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| EXPLAVATORY MEMORANDUN

' INTRODUCTION -

1.—?f3 Internat1onat InterregzonaL air serv1ces are often regardnd as an area- where e
" the exlstence of natlonal barriers has led to'a somewhat d1storted - b
iftotal network, Thls view relates partlcularly tc rcutes whlch '

'}umlght link reglons 1n dlfferent Member Staﬁes of the Communlty mare

. - directly than the present mazn trunk air services. ror thls

 N_reason the Councll in June 19?8 put the subaect "Possmble : "t;tf; S

1mprcvement to 1nterreglonal air servaces" on- ﬁne priorlty lmst

'Lof subgects to be examlned 1n a Ccmmunlty context,-The Gommissxanﬂf

 ‘a1ao conszdered this %ype of air serv1c95 in the Memorandum ef L‘7 £  '3',Q;j
zJuly 1979 {1) and suggested that 1mprovements could be s o
introduced with respect both to market access and to tarmffs.’;i

2~*‘ﬂ\/g o Agalnst thls background, the Coun011 deczded in Ff~f; f¥

' December 1979 to invite the Commlssion to develop zts ideas 3 ]g e

’further Wlth the assastance of natlonal experts and to present

."prOposals in the flrst half of 1980.‘7

< . i

(1) Bulletin of the European Communities, Suppiement 5/79""Coﬁtfibution'
. of the Buropean Communities to the development of air transpart S
services - Memorandum of ‘the Commlsslongxuv.' L v Al



36 ‘Tv B The Cemmass&an accardlngiy proceeded to an examlnation of ’ }
the aubject with national eﬁper%s. The CbmmiSSLOH ‘found the dlscussion}Q;}*‘

’~_ \very 111um1nating and most helpfuln In addxtlﬂn the CommlaSLQn

Rk ‘to create a regulatory framewark wzthzn whlch axrlmnes could

asked for adv;ce from rapresentatmves of . airlines, alrporbs‘ e :
5raiIWays, workers and users. The Economxc and Social Cammittee 4_\}175 *‘
    produced an advice and a report on the Commissxon 5 Memgrandum {1)

;‘and the Eurapean Parllament included the subgect in a '

: serles of hearlngs on &vzat¢on pol1cy° e

BASLC/G@NSIHE&&TIost7

‘7:¢;  \‘_v¥V ’, Althougn 1nterreglona; crassborder air. servmﬁes mlght:':';
'a be 3&1& to lnclude all ncn domestlc amr aerv1ces thhmn the

C«omrm.m:n,1..;3r,y thls waa nevar the 1ntenti¢n behind ‘the- 1nc1us:on Qf |

 this sub;act on the prlcrity list of the Councll..It wculd be

:mcre correct to staté the aims of a policy effcrt 1n th;s

- area as being to try to create a Communltthmde set of rules for

/ithe autharmzatlon of routea outsmde , '  "

~ the maln trunk routesﬂ Thma systnm should be supplementary to

‘ﬂthe trunk route system.~It should be understood that the -

' purpase is not to. dealgn 8. Commun;ty network of routes but rather

operate in an 1nnovat1ve way 1f they cunsldered such aervxces to  -

be cammercially interesting. s

WreEs ese/B0 . Lo e i e



’T.jeach artzcle. There are, however, a number of elements of a: more

5.;, "l[ s On this basms the Commlsslon '8 aim ln presentlng the'”
present proposal is tb create a reguLatory system whwch would '

a) permlt alrllnes more easlly to obtaln trafflc rlghts on

: routes which they con51der can be operated profitablyand thereby tO
’ estawash suppLementary servwces tc the xrunk air serv1ces.,

15   5¥vprov1de objectzVe crlterla for use by publlc authorztles

‘ which are asked to authorlze a serv1ce, ﬂf‘ ’ St SR

) set up ch'-;iee.;—ig for tariff levels,

’ Qd) set up a rapid authorizatzon procedure and an arbiﬁratlon T
'}procedure to resolve conflictSv | | o
&:Jej pronde consumers thh more direct means of exPr3551ng

thelr v1ews on the 0peration of the system,

Such a regulatory framework should not onLy be abte to permvt;{ 
he devetopment of healthy and dynam1c air servvces but atso in. a naturat

=

way to contr1bute to reg1onat development

6;";\ ,j'w' These elements are descrlbed 1n the speciflc remarks on f

,general nature which merlt closer examlnatlon.- .f‘f\ff‘a'jf




-

'J;Delimitatieh'of regions

‘7a“;~ ‘  f ' Thls is at the centre of any dlscu581on concerning the

'ijsubject. The Commisslon is of the oplnlon that the Councxl, when

’ flnvxtxng the Comm1351on to present proposals for xnterreglenal
5 eelr serv1ces, xntended to 1ntroduce more flexlbmllty in a 11m1tedﬁfegQ 
'; fleld, 1n order to galn experlence.vIt 15 1mportant therefore to’fﬁ"
‘li-deflne the level of reglonel serV1ces ln such a way thet the malanW;ﬂil,eaf
 {31r serv1ces would not unduly suffer 1osses of traff C. On the “i: G
~other hand, it would aleo be necessary to ensure the 1nclusxon off~ =y
eisuff1c1ent trafflc yotential in order to permit prafltable ,
ke Operatlons and-in order to cbtaxn experlence of a sufflclently
’_’general nature.‘f ' ‘ F e
: 8;:1 A]u 1}; The Comm1531on eought adV1ce on whether the deflnltlon
‘3should be 1n terms of the reglons or alrports tq be lncluded or in. terms
ot the reglons or alrporﬁs which should ‘be completely or partly tf;f:weiylk

'excluded from the sysﬁem. There was. agreement that it would be

”7w preferab1e to use the excluslon przncmple. On the other hand, thereﬂ;ﬂf

. was no agreement as: to whether it would be better to use*regions\i

‘1eor airports. A majorlty was 1n favour of usmng airports, whlch are
fefeasy to identlfy.,The Commission has preferred to use alrports‘*aa;?f
5Band not- regions because it ls dlfflcult to def1ne trafflc\Plf?;ffi‘el“ 

"_characterlstlcs on ¥-% reglenal baszs.




"9.‘ o There was . general agreement to try to cla551fy
{‘alrports into three categories. The flrst category should,
~according to some experts, be excluded completely, since these s
alrports are the hubs of the trunk alr transport system.

The secand categcry would include mager prov1nc1al amrports

whlch mlght be 1ncluded to some extent.’The bhlrd categorv contalns‘

“the remalning airpcrts whlch have the capa01ty for 1nternation&l R

- operationsa o oo i ‘  ‘ ’ R R ',‘.,. e

; 0. The basls for such a class;floation might be the

'valrport list by reglon;umL1shed by ECAC in 1978 (1). The-
Commission feelsg hcwever, that thls 1lst1ng 1s samewhat S o ; oL

" inappropriste since it was made in 1975 and is based on PR RS
criteria dlfferent from those underlying the present systema

Furthermore, it did not mentlon the airports dlrectlya

s
14

1. . The Comm1551on ’ ~ ' proposes the followlng

, classification progeduré, The a1rports shouLd be ctass1f1ed accordvng to i
their ulportance for 1nternat1onat passenger air traffac, For each counﬁry

therefore. ,

a) the a1rport wnwch handtes the largest vctume of inter nat10nat pass nger
traffwc should be cLaSS1f1ed as category T Tﬁe foLtow1ng airports o
 ranked in order accord:ng to the votume of WnternatncnaL psssenger
traffic should also be class1f1ed as category 1 unt?L at Least 60/ o
‘of the’ 1nternat1ona{ passenger traffﬁc of thaa country is accounted
for.? : S E - ERRER S R < 'f«.';r
b) The foLLow1ng a1rporxs still ranked accéfding“té volume ofAinter%f
;nat10naL passenger traff1c should be class1f1ed as category 2, unt1t
:category 1 and 2 a1rports account for at Least 90/ of the
“international passenger traffvc of that country,

£)l-The ramaining. airports . s“eu{d be‘deswonated ES’uéfégﬁfy’3"”“

e RAPPOPE g e e e

(l)'ECAC : Doc. No. 15, Eurcpean ClVll Av;atlon Conference, Peport :
on Intra—EuroPean Air Servxces, Paris 1978 S SR S



' deszgnated as the third London alrpcrta

It has been nacessary to ad;ust th1s nracedmre stghtly ~in casésk

. where azrports are operaﬁed 301nt1y = i.e. in Paris, Rome ‘and Mllan.

A similar adaustment mlght haVe to be made 1f Stansted is’

o

'712; - - Thzs deflnxflcn together wzth the Comm1581on propasal 

to exclude air traffic between category 1 alrports and between

category 1 and 2 alrpcrts and to L1m1t the s1ze of §1hcraft to ‘be usedu

under the arrangement “(see” paragraph Wa)sbcwla eﬂsure‘tnat‘tﬁe estt1ng ma1n

Lt

it & s it

awr tranSport serv1c s woutﬁ”bé“unty”margvnaity'affected~ At the*same-tﬂvm,

theresnoutd be enougn scape fDF”tF&ffTU“UEVEiUmeHt‘tO‘mﬁkewﬂt 1nterest1ng

for new operators.

Other limitations

13; R At the hearing of the Eurepean Parllament the T
Assoclatxon des Compagnxes Aériannes de la Communaute Europeennes’.
(a.snb 1. ) (ACE) presented a paper in favour of a more 1iberal
pollcy. At the same time the A58001at10n of Buropean Alrllnes (AEA)
presented a paper that was somewhat apprehenslve concernlng the

possibility of dlstortlng competltlon through the "51phon1ng"

- effect that 1nterreg10nal trafflc could have, draznlng 1ong-hau1 "

" 1nternat10nal trafflc to a hub alrport in another ccuntry. From a.

country shoutd onLy be carrwed by thn natxonét carr1er in that country.;ﬂm;g

As thé“tomm1ss10n Sé%d“ﬁﬁ1t$‘mémoranaum”ﬁf”$uty T???;"tﬂé‘fﬂtrocuttﬂon of new

present prOpssa{ con%awﬁs~certaﬂn“provwsTUnS‘tbntérﬁﬁ“g fare structures which
should avozd competltlon being,averly ;nfluenced by znxeresta exteznal

e A i o et i et S ey

to this arrangement.

ORISR e e o5 imn” oyt
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Size of aircraft

lh.ff‘ | The advice. offered to the Commlsslon ranged from a
&uggestlon that there be no 11m1tatlon on alrcraft size to a
‘auggestion that the maximum aircraft size gllowed be about 30
_segﬁs. It is true that a number of routes would be served by’

small aircraft and that a hajority in fact could be cdéered by

o \alrplanes having up to 70 seats. Larger alrcraft mlght however,

| be needed in scme 1nstances and in view of energy conszderatlons
and in order to ensure adequate scope for flexlblllty and
ylnnovatlcn the CommlsSLOn proposes a capacity limit of 130
'seats per aircraft, This would also have the advantage of not

excluding participation by the major airlines.

‘Effects of more flexible measures

" a) General demand aspects -

15. ~ The Commission invited experts to provide an
~evaluation of the effects of 1iberalizing market access for
flnterreglonal air. serv1cese ‘The oplnlons exp;essed in the
meetlngs ranged widely. One point nf view was that ne extra trafflc
would be created since any app110atlcn to create a new serV1ca
would be granted under the present bilateral system if there

were sufflcient traffic. Another p01nt of view was. thar a
substantial addltlonal activity could be expected if, as it

was sald it was perceived by perate operators, the ‘
k"stranglehold" of public regulation were relaxed somewhat However,

no wrztten statements were presented0



“\16;‘ o - The Commlssmn9 therefore, had ta 1ook at exzstlng
'~reports to see whether any additlonal trafflo mmght be created
by openxng up market ‘access for such routes. It must be polnteﬁ

,’oux thaﬁ theae atud&aa were maie cn the 1mp11c1t assumptlon that “Lff .-’

the ex1eting regulatcry system prEV&llso Therefore they onty part?al&y answer
~ the questlan what would happen under a new regulatory system.g;‘ ﬁmU ‘
17.  f . The reporta avazlable to the Commm&slen were an
ECAC study kl) flnl&h&d in 19?8 and a study (2) flnanced chntly
by the French govsrnment and the Commission flnlsh“d in 1979c
\:Beth stud;es seem to 1ndlcate that addxtxonal trafflc would be J.ub'
;~created, althcugh acme trafflc would. be dmverted from the [

. main rautesa It is alsc nlear from the sgtudies that ‘the trafflc o
N potentxal between categsry 3 aa?pcrts 15 narmally'lcw and/that 1t

is only between the mgre 1mpmftant ﬁf theme ané category 2

" airporis tnat 2 suffﬂelent basis fur profltable air serv;cesk"
 ¢ mlght @%1&%» Thesa studles theref@xe were taken 1nto account 7

when d&flnlng the reglonal 1@?@1 prupos@é

18, , \:[ ‘ The FCAC repoxn of 19?8 whxch is publlcly avazlable,~:
;contalns twa basic ccmclusionso On the one hand,a aumber of rputesk 
lare predlcted by the study but arébndt’dperateﬁ( in'ailuzé"rduteé,'

f*withln the Communxty of ten) On the other hand the study poants

(‘te B nuwber of routes op@rated where the study cannat flnd demand

-justlfxcatmen (ln all. 34 routes wlthln the Communzty of tew

”

B (1) ECAC o \Docm No. 15, Eurepean Civil Av1at1en Conference, Report

. on Intram”urapaan Amr Serv&ces, Parls 1978 ‘ R

{2) Etude NOe 8 Févraer 1980 '"La Easserte Aerzenne Interreglonale en A
’ Europe" : ; 4 .

TR



‘fTﬁe"distfibution of routes by‘regidnal-level,iBVas,fellows;s

xRoﬁﬁeé predicted\ ~ Routes operated

" i» not operated not predicted
1-2 5 s 10 |
l -3 8 . 14 i
2-2 3 1
Total 26 T
19.  This table seems to shoﬁ'thatftheréreXiSts a‘dértain‘(

. distortion in favour of thé trunk“routés,-It is sighifiCantrthat"
only 5 of the routes predicted but not operated would fall outslde

ﬁthe scope of the proposed regulat:.on°

"~20; R The French government/Comm1331on study, carrled out by
;the SOFRE AVIA institu ite, shows a 51m11ar, ‘although Somewhat
~,accentuatedg regult It mast be understaod that the study concerns

‘5fon1y links betwééﬂ the French‘prov1nc1a1 regions and the rest_cf Europe,

excluding Greece. Ebwever, 4he illﬁstré&ions on‘ihe ﬁext %wﬁ'ﬁages show»tﬁat :

-at the time of the study & number of routes were predxcﬁed whlch B

on commercial grounds, 1nc1ud;ng only bu61ness trafflc, would be

able to sustaln services, but which were not op@ratede The 5tudy ,

predicts 11 routes 1n 1985 of which 10 would fall w;than the sccpe

of the regdlablon. A further 7 (plus 1 to Spaln) are predlctea for.

1990 whlch all fall under the regulatlonn '

2l. . ~ 'On ‘the basis of these twd s£ﬁdies‘it'thereﬁére‘aeems possible
to conclude that there*is‘at present a certain dis%Ortian in fAVOur Of

truns routes and th&t a potentzal demanﬁ for more dlrect 1nterregional

'_‘t“x‘t®a ﬁk w1 %
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12 -

. b) Specific replonal policy aspects -

22, It must be empha31zed - as the Toothlll report did for'Scotland as
‘ early a8 1962 and as was Qonfxrmeﬁ by later rsseareh in parﬁlculax in the Unated
- Klngdom, Denmark and Italy = that theaya1lab111ty and easy accessibility of ‘

air services is in many cases a major. censxderatzon in business dec181ona'

" whether or. not to chooaa a site in an outlyxng regmon fcr getting up a new

industrial plant@ Thus the expansian of lnterreglanal air services becomes
an integral part of 8 pollcy deslgned +0 encouraga industrlal 1nvestment in

the regions.

23 - The reasons, that air transport 15 1mportanﬁ for. reglonal 1ndustr1é1
development, relate malnly 10 acoesslblllty and travel time. Acce351b111ty

has tradltlonally been seen as most 1mportanﬁ with respect to the hub ‘ ,
alrpartsyln the home countryd waeverg the SOFREAVIA study shows clearly that
'regional acéessibility in the Community has'a wider meaning. fer tusiness
}1nterests and that much of the 1nterreg10nal travel to destlnailons in othex -
Member States has had 1o b& carrled out elvher indirectly. by air or by surface\"
“rtransport. With a view to further 1ntegrat1¢n of the Ccmmnnmty and un-
reatrlcted and harmenlcus economic development in the reglons such serv1ces

are 1mportant, % must also be ﬂcxnted out that reglonal development in many

 cases is becom;ng dependant on capifal 1ntenszvn and. sophisticated indusirys .

/  ‘Such industry is often vulnerable with respect to crltxcal comporent s and

in case cf a breakdown 1t is neaessary that spareparts can be brought 1n
‘quickly. Air transport ¢ould often be the most rapld mean&. '

24, mravel time is of en of equal 1mpertance and again it must be said that
‘\far 1nterreglonal traval between Member Staies 1t is posslble to improve
'”cansidsrably on. the prasent structureg No estlmatxon exi ists of the total eaving
vim travel time which e.g. the new routes 1dent1f1ed by SOFREAVIA would give:
- rise to. A direct air serv1ce Bordeaume?ankfurt by turboprop would, '
'however, give rise 1o txmesavxnge of . about 2m3 hours compared with the
- current travel‘poaalbilitles by air and 7-8 hours Qompared with travel by‘rogd

- or rail.

25. . In addltlon, these services may carry some cargo = mostly 11ght o
’ parcels - which may be 1mportant for firms (many of which show a tendenoy to
settle ‘around axrports in order to proflt from rapld air transport)



-3 =

?26, " The bas1c demand for 1nterreg1onaL serv1cea may thus be . der1ved
from bus1ness traveL wh1ch has a low pr1ce eLast1c1ty, In add1t10n in a number
of reg1ons 50me tour1st traff1c may be expected- thls would increase the ,

»ﬁnv1ability of the routes.( -

2?,‘“; In most reg1ons the necessary 1nfrastructure shouLd be ava1LabLe. How— =
‘eur, cases may occur where. a servwce waLL be refused because of Lack of"
lxnfrastructure or’ 1nsuff1c1ent capacuty° The fact that wnformat1on on such cases %
1w1LL be commun1cated to the Commission w1LL aLLow it to 1nvest1gate the -+ L
poss1b1t1t1es of a1d from the Reg1enat Fund or otheg Commun1ty 1nstruments

‘to improve the necessary 1nfrastructure, should such an 1ntervent1on benef1t/

o . . |

\‘reg1onal devetopmeht.-~
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) Energy~saviﬂg\asﬁéCt8f
28¢ 'g"  There are fbur'factofs‘to be considered inﬂthis‘contéxt :

&) more direct air services
b) more use of turboprop alrcraft,
¢) diversion from road traffic

d) diversion fﬁom rail traffic T , '

9. - ‘ iIt'isyquiﬁe clear that the,fifst Ewovfactérs‘will lead
to better energy utilizatibna A compariSOh between a direct flight -
-and an indirect fllght would not. only have to 1nclude distance but

. also energy consumptlon related to the extra landings and take»offs

where aircraft experlence heavy consumptlon. A direct route Bordeaux

B to Frankfurt would save about. 10% on dzstance ‘alone to whlch should

 be added the extra energy consumptlon ccnnected with an addltional
stopover, The total sav1ng effect of distance and no stopover,

assuming a jet aircraft with about 130 seats. would be about 30%. ,
Slmllar examples can be shown ea511y and ccses even’ exist where the’ f1rst teg
~of a trip is in the opposite d1rect1on from the final destwnatwon. Av

saving in the order of 15% to 20% per passenger as a result of more

direct routes does not seem.exaggerateds

30 . To this must be added usekof‘more énérgy effi#ient,\
”turboprop alrcraft on many routes° A turboprop powered aircraft is
,con51derably more energy efflclent than a jet aircraft over'short andf
medium length routes. The breakeven point between a 4O seat furboprop
V‘and a. 280 seat wide-body jet is sllghtly over 1500 kms. The ;
comparison over a route of about 500 kms shQWS more than 25% fuel
ksav1ng by using a turboprop instead of L a wide-body aet. A dlrect
'turbo~prop flight from Bordeaux to Frankfurt ‘shows a savmng of 45% _
compared to a turboprop flight from Bordeaux to Paris faliowed by a
wxde-body Jet flight from Parls to Frankfurt.f



31,

R t1on per passenger - kilometre of a w1de - body jet aurcraft with a
65 % Lload factor is Lower than that of a s1ngLe - cccupant motor car’

‘~,motor cars, which can rarely take a stralght line route, It sheuld

32,

:”,,svngte —occupant motor traffwc,

‘to air are not . asy to determine.

over: stra1gh* line d1stances of about 400 km or more.

- less.

of the aircraft is cons1derably reduced by the need to make Lahd?n]k/

R

st i R TR Ao )

The effects on energy consumpt1on of a sh1ft of traff1c from road

In most cases, the compar1son between a s1ngle - occupont motor ca

and an aircraft shows an advantage for aar transport. The energy COﬂaU” v

An 0rd1nary 130 - seat 3et awrcraft becomes compet1t1ve w1th a s1ngLe -
 occupant motor car in terms of fuel consumptaon per passenger - kwLOHet*
f for distanceo greater than ‘about 900 km ;- smaller jet a1rcraft have an

‘even h1gher fueL consumpt1on per passenger - k1Lometre.,

© New technotogy jet a1rcraft (e Qo the HS 146*200) would consxderubly

improve energy effwciency, espec1aLLy over short dastances. Some of

these awrcraft promwse to be more energy eff1c1ent than the svnete‘~: &1

,occupant motor car over distances of about 300 km, or.perhaps even-

%urbcprop a{rcraft‘woutd bring ihis "breakeven” distance down jb‘Le55'~
than 200 km. ' v '

for shorter distances, howevef, the straight Line flying advantage
manosuvres wvhich'incur a handicap correspondlng to that suffered. oy

bs noted: that thae cnmparlﬂonS‘mentlened above can be affected . by aer

“traffic controx measures which oblxge aarcraft ﬁe use routes whxoh

" can be lenger than stra;ght llne routese 

' Slnee 1t is more than 1lkely %hax the very shcrt routes wculd be served

by turbeprop alrcraftg it seems uertaln that the substliutlon of alr

‘transport for svngLe - occupant motor transport wouLd preduce an L

. enecrgy saving if the minimum stage Length exceeds 200 km. It is

estimated that about 30 % of intercity road traff;c cons1sts of



. "*"1;6‘ ff"

33, Except 1n very special c1rcumstancesp ene.gy corsump;won per o

: passenger = kntometre in ra1l transport‘ws lower than that in air:
itransport, partncularty over short dwstances. 1t seems unlqkety

that ai’ transport woutd be: abte to compete against Rnss eff1c1ent
A”ra1l servuces over dastances of Less than 400 km, or. poss1bLy 600 km.

?Experwence t0 date, and partwcutar(y fxperwence wath the 1ntroduc*.0ﬁ

of fast wntercmty traﬁns,'seems to pownt to this cbnctus1on. It seems.
“‘untwkeLy therefore that air transport wsutd davert passengers k
‘from the rawlways on shcrt hauL rautes uhere the two wouLd be 10 0

‘A

- compet1t1on.

 As far as Lmnger reutes are concerned, 1‘ seems uniakeiy that th
Launchxng of d1rect 1aterreguonat air. servwces woutd Lead to any -
:»passenger dzvers1on further to that whach has already taken ptace

.\‘»

“from the railways to trunk air services.

A

b3ﬁ,f Takang aLi of ‘these cons:deratwons 1nto accoun t, 1t appears that

_the Launchwng of dwrect 1nterreg10nat air serv1ces couid resutt .nrrk" Q
N A

aknetygawing\in energyVoansumpizonp :

PR
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" CONCLUSION

35. Thn Commwssxon cans‘ders Lhau there are reat economwc benenuts to
'be achieved by wzdenvng a1rL:nes’ ‘scope to 1ntroduce dwrect

=1nterregwohat awr servwces,

~

,(a) there is a demand for such serv1ce S, whvch wouLd resu&t in impor=.

Vtant time savings (, partmtuLarLy TOP buswneas traVe{Lers)

‘(@)jfhe proposed system WOULd provwde an 1nva£uab£e UDQOFtUNTty to

’,test the results of a more compet1t1ve envwronment for air trans-~

vport, allowing greafer scoge for 1ﬁn0vat10n,market accese and

"1n1t1at1ve in pr"scmgn

‘(d)rThe d1verswon of some aar traffic from the main trunk routes to

d1rect 1nterregmonaL routes wouLd gase congestxon at the ma;n
N & B Y

aurports and in the main airways. 7~
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| REMARKS CONCERNING SPECIFIC ARTICLES
Article 1

'1.  J R ‘This article esfabliéhéS‘thé'fSGObe'7 of the regulation
:which concerns scheduled xntsrreglonal air services between Member f 
~ States 1nclud1ng allwcargo servx_ceso The mlnzmum ‘distance of 200 km -

for each stage length is mot1vated by . energy conszde atlons (l)-'
 The capacaty limit of alrcraft is flxed at 130 seats or a maxmmum

takemoff welght of 55 tons (1}

2. o Charter serv1ces ‘are ex¢1uded fram this regulatlon

/'because of thezr specific characterlstlcs¢,
- Article 2

); ‘ 7 L The deflnltlon of “a scheduleé alr ﬁerv1ce“ was establzshed
by ICAO (The 1nternatzonal Cmvzl A?xatxon Org&nisatlon) 1n 1952 o
and confirmed by thzs erganisatlon recentlya Other defznitaons exist

but the Commlssxan has preferrad te 1nclude ICAO's since it 15,-1‘v

‘.“generally accepted

b, o . The defmnmtlon of YAn 1nterregzcna1 Amr Serviee" is
1,spec1flc ﬁo thls regulatlcn and alms to separate the serV1ces

covered by the regulatlon from other air servlces w1th1n the ‘

~ Community. Thzs is done by inclu&;ng aerv;ces betweeu certazn alrpert"”ﬁ
 categor;es. ‘ \ .

5; - ﬁ; - The def;n;tlon of "a Communlty Alr Garrler" is aimed at
‘preVentlng alr earrlers from thxrd countries from establlshlng l' “7~§é ;7
V>themselves 1n the Communzty and explnltzng the prerogatlves whlch |

thls regulatlon extends to Communlty Air Garrzers. It should be ;
noted that Community Alr Carrlers are preventeé from carry7n9 domestwcz*

traff1c ~in thlrd countrles,v

(1) For more detailed considerations see wnder the "MAIN ELEMENTS"
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6.  '  The dafinitian of "State of Reg;stry“ has a part;aular
1mportance slnce lt is to thls State that a Community - Air Carrler
- must present its appllcation for an Interreglenal Air Servxce. It 15
;.\also the reaponsiblllty of zhls State to examine the economic and

'

-technlcal viabillty of lts Air Carrlersn
Articielé»b‘, : o R o B

'?° SRR Th15 artlcle establlshes the oblagatlon for Member
States to aufherlze Interreglonal Alr Servaces whlch conform to the

regulatlong However, it is &lso stated that Member Statea may apply more
~lwberaL pr0v1snons than. those contained in certain articles of the regutat1on.
8. PaP .4 of th1s art1cLe also. provwdes for taking account of the Community
1n{erest of the. serv1ces concerned and thewr importance for regwonaL devetopmenta

These provws1ons concern in part1cutar artncles 6 and 7 , T g

Artlcla 4 \

L _ ‘Thie article states whxah Iaterreg;on&l Azr Serv;ce
a Community Alxr- barrler has the. rlght ta epply for. The general
princmple ia that such a serv;ce must erlglnate in 1ﬁs State of

Regmstryg

10, S However? paragraph 2 extends thls general pr1n01ple t&‘
',1nclude Inter;eg1onal Air Services between Member Stateﬁ other ‘than

its S*ate of Reglstry \5th fr@edom} as 1ong as - these servxces '
‘,canstltute an extension, cf services, referrea to in the first

paragraph cf this artlcle9 which are already operated or applxed

7for by the Community Air Car““@ro ihis would. mean, for example, that an. a1r
‘carrwer established in the eenaaof artvu&e 2,1in France might operate a sg;v1ce ’
‘ Marseatte Lwege Aarhus StuttgartwRome MarseaLLe= Th?S serv ice. wouLd

~include sevarai Member qtatos ‘and for. eachftmght the airp carrier

» would have: the rlght to pl“k up and set down passengersg mail and/br
cargo for commercial purpases° These 5th freedom rlghts cou76 be oi
partxcular value in &110W¢ng tae air carr"ers to 1mprove fjeet "
~utilisaticn part;cuéarig when the tfafflb volume on each flight sector

is fairly low. The 5th freedom right prap@med does not 1nclude extensmons

'of‘aggerVice beyond & Mgzeg@rg,l‘alrpert in ordev not to- dls?upt the

main trunk schedulsd sir service.o

e R A
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. Article S

'lv. o L The‘3~year miﬁimum validity period fbr authbrizatidns_ﬁeems; 1@§

NG

/lsufficlent to permit Community Alr Carrzers»to programme theirf
r'1nvestments and operatlons.» ‘ '

12, ~ The obllgatlon to begln operatlons wmthln a certaln

time llmit is almed at preventlng air carrlers from obtaznlng B “

: traff;e rzghts without hav;ng the 1ntentlon to operate thgm.
Article 6

: 13.,_" ‘ The flrst paragraph speczfles the procedure which a ,
' Ccmmun;ty Air Carrler must follow in order to abtaln an, authorlzatlon. :
It must present the application to its State of Regzstry with all

neceﬁsary documents and 1nformation.

14. .. The rest of the article speczfles the role of the State g

E Qf Reglstry. First of all this state must check that the servzce

"applmed for conforms to the regulatlon, 1 s with respect to -

| authorized alrports, stage length, alrcraft capaclty, restrlctions
 re1at1ng to a Communxty Alr Carrler etc° Furthermore, the State of
‘Reglstry must examina the economlc and technical v1ab111ty of

“‘the air carrier. The necesszty for these ‘checks seems self-evxdent,ﬁgf
particularly in. relatlon to techn1ca1 viability whzch is a vital factor
in air safety. However, economlc v1ab111ty may be more dlfflcult to ~

 ‘examine and ‘some further remarks ‘are therefore necessary.



2.

s,

Viability of an air carrier . L

fls. o . The purpose of an“examination of econdmic viability
is to agseas the real logger-term strength of an alrllnes Many
indi turs can be used, some basad an. accountlng anakyses and some on’

 >urai ic analyaesn‘lt would be lmn055101e to deflne one set of

“»’)

‘ nuxcators as suff;cment to gmve a complete and correct pxcture of an

]

al:l;ne 8 Vl&bllltye A correct evaluatﬂon requlres an examlnatlnn J: o

raf the 1nterplay of these factorsgw

W

316 o - Some of the 1nd1eators that mlght be used are

,;mentloned 1m the follaw1ng paragraphs but ethers not " mnnuloned

mlght be more meanlngfulg depnndlng on the speclflc struchure of S

the company ‘examined.

‘ l?° ‘ ' The eturn on capx»aT 15 aturaliy one of tthméSt’
1mportant lnd*catorsg Ne flrm can remain in susmness unless 1t

shawq a praflt The level of returﬁ on Caplta& must ve satisfaciory
and must uompare reasonably with earn1ngﬁ in other SﬁCerSa,

A satlsfawtory return on share holdlngs might, however, be

accompanled by a very sllm ma gin of vevenue over costs. Exnerlence 1n
~the alr transpsrt sector indlcates that net revenue before taxea

as a nercentage of total costs 1s o*ten a rellabie lnqzcatcr cf

the v;ablllty~of small qomp&niese
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18, o produc§1vitv ;a anether 1mportant factor in the e £

&ssessmehr It is, howeverg qulte dlffncult to- evaluateg Gross

| “revenue mlght he compared wlth Gaplt 1 fsnc¢ud1ng long term bavrowzng),Nj,‘.

| Dbut thl& faﬂtor cannot be used ln 1uolatlon@ O&her 1n&1catars such as
passengﬁra carr;adg availabl@ seat xma, revenue uOﬂ mzles or k ‘;‘

’avallable ton mllea uompared wwth labour: &nput have tradl»manally

‘been used. These 1nd1ca»orﬂ m*ght hewever, become lese ‘and less

‘satlsfaCtaryg since capltal input is becom;ng more 1mportant compared
with labour input, and it is, tberefere, necesaary to ' ' e
f1nc1ude both in a productlvzty evaluatlone Inputwcutput analy51s

- using econometrlc methods would not seem to he gustifled ‘in the

" present case.

.19," - Other analyses can be based on the balance sheet, e¢g.,fhe\
prcportlon of borrowed capltal to. total capmta¢ 3 the dlstrlbutibn'

. of short term and lang term debts ;~f1xad investments (bai1dings;

1 aircraft equlpment etc Y versas worklng capital (ccsts, debtors,

‘stocks) § the relatlons between own caplﬁal and fzxed 1nvestmentsa

The 11qu1d1ty balance is especially lmpartantw In some. cases 1t mlght be 5
necessary to examlne if the flrm could cever 1&5 fmnanclal obllgatlcns
if-it were to go out of businesaa Invgeneral, however, solvency

should be examined on the basis of the firm as a running concern,

20. ' All of these 1nd1cators can be used H but none
is sufficient in 1tse1f. Great care should be taken to choase those
1nd1cators whlch are relevant to the eccnomic envxronment 1n which the

airline operatese
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rlbviébitity of akservite

~M**%* 21, The State of Reglstry may also check the viablllty of a servica

applled for, and on this bas;s, if 1t is serxously dlssatlsfied w1th the

results, refuse its authorlzatlon or 1mpcae conaxt1ona0

22,  The purpose of thls control 1s to ensure that services ﬂroposed
‘ have a real chance of vxab;lltya ‘This is partlcularly 1mportant when

'1nfrastructure anestments must be undertaken to accommodate the servxce»

'The control is also. 1mportant in order to ansure a certain stablllty of

-the air services Whlch 19 lmportant thh respect to raglonal developmento

23, Thé'bASic task is to make an evaluatian of the . -
expected yearly revenue for a certaln time perlcd and compare .
these revenues with the costs of aperaﬁlono ‘Simple. profitabillty

over a certain numher of years 1s, however, not encugh since it

'v’mlght be apparent that external factors could, at a certaln poxnt?n t1me;

25.

‘might need to be included.

“change the economic environment and endanger the long term

viability.

24, " The estimation of revenue is the most difficﬁlt‘pperatioﬁw;
It is necessary'to take account of the whole transport ‘ o

environment when es%lmating demand for the new serv:z,ce° Thus other .

\,transport fa0111t1es (road, raml, air, etc.) competing dlrectly on

the same route or on nelghbouring reuues must be examined.

'Deménd at. different fare levels énd structﬁreskwould also need té

be con51dereda Seascnal movemen'tzsg traffic composltmon etc. must bel

: taken into account° Reactlons of potentlal and/or exxstlng competition -

26. o The estlmatlon of costs 1s, by comparlsong Aalrly

“s*mple and Can be made on the basis of the firm's accountsa
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27; , ;' ~ Careful analysis is necésséry@ Only’in‘this way is it
possmble ‘to arrive at a reallﬁtlc evaluatlcn and thus minimize the .
risk of 1ntroduc1ng‘a servxee WhICh would have to be dlscontznued
.\after a short perlod@ On the other»hand mt is necessary in many\
 cases to allcw an airline time to develop a route $ the prospect

of deficits for a certaln nunber of years should, therefore, not

in 1tself rasult in the oparation‘bemng characterised as*be:ng

inonav1ablea
r/Article32

2§;' SR The States’ Affeeted may refuse an anthorlzatlon ar 1mpose

conditions onlj for certa;n clearljwdeﬁxned ﬂaasans.

&29; / The flrst relates ﬁa alrnort capacxtya»Thls covers ly
technical capaczty (eag, mnadequate runwaya) handling Qaparxty (e gg
'arrmval/departure gates, alrcraf stands) and administrative ;
capacity (e &. customs and 1dent1ty checkang facmlltles). The alr
‘cavriers and the alrport authorities wxll noyrmally be mutuallyv
-,1nformed in relatlon to technlcal and hanﬁllng capacity, but tha

- States Afferted would be dxrectly 1nvolved in relatlon to

f,admlnlstratlve capaclty ‘ L ' : .

, 3D§Wm o ;he second reasan reLates to safety in the a1r, where

'capac1ty conﬁwderatxons*1ﬂ retateOW'tb thé‘a1r traff1c*canfrvt“systém*é?e »

eritical. oo —Inuxh;s aaniex% aﬁd—atso w1th respert to. a1rport
capacwty the pravaswons “of artwcle 12 are 1mportant when an authorwzatwon

hasvbeen‘glven,w,w

31}" ,“*“w_ “The thvré r@asen retates- to-tarvffs; Eﬁ-tﬁese do not-conform

to the-criteria taid dcwn-7n~art1c{e 8 -the- States Aff@cfed have the- r?ght
‘to refuse or-to wﬁpose“taﬂdataons:“f* : '
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32a . Although the grounds for refu51ng or 1mp031ng condltlons

- are very lzmlted, it is in the 1nterest of the user and the alrportS"

that the serv1ces authorized continue for at least a mlnlmum perlod

to ensure a ‘certain stablllty in the systema Paragraph 2 therefore j,/i"

prov1des the States Affected w1th the p0551b111ty of requlrlng

‘that ‘the service be operated for at least 12 months, or 2 seasons
ffor a purely seaeonal serv1cea Thas should make it p0551b1e to o
ensure that authorxzatlens are glven only to operators who lntend

to prOVIde a contlnulng service.
. Article 8.

© 33, BERE Thls article specxfles the crlterla to be respected by

the Communltj Air Carriers in settlng thelr tariffse They are de51gned'_iA;f

to ensure that interregional air servicee are’ developed as 1ndependent:

operatlons and not as feeder servxces.'

34, The 1ntent10n is that 1nterreglonal air servxces should

_be based on the dlrect demand ‘for each serv1ce, &and that such -

demand should dlrectly prOV1de the necessary revenue.

- 35.. Sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) aim at avoxdmng the
1ncorporation of these serv1ces 1n a larger network, where long haul
interests might lead the alrllnes to crOSSasub51d1ze them 1n crder o

to divert traffic to their own operatlons.

‘ 36.. , Sub-paragraph (c) aims at. encouraglng 1nnOVat10n among
air carrlers with a v1ew to meeting the needs of as many user groups :

o as posslble.
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; 3t ," Subwparagraph«fd) a;ma at minimizing another

: paaslbalzﬁy ef‘eroea~suhsldmmaﬁzcn, and at encauraging &irllnas to:

| sell basic p@inﬁ ta~pamnt travel. If a custamer wants to step over }

at an 1nrermed1ate peint, he ‘should pay th& extra cast analvade

lOn the cher hamd9 a@ ausﬁam@r who ﬁaes not wish to stop over sh@uld not

have to pay tha &xtr&fcagt ef the 5ﬁ@p@ver faﬂxliﬁya

Article

38,-‘ - This artxcle»sh@uld ensure that an applmcatxen lskﬁ\ ;
)‘treated qulckly‘&ﬁé without unEQCeﬁsary delayg The article refers to

articles 6 and 7 and ‘the three artxclas tagether under normat cvrcumstaﬁcesf1xa
maxmmumldei&y of k months ffomsthe moment the Cemmunlty’Alr Carrmer '

-xmies 1ts &ppllc&tlon aptil it racelv&ﬁ %he auth@rzz&tionso ' L -
Article lo

-39 s‘ , The purpﬂsa of thla article is ta ensure that

'when dxsputes arxae% they can be rapldly resolved. The baszc prmneiple 1s
to: let the parties affected try to reach a solution fxrsta iny
if they do n@ﬁ Suceee& 1s mt necessary to use a more farmal
arbmtr&tiom pr@cedure cr ta have recourse to a campetemt eaurtn
Experlenae with sxmalar arbmtratlan prace@ures in road traﬁspart

has shown thaﬁ they wzll anly rarely be necessary,

40,  If the Cammm&slan is called ﬁpen to arhmtrate, the‘
artlale oblmg&a 1& tm 1nvxte all the partle& conecerned an& ﬁa
consult with tham;gtntty, . At this point, the State resisting
 authorization must yresemt all the comalderatlanﬁ whlch lead it-to
take this p@smtma&m Th@ C@mwlsaman may alse aall upam ethar\yartxes

having an interest am'exp&rtzaa in the ca&e xn.questmﬁn.
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. Article 11

, Q]t‘ o , The Commlssien feels that users should be given the ‘
opportunlty of expressing themselves in all matters relatlng to the

question of Interreglonal a1r serv1ces. Such opportunitles are' ‘

‘few today and exist only in a general way 1n one Member State.”
1he Commlsslon is convmnced that this provxslon w111 lead to a
better dlalcgue between users, airlines and national

admlnlstratlons.

'viArticle 12

42.1 T : Thls artlcle ensures that national or local rules

. of a. technical or 0perat10na1 ‘nature are not prejudiced by thls

,regulatlon, to-the extent that these provmslcns do not dlscrlmlnate
\agalnst Interreglonal Air Servxces. The national or - local rules

in questlon would’ concern, for example, measures of an envxronmental
‘naiure, or measures of an operatlonal naxure dzctat&d by the locatlon of

 airports or by thezr 1evel of aqulpment.

Article 13

‘ 43. o Internat1ona£ avraﬂgements and, in part1cuLar, bwLateraL
,’agreements include’ rules g1ang equal treatment to the air carr1ers of the f“
quthor1zwng countr1es concern1ng for 1nstance fueL, spare parts, staff -

- quat1f1cat1ons etc. These rutes are es pecially useful and it seems necessary
to maintain the1r apprcab1L1ny to the air servvces concerned by th1s

reguLat1on.



ﬁaunrll Ragu@atman concerning the authorlzaklan
of ﬁaheéulea mnferr&g;onai air serv&ce& for the {ransport @f

passeﬁgerag mail ané.  carga between M%mber States




THE COUNCIL OFJTHEjEURorEAN’commUerxes,‘:;.-

Having regard to the Treaty estabL1sh1ng the :uropean Econom1c Cemmunwty
and in part1cular Article 84(2). thereof e 'e (R R

‘Having regard to the proposal from_thefCommiSSioh;_

Having regard to the'opihieh”of'the European,ParLiameqt;,

.HaVing'regardvto the bpinionﬁdf the Economic end Sociai_Commfttee;'

'_‘whereas more ftex1ble procedures for authorwz1ng scheduled 1nterreg1onat

air Serv1ces between Member States for the transport of passengers, ma1L |
and cargo between certain Communwty awrports will give air ‘carriers greater
“scope to develop markets and ccuLd thus contrvbute to the evotutwon of the

1ntra~C0mmun1ty retwork'

Whereas common rules shéuld be es%ablishe& 10 govern access'tc the provi&idn
of these services by alr carrlers effectlvely contrelled by Member States or

s

,thezr natlonals;

\Whereas the 1ntroduct10n of new services under certa1n cond1t1ons w1tL make

a positive contrlbutvon to regionat development w1th1h the European Communyty,
- Whereas 1n respect of fares and rates wt i% necessary to adhere to the - ' \‘E
.prxncvptes of a fair cost price ratio and a fair return on cap1taly ta&wng :

- account of the requ1rements of the various @tegcrwes of user;

,whereas provws1on shou[d be made for procedures enabtwng any dasagreements

_wh1ch may arise be;ween the- partﬂes concerned to be settted-

N,

f"Whereas users must be abte ‘to express thevr op1nvon on atl mattere reLatwng

to 1nterregwonat air Servwces,

Whereas environmental considerations should be taken into account; -

BEB!?!.



Whereas the provisions of this Regulation may be amended aftter a
trial period to take account of new requirements in the economic and social
field and of the subsequent development of the Community integration

process,
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. HAS ADOPTED . THIS . ~ REQULATION

CArticle 1 0 -

Th1s ' Regulatlon shall apply 1o procedures for authorlzlng
scheduLed 1nterreg1onaL awr servwces for the transport of passengers, mail and/or

cargo between Member States where these servwces are operated

) ovar stages each belng more than 200 km or . over stages of less thﬂn -
200 km where air transport allows a substantial tlme sav1ng‘

compared to surface transport because of natural obstacles
( such as sea and mountains j; SR
.b) by aircrafi’ whlch have a capacxty of 1ess than 130 seais

or a maximum takg~o£f welght of less than 55,ﬁons.’

_

Article 2

For the purposes of this Regdlation:ﬁ

\a) ; scheduled air service means a series of fL1ghts each

possessing all. the following characterlstlcss

) {t’iS' performed by aircraft for the'transport df'
' passengers, mall or cargo for remuneratlon, in
;such a manner thax _each fllght is open to use by members
of the publlc, ) ' ’

lii)it'is 'operated so as to serve trafflc between the same two
or more polnts, elthar

4(1) accordlng to a publzshed tlmetable, or

- (2) with flighta 0 regular or frequent thai they oonst:tute‘
- recognzzed systematlc Serles@\

) uxterreylonal iy Service ‘means a scheduted

\ a;r serv1ce between tWo or nore azrports 1n the Community of

category 1 and 3, 2 and 2 2 and 3 and 3end 3

The classification of airports is contained in the Aﬁnex;
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c) Communwty awr carriermeans an. aur transport enterprise, whwch'

is establ!shed in the Community and is effect1veLy controLLed :
,through a substant1aL share in dits ownersh1p or.otherwise by

one or more Member States and/or by nationals of Member States

%

d) State of registratibn méans the Member State in which the'Community{'

air carrier is . established as an air transport‘operatbr,

) for commercial purposes }

]

e) States affected ‘means the Member States in which the aifpbrts,

of an 1nterreg1onat air servace are situated. Th1s def1n1tvon

may JncLude,the State of reg1strat1on.

Article 3

1; ~ The operation of an 1nterregwonat air service Shall be SUbleCt to

author1zat10n in accordance with this Regutat1on.

2.~ The State Of reg1strat10n and the States affected shaLL author1ze

‘Commun1ty air carrvers to operate. 3nterreg1onal ajr services where the

serv1ces appLzed for conforn to the provisions of th1s ReguLat1on“'

3L Member States may, when giving aﬁ:authorizati0n'as provided for in

‘ paragradh»1,:appty Less réstrictiVe provisions ihan,those/of'ArticLés 4L(2)

and 5(1).

b In the course of the exam1nat10n of an appLucat1on for author1”
_zation of an 1nterreg1onat asr s=rv1ce,the States affected shaLl take

. account of the 1nterest for the CommunWty of the %¢v1ce, part1cutarly as

regards reg;onal deyetopment.
Article &

1.’ A Communwty a1r carr1er may apply for authorwzatwon to Dperate

rany 1nterregwonat air Serv1ce when the po1nt of orwg1n of the Serv1ce is

Loca;ed in its State of_PGQWStPatTGR- O

‘u-u/g-w




‘2
'operate any: ‘hterreg1onat dir. Serv1ce between two Qr more Member
‘>‘States other than its State of reg1stret10n to- the extent tnat "the service

A*Cbmmunity'gh? arrier hay aLso{eppLy ‘ fohﬂeuthorizetion to

: 1n quest1on constwtutes an extentwon of another 7nterreg1onat a1r

’ Servn:e operated or apphed for by that Commumty air t;arr‘aer.»

eTh1s provzswon shaLL not appty to an 1nterreg1onaL air serv1ce whwch

| serv1ces onLy through a. category 1 avrport. i ',» o

is Lwnked to another of that Commun1ty a1r carr1er s 1nterreg1onat awr

Article s

’Theteuthorizetions referred‘to'in'Arti61e'3‘shaLL gﬁve7the Community

air @rrier in quest1on the rwght to p1ck up and set .down passengers;’
mazL and cargo for commerc1at purposes excLud1ng traff1c w1th1n a

iy p State -

- The author1zat10ns referred to 1n paragraph 1 shaLL be vaL1d for a

_perwod of at Least 3 years.

An‘mthorvzat1on shall Lapse if the. Communwty a1r carrier in questwon

'fa1Ls to commence operatwons w1th1n 6 months after “the 1naugurat10nml
_date 1nd1cated in that author1zat1on, If Lhe detay in commenc1ng

foperatvons ar1ses from -unforeseen d1ff1cutt1es, th.s pernd ‘may be

: extended by the- States @ffected at: the request of the Commun1ty 31r

/ @rrier.

JArticLed§ 

'A Communvty air tarr1er shaLL file its apptxcat1en for an 1ﬂwerreg1onat :

L a1r snrv1ce together with’ aLL necessary documents and 1nf0rmat1on

with its- State of reg1strat1on.»\

' ‘8;.}/‘:-'.;.
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3,

4.

The State of regﬂstrataaﬂ, after verafying the sﬂnfermaty of the
appllcaxaﬁn wath the prav;sqﬂﬂs ef Artwcies 1, 2 and 4, snati for—

ward it to the States affected. \‘ L L "k VT

The State of regastratqon shaii verafy the economic anﬁ tecﬁnwzat

vwﬁabaiaty of the £0mmmnwty azr ﬂarraer and shaii refuse

authorization enly if it ds serwausiy dsssatzsfweﬁ with ths
xasﬁl%m of this vamifica&ian, Pl : ot T s

The State @f reg1stratqcn may verafy the economic. vaabwtqty of the

‘ 'Tﬂtﬁfﬂﬂg10ﬂmt aiv servace applied for anﬁ may, to the extent that it

is serwcusiy é}ssatzsfaed wath the results of thas vetafvcatﬂon, refuse

“its authﬁrazataon or ampose n@nd1taﬂnse

Articié 7
' States affgcted ‘may ref&se to give their authﬂr1zataon to oparaxa an
qnterregaenai air service appi:ed for or wmpgse candvtaons onty ¥ and
to the extent that:

“a) one of the aqrpﬁrts affected has 1nsuff1caent fac1l=t3esto .

asgﬁmmcdate ‘the servzee, or . T TR

b)Y the ﬁayégatimﬂai aids are-ﬁnadeguate; or

€) the prapnséd tariffs do not meet the reguirements of Artide 8;,

4o

‘ﬂ State affected ‘may impose as a condatxon of author1zat1ﬂn that the

apgisﬁamt cnmmunaty 2ir tarrier shall unﬁertake to @perate the service:
Hin guastxon far 32 m@nths or fﬂf 2 seasons in the case -of a aurely seasnnat

3emr ice.

Article 8

| States. affet%eﬁ.shaii ensure that the- iaraffs cn@rged by Cammnnxty'aar

carriers G R ST R

. a,‘ninaa



a) are in reasonable proportion to the costs of the appLicanthommunityf e
air carrler"soperat1ons while perm1tt1ng a sat1sfactory return on” [

' cap1taL,

b) do not have the character of dumping;

¢) meet the~réquirements ofuyarious’user categories and encourage the 

()

devetopment\bfrdemand by new categgr{es of users; .

~d) are . as regards intefregionat passenger fkaffic;v } set solely.

. When an application for an Interregional -Air Service has been

‘Any decws1on to refuse or to attach conditions to an authorwzat1on

on the basis of the . route flown, with the right of stopover at any

1ntermed1ate po1nt being charged for separatety.

. Article 9

~

., When an appL1cat10n for an 1nterreg1onal awr Serv1ce has been f1Led »
by a Commun1ty air carrier with its State of registrat10n, that State
\_shale1th1n1 month forward the appt1cat10n to the States ffected o 4

or refuse it,

’forwarded to the States affected, those States and the State of

reg1strat1onshatl within 3 months, reach a decws1on either autnor1z1ng
the a1r service appred for or refusing 1t and not1fy the Commun1ty
air carrier of the decision. The States affected and the State of.
registration shaLL_1nform each other and the Commission of their

decision.

must state the reasons on which it is based.

Fa1ture to compLy w1th the t1me—t1m1ts prov1ded for in. paragraph 2 shall.

, const1tute a d1spute w1th1n the meaning of art1cte 10.

e e g

. ;‘--/n-.
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~ Article 10
v?.',' ~In the event of a d1spute concern1ng the autharwzatlcn of r'thei‘
tarszs fcr an lnterregzonaL air Servqce, the part1es to the dispute shaLL
attempt, by a method of their choice, to settte the dvspute within three .
months. 1f dasagweemeﬂt per51sts thereafter any of th@ partaes ‘may refer the
dispute to the Commission w1th0ut prejudwce to their rnght to- subm1t 1t to

Sa. cempetent C@urtu;

2. . : On recevpt of & tase, as. prcvwded for in paragraph 1, the €omﬂié@ionl
shatL request the part1es aﬂd partacuiarty the State res7st1ng autharnzat1on
to submit their Qbservat}&ns and all relevant 1nformat10ﬂ, it shaLl w1th1n
2 months provade fOr 301nt consuttata@ncf the States affected the State
of regwstratv@n and the Commuﬁnty air carraer, The Eemm1ss10r\may aLso cansutt i

iuser representat1vesy aurparts affeeted mr 1ndependent experts,

3,~ , The Eemmxvsaon ‘shall- wathnn 5 moﬂths af recewv1ng the case ﬂﬂtify
1ts decnsien to the Member State »ancerﬁed and ccmmunwcate that dec131on :

to the ether part1esnm,

4. The deCision of the Commissbn shall be published.
Article 11
1, At Least once a year, each %ember State shaLt caL{ on an Air

Tran&gort Users tommwttﬁe 1o express'wts 0@1n10n an matters reLatwng to
1nterregzonat air sprvaces. This Committee shall 1n each Member State -
,1ncLude the main ccnsumers’ 1nterests conterﬂed w1th matters of thas kind.
If no such Commzttee exasts, the State cmncevned s%alt set one up.
C2. ‘The Commission sha{t convene peraodacatiy, at 1east once a year,
‘ reﬁresentatwves of the»Transport Users Committees referreﬂ to in

';Qaragrgph,' Yoo for aﬂ exahaﬁge«ﬂf views at Communaty {E¥€i

. .,.!,. . .
nwof ne»
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\,fArticLeVTé

‘ The prov1s1ons of: th1s Regu\at1a\shatt not preJud1ce the
/nat1onal and local technvcat amioperat1onat requ1rements of the States
concerned, to the extent that these requ1rements do not d1scr1m1nate

against. 1nterregxonat air services.
Article 13 R p

Communwty air carriers operat1ng ﬁnterreg1onat a1r services
covered by th1s ReguLat1on shalt in each State affected enjoy the most
favourabLe treatment granted by that Member State on the same or ne1qh-'
bouring noutes to other air carrwers, in- part1cuLar w1th respect to fuel,

spares, staff,quat1fjeat1ons and. similar matters. ‘ a R ;.
Article 14

\ FL1ghts covered by th1s Regutat1on shaLL be cons1dered as enJoy1ng
the r1ghts of overft1ght and techn1cat Land1ngs in accordance w1th the

1 Internatvonal Air- Serv1ces Transit Agreement.
Article 15

, , In the light of the experience acquired the Council may, as from
1 January 1984,’act1ng by.a qualified majority on a proposaL _
from the Comm1ss1on and after consulting the ParL1ament, amend the prov1s1ons

of this’ Regulat1on.'
‘Article 16
:Tﬁjs Regulation shall enter into force on 1 . Jahuaryx1981.

Th1s ReguLatvon shall be b1nd1ng in 1ts ent1rety and d1rectly

appL1cabLe in aLL Member States.

; T



.7 AIRPORT CLASSIFICATION

| -couwrry o | R Ll e ]
{  AIRPORT . - ATRPORT CATEGORY

| BrLGTUM S e e | S
| ' Bruxelles-Zaventem L SRTSERRTNLEE |
| pervaRk a

Kebenhavn-Kastrup -

ot

| IRANCE  paris—C.D.G.
Paris-Orly
Paris-Bourget . §
Marseille-Marignane
Nice-L8te d'Amur
Lyon=-Satolas

RS TR B&le-Mulhouse

1 GERMANY - (Fed.Rep.)

" Frankfurt /Main
Dilsseldorf

Minchen

Hamburg
‘Stuttgart

X61n/Bonn

RO N R e g

R R e

| cRERCE =
- Athinai
- Thessaloniki

A

IRELAND.
Dublin
‘Shannon

N

| ITALY P
i "Roma Fiumicino -
Roma-Liampino
Milano-Linate
Milano-Nalpensa
Wapoli Capodichine

.. Venegia Tessers

S Rimini .

‘ Catania Fontanarossa

RO PO R Bt bt et pd
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 AIRPORT CLASSIFICATION

 COUNTRY |
| AIRPORT

' 'AIRPORT CATEGORY

LUXEMBURG | )
IR - - Luxemburg
NETHERLANDS o
B - Amsterdam-Schiphol
 UNITED KINGDOM

- London~Heathrow
London=-Gatwick

" Manchester

- Luton
Birmingham
Glasgow

NN R

A1l éther airpéi‘"hs: o

L e



	



