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The Association Of European Airlines 

AEA member airlines' brands give credibility 
and weight ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΧ 

AEA leverages this weight and gives it back, 
multiplied, to each individual member. 

member airlines 

passengers 

flights a day 

 destinations in  countries 

tonnes of cargo 

 employees 

Total turnover of 
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Issues to be raised: 

1. The Volcanic Ash Crisis was indicative of the problems facing 
Europe in dealing with aviation and/or safety-related crises 

2. Is aviation politically important? 

3. The EU Commissionôs political environment as a driver for 
aviation policy 

4. The heterogenity of Europeôs aviation sector 

5. European air transport policy objectives ï for the sector 

6. Conclusions 

7. The way forward 
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The Volcanic Ash Crisis: 17 April 2010 
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It can happen again tomorrow 
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Inaccurate data appeared to show a large, 
ominous cloud 

ĐThursday 15 April 2010 

Á Several national authorities 
totally or partially close their 
airspace 

Á At 12:30 CET, Eurocontrol 
issues a press release re the 
European air traffic situation 

 

 

 
 ñseveral air navigation service providers have issued 

notifications to airlines requiring the temporary suspension of 
air trafficò which are ñbeing put in place via air traffic flow 
management restrictions implemented by [Eurocontrol]ò 
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......gradually covering....  

ĐFriday 16 April 2010 

ÁIn the morning, further 
airspace closure is 
announced, covering 
inter alia the North of 
France, parts of Germany 
and Poland 

ÁVAAC London 
commences test flights 
(delayed as aircraft was 
being servicedé) ï but 
unclear if and how results 
were taken into account 
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....major parts of Europe  

ĐSaturday 17 April 2010 

ÁNo take-offs or landings in 
most of Northern and Central 
Europe 

ÁClosure affects countries as 
distant as Romania (nearly 
4,000 km from the volcano) 

ÁAirlines and non-European 
authorities raise serious 
concerns as to the safety 
justification to close airspace 
(in particular in areas of lower 
ash concentration) 
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A gigantic volcanic ash plume  

ĐSunday 18 April 2010 

ÁSeveral airlines obtain 
approval to conduct test 
flights, followed by thorough 
aircraft inspections.  No safety 
concerns are identified 

ÁAt 12:00 CET, the VAAC 
reports diminishing ash cloud 
dispersion over Europe 

ÁAt 16:00 CET, airspace above 
20,000 feet is opened in certain 
regions 
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The wind is not helpful 

ĐMonday 19 April 2010 

ÁCommission and Eurocontrol 
finally organize a meeting and 
agree to recommend  a more 
differentiated risk assessment 
(ñthree-zoneò concept) 

ÁEASA takes no position 

ÁThe recommendation is 
endorsed by the EU Transport 
Ministers, and implemented as 
of Tuesday morning 

 

 



6 

- 11 - 

Uncertainty persists  

ĐTuesday 20 Apr 2010 

ÁSome States gradually re-open 
their airspace  

ÁBut traffic levels remain low as 
some States do not 
immediately follow the new 
procedure 
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Methodology does not change, wind direction 
does ! 

ĐWednesday 21 Apr 2010 

Á By 9:30 CET, most European 
airspace has been opened, 
except for sectors in Northern 
Scotland and the Nordic 
countries 
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Aircraft back in the sky  

ĐThursday 22 Apr 2010 

ÁAlmost ñback to normalò 

ÁEASA intervenes for the first 
time and publishes a first 
Safety Information Bulletin 

ü Finally requesting engine 
manufacturers to “develop 
the instructions necessary for 
continued safe flight” 

ü As no specific instructions are 
available, recommending 
airlines to conduct daily 
inspections and report 
encounters with volcanic ash 
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..but the threat of repetitions persisted  

Đ4-5 May 2010 

ÁNorthern Ireland and Scottish airspace closed 

Đ8-9 May 2010 

ÁClosure of airspace over Southern France, Northern Spain 
and Portugal 

ÁOn 9 May, France decides to open airspace based on 
information from VAAC Toulouse (although contradicted 
by VAAC London) 

Đ21 May 2010 

ÁAdoption of the ñfour-zoneò concept developed by EASA 
and Eurocontrol 

ÁEASA publishes second Safety Information Bulletin 

ÁLeaving it to national authorities to allow flights in the 
ñgrey zoneò (avoiding flights into visible ash) 
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A nightmare for the operational and commercial airline 
experts  

ĐAs a result of the eruptioné 

ÁAround 100,000 flights were 
cancelled  

ÁAlmost 30% of worldwide 
scheduled passenger capacity 
was grounded 

Á313 airports were closed 

ÁTotal costs for 25 of AEAôs 
members amount to  

ÁEUR 795 million of cost 

ÁEUR 1.1 billion of revenue lost 

 

ĐWith a more measured 
approach to the ash cloud 
most of these costs could 
have been avoided 
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April 2010:  The Effects of the European Airspace 
Shutdown Were Devastating 
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Over 100,000 Flights Cancelled in 9 Days 
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At least 18 European countries 
experienced cancellation rates  

over 30%, 16 over 50% and 
10 over 70% 
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1. EASA did not intervene in a safety-relevant crisis 

2. The London VAAC computer model as based upon insufficient input 
and it was inaccurate  

3. Eurocontrol was appointed to coordinate the process, but is not 
responsible for crisis management, and therefore does not have the 
necessary procedures in place to effectively manage crisis  

4. European governments therefore imposed a partial/total closure of 
air space during a protracted period with 

ü  no knowledge of the density of the ash concentration 

ü  and insufficient understanding of relevant safety thresholds and 

ü  an inappropriate coordination process 

 

 

The April 2010 Crisis ð A flawed decision-making process  
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EASA (1): the safety agency not involved in a  safety 
incident 

ÁThe European Unionôs aviation authority responsible for safety 

ÁTasks 

üIn terms of airworthiness, responsible for design approvals of 
products, parts and appliances 

üProvide airworthiness and continued airworthiness information to 
Member States 

“ensure the continuing airworthiness associated with the products, parts and 
appliances which are under its oversight, including reacting without undue delay 
to a safety problem and issuing and disseminating the applicable mandatory 
information” (Regulation 216/2008) 

üProvide advice on aviation safety and environmental protection 
(Certification Specifications in the form of ñairworthiness codesò 
and ñacceptable means of complianceò) 

üMay develop and finance research 
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Accurate data, a fundamental prerequisite for safety 

ü VAAC depend upon 100% accurate information 

ÁInput: Information from the local meteorological service (in the present 

case the Icelandic Met service) 

ÁOutput: Volcanic Ash Advisories (“VAACs”) and Volcanic Ash 

Graphics (“VAGs”) defining the location of the ash cloud 

ü Accuracy at source, access to satellite imagery: vital! 
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The London VAAC (2) forecasts say nothing about safety 

Example: London VAAC advisory of 16 April 2010 
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Eurocontrol (3): not designed for safety evaluations 

ÁAn intergovernmental organization comprising 38 countries 

and the European Union 

ÁMain Tasks: 

üAir Traffic Management  

üTo enhance safety through co-ordinated management of air 

traffic in Europe  

üTo ensure congestion in the air does not occur and that 

available capacity is used effectively 

üCollection and dissemination of information 

üServes as focal point for the management of critical events 

that may lead to a substantial drop in air traffic 

management capacity in Europe 
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Key issue: discretionary powers of sovereign states (4) 
over air space 

ÁEvery State has complete and exclusive sovereignty over its 

airspace.  National governments thus have wide discretionary 

powers. 

ÁTo assess the safety risk, input is required in terms of 

ïMeteorological conditions (i.e. the location, content, concentration and 

movement of the ash cloud) 

ïTechnical standards (i.e. the concentration of volcanic ash that aircraft 

engines can sustain) 

ÁBUT 27 x sovereign decisions in accordance with national prerogatives = 

ïNOT necessarily an optimum for Europe! 
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The ICAO Contingency Plan did not trigger any 
contingency action in March ð why not? 

20 March: first eruption 

ÁAirports of Reykjavik and 
Keflavik (Iceland) close for 
a day 

ÁLimited (if any) reactions 
from relevant authorities 
and agencies 

ÁNo decision-body foreseen 
in ICAO Contingency Plan 
to assume responsibility  

23 

Eruption of Mount Eyjafjallajökull 
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AEA believes the following issues require political 
attention ð  

For consumers and aviation industry to know that lessons have 

been learned: 

1. Is data sufficiently accurate?  

2. Are the roles clear? Who has ultimate decision-making 
powers and the responsibility to minimise the risk? 

3. We need a professional crisis management. The EACCC has 
been created. Are its members drilled for crisis management?  

4. Under which circumstances would the aviation sector be 
compensated in future for similar cases of air space closures? 

5. Does the Commission intend to clarify the scope of 
Regulation 261, so that consumer rights  

• are not questioned if airlines do not deliver service,  

• but airlines are freed of contractual obligations vis-à-vis 
passengers if they are instructed not to fly?  
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Two upcoming top events in October: signs of a new 
European air transport policy? 

For the aviation industry, October 2010 is an important month: 

 

1. 20th October: ñAviation Platformò 

ü The future of European Single Sky 

ü Extending Europeôs reach to third countries  

 

2. 25-26th October: Aviation Summit 

1. Key issues facing European and international aviation 

2. ñDeclaration of Brugesò 

3. Setting the stage for the Council of Transport ministers on 
2nd December 
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The European Commissionõs political environment 

The Lisbon Treaty did not simplify the European Unionôs  

decision-making ï political compromise overrode 

functionality: 

1. At Member State level, the Transportation Ministries and their 
agencies cater for the diverse interests of the aviation 
constituents, and the other transport sectors, but generally 
separately. 

2. At Member State level, Transportation, Finances, Environment 
sometimes have different perspectives 

3. Member State -  Commission level: key is to know the ropes  

4. European Parliament ï Commission level is of increasing 
importance 

ERGO: The Commission has become a facilitator of European 
interests, it  no longer defines them   
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Unfortunately, the European aviation sector is badly 
organised 

The Lisbon Treaty did not simplify the European Unionôs  

decision-making ï political compromise overrode 

functionality: 

1. In Belgium: BAR, BATA, AOC, BALA. In other Member States: 
even more organisations!  

2. Airline associations at EU level: AEA, EBAA, ERA, IACA, 
ELFAA, IATA. 

3. Airport association: ACI, but also organisations for 
communities of airports, and regional airports.  

4. Aircraft manufacturers,  Slot Coordinators, Ground Handlers, 
Air Traffic Managers -  all have organisations.  

5. And this is just aviation, fighting for political attention, against 
CER, car manufacturers etc. Intermodality? A dream!   

ERGO: Europe is badly equipped for international 
competitiveness.    
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The airlinesõ short-term challenge: Losses, despite 
economic recovery elsewhere 

2010 FY financial forecast of   

û-2.3bn includes additional costs 

incurred due to Volcanic Ash: 

¤ Fixed costs  

¤ Non-recurring items:             

        ð DBC exposure Reg. 261/2004 

        ð Incremental crew costs 

        ð Incremental aircraft parking 

Some of the above costs might be 

recovered from the member statesõ 

governments  .  .  . 

   

AEA Financial Results at EBIT Level 
2005 ð 2010f 
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The structural mid-term challenge: Airlines around the world  have 

enjoyed substantial government assistance and bailouts 

United States 
¤Bankruptcy Protection ï  

UA, NW, DL, US etc. ï ú??? bn 

¤Stimulus Money ï ú2.5bn,  

part of which going to airport 

funding/infrastructure 

Canada 
¤Air Canada 

•Bankruptcy protection 

•Govôt Loan ï ú100m 

South America 
¤Brazil ï Govôt loans for 

aircraft purchases ï ú500m 

Argentina 
¤Govôt nationalisation of 

Aerolineas  

India 
¤Air India ï 

Govôt aid 

of ú500m 

Russia 
¤Aeroflot/Transaero/Russian airlines ï 

Govôt emergency loans of ú700m 

Thailand 
¤Thai ï 

Govôt/Govôt- 

owned bank 

bailout of 

ú500m 

China 
¤Big 3 ï  

Govôt cash 

injection of 

ú1 bn, plus 

CAAC 

reduction of 

taxes/levies 

Japan 
¤JAL ï  

Will 

receive 

huge 

bailout 

money 

(again) 

Gulf 
¤Huge 

growth of 

long-haul 

capacity 
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Airlines seek consolidation to increase competitiveness  
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é but are trailing developments in the US market 
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In addition to other obstacles, international aviation must overcome   

the artificial barrier of Ownership Laws Unique to Aviation 

Efficiencies are central to 

restructuring ï  

¤ AEA Airlines have worked hard and are 

working hard to achieve greater 

efficiencies ï efficiencies necessary to 

permit them to offer lower fares to attract 

passengers, yet earn profits 

¤ Individual airlinesô efficiency measures 

can only tap a small portion of the total 

efficiencies.  By far the greatest 

efficiencies are derived from global 

mergers ï an area  

ñoff limitsò to airlines 

Aviation, Alone, Is Forbidden to Access 
and Attain Global Efficiencies  

Global Merger Activity 

Pharmaceuticals 
Roche ï Genentech 

Abbott Labs ï Solvay 

AstraZeneca - MedImmune 

 
Telecommunications 

Alcatel ï Lucent 

Vodafone ï Verizon 

 
Technology 

Lenovo ï IBM 

Avaya ï Nortel 

 
Energy 

BP ï Amoco 

PDVSA - Citgo 

 
Consumer Goods 

InBev ï Anheuser Busch 

Nestle ï Gerber 

 

Aviation 
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Efficiency 
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The future: 

- 34 - 

Clear Priorities: 
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Priority Nr 1: 
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Priority Nr 2: 
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Priority Nr 3: 
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Despite its diversity, main objectives  of European  Air 
Transport  policy are clear 

Essentially, the European  aviation sector requires a European 

regulatory framework , international norms to create  a level 

playing field and European governments that ñwalk their 

talkò 

1. The aviation sector will have to be 

ü Pro competition 

ü Pro consumer 

ü Pro climate, 

if it is be internationally and sustainably competitive. 

2. To fulfil its role to promote European competitiveness, it 
requires a shared understanding of its requirements. Key: the 
market must function within Europe, and internationally 

3. The Commission must be guided by a visionary target,  and a 
set of deliverable objectives for the short and medium term.  
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To conclude: the relationship between the aviation sector 
and the EU Commission is good ð the problems lie 
elsewhere 

1. The aviation sector has focused on key political priorities: 

ü A pro-active consumer policy  

ü A global emissions containment policy 

ü A global security policy 

ü An international competitive level field 

ü In Europe: a Single European Sky 

ü EASA that is focused on its core role 

ü A good working relationship within the aviation value 
chain 

2. The Commissionôs White Paper and political thrust reflects this  

3. Europe  needs more political will from Member States to 
establish and accept a functioning European regulatory 
framework 


