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ERA/EBAA POSITION PAPER 
 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF REVISIONS TO REGULATION 95/93 (AIRPORT SLOT 
REGULATION)  
 
Background 
 
The European Commission (EC) commissioned Steer Davies Gleave (SDG) to produce a 
Study into the Regulation covering airport slots and to advise how the Regulation could be 
revised.  The Study final report is entitled ‘European Commission, impact assessment of 
revisions to Regulation 95/93’, but immediately following its publication the EC issued a 
statement saying that it was not, in fact, its impact assessment.  The EC’s publication of the 
study was accompanied by a very ‘pro-study’ press release from the Transport 
Commissioner.  A strongly-worded counter press release was issued by DG ERA because of 
the highly-damaging implications for European regional aviation and EBAA wrote to the EC 
to make similar points  
 
The EC has not denied that its proposals mirror those of SDG and these are expected to be 
published in late 2011, as part of an ‘Airport Package’.  The SDG Study is, therefore, of great 
significance. 
 
ERA and EBAA Comment 
 
Proposals to enhance the independence of slot coordinators, the transparency of slot 
mechanisms and to reduce abuse are generally non-contentious, and can be supported.   
 
By contrast, the remainder of the Study and its proposals are ill-conceived, with little or no 
consideration of wider objectives of European policy or of the wider implications of the 
policies themselves.  Indeed, the Study makes no attempt to assess the impact of the 
proposals on the entire aviation industry or on local and regional economies and thus cannot 
be considered an Impact Assessment, as it purports to be. In particular, the consultant bases 
all arguments on the premise that maximum passenger throughput is the only goal, 
regardless of the economic impact on sectors other than airports and airlines. Yet, as various 
EC and European Parliamentary reports have highlighted in recent years, all sectors of 
aviation have an important role to play in the economic well-being and growth of European 
and national economies, the success of which will not depend solely on maximizing the 
number of passengers at every airport. As a result, the proposals would lead to irrevocable 
harm to Europe’s transport network and to Europe’s regions, a reduction in travel 
opportunities for Europe’s citizens living in those regions, and the export of European jobs 
and wealth to non-EU countries.  The proposals, if implemented, could also have a seriously 
damaging effect on future aircraft sales in the European market. Our specific concerns are 
that: 
 

 The Study’s sole objective is to increase passenger throughput at coordinated airports, 
regardless of other concerns and priorities and the implications of such a narrow 
approach.  ‘Larger aircraft’ are described as the ‘best choice’ simply because they carry 
more passengers.   
 



 

 

 The recommendations and proposals arising would thus always favour displacing the 
only air link from a large airport to a remote region of Europe in order to provide a slot 
for a wide-body aircraft on a long-haul route out of Europe to a destination already 
served by perhaps many other flights.  

 

 The SDG Study recommended approach would thus be detrimental to the regions by 
forcing the withdrawal of regional air links; this is openly acknowledged by the Study 
but is dismissed as being of low importance. 
 

 Similarly, the recommendations and proposals would always favour displacing 
business aviation, which can bring industries and trade to a regional economy, with 
leisure flights that export value, and this is also dismissed by the Study. 
 

 In fact, the value of business aviation to the European economy (defined as the 27 
economies forming the European Union, plus Norway and Switzerland), in 2007 was 
€19.7bn in annual gross value added (approximately 0.2% of the combined GDP).  A 
recent report from France indicates it is the fastest growing aviation sector in that 
country, thus providing an invaluable economic stimulus, much needed in Europe 
generally. 
 

 The Study is in direct contrast to the recently published White Paper on Transport that 
confirms the need to improve links with otherwise remote parts of Europe, and 
European Regional Policy which supports improved links as a means to reduce 
divisions within Europe, 

 

 The Study states that a political judgement would be needed to ‘ensure regional 
accessibility’ but the options for providing this are categorically and explicitly dismissed 
by the Study. 

 

 The Study calculates a theoretical economic benefit based on its recommendations 
and attributes these to Europe, even though the Study says that, based on the 
evidence to date, non-EU airlines will be the beneficiaries.  Consequently, wealth and 
jobs will be exported to non-EU countries, thus harming Europe’s economy, if business 
aviation and regional airlines are denied vital access to airports. 
 

 Replacement of intra-European flights with long-haul flights by wide-body aircraft, as 
propounded by the Study, would increase emissions overall, yet the Study makes no 
comment on this. 

 

 In proposing the introduction of market-based mechanisms (MBM) for slot trading that 
are based on rational markets, the report ignores the essential fact that this is not a 
rational or free market.  Many non-EU airlines are state-subsidised in various ways; EU 
airlines would thus be disadvantaged. 

 

 The report is highly theoretical and proposals are made on the strength of calculations 
based on theory, using an undisclosed methodology and with no accompanying error 
or sensitivity analyses.  The report’s findings are thus lacking in credibility. 

 



 

 

 This theoretical approach extends to believing that provision of additional capacity on 
routes (by using larger aircraft and more frequent flights) can be forced on airlines even 
where demand does not exist.  Indeed, the Study goes even further, by assuming in its 
calculations that all the additional forced capacity is filled.  

 

 The Study makes the incorrect assumption that the sole reason for the new entrant rule 
is to enable already established airlines to be able to compete with large incumbent 
airlines.  The Study proposes changes to regulations that would raise barriers that will 
prevent true new-entrants to the market in coordinated airports and this is clearly anti-
competitive. 

 

 The Study repeatedly refers to current regulations leading to ‘fragmentation’ of 
schedules, yet with no explanation of what this means.  In fact, the regulations have 
allowed for increased consumer choice of destination, airline or business aviation, level 
of service and fare. 

 

 By forcing the reduction in regional connections, consumer choice will be decreased for 
intra-European travel, fares will rise and the business aviation option will be threatened. 

 

 The study proposes permitting, and thereby encouraging, slot auctions: this was 
previously proposed in the USA, but cancelled later. 

 
Detailed Comment on the SDG Study 
 
Detailed comments on the SDG Study have been compiled by both ERA’s and EBAA’s 
Directorates. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


