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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. The UK Regional and Business Airports (RABA) Group was established in 2013 with the 

aim of ensuring the Airports Commission in the UK took into account the special needs of 

the UK’s smaller regional airports in its deliberations which it was felt were being under-

represented.  The Group is open to airports with a passenger traffic throughput of less 

than 3mppa (including mainly freight airports), but also counts amongst its members 

Business Aviation focused airports that handle mainly un-scheduled passenger services, 

corporate jet movements and private light aircraft. 

 

1.2. The Group has made a number of substantive submissions to the Airports Commission, 

the DfT and the UK Transport Select Committee, that have been recognised as bringing 

and important new smaller airport perspective to a number of important aviation policy 

issues, and has met regularly with DfT officials and Ministers. We are also registered as a 

consultee with the European Commission and representatives of the Group’s Secretariat 

have met DG Move and DG Comp officials on a number of occasions.  

 

1.3. We tend not to focus our attention on issues of common interest to the airport/aviation 

sector as a whole in the UK/EU – on those we will typically to endorse industry-wide 

submissions/position statements from the Airports Operators Association in the UK or 

ERAA and ACI in Europe.  Rather, it is on issues of specific interest to smaller airports, for 

which our members feel there is the absence of a clear and distinctive voice to address 

the tendency of policy-makers to adopt “one size fits all” solutions, frequently designed 

around the needs or regulation of airports far larger than 3mppa. 

 

1.4. To put RABA’s role in context, 72% of all commercial/regulated airports in the UK handle 

less than 3mppa and RABA represents 33 (or 75%) of these Airports, with others expected 

to join soon. RABA members include: Regional and City Airports (i.e. owning or operating 

Exeter, Norwich, City of Derry, Blackpool and Coventry Airports); Peel Airports (i.e. 

Durham Tees Valley, Robin Hood Doncaster Sheffield); Glasgow Prestwick; Highlands and 

Islands Airports (i.e. Sumburgh, Kirkwall, Wick, Inverness, Stornoway, Benbecula, Barra, 

Tiree, Islay, Campbeltown and Dundee Airports), Humberside Airport, Cardiff 

International Airport, Cornwall Airport Newquay and Land’s End Airport; Stobart Airports 

(London Southend and Carlisle), Gloucestershire Airport Staverton, London Oxford and 

London Biggin Hill, Guernsey, Alderney, Jersey and Isle of Man Airports. 

 

1.5. We also have strong links with the public authorities that run the smallest airfields in 

Scotland handling BN2 Islander civilian flights to and from the Scottish islands. And we 

have developed an on-going dialogue with counterpart organisations representing similar 
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sized airports in Ireland, Denmark, France, Finland, Norway and Sweden, for whom many 

of the challenges our members face are only too familiar. 

 

2. Background 
 

2.1. UK Airports with less than 3mppa have around 60% of the UK mainland within their one 

hour catchments; they also provide access to most of the UK’s constituent islands and 

provide the nearest airport option for 60% of the UK population. In 2015 they catered for 

10.4m passenger trips (10.8% of the UK total excl. London), in 2007 the figures were 15 

mppa (or >15% of the then UK total excluding London). With signs that smaller airports 

are again experiencing a period of rapid growth we expect this position to be replicated 

very shortly.  

 

2.2. At 22%, RABA members’ share of the UK domestic passengers is even higher, reflecting 

their important role in connecting all parts of the UK - even the most remote and those 

requiring cross-water journeys. They also provide convenient local gateways to a range of 

direct international destinations as well as to hubs for onward connections to global air 

networks. 

 

2.3. RABA members handle: 

− 25% of all UK aircraft movements; 

− almost 50% of all military movements at civilian airports; and  

− 25% of all UK business aviation movements. 

 

2.4. Just as importantly, smaller regional airports serve a wide range of other specialist roles 

which larger more congested airports are less suited to accommodating: 

• Dedicated freight, aid and mail operations 

• Support for the UK’s offshore energy industry 

• National security and emergency services, including air sea rescue, coastguard 
and fisheries protection 

• Aircraft maintenance, conversions, testing and teardown; 

• Fire, pilot and aeronautical training; 

• ‘Events’ such as air shows and more routine GA and recently UAV activity. 
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2.5. And finally, they act as the focal point for aerospace and other industry clusters, many of 

which activities have a wider city/regional economy, national interest or international 

dimension. 

 

2.6. The overriding objective of the Group today, as it has been over our two years of 

existence, is to address the strong perception amongst our members is that the UK 

Government, and on occasion the European Commission, underestimate or are blind to 

the role of smaller airports, by knowingly or inadvertently adopting “one size fits all” 

policies tailored that inherently disadvantage or damage our members’ interests.  

 

2.7. With this in mind, we are delighted to be able to provide our important perspective to 

this EU consultation. 

 

3. Response 
 

3.1. The UK RABA Group welcomes the Commission’s intention to apply the General Block 

Exemption Regulation (GBER) to airports. We understand the effect of this will be to 

declare certain aid measures in relation to port and airport infrastructure, to be 

compatible with the internal market and therefore exempt from prior notification to the 

Commission. In particular, we support the intended output aims to: 

 Reduce administrative burden; and 

 facilitate and provide improved clarity over the legal position relating to future 
investments in port and airport infrastructure. 

  
3.2. We appreciate that the detail of the proposals is subject to responses to this consultative 

process and we hope that our contribution will be helpful in refining and optimizing the 

value of the resultant guidelines for smaller airports in the EU and the many many 

stakeholders that support the development. 

 

3.3. For convenience our views are provided in blue adjacent to relevant sections of the draft 

proposals. 

 

 

Proposals 
 

“Aid should not be granted to airports located in the vicinity of an existing airport from 
which scheduled air services are operated, because aid to such airports entails a higher 
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risk of distortion of competition and therefore ought to be notified to the Commission, 
unless granted to very small airports (up to 50,000 passengers per annum), where 
significant distortion of competition is unlikely because of the very small   traffic 
volumes.” 

 

3.4. First and foremost, a better definition of ‘significant distortion’ is needed as this lies at the 

heart of any test that would need to be applied about the eligibility of a port or airport 

projects for aid. Second, why has 50,000 pax p.a. been chosen as the upper limit beyond 

which a significant distortion of the market is likely - what is the evidence from the cases 

the Commission has examined that has led them to this conclusion. Why beyond this 

figure, which to our mind looks distinctly arbitrary, is the risk of ‘significant distortion’ 

considered materially greater? The text of the GBER as presented merely states its view, it 

does not explain or justify it. 

 

3.5. And finally, why given the vastly array of circumstances in which this single figure might 

become important, is the quoted metric not made subject to an evaluation that would let 

wider local consideration be taken into account. For example: It is the only airport on an 

island; or there are no other airports within 2-3 hours surface travel time; or the 

competitor airport is 100 to a thousand times the size and/or very congested and 

therefore the potential for adverse competitive effects is de-minis)? 

 
3.6. In our experience, where smaller airports are serving their own distinctive local 

catchment, which is usually within a 45 (not a 60) minute radius, there may be strong 

local demand to duplicate a service to a major city (e.g. a national capital) or a hub 

airport, rather than rely on those from a larger airport and much less convenient hour or 

more away. The effect of introducing such a service at the smaller airport is, partially to 

allow existing locally generated traffic to access the requisite service much more 

conveniently and sustainably, and also to stimulate new trips local to the smaller airport 

that might not previously have been considered. At worst this will have the effect of 

diluting the service from the larger airport of typically no more than 5-10% with no effect 

on frequency or route viability; at best it may actually allow the overall market on routes 

from regions where surface access is not a viable alternative to be expanded, and create a 

small element of indirect competition that will benefit all consumers. 

 

3.7. It is in this context, that the blanket figure of 50,000 is extremely limiting and potentially 

damaging to the prospects of smaller airports. It appears to be designed around a 

stereotype view in which such a ‘community’ airport has only one service to either a 

larger hub or mainland facility and relies on them for onward connections. It is also 

recognisably, the figure quoted as the upper limit for a thin route in PSO legislation. 

Neither is the right basis for deriving a suitable metric that can be used generically. 
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3.8. Moreover, it needs to be recognised that many small airports may be capable of 

supporting more than one such route, or may serve other important specialist functions 

(e.g. offshore servicing, lifeline links to island communities, emergency response or 

repatriation flights and corporate or military shuttles – as between airbus or NATO sites) 

that will push passenger volumes well above the suggested 50,000 GBER threshold and 

towards the figure of 200,000 which is identified in the Aviation state aid guidelines as the 

point above an is no longer eligible for SGEI status. And of course for the vast majority of 

small airports the threshold of long term operational sustainability is much higher than 

that – typically over 1 million where there is no supporting property portfolio or non-

passenger aviation activity – or closer to 700,000 where there is. 

 

3.9. Hence, in the absence of definitive evidence to the contrary – which if the Commission 

have in their possession they should publish - logic and consistency with other regulations 

point to a threshold of at least 200,000 passengers per annum being the starting point 

above which notification of aid is required. But in our view, that figure could be raised 

pro-rata to the equivalent of 10% of the passenger throughput of the next nearest airport 

(up to a maximum of 1,000,000 passengers1), that is both within 100km and both one 

hours drive/public transport travel of the airport in question.  

 

3.10. This would then properly recognize the simple reality, that an airport that is less than 10% 

the size of its nearest neighbour, will not ‘significantly distort’ its market, even if it is 

within 100km or an hours travel time. And if it is more than 100km or one hours drive or 

public travel time away, then it is not geographically competing in the same market and 

consequently cannot be subject to material adverse competitive impacts anyway.  

 

3.11. Within these relatively simple and clear, but flexible and market responsive conditions 

(which we can support with statistical evidence) it is our collective professional view that 

would be impossible for aid to distort competition in the same market and therefore 

should not require notification. And where there is no competition, then we agree with 

the position in the current aviation state aid guidelines that airports with a throughput of 

up to 3mppa should be eligible for aid but subject to notification and the range of other 

conditions set out in the Guidelines.  

 

3.12. But perhaps more importantly, failure to adopt a the kind of proposal set out above, 

rather than that set out in the consultation document, will serve to ensure that smaller 

airports serving remote and peripheral populations (and their communities and 

economies), with long distances or poor quality surface access links to major markets or 

                                                           
1
 This implies that airports of up to 10,000,000 passengers should be taken into account, but above that size, they 

are considered too large and dominant in a market to be affected by state aid to airports of up to 1 million 
passengers. 
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alternative airports, will be unfairly and unnecessarily disadvantaged by inappropriately 

framed GBER legislation if they generate air travel demand in excess of 50,000 

passengers. There are many such markets across Europe, and at time when there many 

more important matters for the Commission’s to be focusing its resources, surely the 

balance of considerations must be to offer a more flexible approach that reduces 

administrative burdens? 

 
(b) point 48 in the original GBER is proposed for replacement by the following :- 

“sparsely populated areas’ means NUTS 2 regions with less than 8 inhabitants per km2 

or NUTS 3 regions with less than 12.5 inhabitants per km2” 

Areas eligible for operating aid’ means an outermost region referred to in Article 349 of 

the Treaty or a sparsely populated area, as defined in point 48.’ 

3.13. It is far from clear to us why the Commission thinks there is a relationship between 

population density and the need to access air travel? We regard the two as at best only 

marginally correlated, and then only for a range of complex reasons that are unrelated to 

the need to ensure minimum standards of access to the single market, the financial 

viability of air service provision or concerns about competition between airports. The core 

factors determining need, and therefore demand for air services, are distance to key 

destinations, prevailing topography (especially the need to cross water or mountains), the 

utility of surface modes and the nature and scope of the economic, social and cultural 

factors driving those living in low density demographic environments to inhabit them. It is 

certainly not population density. 

  

3.14. Moreover, using one-dimensional metrices like the NUTS 2 and 3 density figures, ignores 

the potential for the presence of relatively small towns to distort output data to levels 

well above thresholds and relies heavily on matching airport catchments with NUTS data 

reporting boundaries if it is to be at all meaningful.  

 

3.15. So the proposed amendments to the draft regulation would be far better framed in terms 

of: 

 

(a) minimum access times to key economic markets, political institutions or social (e.g. 

education, health, cultural) facilities: 

(b) distance to the next nearest airport of a certain size offering links to the capital city, 

Brussels or a major hub airport; 

(c) the ability to do a days business or catch a choice of inter-continental flights;   

 

any on of which we think would be much more relevant. 
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3.16. If we look at some Scottish examples, we can see that there is a wide range of population 

densities, and for instance islands that have significant additional connectivity challenges 

sometimes have higher densities than the neighbouring mainland. 

Scottish Regions Area Population Density 

(km²) 2011 (per km²) 

Highland (broken into 3 NUTS 
3 sub regions) 

26,119 232,100 8.89 

Western Isles (NUTS 3) 3,070 27,700 9.02 

Orkney Islands (NUTS 3) 1,025 21,400 20.88 

Shetland Islands (NUTS 3) 1,471 23,200 15.77 

        

Highlands and Islands (NUTS 2) 31,685 304,400 9.61 

 

3.17. We would also like to suggest that the regulation should introduce two other concepts 

that would help define airports falling within the remit of the GEBR, namely allowing the 

same exemptions as proposed in this consultation response for airports of less than 

3mppa: 

 

(i) In areas recognised as ‘development’ areas under EU definitions  

(ii) ‘peripheral’ areas – namely those that are not categorised as remote, but which 

are still some significant travel time from the national capital and/or the heart of 

the EU single market. 

 

3.18. Our suggested definition for the latter is any city or region which is: 

 

- more than 3 hours from the national capital by alternative surface mode (i.e. in 

line with the PSO and Aviation State Aid Guidelines), and  

- either (a) more than 9 hours total journey time to Strasbourg by any surface 

transport mode, or (b) 4 hours total journey time to Brussels by any transport 

mode including air services. 

 

3.19. By these means the ability to do a day-return on business in the national and European 

capital becomes the critical threshold against which peripherality is measured. 

 

3.20. In making these alternative proposals, we have had regard to the ACARE 2050 target to 

create a common access standard across the EU so that by 2050, all European citizens 

should be able to reach all parts of the single market within 4 hours.  This implies much 

more extensive use of time efficient modes like air travel or High Speed Rail, but also in 
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our view, the need to make better use of smaller airport and the catchment areas they 

cover. 

 

3.21. When we examine the UK, areas such as Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly, Pembrokeshire 

and the West of Wales, Anglesey and Dumfries and Galloway do not conform to the single 

population density based criteria, but by all reasonable measures would be considered 

under-developed, peripheral and in need of enhanced connectivity to London and the 

single market. Using our proposed metrics this definitional issue would not arise. 

 

3.22. We also note that the proposed amendment regarding definitions of population density is 

that it relates to the application of Regional Aid, and in the aviation context, to aid of a 

social character, whereas the Commission here is now proposing an entirely new category 

of definitions which are to relate to investment aid for regional airports.   

Definitions of aid for regional airports 
 

(144) ‘airport infrastructure’ means infrastructure and equipment for the provision of 
airport services by the airport to airlines and the various service providers, including 
runways, terminals, aprons, taxiways, centralised ground handling infrastructure and 
any other facilities that directly support the airport services, but excluding 
infrastructure and equipment which is primarily necessary for pursuing non-
aeronautical activities, such as car parks, shops and restaurants; 
 
(145) ‘airline’ means any airline with a valid operating licence issued by a Member State 
or a Member of the Common European Aviation Area pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 
1008/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council. 
 
(146) ‘airport’ means an entity or group of entities performing the economic activity of 

providing airport services to airlines. 

147) ‘airport services’ means services provided to airlines by an airport or any of its 

subsidiaries, to ensure the handling of aircraft, from landing to take-off, and of 

passengers and freight, so as to enable airlines to provide air transport services, 

including the provision of ground handling services and centralised ground handling 

infrastructure. 

151) ‘non-aeronautical activities’ means commercial services to airlines or other users 
of the airport, including ancillary services to passengers, freight forwarders or other 
service providers, renting out of offices and shops, car parking and hotels. 

 
3.23. RABA considers the definitions from the draft regulation outlined above require further 

clarification:  
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3.24. It is not clear for example that ‘infrastructure’ includes radar and other Air Traffic 

Management support systems, or exactly what is meant by ‘air transport services’. Does 

the latter include non-scheduled movements (i.e. business aviation) or not?  RABA GROUP 

consider that investment related to safety only should not fall under the scope of State 

aid oversight. 

 

3.25. In the UK security costs are dealt with differently from other European states, in that the 

sole responsibility for their financing is placed with the airport, thereby significantly lifting 

potential passenger throughputs before commercial breakeven can be achieved.  This is 

not satisfactorily addressed in the State Aid to Aviation guidelines, and we are concerned 

that it is being transferred un-reconstructed into the GBER by the definition of ‘airport 

services’ that is being used?   

 

3.26. The position in relation to public funding for surface access infrastructure (roads, trains, 

mass transit, bus interchanges) outside the operational boundary of the airport, or whose 

contribution to airport accessibility is incidental to it core functionality, is also not clear.  It 

seems strange that a large regional airport with a state supplied nearby motorway and 

rail station, can complain about modest state aid support for junction improvements, 

improved bus links or a new rail or tram station at a neighbouring small regional airport.   

 

Notes 
 
‘(dd) for investment aid for regional airports: the aid intensities laid down in Article 56a 
paragraphs 11 and 12; 
 
regional operating aid and regional urban development aid, if the relevant conditions 
laid down in Articles 15 and 16 are fulfilled; ’ 
 
Article 15 is replaced with the following: 

‘Article 15 

Regional operating aid 
 
1. Regional operating aid schemes in outermost regions and sparsely populated areas 
shall be compatible with the internal market within the meaning of Article 107(3) of the 
Treaty and shall be exempted from the notification requirement of Article 108(3) of the 
Treaty, provided that the conditions laid down in this Article and in Chapter I are 
fulfilled. 
 
2. In sparsely populated areas, the regional operating aid schemes shall compensate for 
the additional transport costs of goods which have been produced in areas eligible for 
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operating aid, as well as additional transport costs of goods that are further processed 
in those areas, under the following conditions: 
 
(a) the beneficiaries have their production activity in those areas; 
(b) the aid is objectively quantifiable in advance on the basis of a fixed sum or per 
tonne/kilometre ratio or any other relevant unit; 
(c) ) the additional transport costs are calculated on the basis of the journey of the 
goods inside the national border of the Member State concerned using the means of 
transport which results in the lowest costs for the beneficiary. 
 
The aid intensity shall not exceed 100% of the additional transport costs as determined 
in this paragraph. 

 
3.27. RABA GROUP suggests that the General Block Exemption should also apply to operating 

aid and not only investment aid because of the stated objective in the consultation 

document about simplification and relieving administrative burden.  Competitiveness 

between small airports and between small and large airports is essentially the same for 

both types of aid. 

 

3.28. RABA GROUP consider that airports whose traffic is less than 200,000 ppa or less than 

10% of the next nearest airport within 100km or one hour drive/public transport travel 

time up to 1mppa, need not enter the scope of State Aid regulation, for both operating 

and investment aids, because they represent a so small part of the European traffic that 

their influence on competition is minimal.   

 

‘SECTION 14 
Aid for regional airports 

Article 56a 
Investment aid for regional airports 

‘1. Investment aid to an airport shall be compatible with the internal market within the 
meaning of Article 107(3) of the Treaty and shall be exempt from the notification 
requirement of Article 108(3) of the Treaty, provided that the conditions laid down in this 
Article and in Chapter I are fulfilled: 
 

i. The investment concerned shall have satisfactory [medium-term] prospects for use of the 
airport capacity on the basis of [reasonable] traffic forecasts.   

We consider this terminology to be too vague to be very helpful and to avoid dispute or 
differences in interpretation.  It needs tightened up or possibly quantified (although we are 
also wary of a numeric threshold). 

ii. The airport must be open to all potential users and must not be dedicated to one specific 
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user. In the case of physical limitation of capacity, the allocation shall be done on the 
basis of pertinent, objective, transparent and non-discriminatory criteria. 

iii. The aid shall not be granted to an airport located [within 100 kilometres distance or 60 
minutes] travelling time by car, bus, train or high-speed train from an existing airport 
from which scheduled air services, within the meaning of Article 2(16) of Regulation (EC) 
No 1008/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council, are operated. 

This is a very important provision within the draft regulation, but its English meaning is far 
from clear and seems to be at odds with that used to define the same concept in the 2014 
Aviation state aid guidelines. This is because the language used herein implies that only one 
test or the other (100km or 60 minutes) needs to be satisfied for airports to be considered 
competing, whereas in the guidelines if one or the other threshold was met, they were not 
sharing the same catchment and so directly competing. In our view, the letter is the right 
test and the text above needs to be re-drafted to reflect this. 

We are also concerned that these criteria ignore or downplay the congestion effects that 
are particularly applicable in countries like the UK, where the relationship between time 
and distance is not linear and is often complicated by rush hour delays, traveller 
uncertainties and safety margins, and the extra time required in traversing congested hubs, 
particularly for regular business users. 

In our experience at public transport at smaller UK regional airports is often not well 
developed, and it is very difficult for instance to catch the first wave of flights at a more 
distant airport by relying on public transport alone, especially when check-in times are 
factored in.  Many daytime bus and train timetables do not start until something like 0600 – 
0630am, which is too late to catch say a 0730 flight at an airport with a one hour public 
transport access time.   

The stipulation above, also ignores the fact that people do not live at airports and travel 
time between two airports is almost never undertaken as most travellers have to travel 
from their office or home to the airport.  One hour or 100 kms implies much greater travel 
burden for the residents on the ‘far side’ of the regional airport’s catchment. 

The economic development and tourism promotion agencies of all of our Group’s airports 
consider their business and gateway role to be critical in underpinning the competitiveness 
of their catchments.  Enlarging catchments by speeding the demise of some airports, which 
seems to be a DG-COMP aim, only increases the wealth and competitive disparities within 
these larger catchments.  

To overcome all the above, we would like to suggest either our version of the distance and 
travel time provision as it stands, or to overcome all such difficulties or as an alternative We 
75 kms distance and 45 mins travel time as alternative lower limit criteria. Alternatively if 
the airports have overlapping catchments, but also significantly distinct catchments 
(specified either in terms of geographic area or percentage of population of the catchment) 
on the far side of each other’s range then that should permit exemption.  Hence the framing 
could specify that if airport has XX% of its catchment (area or population) more than XX kms 
and XX travel time from its nearest airport then….. the exemption applies. 
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iv. The aid shall not be granted to airports with average annual passenger traffic of more 
than three million passengers during the two financial years preceding the year in which 
aid is actually granted. The aid shall not be expected to cause the airport to increase its 
average annual passenger traffic above three million passengers within two financial 
years following the granting of the aid.  

 
We consider the italicised stipulation above to be unnecessarily convoluted and counter-

intuitive to any commonsense understanding of the issue it is seeking to address.  As most 

aid projects are designed to increase capacity or revenue then this condition appears to 

nullify any such ambition, and is concerning itself with the marginal effects of aid relative to 

completely artificial thresholds. Point (iv) should be limited to the first sentence only.   

Additionally we propose that airports with less than 1.5 mppa shall be exempted from the 

obligation to notify for investment aid without additional conditions, unless the investment 

aim is to grow the airport traffic. 

v. This Article shall not apply to airports with average annual freight traffic above 200 000 
tonnes during the two financial years preceding the year in which aid is actually granted. 
It shall also not apply if the aid is expected to lead the airport to increase its average 
annual freight traffic above 200 0000 tonnes within two financial years following the 
granting of the aid. 

The usual WLU ratio is 1 tonnes of freight is equivalent to 10 passengers, so why 200,000 
rather than 300,000 tonnes?  We suggest 300,000 tonnes. 

vi. Paragraph 4 shall not apply to airports with an annual passenger traffic of up to 50 000 
passengers during the two financial years preceding the year in which aid is actually 
granted provided the aid is not expected to cause the airport to increase its average 
annual passenger traffic above 50 000 passengers. 

vii. The aid shall not be granted for the relocation of existing airports or for the creation of a 
new passenger airport (including the conversion of an existing airfield into a passenger 
airport).   

Why is this distinction considered necessary?  We can think of one possible new airport 
being considered in Skye, which has the worst coverage in terms of access to air services the 
UK, which would be damaged by it.  There are also examples of a constrained airport that 
cannot be extended being mothballed while the RAF airfield nearby has much better 
runway infrastructure to replace it.  

It appears this clause presumes that all existing airports are optimally located or configured, 
when in reality they are not and a new replacement airport may be the most cost effective 
solution. It also assumes, every area that needs an airport already has one, when in reality, 
even in a well-developed airport system like the UK there remain examples of airport 
anomalies that still exist. 

If, however,the aim is to avoid future ghost airports, such as those that have been so well 
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publicised in Spain and Poland, then a more tightly worded regulation to that effect would 
be more appropriate. 

viii. The aid amount shall not exceed the difference between the eligible costs and the 
operating profit of the investment. The operating profit shall be deducted from the 
eligible costs ex ante, on the basis of reasonable projections, or through a claw-back 
mechanism. 

ix. The eligible costs shall be the costs relating to the investments in airport infrastructure. 

x. The aid amount shall not exceed: 

(a) 50% of eligible costs for airports with an average annual passenger traffic of one to 
three million passengers during the two financial years preceding the year in which 
aid is granted;  

(b) 75% of the eligible costs for airports with average annual passenger traffic of up to 
one million passengers during the two financial years preceding the year in which 
aid is granted. 

xi. The maximum aid intensities may be increased by 20 percentage points for airports 
located in remote regions. 

 
No comment 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
 I would like to thank you in anticipation for your consideration of this response from the RABA 
group, and if there is any aspect that you would like to discuss further we should be pleased to 
do so. 
 
Thank you.  

 
John Spooner 

Chair  

 

Any communications to  

john_spooner1@btinternet.com and 

RABA@northpointaviation.com 
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