovacich sluzeb: (1)
kategoriemi sluzeb, ke kterym maji na letiStich dosahujicich urcitého prahu volny pfistup
poskytovatelé odbavovacich sluzeb a které mohou uzivatelé letiSt zajiStovat vlastnimi
silami a (2) omezenym poétem specifickych kategorii odbavovacich sluzeb”, které mohou
byt na urcitych letistich vyhrazeny pro omezeny pocet poskytovatelti odbavovacich sluzeb
nebo uzivatelil letist’ zajist'ujicich tyto sluzby vlastnimi silami. Druha kategorie se obecné
oznacuje také jako omezené sluzby a tato terminologie se pouziva v nasledujicim textu.

ZJSTENI STUDIE

Provedeni smérnice do vnitrostatnich pravnich predpisu

Provedeni smérnice do pravnich piedpist ¢lenskych statt bylo ve vétsing ptipadl relativné
hladkym procesem, i kdyZ u mnoha clenskych statd musela Komise pfistoupit ke
korespondenci a konzultacim v zdjmu vyjasnéni a poskytnuti informaci a pomoci ohledné
spravného provedeni smérnice. Dalsi zalezitosti byla pomérné pomala rychlost, s niz bylo
provedeni dokonceno: vétSina novych vnitrostatnich pravnich ptedpist byla piijata pied
rokem 1999, zatimco Ctyfi Clenské staty piijaly pravni predpisy az v roce 1999 a jeden az
v roce 2000.

Ve dvou pripadech Komise nesouhlasila s ¢lenskymi staty, pokud jde o zptisob provedeni
¢lanku 18 smérnice, ktery stanovuje, ze €lenské stdty mohou piijmout nezbytnd opatfeni
k ochrané¢ prav pracujicich. Komise zaujala stanovisko, Ze vnitrostatni pravni ptedpisy
piijaté dotéenymi clenskymi stity branily uc¢innému uplatiiovani smérnice. Evropsky
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WWW.ec.europa.eu/transport/air_portal/index_en.htm. Studie vypracovana spolecnosti SH&E International Air
Transport Consultancy, Londyn.

Tj. odbavovani zavazadel, manipulace na ramp€, manipulace s pohonnymi hmotami a oleji, odbavovani
nakladu a posty, pokud jde o fyzickou manipulaci s nakladem a poStou mezi leti§tnim terminalem a letadlem.
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soudni dvir nakonec pfijal naleZité rozhodnuti® a jeden ze Glenskych statd jiz vyhovél
rozhodnuti soudu. Komise zvazuje podniknuti pravnich krokti vic¢i druhému cElenskému
statu na zakladé¢ clanku 228 Smlouvy.

Odchylky na zakladé ¢lanku 9 smérnice

Pokud na letisti existuji konkrétni omezeni disponibilniho prostoru nebo kapacity, mohou
Clenské staty rozhodnout o omezeni poétu odbavujicich subjektt. Clenské staty jsou
povinny informovat Komisi o jakychkoli odchylkach, které udéli. Komise obdrzela deset
oznameni podanych na zaklad¢ clanku 9. Po jejich pfezkoumani Komise udé¢lila osm

odchylek a zamitla dv€. NiZe je uveden seznam dotCenych letist.

Letisté Datum rozhodnuti Komise Odchylka udélena do

Frankfurt 14. ledna 1998 1. ledna 2001

Hamburg 30. fijna 1998 31. prosince 2000
Stuttgart 30. fijna 1998 31. prosince 2000
Berlin Tegel 27. dubna 1999 31. prosince 2000
Diisseldorf 14. ledna 1998 31. prosince 2000
Diisseldorf 5. ledna 2000 31. prosince 2001
Patiz CDG 27. dubna 1999 31. prosince 2000
Funchal 10. ledna 2000 31. prosince 2001

Odchylky pozadované letisti Kolin/Bonn dne 30. fijna 1998 a letistém Oporto dne 10.
ledna 2000 nebyly udé€leny.

Priloha A poskytuje obecny obraz o omezenich kapacity a prostoru, snimiz se
provozovatel¢ letiSt setkali po provedeni smérnice. Tato ptiloha vychdzi
z korespondenéniho priizkumu a nezahrnuje viechna dalezita letisté v EU*. Ukazuje se, Ze
kromé vySe zminénych letist’, jejichz zddostem o odchylku bylo vyhovéno, neméla vétsina
letist’ po provedeni smérnice problémy s piijetim novych odbavovacich spole¢nosti nebo
dokézala rychle nalézt odpovidajici feSeni. Jejich stanovisko obecné sdili poskytovatelé
sluzeb.

Uplatnéni smérnice

Cl. 1 odst. 4 smémice vyzaduje, aby Komise kazdy rok zvefejiiovala seznam letist ve
Spolecenstvi, kde musi byt v souladu s pfisluSnymi ustanovenimi této smérnice otevien trh
s odbavovacimi sluzbami. Nejnovéjsi seznam byl zvefejnén dne 17. listopadu 2006°. Tento
seznam vychazi ze statistik cestujicich a nakladf z roku 2005 a je ptilozen jako Priloha B.
Uvadi, ze v tomto roce existovalo vice nez 95 letist’ s vice nez 2 miliony ptfepravenych
cestujicich nebo 50 000 tun nakladu a 49 letiSt’ pod timto prahem, které vSak mély ro¢ni
provoz presahujici 1 milion cestujicich nebo 25 000 tun nakladu.

Rozhodnuti ESD ze dne 9. prosince 2004, piipad C-460/02 Komise v. Italska republika. Rozhodnuti ESD ze
dne 14. ¢ervence 2005, Komise v. Spolkova republika Némecko, ptipad C-386/2003.

Totéz plati pro ptilohy E, F, G,Ha L.

Ut. vést. C 279, 17.11.2006.
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Z téchto 144 letist pouze 13 letist ve Clenskych statech, které ptistoupily k EU v roce
2004, ptekrocilo minimalni prah 1 milionu pfepravenych cestujicich nebo 25 000 tun
nékladu’.

Dopady uplatnéni smérnice, které jsou popsany nize, se tykaji predevSim letist' v 15
Clenskych statech, nebot’ letisté v ,,novych® Clenskych statech maji se smérnici zatim

omezenou zkusenost.

Naklady na pozemni odbavovani

Obecné se uznava, ze po prijeti smérnice o odbavovani témét ve vsech Clenskych statech
poklesly ceny odbavovacich sluzeb a tento pokles je vice viditelny ve ¢lenskych statech,
které mély pted rokem 1996 monopoly v oblasti odbavovani nebo zna¢né regulovany trh.
Ma se proto za to, ze smérnice méla ptiznivy dopad na hospodaiskou soutéz, ktera mohla
toto snizeni zpUsobit, i kdyz se také uvadi, Ze k tlaku na snizeni cen mohl pfispivat také
vyvoj v oboru letecké dopravy, protoze nizkonakladovi leteCti dopravci vyvijeli tlak na
poskytovatele odbavovacich sluzeb, aby snizili ceny. Priloha C ukazuje cenovy vyvoj
u fady letist’ v EU, k némuz doslo od provedeni smérnice. Ptiloha doklada celkové snizeni
cen z pohledu pfislusnych ucastnikl trhu, ackoli se jejich piesnd procentudlni hodnota lisi.
Vnimani poklesu cen proto neni jednotné.

Kvalita pozemniho odbavovani

Po piijeti a zavedeni smérnice doslo u raznych letist’ k riznym zménam trovné kvality.
ZuCastnéné strany maji rizné ndzory, zejména z pohledu svych konkuren¢nich pozic na
trhu pred vstoupenim smérnice v platnost a po ném. Pfipady, kdy zucastnéné strany
uznavaji zvyseni kvality, ale zna¢né pfevazuji nad ndhodnymi ptipady, kdy podle jejich
existuji pripady, kdy ke zméné tirovn¢ kvality nedoslo. Celkové se situace vnima tak, ze ke
kladiim S$ir§iho pfistupu na trh patii vyssi mira hospodaiské soutéze, vétsi volny vybér
poskytovatelll sluzeb a snizeni nakladl u téchto sluzeb. Tento vyvoj byl nejpiinosné;jsi pro
letecké dopravce, kteti jej vSak vyuzili zejména ke stavéni riiznych dodavateli proti sob¢,
aby ziskali co nejlepsi cenu, a na zvySovani kvality sluzby kladli mensi diraz.

Stanovisko k dané véci se 1isi podle perspektivy poskytovateli odbavovacich sluzeb,
provozovatelil letist’ a leteckych dopravct, ktefi provadéji odbavovani vlastnimi silami
nebo poskytuji odbavovaci sluzby tfetim osobam (nebo oboji). Obecnym zavérem je, ze
letecti dopravei maji vetsi volnost vybéru odbavovaci spolecnosti. Letecti dopravci si
tohoto vyvoje ceni, nebot’ v mnoha ptipadech znamena, Ze tradi¢ni monopoly letist’, které
zajist'uji nejen infrastrukturu, ale také pisobi jako poskytovatelé pozemnich odbavovacich
sluzeb, byly naruseny a vystaveny konkurenci.

Letisté¢ jsou ndzoru, ze tento dopad ma urcit¢ disledky pro uroven sluzeb a fizeni
samotného letisté, nebot’ ndhodné vypadky mohou narusit efektivitu letiStniho systému
jako celku. Vybor uzZivateli neni nejvhodnéjSim mistem pro feSeni otdzek, nebot
vnitrostatni dopravci, ktefi v mnoha ptipadech provadéji odbavovani vlastnimi silami a
proto by byli ovlivnéni jakymkoli pravidlem tykajicim se kvality, maji v tomto vyboru
silné slovo. Stanoviskem letist’ je, Ze pro feSeni téchto situaci nemaji dostate¢né nastroje.

Bratislava, Budapest, Larnaca, Lublan, Luqa-Malta, Pafos, Praha, Riga, Tallinn, Vilnius, Varsava, Krakov a
Katovice.
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V priloze D je uveden piehled vyvoje trovni kvality na letisStich v EU od provedeni
smérnice. Byla zohlednéna stanoviska provozovatelii letiSt, vyboru uZzivatell letist’ a
odbavovacich spolecnosti k tomuto vyvoji na daném letisti.

Hospodaiskd soutéz

Smérnice rovnéz méla dopad na miru hospodarské soutéze na letistich v EU, nebot” se u
témét vSech kategorii odbavovacich sluzeb pocet poskytovatelii sluzeb na trhu zvysil.
Priloha E uvadi pocet odbavovacich spole¢nosti tfetich osob pfitomnych na letistich EU
pred provedenim smérnice a po ném.” U vétsiny letist, kde doslo ke zméné poétu, §lo o
nartst. Pouze u sluzeb manipulace s pohonnymi hmotami a oleji zlistaly poCty celkové
nezménény. Pocet spolecnosti provadéjicich odbavovani vlastnimi silami (druhd cast
prilohy E), zustal stejny nebo poklesl. PoCty v zavorkdch za kazdou kategorii sluzeb
odkazuji na ¢islo kategorie sluzeb uvedené v ptiloze smérnice.

Navzdory témto vysokym poctim, které ukazuji na zfetelny nartst konkurence na letiStich,
jsou nezavisli poskytovatelé odbavovacich sluzeb nazoru, Ze jejich obchodni moznosti
zustaly omezeny s ohledem na to, co povazuji za relativné maly ,,sporny trh* u znacné
vétSich letist, tj. ¢ast trhu, ktera neni v rukou zde puasobiciho leteckého dopravce a/nebo
provozovatele letisté, a je proto k dispozici nezavislym poskytovatelim odbavovacich
sluzeb. To lze vysvétlit tim, Ze mnoho vyznamnych dopravct nejen provadi odbavovani
vlastnimi silami, ale také, jakoZzto poskytovatelé¢ odbavovaci sluzby tietich osob, poskytuji
odbavovaci sluzby svym spfiznénym partnerim, partnerim ve sdileni kodi nebo
franchisingovym partnerim na zaklad¢ recipro¢nich dohod o odbavovani mezi leteckymi
dopravci (,,ja t€ odbavim na mém letisti, ty mne odbavi$ na svém letisti). Pokud je na
téchto letiStich provozovatel letisté také aktivni na trhu, zbyvajici trzni podil, ktery mohou
zaujmout nezavislé odbavovaci spolecnosti, mize byt maly. Tato skutecnost se od
provedeni smérnice ziejmé nezmeénila. Nezavisli poskytovatelé¢ sluzeb tvrdi, Ze se na
zéakladég této situace jejich obchodni pfilezitosti a ziskovost ptili§ nezlepSily. Presto se zda,
ze to zcela neodpovida vySe uvedenym zvySenym poctim: pokud by byly skutecnosti a
Cisla pro nezavislé odbavovaci spolecnosti tak nizka, jak tvrdi, nezlstalo by jich na trhu
tolik, kolik jich zGstava.

Postup vybéru

Clanek 11 smérnice pozaduje po Elenskych statech, aby piijaly nezbytna opatieni pro
usporadani postupu vybéru poskytovatelil, ktefi chtéji byt opravnéni k poskytovani sluzeb
pozemniho odbavovani na letistich, kde je pocet téchto poskytovateli omezen. Pokud se
provozovatel letisté pfimo ani nepiimo nepodili na poskytovani podobnych sluzeb, mohou
mu statni organy svéfit odpoveédnost za vybér. Subjekt, ktery odbavovaci spole¢nost
vybira, tak nebude jejim konkurentem poté, co odbavovaci spolecnost za¢ne poskytovat
sluzby. V praxi ale nebyl vzdy zajistén zamysleny odstup a nezavislost. Existuji ptipady,
kdy se clenské staty financné podileji na letisti, které poskytuje nejen infrastrukturu letecké
dopravy, ale také pozemni odbavovaci sluzby. V disledku tohoto pfimého zajmu
¢lenského statu na ziskovosti provozovatele letisté nejsou vzdy dotcené organy schopny
provést vybér, ktery je nejpiiznivéjsi pro uzivatele letist.

Pro doplnéni obrazu byl uveden také pocet leteckych dopravci provadéjicich odbavovani vlastnimi silami.
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Clanek 11 rovnéz uvadi, ze poskytovatelé sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani jsou vybirani na
dobu nejdéle sedmi let. Toto obdobi vnimaji poskytovatelé sluzeb a letecti dopravci jako
prilis kratké, nez aby jim umoznila névratnost zna¢nych investic do personalu a zatfizenti,
ackoli toto Casové omezeni neni jedinym aspektem: pro poskytovatele sluzeb je také
obtizné vypracovavat dlouhodobé strategie, nebot’ letecti dopravci se zdrahaji uzavirat
dlouhodobé smlouvy a ptijimat dlouhodobé zavazky. Kratsi doba licence, jak tomu bylo
v n¢kterych ptipadech, miize jesté vice ztizit, zejména pro nové ucastniky trhu, zahajeni
provozu nové spolecnosti a v diisledku mtize predstavovat prekazku vstupu.

Ucast provozovatele leti$té na trhu pozemnich odbavovacich sluzeb

V pomérné velkém poétu ¢lenskych statd (Rakousko, Kypr, Ceska republika, Francie,
Némecko, Italie, Malta, Polsko, Portugalsko) je provozovatel letist¢ aktivni na trhu
pozemnich odbavovacich sluzeb, a proto je ptimym konkurentem pro poskytovatele sluzeb
pozemniho odbavovani a letecké dopravce, ktefi poskytuji tyto sluzby pro tieti osoby.
Dtivodem je, Ze v téchto Clenskych statech a také v nékterych dalSich, obecné existuje pro
letisté zakonna povinnost poskytovat sluzby pozemniho odbavovani. Divodem je snaha
zabranit situaci, kdy by existovala letiSté, na nichz by se vibec neposkytovaly sluzby
pozemniho odbavovani. Pfesto je skuteCnosti, ze u mnoha vétsich letist, kde ma dostatecny
pocet poskytovateli sluzeb zdjem o nabizeni svych sluzeb nebo kde uzivatel¢ letist’ také
nabizeji odbavovani tfetimi osobami, jsou fidici organy letist' aktivni na trhu tim, Ze
poskytuji odbavovaci sluzby. Na mnoha takovych letiStich maji silnou pozici, kterd
znesnadiuje konkurencni firmé€ nebo novému ucastniku ziskat (dodate¢ny) podil na trhu.

Letecti dopravci a odbavovaci spolecnosti maji za to, Ze na téchto letistich, kde fidici orgén
provozuje letisté, ale zaroven plsobi jako poskytovatel sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani, je
hospodarska soutéz narusena, nebot’ fidici organ letisté miiZe tahat za ptili§ mnoho nitek, a
tim ovlivnit kazdodenni provoz na letisti, ¢imz se liSi od béZného konkurenta. Jinymi
slovy, provozovatel letiS§t¢ je zaroven regulacni organ, pronajimatel, provozovatel
infrastruktury a poskytovatel sluzeb pozemniho odbavovéni a tyto role jsou v rozporu.
Soucasnd smérnice neposkytuje dostateCné silné nastroje, které by zabranily situacim
tohoto druhu. Na druhou stranu zéstupci letist’ argumentuji tim, ze nezavisli poskytovatelé
sluzeb a letecti dopravei maji vyhody, které provozovatelé letist nemaji, nebot velké
nezavislé odbavovaci spolecnosti a zavedeni lete¢ti dopravcei plsobi v globalnim métitku, a
mohou proto vyuzivat Uspor z rozsahu. Tabulka v priloze F ukazuje, na kterych letiStich
v EU je provozovatel letist’ aktivni také jako poskytovatel sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani.
Tato tabulka neni vycerpavajici, nebot’ zde nejsou uvedena vSechna letiste.

Centralizovand infrastruktura

Clanek 8 smérnice umoziiuje Elenskym statiim vyhradit pro provozovatele letiité fizeni
centralizované infrastruktury uzivané pro poskytovani sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani,
jejichz slozitost, naklady nebo vliv na Zivotni prostfedi neumoziuji rozdéleni nebo
zdvojovani sluzeb. Provozovatel letist¢ muze stanovit, ze pro poskytovatele sluzeb
pozemniho odbavovani a uzivatele letiSt' provadéjicich odbavovani vlastnimi silami je
uzivani téchto infrastruktur povinné a mohou ulozit poplatky za pouzivani zatizeni. Toto
ustanoveni vyvolalo nejistotu ohledné definice, co ptesné je centralizovand infrastruktura a
co jsou naklady na jeji uzivani. Pokud jde o definici, v nékterych Clenskych statech neciti
uzivatelé letiSt’ potiebu, aby statni organy v tomto sméru zasahovaly, zatimco v jinych
¢lenskych statech jsou uzivatelé pro zasahy, avsak statni organy reaguji pomalu. Tizivejsi
otazkou je zpusob uctovani poplatkd leteckym dopravcim ze strany letiSt' za uzivéani

6 CS



CS

19.

20.

21.

22.

centralizované infrastruktury: 1isi se podle jednotlivych letist’ a neni prahledny. Mohou se
prekryvat s leteckymi poplatky, ale protoze zplisob vypoctu poplatku za infrastrukturu neni
Sitelny, nelze to tvrdit s jistotou. Ridici organ leti§té miize rovnéz poskytnout slevu na tyto
poplatky vlastnim zékaznikiim provadéjicim odbavovani, a tim se miize naruSovat
hospodarska soutéz. Naptiklad v priloze G je uvedena tada letist’ v EU s informaci, kde
byla centralizovana infrastruktura definovéana a kde nikoliv, jakd je zékladna pro stanoveni
poplatkil za infrastrukturu a zda byly zaznamenany néjaké problémy.

Pfistup k zafizenim

S vySe popsanym tématem souvisi ustanoveni ¢lanku 16 smérnice, které zarucuje ptistup
poskytovatelti sluzeb pozemniho odbavovéani a uzivatell letist¢ odbavujicich vlastnimi
silami k zafizenim letiS§té. Rovnéz stanovi, ze prostor, ktery je k dispozici k pozemnimu
odbavovani na letiSti, musi byt rozdélen mezi rizné poskytovatele sluzeb pozemniho
odbavovani a uzivatele letist¢ provadéjici odbavovani vlastnimi silami, aby byla umoznéna
rovna hospodaiska soutéz. Ridici organ letiité mize stanovit podminky pro tento piistup a
navic vybirat poplatek, pozdéji definovany jako obchodni poplatek, ktery musi byt urcen
podle relevantnich, objektivnich, prihlednych a nediskriminujicich kritérii. V praxi
moznost vybirat poplatky nevyuzila vSechna letiSté: ncktera letiSté nevybiraji poplatek za
piistup od odbavovacich spolecnosti a leteckych dopravcii, zatimco jina letiste tak ¢ini.

Ptesné povaha ptistupového poplatku byla pfedmétem soudniho sporu mezi Lufthansou a
letiStém Hannover-Langenhagen, pfi¢emz letiSt¢ zastdvalo stanovisko, Ze na poplatek se
musi nahliZet jako na poplatek za poskytovani obchodniho pfistupu leteckym dopravctim
na trh, ktery je na letiSti. Lufthansa toto stanovisko napadala a tvrdila, Ze poplatek ma
servisni povahu, a ze musi existovat ur¢ita vazba mezi sluzbou poskytovanou letistém a
vlastnim poplatkem. Dne 16. fijna 2003 Evropsky soudni dvir rozhodl, ze ¢l. 16 odst. 3
brani provozovateli letist€ podminit leteckému dopravei provadéjicimu odbavovani
vlastnimi silami nebo poskytovateli sluzeb pozemniho odbavovéani pfistup na trh
pozemnich odbavovacich sluzeb na letisti platbou ptistupového poplatku jakozto odmény
za poskytnuti obchodni pfilezitosti nad rdmec poplatku splatného touto spolecnosti
provadgjici odbavovani vlastnimi silami nebo poskytovatelem za uzivani zafizeni letists®.
Poplatek, ktery lze vybirat za uzivani zafizeni letiS§té, musi byt stanoven podle kritérii
uvedenych v ¢l. 16 odst. 3.

Na vétsing letiSt’ v EU fidici organy letisté udé€laly, co bylo v jejich silach, aby pfijaly nové
ucastniky na trhu tim, Ze pro né vyhradily zafizeni, i kdyz existovala omezeni z divodu
obdobi Spicek, jako je letni sezéna, nebo z divodu dodrZzovani existujicich ndjemnich
dohod. Obecné lze fici, ze nedochazelo k nespravedlivému ptidélovani nebo rozdélovani
zafizeni a ze se vyskytl jen omezeny pocet ptipadi, kdy bylo novym tcastnikim zdmérné
pridéleno zafizeni ve Spatném stavu. Z hlediska hospodarské soutéze jde o cenné potvrzeni,
nebot’ lete¢ti dopravei uvadéji, ze pridélovani zafizeni odbavovacim spolecnostem
ovlivityje jejich obchodni vybér odbavovaci spolecnosti.

Zameéstnanost

Pozemni odbavovani je naro¢né na pracovni silu: pfiblizné tii ¢tvrtiny celkovych nakladi
na odbaveni souvisi se zaméstnavanim pracovnikli. Obecnym problémem ve clenskych

Pripad C-363/01 Letisté Hannover-Langenhagen GmbH v. Deutsche Lufthansa AG.
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23.

24.

25.

statech je skutecnost, ze je pro poskytovatele sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani obtizné najit a
udrzet si kvalifikovany odbavovaci persondl, nebot’ zde existuje zna¢na fluktuace. Rovnéz
se ma za to, ze zvySeni hospodarské soutéze v disledku smérnice vedlo zavedené dopravce
nebo poskytovatele sluzeb k propusténi fady svych zaméstnanctli, zatimco novi ucastnici
trhu najimali nové pracovniky, ale obecné za niz§i mzdy. Proto se v nékterych ¢lenskych
statech projevoval urcity tlak na pracovni vztahy, vysi mezd a pracovni podminky, a tim na
stabilitu pracovni sily. Uvadi se, ze novi ucastnici trhu, a tim nepiimo 1 zavedeni
konkurence, mohou byt pfi¢inou zhorSeni urovné kvalifikace a vyskoleni zaméstnancii a
zhorSeni jejich pracovnich podminek, a Ze kvalita poskytovanych sluzeb proto utrpéla.
Nicméné nejsou k dispozici zadné nové udaje, a proto je pravdivost téchto predpoklada
obtizné ovétit. Priloha H poskytuje informace o tom, k jakym zméndm socidlnich
podminek doSlo z hlediska provozovatell letist, vybort uzivatell letist a poskytovateld
sluzeb. Je nutno poznamenat, ze znacny pocet konzultovanych zucastnénych stran na
otazky na toto téma nereagoval a to mize naznaCovat, Ze to pro n¢ nepiedstavuje spornou
nebo vyznamnou otazku. Priloha I poskytuje piehled stanovisek odborti a pracovnich rad
tykajicich se predpokladanych neptiznivych dopadi smérnice.

Celkové vysledky smérnice

Priloha J odrazi celkové vysledky smérnice z pohledu provozovatell letist, vybor
uzivateli letiSt' tvofenych leteckymi dopravci a poskytovatell sluzeb pozemniho
odbavovani.

UPLATNENI V DESETI CLENSKYCH STATECH OD JEJICH PRISTOUPENI DNE 1. KVETNA
2004.

V disledku prahi stanovenych smérnici se na tiinact letist® v deviti &lenskych statech,
které ptistoupily k EU v roce 2004 vztahuji nasledujici podminky, nebot’ roni provoz na
téchto letistich presahoval 1 milion piepravenych cestujicich. Na zaklad¢ informaci
ziskanych od statnich organti dotéenych &lenskych statd'® se zdd, Ze ve vétsing tdchto
Clenskych statd je smérnice fadné uplatnovana, a Komise neobdrzela od ucastnikl trhu
informace, které by byly s timto tvrzenim v rozporu. V jednom c¢lenském staté je situace
neuspokojiva a Komise o tomto problému informovala statni organy uvedeného ¢lenského
statu.

Komise zduraznuje, ze ve vSech pripadech, kdy ¢lensky stat fadn¢ a tiplné neuplatiuje
smérnici, bude Komise diisledné nadale aktivné usilovat o dosazeni plného uplatnéni vSech
ustanoveni smérnice.

POZEMNI ODBAVOVANI A OCHRANA LETECTVI

Komise zahajila inspekce SpolecCenstvi v oblasti ochrany letectvi az po vstupu
smérnice 96/67/ES v platnost. V disledku toho nebylo mozné provést vyhodnoceni
ptipadnych rozdili v provedeni bezpecnostnich opatfeni na letistich ve Spolecenstvi pied
otevienim trhu sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani a po ném.

Viz poznamka 6 vyse.
S vyjimkou Kypru.
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Na zaklad¢ vysledkt inspekci Komise provedenych od unora 2004 a na zaklad¢ obsahu
vyro¢nich zprav €lenskych stath o vnitrostatni kontrole kvality v oblasti ochrany letectvi
nepoukazuje nic na to, ze by pocet poskytovatelli sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani
pusobicich na letisti, pfi¢emz tento pocet se mezi riznymi ¢lenskymi staty znacné lisi, mél
skutecny dopad na kvalitu a vymahatelnost provadéni bezpecnostnich pozadavk.

Ptistup k ur¢itym aktivitdm pozemniho odbavovani, jako je CiSténi letadel a catering, které
1ze povazovat za citlivé z hlediska ochrany letectvi, nebot’ se uskuteciiuji na stojance letiste
a v letadle samém, neni smérnici omezen. Na mnoha velkych letiStich EU je pocet
poskytovatelti téchto sluzeb znacné vys$si nez dva. Piesto jejich pfitomnost na stojance
nezavdala pfic¢inu k bezpe¢nostnim obavam.

Podrobné bezpecnostni pozadavky na zaméstnance a vozidla vstupujici na kriticka mista
vyhrazeného bezpec¢nostniho prostoru letist’ jsou definovany v nafizeni (ES) 2320/2002
stanovujicim spole¢nd pravidla v oblasti bezpecnosti civilniho letectvi a v nafizenich
Komise (ES) 622/2003 a 1138/2004. Tyto pozadavky plati pro veskery personal pracujici
v téchto prostorech a zahrnuji povinné ovéteni spolehlivosti zahrnujici ovéfeni totoZnosti
osoby a predchozich zkuSenosti s ni, véetné piipadné trestné Cinnosti, pfisnou kontrolu
totoznosti a fyzickou detek¢ni kontrolu pracovniki pii vstupu do kritickych ¢asti
vyhrazeného bezpecnostniho prostoru a absolvovani bezpecnostniho Skoleni a programu
védomi o bezpeCnosti kazdym dotenym pracovnikem. Bylo ovéfeno, ze tyto spolecné
pozadavky vedou k zajisténi dostatecné miry ochrany letectvi, a to bez ohledu na pocet
poskytovatelil sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani na letisti.

DALSI KROKY

V bieznu 2003 utvary Komise zveiejnily konzultatni dokument tykajici se otazek, které
ma fedit prezkum této smérnice. Clenské staty, pfistupujici zemé a zuastnéné strany
v oblasti letecké dopravy byly vyzvany, aby sd¢€lily sva stanoviska, a taky tak v Sirokém
rozsahu ucinily. Pii slySeni, které se konalo dne 6. dubna 2006, Komise jest¢ jednou
konzultovala se vSemi zGcastnénymi stranami rdzné moznosti vypracovani navrhu na
prezkum smérnice.

Velky pocet zucastnénych stran vidi potiebu zlepSeni smérnice ve smyslu jejiho
zjednoduSeni a vyjasnéni ustanoveni, jejichz vyznam a oblast piisobnosti byly od roku
1996 predmétem riznych vykladid. Komise stanovi sviij postup na zéklad¢ diskuse o tomto
dokumentu v Radé¢ a v Evropském parlamentu. Cilem budouciho navrhu by kromé
zjednoduseni a vyjasnéni smérnice bylo umoznéni dal§iho otevirani trhu a uprava otazek,
které se staly vyznamnymi po uplatnéni smérnice. Jde o otazky jako definovani pozadavkl
na pojisténi a norem kvality platnych na letiSti a zdokonaleni postupu vybéru
poskytovatelli sluzeb. Komise bude v kazdém ptipadé nadale tizce monitorovat trh
odbavovacich sluzeb s cilem dale posuzovat jeho vyvoj.

ZAVERY
Smérnice Rady 96/67/ES pftinesla:

a)  zavedeni hospodaiské soutéZze na mnoha letistich, ktera byla diive uzavienymi nebo
statickymi trhy;
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zlepSeni poméru mezi vykonem a cenou u sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani;
vétsi tlak na ceny sluzeb pozemniho odbavovani;

v nékterych ptipadech liknavost de strany pfisluSnych organi pii plném uplatiiovani
smeérnice;

urcity dopad na zaméstnanecké podminky v odvétvi, avSak bez ptiznakl celkového
snizeni poctu pracovnich mist;

mirné zmény podili na trhu v oblasti pozemniho odbavovani na ekonomicky
nejvyznamnéjSich letistich v EU.

10 CS



ANNEX A

Capacity and space problems - (Source: SH&E Limited, October 2002)

Airport Did new entrants have Have there been Have you had Are there any Are you aware of
any capacity or space problems with problems allocating hindrances for the any preferential
constraints? suppliers already new handlers? access of suppliers treatment of
operating at the to the market? handling
airport? customers of the
airport?
Paris-Orly Airport operator: Airport operator: No | Airport operator: Yes | Airport operator: No | Cariane: No
Yes, the space allocated | Cariane: No Cariane: No
to each handler is
proportional to its
volume of activity.
Cariane: No
Marseille- Airport operator: No Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | AUC: No
Provence AUC: No AUC: No AUC: No
Bale- Swissport: Swissport: Yes, Swissport: No Swissport: N/a
Mulhouse No comment insufficient number
of check-in counters
Bordeaux- Airport operator: Airport operator: Yes | Airport operator: Yes | Airport operator: No
Me¢érignac Yes, space constraints
Strasbourg- Airport operator: No Airport operator: If Airport operator: Airport operator:
Entzheim new entrance, If new entrance, If new entrance,
capacity or space capacity or space capacity or space
constraints constraints constraints
Berlin- Airport operator: Yes Airport operator: No | Airport operator: Yes | Airport operator: No
Schonefeld
Berlin-Tegel Airport operator: Yes Airport operator: No | Airport operator: Yes | Airport operator: No
Hahn Airport operator: No Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No
Dusseldorf Airport operator: Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | AUC: No
No, space allocation at AUC: No AUC: No Aviapartner: No
the apron for ramp Aviapartner: No Aviapartner: not
handling is limited even really, concession
if only one third party contracts
handler is operating
AUC: No
Aviapartner:
Yes, poor locations,
sometimes obligation to
take too much space at
high cost
Hannover- Ground handler: Aviapartner: No
Langenhagen Aviapartner: Hannover Aviation Aviapartner: not Aviapartner: No
Yes, poor locations, Ground Service: Yes really, concession Hannover Aviation
sometimes obligation to contracts Ground Service:
take too much space at Hannover Aviation No
high cost Ground Service: N/a.
Hannover Aviation
Ground Service: Yes
Leipzig-Halle | Airport operator: Yes Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | AUC: No
AUC: No AUC: No AUC: No PortGround: No
PortGround: PortGround: No PortGround: No
Yes, regulations on use
of airport

CS
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Ko6In-Bonn

Airport operator: No
AUC: No

Aviapartner:

Yes, poor locations,
sometimes obligation to
take too much space at
high cost

Airport operator: No
AUC: No
Aviapartner: No

Airport operator:
Yes, in 1998 the
airport filed an
exemption request
caused by capacity
constraints. The
airport had to build
up additional staging
areas.

Airport operator:
Yes, due to the
limitations according
to BADV

AUC: No
Aviapartner: Not
really, concession
contracts

AUC: No
Aviapartner: No

Shannon

Airport operator: No

Airport operator:
Yes, space for cargo
handling limited- one
supplier requires
extension to

Airport operator:
Not yet

Airport operator: No

premises.
Torino-Caselle | Sagat: No Sagat: No Sagat: No Sagat: No
Porto-Sa Airport operator: Yes Airport operator: Yes
Carneiro
Alicante Aena: No Aena: Yes Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No
Bilbao Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No
Iberia: No Iberia: No Iberia: No Iberia: N/a
Gran Canaria Aena: Yes / subject to Aena: Yes Aena: No Aena: Yes /rules that | Aena: N/a
space availability handlers must
comply with
Ibiza Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No
Ineuropa: Yes Ineuropa: Yes Ineuropa: No Ineuropa: N/a
Lanzarote Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No Aena: N/a
Malaga Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No Aena: Yes /minimum | Aena: N/a
requirements
Sevilla Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No Aena: No Aena: N/a
Goteborg- AUC: Yes, Servisair has | AUC: No AUC: No AUC: N/a
Landvetter insufficient premises
London- Airport operator: No Airport operator:Yes, | Airport operator:Yes, | Airport operator: No | AUC: N/a
Gatwick AUC: Yes, capacity and | reallocate facilities these were managed AUC: Yes, limitation
space constraints already used by through the transition | on the number of
demand management existing handlers period of introducing | airside handlers to 4.
through the transition | another handler
period.
AUC:Yes, check-in
and parking problems
but have been
resolved.
London- Airport operator: Airport operator: Airport operator: Airport operator: No | ASIG: No
Stansted Yes, cargo space Pre-Directive — No Yes, in all areas with | other than
restriction due to no new | Post-Directive — Yes, | new handlers as accommodation
construction of space for | due to space initial entrants ASIG: Yes, if into-
new entrants initially. constraints plane companies
ASIG: want to supply
Yes, facilities to operate services to unhandle
from are indequate. the into-wing price of
fuel and will not
supply fuel
separately.
Luton Airport operator: Yes, Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No
shortage of space
Newcastle Airport operator: No Servisair: Yes, a Servisair: BA
Servisair: Yes licence is required seems to get
priority.
Aberdeen Airport operator: No Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | Airport operator: No | Servisair: N/a

Servisair: No

Servisair: No

Servisair: Yes, apron
congestion for
additional GSE.
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Edinburgh

Airport operator: No
AUC: No

Aviance: No
Servisair: No

Airport operator: No
AUC: Yes

Aviance: No
Servisair: Yes,
difficulties have been
experienced with
available property,
equipment parking
and staff car parking

Airport operator:
Yes, airside
accommodation

Airport operator:
Yes, Space for
equipment and
accommodation
airside

AUC: No
Aviance: No
Servisair: No

AUC: N/a
Aviance: No
Servisair: No

Glasgow

Airport operator: No
Airline Services: No
Aviance: No
Servisair: Not at start
Execair: No

Airline Services: No
Aviance: No
Servisair: No

Airport operator: No

Airline Services: No
Aviance: No
Servisair: No

Airline Services:
N/a

Aviance: N/a
Servisair: N/a
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ANNEX B

concerning the procedure laid down by Article 1, para 4 of Council Directive 96/67/EC

According to the provisions of Article 1(4) of Council Directive 96/67/EC of 15 October 1996 on access to the groundhandling
market at Community airports'', the Commission is required to publish, for information, a list of the airports referred to in the

Directive.

Airports whose annual traffic is
more than 2 million passenger
movements or 50.000 tonnes of freight

Airports whose annual traffic is
more than 1 million passenger
movements or 25.000 tons of freight

Other airports
commercial traffic

open to

Austria

Vienna

Salzburg

Graz, Innsbruck, Klagenfurt, Linz

Belgium

Brussels, Charleroi, Oostende,

Bierset

Liege-

Antwerpen

Cyprus

Larnaca

Paphos

Czech
Republic

Prague

Brno, Karlovy-Vary, Ostrava,

Pardubice

Denmark

Copenhagen Kastrup

Billund

Aars, Anholt, Arhus, Aalborg,
Karup, Odense, Esbjerg, Bornholm,
Senderborg,  Vojens,  Thisted,
Stauning, Skive, Roskilde,
Hadsund, Herning, Kalundborg,
Koster Vig, Laesoe, Lemvig,
Lolland-Falster, Viborg, Tender,
Sydfyn, Sindal, Padborg, ZAre,
Randers, Ringsted, Kolding,
Spjald, Morso, Samso

Estonia

Tallinn, Kérdla, Kuressaare, Pérnu,
Tartu

Finland

Helsinki-Vantaa

Enontekio, Helsinki-Malmi, Ivalo,
Joensuu, Jyviskyld, Kajaani, Kemi-
Tornio, Kittilla, Kruunupyy,
Kuopio, Kuusamo, Lappeenranta,
Maarianhamina, Mikkeli, Oulu,
Pori, Rovaniemi, Savonlinna,
Seindjoki, Tampere-Pirkkala,
Turku, Vaasa, Varkaus

France

Paris-CDG, Paris-Orly, Nice-Cote
d’Azur, Marseille-Provence, Lyon-Saint
Exupéry,  Toulouse-Blagnac,  Bile-
Mulhouse, Bordeaux-Mérignac

Raizet, Nantes-
Atlantique, Montpellier-
Meéditerranée, Fort de France-Le
Lamentin, Beauvais-Tille, Strasbourg

Pointe-a-Pitre-Le

Agen-La-Garenne, Ajaccio-Campo
dell’oro, Albi-Le-Sequestre,
Angers-Marce, Angouléme-Brie-
Champniers, Annécy-Meythet,
Aubenas-Vals-Lanas, Aurillac,
Auxerre-Branches, Avignon-
Caumont, Bastia-Poretta, Beauvoir-
cote-de-lumiere, Bergerac-
Roumaniére, Besancon-la Veze,

3 OJ L 272 0f25.10.1996, p. 36

CS

14

CS




Béziers-Vias,  Biarritz-Bayonne-
Anglet, Blois-le Breuil, Bourges,
Brest-Guipavas, Brive-La Roche,

Caen-Carpiquet, Cahors-
Lalbenque, Calais-Dunkerque,
Calvi-Ste  Catherine, Cannes-
Mandelieu, Cannes-Palmbeach,
Carcassonne-Salvaza, Castres-
Mazamet, Cayenne-Rochambeau,

Chalon-Champforgeuil, ~ Chalon-
Vatry, Chambéry-Aix les Bains,
Charleville-Meziéres, Chateauroux-
Deols, Cherbourg-Maupertus,
Cholet-Le-Pontreau, Clermont-
Ferrand-Aulnat, Cognac-
Chateaubernard,Colmar-Houssen,
Courchevel, Deauville-St Gatien,
Dieppe-Saint ~ Gatien,  Dijon-
Longvic, Dinnard-Pleurtuit-St
Malo, Dole-Tavaux, Epinal-
Mirecourt, Figari-Sud Corse, Gap-
Tallard, Granville, Grenoble-St
Geoirs, Ile d’Yeu-le-Grand Phare,
La Baule-Escoublac, La Mole, La
Rochelle-Laleu,  Lannion-Servel,
La-Roche-sur-Yon-Les-Ajoncs,
Lannion, Laval-Entrammes, Le
Havre-Octeville, Le Mans-
Arnage,Le Puy-Loudes, Le
Touquet-Paris-Plage, Lille-
Lesquin, Limoges-Bellegarde,
Lorient Lann-Bihoue, Lyon Bron,

Macon-Charnay, Metz-Nancy-
Lorraine, Monbeliard-Courcelles,
Montlugon-Gueret, Morlaix-
Ploujean, = Moulins-Montbeugny,
Nancy-Essey, Nevers-
Fourchambault, Nimes-

Garons,Niort-Souché,
Ouessant,Pau-Pyrénnées,
Périgueux-Bassillac,  Perpignan-

Rivesaltes, Poitiers-Biard,
Pontoise-Cormeilles, Port Grimaud,
Quimper-Pluguffan, Reims-
Champagne, Rennes-St
Jacques,Roanne-

Renaison,Rochefort-St Agnant,

Rodez-Marcillac, Rouen-Vallée de
la Seine, St Brieux-Armor, St
Denis-Gillot.St  Etienne-Bouthéon,
St Nazaire-Montoir, St Tropez La
Mole, Saint Yan , Samur Saint
Florent, Tarbes-Oussun-Lourdes,
Toulon-Hyéres-Le-

Palyvestre, Tours-St.Symphorien,
Troyes-Barberey, Valence-
Chabeuil, Valenciennes-Denain,
Vichy-Charmeil

Germany Berlin-Tegel, Hamburg, Diisseldorf,
Frankfurt/Main, Hahn, Hannover-
Langenhagen, Leipzig-Halle,Stuttgart,

Miinchen, Niirnberg, K6ln-Bonn

Berlin-Schonefeld, Bremen,
Dortmund, Dresden,
Miinster/Osnabriick, Paderborn-
Lippstadt

Altenburg-Nobitz, Augsburg,
Barth, Bayreuth, Berlin-Tempelhof,

Bielefeld, Braunschweig,
Chemnitz-Jahnsdorf, Cottbus-
Drewitz, Cottbus-Neuhausen,
Egelsbach, Eisenach-Kindel,
Erfurt, Essen/Miihlheim,

Friedrichshafen, Gera, Heringsdorf,
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Hof-Plauen, Jena-Schongleina,
Karlsruhe/Baden-Baden,  Kassel,

Kiel, Lahr, Liibeck-Blankensee,
Magdeburg, Marl-Loemiihle,
Meschede, Monchengladbach,
Niederrhein, Neubrandenburg,
Passau-Vilshofen, Porta-
Westfalica, Rothenburg/Gorlitz,
Rostock-Laage, Saarbriicken-

Ensheim, Schonhagen, Schwerin-
Parchim,  Siegerland,  Speyer-
Ludwigshafen, Stendal-Borstel,
Strausberg, Welzow, Zweibrucken

Greece

Athinai, Iraklion, Thessaloniki, Rodos

Chania, Kerkira, Kos

Alexandroupoulis, Araxos,
Ioannina, Kalamata, Kastoria,
Kavala, Kozani, Nea Anchialos,
Preveza, Astypalaia, Chios, Ikaria,
Karpathos, Kasos, Kastelorizo,
Kefallonia, Kithira, Leros, Limnos,
Mikonos, Milos, Mitilini, Naxos,
Paros, Samos, Santorini, Siros,
Sitia, Skiathos, Skiros, Zakinthos

Hungary

Budapest Ferihegy

Balaton-West, Debrecen, Gyor-Pér,
Szeged

Ireland

Dublin, Shannon, Cork

Knock, Kerry, Galway, Donegal,
Sligo, Waterford

Italy

Roma-Fiumicino, Roma-Ciampino
Milano-Malpensa, Milano-Linate, Napoli,
Bologna, Catania, Palermo, Bergamo,
Venezia, Torino, Verona, Cagliari, Pisa

Olbia,
Genova

Firenze,

Bari,

Lamezia,

Albenga, Alghero-Fertilia, Ancona-
Falconara, Aosta, Biella-Cerrione,
Bolzano, Brescia, Brindisi-Papola
Casale, Crotone, Cuneo-Levaldigi,
Foggia-Gino Lisa, Forli, Grosseto,
Lampedusa, Marina di Campo,
Padova, Pantelleria, Parma,
Perugia-Sant’Egidio, Pescara,
Reggio Calabria, Rimini-Miramare,
Siena-Ampugnano, Taranto-
Grottaglie, Tortoli, Trapani-Birgi,
Treviso-Sant’ Angelo, Trieste-
Ronchi dei Legionari, Vicenza

Latvia

Riga

Daugavpils, Liepaja, Ventspils

Lithuania

Vilnius, Kaunas, Palanga, Siauliai

Luxembourg

Luxembourg

Malta

Luqa-Malta
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Netherlands Amsterdam-Schiphol Maastricht-Aken , Rotterdam Eindhoven, Groningen-Eelde,
Twente-Enschede
Poland Warszawa-Okecie Bydgoszcz, Gdansk, Katowice-
Pyrzowice, Krakow, Lodz-
Lublinek, Poznan-Lawice,
Rzeszow-Jasionka, Szczytno-
Szymany, Szczecin-Goleniow,
Wroclaw-Strachowice, Zielona-
Gora-Babimost
Portugal Lisboa, Faro Funchal, Porto Braga, Chaves, Coimbra, Corvo,
Evora, Flores, Horta, Lages, Porto
Santo, Santa Maria, Pico, Sad
Jorge, Cascais/Tires, Graciosa, Vila
Real, Covilhd, Viseu, Braganca,
Ponta Delgada, Portimao, Sines,
Vilar de Luz (Maia)
Slovakia Bratislava, Kosice, Nitra, Piestany,
Poprad-Tatry, Prievidza, Sliac,
Zilina
Slovenia Ljubljana Ajdovscina, Bovec, Celje, Lesce,
Maribor, Murska Sobota,
NovoMesto, Portoroz, Postojna,
Ptuj, Slovenjgrodec, Valenje
Spain Alicante, Barcelona, Bilbao, | Jerez, Reus, Santiago, Vitoria Albacete,Almeria, Asturias,
Fuerteventura, Gran Canaria, Ibiza, Badajoz, Cordoba, El Hierro,
Lanzarote, Madrid, Malaga, Menorca, Gomera, Granada, La Coruna, La
Palma de Mallorca, Sevilla, Tenerife Palma, Leon, Madrid-C.Vientos,
Norte, Tenerife Sur, Valencia Melilla, Murcia, Pamplona,
Salamanca, San Sebastian,
Santander, Valladolid, Vigo,
Zaragoza
Sweden Goteborg-Landvetter, Stockholm-Arlanda | Malmo-Sturup, Stockholm/Bromma, | Angelholm, Arvika, Arvidsjaur,
Stockholm/Skavsta Borlidnge, Eskilstuna, Falkoping,
Giéllivare, Gillivare/Vassare,
Ljungby/Feringe, Ljungbyhed,
Ludvika, Gévle-Sandviken,
Gothenburg-Séve, Hagfors,
Halmstad, Hemavan,
Helsingborg/Hamnen, = Hultsfred,
Jokkmokk, Jonkoping, Kalmar,
Karlskoga, Karlstad, Kiruna,
Kiruna/Loussajérvi, Kramfors,
Kristianstad, Lidkoping;
Link6ping/Malmen,
Link6ping/SAAB,  Luled/Kallax,
Lycksele, Mora/Siljan,
Norrkoping/Kungséngen,
Oskarshamn, Pajala, Ronneby,
Satends, Skelleftea, Skovde,
Stockholm/Visteras, Storuman,
Stromstadt/Nasinge,
Sundsvall/HarnGsand, Sveg,
Soéderhamn, Torsby/Fryklanda,
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Trollhéttan-Vénersborg, Umea,
Uppsala, Uppsala/Viktoria,
Vilhelmina, Visby, Vix;jo-

Kronoberg, Orebro, Ornskoldsvick,
Ostersund/Frosén

United
Kingdom

Aberdeen, Belfast-International, Belfast-
City, Birmingham, Bristol, Edinburgh,

East-Midlands,  Glasgow, Liverpool,
London-Heathrow, London-Gatwick,
London-Stansted, Luton, Manchester,

Newecastle, Leeds-Bradford, Nottingham
East Midlands, Prestwich.

Cardiff Wales, Kent International,

London City, Southampton

Teesside, Inverness, Sumburgh,
Humberside, Bournemouth,
Norwich, Exeter, St Mary’s
(Scilly), Penzance, Plymouth,
Scatsta, Stornway, Kirkwall,
Blackpool, City of Derry,
Sheffield, = Benbecula,  Tresco

(Scilly), Wick, Cambridge, Islay,
Isle of Man, Dundee,
Campbeltown, Barra, Biggin Hill,
Battersea, Tiree, Lerwick,
Southend, Lydd, Hawarden,
Coventry, Gloucester, Shoreham,
Unst, Carlisle, Barrow, Newquay,
Fermanagh
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ANNEX C

Summary of price developments - (Source: SH&E Limited, October 2002)

Airport Airport Airline AUC AOC Handler
operator
Vienna -15% Austrian -5% -10% VAS: no insight
Airlines: -5%
Brussels Increase Lufthansa: No change BGS: no change
increase Aviapartner: no change
Copenhagen Decrease -10to -15% Novia: decreased
SAS: frozen'
Helsinki No insight British Airways: Stable GlobeGround: no major
no change change
Finnair: -30% to -40%
Fortum: no change
Lyon -50% Brit Air: no Slight Aviapartner: -20%
change decrease Servisair: -20%
Nice Air France: no Swissport: lower
change
Paris-CDG -20% Lufthansa: +8% | Slight
decrease
Toulouse Decrease Slight Servisair: -20%
decrease Aviapartner: -20%
Frankfurt -5%to -15% British Airways: | -10% No change Acciona Airport
significant Services: decrease
decrease
Hamburg -5% to -15% No insight No insight Checkpoint B: -15% to
-20%
Swissport and Menzies:
-10% to
-15%
Munich -15% British Airways: | Frozen Aviapartner: -20%
15% to -25%
Nuremberg -10% to Eurowings: Frozen Aviapartner: -20%
-20% -15%
Stuttgart Decrease Alitalia: -15%to -20% | Decreased Servisair: airlines
no change expected -25%
Acrogate: decreased
Athens -30% to Decrease Swissport: -40%
-40% Goldair: large discounts
Heraklion -15%
Dublin No insight Ryaniar: no No change Servisair:
insight -5% to -7.5%
Aer Lingus: Aviance: no insight
+10%
Milan-MXP -20%
Naples -25% No change
Rome-FCO -10 to —25% Alitalia: EAS: -30%
Decrease
Luxembourg No change Cargolux: Increase Decrease CSLux: frozen
increased Luxair: frozen
Amsterdam -5% to -10% KLM: Decrease GlobeGround:
Decrease’ Decrease’
Faro Decrease Charter airlines: | Decrease Decrease Portway: -25%
-10% TAP Handling: -15%
Lisbon Significant Lufthansa: Decrease Decrease Portway: -10%
reductions up | -20%
to 50%
Barcelona Decrease Decrease Iberia Handling:
decrease
Fuerteventura Decrease
Madrid Decrease Decrease Ineuropa and Iberia
19
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Handling: decrease
Palma de Decrease Decrease Ineuropa: -20%
Mallorca
Tenerife Sur Decrease -20%
Stockholm -20% to Skyways: -10 to | No change Decrease Air Cargo Center: slight
-30% -15% decrease
Novia: -20% to -30%
Servisair: decrease
Belfast No insight BMI: No insight No insight Servisair: -10%
no insight Aviance: -5%
Birmingham Decrease Aer Lingus: Frozen Groundstar: no change
frozen Servsisair: no insight
British Airways: Aviance: frozen
slight increase
London-LHR No comment American: No comment No comment Swissport:
-20% -25% to -30%
Malaysia
Airlines:
-10% to —40%
Manchester +10%° Monarch: Aviance: -20% since
no change 1992
Ringway: no change
Servisair:
-10% to -15%
1) But off-peak prices are estimated to have decreased up to 35%.
2) Price erosion started in 1993 with the entrance of Ogden.
3) Decrease in prices took place in 1992 when market was opened, but since the implementation of the

Directive, Manchester Airport estimates the prices have increased.

Price developments - (Source: SH&E Limited, October 2002)

Airport Airport operator AUC Ground handler
Paris-Orly No comment Cariane: Higher (Directive)
Marseille-Provence -15% Lower

(Industry) (Industry)
Bordeaux-Mérignac Lower
Strasbourg-Entzheim Unknown Swissport: — 20% (Directive)
Aviapartner: -20%
(Directive and industry)
Berlin-Schonefeld Increase
(Industry)
Hahn Decrease
(Industry)
Dusseldorf -20% -5% Aviapartner:  -20% (fear of
(Industry) (Directive) Directive)
Hannover-Langenhagen Aviapartner:  -20%  (fear of
Directive)
Hannover  Ground  Aviation
Service: -20% to -30% (Industry)
Leipzig-Halle -10% No change PortGround: decrease
(Directive and
industry)
KéIn-Bonn -7% Decrease Aviapartner: -20%  (fear of
(Directive and | (Industry) Directive)
industry)
Shannon No change
Torino-Caselle Sagat: -15% (Directive and
industry)
Porto-Sa Carneiro No comment PGA: increase (Directive)
Alicante -20% to -25%
(Directive and
industry)
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Bilbao -20% to -25% Iberia: -20% (Industry)
(Directive and
industry)
Gran Canaria -20% to -25%
(Directive)
Ibiza -20% to -25% Ineuropa: -15% (Industry)
(Directive and
industry)
Lanzarote -20% to -25% Nordic: N/a
(Directive and
industry)
Malaga -20% to -25%
(Directive)
Sevilla -20% to -25%
(Directive and
industry)
Goteborg-Landvetter Decrease
(Directive and
industry)
London-Gatwick No insight No change Inflight Cleaning Services Ltd.: -
10% (Directive)
London-Stansted Stansted Airport Limited: -30%
(Directive and industry)
ASIG: -20% (Directive and
industry)
Luton -10%
(Directive and
industry)
Newecastle Decrease Servisair: -15% (Industry)
(Directive)
Aberdeen No change Servisair: decrease (Directive and
industry)
Bristol N/C
Edinburgh Decrease Aviance: -5% (Industry)
(Industry) Servisair: -20% (Directive and
industry)
Glasgow No change Airline Services Ltd.:
Anticipated changes due to
progress in service standards.
Avance; no change
Execair: +10% (Industry)
Servisair: -25% (Industry)
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ANNEX D

Summary of quality developments - (Source: SH&E Limited, October 2002)

Airport Airport Airline AUC AOC Handler
operator
Vienna No change Austrian VAS: no insight
Airlines:
increase
Brussels Increase Lufthansa: No change BGS: increase
no change Aviapartner: no change
Copenhagen Decrease SAS: no change
Helsinki No change British Airways: No change GlobeGround: increase
no change Finnair: no change
Fortum: increase
Lyon Decrease Brit Air: | No change Aviapartner: decrease
increase Servisair: decrease
Globeground: increase
Nice Decrease Swissport: increase
Paris-CDG Unstable No change Globeground: increase
Toulouse Decrease No change Aviapartner: decrease
Servisair: decrease
Frankfurt No change British Airways: | No change No change Acciona Airport
no change Services: no change
Hamburg No change No change No change Checkpoint B:
no change
AHS Handling: increase
Swissport: no change
Munich -5% British Airways: | Decrease/ Aviapartner:
no change no change no change
Nuremberg No change No change Aviapartner:
no change
Stuttgart No change Alitalia: No change No change Servisair: no change
increase Aecrogate: decrease
Athens Increase Increase Increase Olympic Handling and
Goldair: increase
Heraklion Increase Increase
Dublin Decrease Aer Lingus: no | No change Servisair: no change
change Aviance: increase
Milan-MXP No change No change
Naples Increase No change
Rome-FCO No change Alitalia: Increase EAS: increase
increase
Luxembourg No change CSLux: increase
Luxair: increase
Amsterdam Decrease KLM: SGUC: No change GlobeGround: no
No change decrease insight
Faro Increase Charter airlines: Increase
increase during off
peak
Lisbon No change Lufthansa: Increase
increase
Barcelona Decrease Decrease
Fuerteventura Increase
Madrid Increase
Palma de | Increase Increase Iberia Handling and
Mallorca Ineuropa: increase
Tenerife Sur Increase Ineuropa: increase
Stockholm -10% to Skyways: No change Novia: no change
-20% decrease Servisair: increase
Belfast No change BMI: No change Servisair: +15%
no change Aviance: no change
22
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Birmingham Decrease Aer Lingus: Increase Groundstar: increase
increase Servisair: increase
London-LHR No comment United: No comment No comment Swissport: no change
decrease
Malaysian
Airlines:
-10%
Singapore
Airlines:
increase
Manchester Decrease Decrease Decrease Aviance: increase
Ringway: increase
Servisair: decrease

Quality developments - (Source: SH&E Lim

ited, October 2002)

Airport Airport operator AUC Ground handler
Paris-Orly No comment Cariane: increase (Directive)
Marseille-Provence No change No change
Bordeaux-Mérignac Decrease
Strasbourg-Entzheim Increase Swissport: decrease (Directive)

(Industry) Aviapartner: decrease
(Directive and industry)

Berlin-Schonefeld No change

Hahn No change

Dusseldorf No change +10% Aviapartner: no change

(Directive and
industry)

Hannover-Langenhagen Aviapartner: no change
Hannover Ground Aviation Service:
decrease (Industry)

Leipzig-Halle No change No change Aviapartner: no change

Ko6In-Bonn No change No change Aviapartner: no change

Shannon Increase

(Directive and industry)
Torino-Caselle Sagat: no change
Porto-Sa Carneiro Increase PGA: no change
(Directive)
Alicante Increase
(Directive and industry)
Bilbao Increase Iberia: +10% (Industry)
(Directive and industry)
Gran Canaria Increase
(Directive)
Ibiza Increase Ineuropa: Increase
(Directive and industry)
Lanzarote Increase Nordic: N/a
(Directive and industry)
Malaga Increase
(Directive)
Sevilla Increase
(Directive and industry)
Goteborg-Landvetter Decrease
(Industry)

London-Gatwick No change No comment Inflight Cleaning Services:
-10% (Directive)

London-Stansted Decrease ASIG: no change

(Directive and industry)

Luton +10%

(Industry)
Newcastle No change Servisair: no change
Aberdeen No change Servisair: increase (Industry)
Bristol No comment
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Edinburgh No change Aviance: -10% (Industry)
Servisair: increase (Industry)
Glasgow Increase Airline Services: increase
(Industry) (Industry)

Aviance: +10% (Industry)
Servisair: +25% (Industry)
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ANNEX E

Number of handlers - (Source: SH&E Limited, October 2002)

Number of third party handlers'
Passenger Baggage Freight and mail Ramp Fuel and oil
handling (2) handling (3) handling (4) handling (5.4) handling (7)
Country Airport Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After
Austria Vienna 2 8 1 2 3 6 1 2 3 3
Belgium Brussels 3 5 2 2 5 5 2 2 2 2
Denmark Copenhagen 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 1 1
Finland Helsinki 3 3 2 2 3 5 3 3 3 3
France Lyon 5 5 4 7 4 5 7 10 2 2
Nice 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 6 7
Paris-CDG 2 8 2 5 3 4 2 5 2 2
Toulouse 2 6 2 7 3 4 2 7 1 1
Germany Frankfurt 3 6 1 2 22 22 1 2 9 9
Hamburg N/a 5 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 2
Munich 8 7 1 1 2 3 1 2 2 2
Nuremberg 3 4 1 1 3 3 1 2 1 1
Stuttgart 4 5 1 1 14 15 1 2 4 4
Greece Athens” 1 4 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 2
Heraklion 1 3 1 3 1 2 1 3 1 1
Ireland Dublin 4 7 2 5 3 6 3 5 4 2
Italy Milan-MXP 3 4 1 2 3 2 2 2 3 3
Naples 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1
Rome-FCO 1 4 1 3 1 3 1 3 3 3
Luxembourg | Luxembourg 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1
Netherlands Amsterdam 3 4 3 4 5 6 3 5 2 2
Portugal Faro 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 4 3
Lisbon 1 8 1 2 2 2 1 2 4 4
Spain Barcelona 2 8 2 2 1 5 2 2 1 2
Fuerteventura 2 6 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Madrid N/a 11 2 2 2 8 2 2 N/a 2
Palma de 2 6 2 2 2 3 2 2 1 1
Mallorca
Tenerife Sur 2 6 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Sweden Stockholm 3 4 3 5 2 3 3 4 2 2
UK Belfast 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 1
Birmingham 4 5 2 4 2 4 5 5 3 3
London-LHR 12 12 8 11 11 12 8 13 4 4
Manchester 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 1 1
M ‘N/a’ means the airport operator has not been able to provide SH&E with the information.
@ Before refers to Athens-Hellenikon airport, while after refers to the new Athens International Airport “Eleftherios
Venizelos”.
Number of self handlers'
Passenger Baggage Freight and mail Ramp Fuel and oil
handling (2) handling (3) handling (4) handling (5.4) handling (7)
Country Airport Before | After Before | After Before | After Before | After | Before | After
Austria Vienna 5 4 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 0
Belgium Brussels 5 5 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 0
Denmark Copenhagen 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
Finland Helsinki 2 2 1 1 3 3 1 1 0 0
France Lyon 7 5 2 1 4 4 3 2 0 0
Nice 3 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 0 0
Paris-CDG 2 11 2 1 3 1 2 1 0 0
Toulouse 2 2 2 2 5 5 2 2 0 0
Germany Frankfurt 12 12 0 0 6 6 2 0 0 0
Hamburg N/a 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Munich 4 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Nuremberg 2 2 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0
Stuttgart 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Self-handlers include service providers owned or controlled by the airline.

‘N/a’ means the airport operator has not been able to provide SH&E with the information.
Before refers to Athens-Hellenikon airport, while after refers to the new Athens International Airport “Eleftherios
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ANNEX F

Airport operator’s involvement in groundhandling - (Source: SH&E Limited, October 2002)

Does the Does this distort Is there a Do you think How is the separation of accounts
airport competition? separate there is any safeguarded (according to airport
Airport operator entity to offer form of cross operator)?
provide handling subsidisation?
handling services?
services?

Paris-Orly Yes Yes ADP separated its accounts before the
Directive came into force. ADP
accountants are responsible for the
separation of accounts.

Marseille- No

Provence

Bordeaux-

Mérignac No

Strasbqurg- Ves Aviapartner: Yes No CAA Fesponsible for checking the

Entzheim separation of accounts.

Berlin-

Schénefeld Yes No

Berlin-Tegel Meeting of shareholders and board of

Yes Yes .
directors

Hahn Yes Yes Use of certified accountant

Dusseldorf Yes AUC: Yes, high Yes . Own profit centre and separation of

market share and AUC: Yes, revenue and costs. Safeguarded _by
Jong term contracts suggestion finance department and controlling
system, also checked by the AUC.

Hannover- Yes Yes Hannover

Langenhagen Hapnpver .ground Grqupd By CAA

aviation service: No Aviation
Service: No

Leipzig-Halle | Yes PortGround: No Yes ProtGround: No | Separate investment

KoéIn-Bonn Yes AUC: Yes Yes AUC: Unknown Separate bu§iness unit (profit centre),
checked by independent accountant

Shannon Yes Yes Direct revenues and costs are
allocated to the individual business
area. Indirect costs are apportioned
based on the outputs of a cost
attribution model. Checked by
external auditors.

Torino-Caselle | Yes Sagat: No Yes Different companies

Porto-Sa Yes PGA: Yes Yes PGA: Probably

Carneiro

Alicante No

Bilbao No

Gran Canaria No

Ibiza No

Lanzarote No

Malaga No

Menorca No

Sevilla No

Goteborg-

Landvetter No

London-

Gatwick No

London-

Stansted No

Luton No

Newcastle No

Aberdeen No

Bristol No

Edinburgh No

Glasgow No
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ANNEX G

Centralised infrastructure - (Source: SH&E Limited, October 2002)

Airport CI Charging Base Users Problems
defined consulted?
Paris-Orly Yes Cost related Yes No
Marseille-Provence Yes Number of passengers and usage No No
Béle-Mulhouse Yes No separate charges Yes No
Strasbourg-Entzheim Yes Covered by passenger security charge Yes No
Berlin-Schonefeld Yes Based on number of passengers, MTOW or | Yes No
usage
Berlin-Tegel Yes Parts are covered by aeronautical charges | Yes Yes
and the access fee, other elements based on
number of passengers and MTOW
Hahn Yes Cost related Yes No
Dusseldorf Yes Cost related Yes Yes, Aviapartner notes the
airport has put as much
price to CI (see Section 4)
Hannover-Langenhagen Yes Usage related Yes Yes, Aviapartner notes the
airport has put as much
price to CI (see Section 4)
Hannover ground aviation
service: No
Leipzig-Halle Yes Cost related Yes Yes, AUC noted there is
insufficient information
about CI
KoéIn-Bonn Yes Based on aircraft type Yes Yes, Aviapartner notes the
airport has put as much
price to CI (see Section 4)
Shannon No No charges
Torino-Caselle Yes Based on number of passengers and ATMs | Yes No
Porto-Sa Carneiro No No charges
Alicante Yes Movement basis No
Bilbao Yes Movement basis No
Gran Canaria Yes Movement basis No
Ibiza Yes Movement basis No
Lanzarote Yes Movement basis No
Malaga Yes Movement basis No
Sevilla Yes Movement basis No
Goteborg-Landvetter Yes Based on number of passengers and ATMs | No Yes, according to the AUC
there were problems with
regard to the definition of
Ground Power Unit and
remote parking
London-Gatwick No No charges
London-Stansted Yes Parts are covered by aeronautical charges | Yes Yes, according to ASIG at
and other elements are cost related other airports where oil
companies own the
facilities, there is difficulty
for other fuel suppliers to
gain access to the final
storage facility.
Luton Yes No set formula at present Yes No
Newcastle Yes Depending on usage Yes Yes
Aberdeen No No charges
Edinburgh No No charges
Glasgow No No charges

CS
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ANNEX H

Changes in social aspects and training - (Source: SH&E Limited, October 2002)

Airport Airport operator AUC Ground handler
Change in Change in Change in Change in Change in social Change in training
social training social training aspects? standards/
aspects? standards/ aspects? standards/ education level?
education education
level? level?
Paris-Orly Yes No Cariane: Cariane:
No No
Marseille-Provence No No Difficult to | No
evaluate
Béle-Mulhouse Swissport: Swissport:
Yes, very Yes, training reduced
restrictive salary to minimum
increases
Bordeaux-M¢érignac Yes, Strikes Yes
Strasbourg-Entzheim No No Aviapartner: Avipartner:
Yes, frozen No
salaries
Berlin-Schonefeld Yes Yes
Berlin-Tegel N/a N/a
Hahn No No
Dusseldorf Yes, more No Yes Yes Aviapartner: Aviapartner:
flexible Yes, gain in No
working time, productivity
lower wages
Hannover- Aviapartner: Aviapartner:
Langenhagen Yes, gain in No
productivity Hannover Aviation
Hannover Ground Service: No
Aviation Ground
Service: Yes
Leipzig-Halle Yes, new No Yes No PortGround: PortGround:
labour contract Yes, new labour No
contract
KoIn-Bonn Yes, fewer full | No No No Aviapartner: Aviapartner:
time jobs, Yes, gain in No
lower entrance productivity
salary
Shannon No Yes, more
input by
airport
authority in
terms of
audit/review
of training
Torino-Caselle Sagat: Sagat:
Yes, increase of No
temporary and
part-time
contracts, decrease
in salaries
Porto-Sa Carneiro No comment Yes, more PGA: PGA.:
training Unkonwn Unkonwn
Alicante
Bilbao Iberia: Iberia:
No No
Gran Canaria
Ibiza Ineuropa: Ineuropa:
Yes, improved Yes, improved
2 CS
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Lanzarote Nordic:
N/A Nordic: N/A
Goteborg-Landvetter Yes, more Yes, due to
staff on external rules
temporary and regulations
contracts
London-Gatwick No evidence No evidence | No No
London-Stansted None Yes, ASIG: ASIG:
incorrect use No Yes, airport company
of equipment showing greater
focus and actively
encouraging
operators to work
with them
Luton Yes, Yes,
movement of continuity of
labour standards
Newcastle No No Servisair: Servisair:
No Yes, better
Aberdeen Yes, high Yes, Servisair: Servisair:
employee improved Yes, lower salaries | Yes, market
turnover rate due to joint to compete in requirements
training market
initiatives on
the ramp
Bristol Yes, job
security
Edinburgh Yes, more Yes, more Yes Yes Aviance: Aviance:
temporary structured No Yes, more demands
employee training and Servisair: of hasher training
contracts manuals Yes, ability to from airlines
attract calibre of Servisair:
staff required Yes, NVQs to attract
diminished against | employees against
inability to pay competitive market —
appriate salaries more multi-
functional training to
reduce cost
Glasgow Yes, better Airline Services: Airline Services:
No No
Aviance: Aviance:
No Yes, setting up of a
Servisair: training department
Yes, salaries kept | Servisair:
low in order to Yes, more multi-
compete in market | functional training
Execair: Execair:
No Nol
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ANNEX I

Negative impact of Directive according to unions/work councils — (Source: SH&E Limited, October

2002)

Lower salaries.

Insufficient conditions for the take over of staff in German law.

Deteriorating work and security conditions for workers and
customers.

No participation of work councils in AUC to get information
from first hand (not from the workers) and to come up for social
items.

Lower quality levels.

No social aspects in the tender process.

More safety and security issues; also as a result of higher
turnover of employees due to lower salaries.

Increase in activity on the ramp can lead to congestion and thus
longer working hours for employees (this will become worse
with more handlers).

Deteriorating working conditions: more pressure on staff due to
increases  in  productivity  (e.g. the increase in
workload / productivity is equivalent of 15% less salary in
Germany).

With the contracts between handler and airlines becoming
shorter, there is less job security as job contracts become shorter
as well and increase of the prospective risk for losing a job; shift
to more flexible contracts for employees.
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ANNEX J

Results of Directive - (Source: SH&E Limited, October 2002)

Positive results

Negative results

Airport operator

More competition

Space problems: too many handlers in limited space

More choice for handlers

Management of the apron more inflexible, resource allocation is
more restricted

Stimulated new economic impetus

Dominance in AUC by national carrier

Better customer orientation

Decrease of service level (not covered by the Directive)

Cost-reducing pressures lead to lower prices

Dilution of profit and performance

Quality programmes to ensure service levels

Obligation of airport operator to guarantee the running of
operation restricts competition with third party handlers

Formal procedures to be followed by handling
companies have been beneficial in terms of
safety and security

Tendencies toward uncontrolled market access, with no
limitation, difficult to make a good evaluation of the suppliers

Difficulties in case of separately ordered service parts to meet
the logistic requirements

Additional staff training and supervision needed

Process to limit handlers is very stringent.

Handlers have been disincentivised from making long-term
investments or devising long-term strategies due to short-term
airline contracts and commitments.

Extra demand for access to airside has security and space
implications as well as the allocation of scarce resources to
satisfy all handlers.

Additional administration and supervisory work load for
managing body.

Handlers are constantly seeking ways to reduce costs and
sometimes these measures have an impact on service standards.

Self-handling operators make use of infrastructure or resources
that could have a greater utilisation from third party handlers.

If several agents provide different services to same carrier (i.e.
representation, passenger, baggage/ramp, etc.) a great deal of
coordination is required to ensure acceptable standards

Directive required airport operators to put a large amount of
management resources into ensuring compliance without seeing
any specific benefits.

Airport Users’ | Better handling products Limited capacity at airport
Committee Lower prices Some handlers have bought market shares and then failed to
deliver either a fully healthy product or a viable alternative.
Higher productivity
More choice for handlers
Less monopolistic behaviour
Groundhandlers Efficiency improvement programmes Market rates driven down by competition

Lower prices for airlines

Lower profitability for both airports and handlers

More choices for airlines

Less attractive employment conditions

More choices for employees

Not one single handler has economies of scale

Opened access to closed markets for third
party handlers, removed airport monopoly
activities

Strong competition may endanger the quality of services and
create safety and security problems

Approached market conditions within Europe
standard of services.

High expenditure for tender procedure

Started a focus on the abuses in the industry

Additional expenditure for separation of accounts

Groundhandlers are being respected and
consulted on airport procedures

In some countries the national legislation protects only airports
and staff, not the new entrants.

Have a sense of security in the industry and
therefore being a better employer.

Airlines are able to undercut third party handlers by at least the
level of the access fee, which airport companies are unable to
resolve on level playing field.

Directive open to too much interpretation, leading to inconsistent
application of the intended principles of the directive.

Airport operators still required to maintain their profit margins
and therefore to increase ancillary charges to compensate
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