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PROPRIETARY RIGHTS STATEMENT 

THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS INFORMATION, WHICH IS PROPRIETARY TO THE COMPAIR CONSORTIUM. NEITHER THIS DOCUMENT NOR THE 

INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN SHALL BE USED, DUPLICATED OR COMMUNICATED BY ANY MEANS TO ANY THIRD PARTY, IN WHOLE 

OR IN PARTS, EXCEPT WITH THE PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT OF THE COMPAIR CONSORTIUM THIS RESTRICTION LEGEND SHALL NOT BE 

ALTERED OR OBLITERATED ON OR FROM THIS DOCUMENT 

Abstract  

This report discusses the second public COMPAIR workshop held in Brussels on the 20
th 

October 2017. The overall goal of the workshop was to present and discuss the models the 

COMPAIR project has developed. These models explore the possibility to include competitive 

elements into the Air Traffic Management. Within the workshop the models were discussed 

and feedback from the participants was requested with respect to applicability, possible 

hurdles and potential side effects. This report could also be read as the minutes of the 

workshop. 
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1  Summary 

 

 

The overall goal of COMPAIR is to study various institutional and market design approaches 

for introducing competition for en-route Air Traffic Management (ATM) services, in order to 

assess their potential contribution to the European Single European Sky objectives.  

The COMPAIR Consortium organised its second workshop in Brussels on the 20
th

 October 

2017. The primary objectives of the workshop were to  

- Present and discuss the models the COMPAIR project has developed. The models 

study the effect of introducing different forms of competition into the Air Traffic 

Management. 

- To receive feedbacks from the experts that attended; 

- Assess whether the proposed institutional designs would lead to an increase of 

competitive forces into ATM;  

- Assess the feasibility of the proposed designs; and   

- Assess the possible side effects of such implementation. 

The workshop itself was attended by the COMPAIR advisory board, experts from ANSPs, a 

regulator, Eurocontrol, universities, a representative of airlines and the project officers 

representing SESAR JU. 

Each presentation was followed by a short discussion on the main results. Since the 

afternoon session had a panel discussion, most of the discussions took part in that session.   
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The presented models showed that the competition can be introduced into the ATM world 

and could potentially generate significant changes. However, from the discussions, it is 

becomes clear that such introduction should be carefully prepared. This preparation should 

cover the legal framework, technical requirements, safety requirements, etc. The introduced 

competitive environment should also be protected against monopolistic tendencies 

otherwise it could become contra productive –as experiences in other sectors have shown. It 

was further agreed that the long implementation period needed and rapid technological 

changes make it difficult to assess the outcome precisely.  

This document summarises the workshop, the conclusions, and the next steps that the 

COMPAIR consortium decided to take. 
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1.1 Delivery objective 

This deliverable describes the second workshop of the COMPAIR consortium. It includes 

- The public presentations of the workshop 

- Views of various stakeholders on potential pathways towards implementing 

the proposed changes  

- Conclusions and next steps 

1.2 Intended readership 

This deliverable is public to provide information on the overall progress of the work. For the 

participants of the meeting and the people who planned to attend the meeting, they can 

also serve as minutes.  

1.3 List of acronyms  

Acronym Definition 

ABM Agent-based modelling 

ACC Area Control Centre 

ACR Aviation Capacity Resources - private, international ANSP 

ANSP Air Navigation Service Provider 

ATC Air Traffic Control 

ATCO Air Traffic Controller 

ATM Air Traffic Management 

CAA Civil Aviation Authority 

CASK Cost per Available Seat-Kilometre 

GIS Geographic Information System 

HUJI The Hebrew University of Jerusalem 

Nommon Nommon Solutions and Technologies S.L. 

OD Origin-Destination 

SESAR Single European Sky ATM Research 
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TML Transport & Mobility Leuven 

 

1.2 Structure of the document 

The document is organised as follows: 

Chapter 1 introduces the document itself while Chapter 2 introduces the project and the role 

of the workshops within the COMPAIR project. Chapter 3 provides the background of the 

workshop, the work done by the project and the sources of the presented materials. Chapter 

4 describes the participants of the workshop taking into consideration the privacy issues. 

Chapter 5 provides summary of the delivered presentations and some of the reactions. It 

also contains the opinions expressed during the panel discussion and the conclusions of the 

said discussion. Chapter 6 contains the more practical lessons learned during the 

organisation and conduction of the workshop. The conclusions on both the workshop 

organisation and the discussions are captured in Chapter 7. 

1.4 Organisation of the workshop 

The workshop was organised in Brussels at EUROCONTROL HQ (Rue de la Fusée, 96 1130 

Bruxelles (Haren)) on 20 October 2017.  

The organisation started well before the event by selecting the appropriate people and 

creating the list for invitation. Approximately 120 people of various background were 

invited. 

In parallel with the sending out the invitations the website was updated with the necessary 

information and an application form was introduced. The invitation letter contained a brief 

introduction of the project, explanation of the workshop objective and a link to the website 

for further information. The form was sending automated confirmation to the applicants and 

a warning to the organisers about the new applicants. The applicants’ details were saved 

into a database. 

To achieve best results the invitation was followed by updates about the workshop such as 

by sending the preliminary and final Agenda.  

The names of the participants were submitted to the EUROCONTROL HQ’s reception desk for 

security purposes. 
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2 Introduction 

2.1 The COMPAIR Project 

The provision of air traffic management (ATM) services has for a long time been a national 

monopoly. In addition, it has traditionally been considered a natural monopoly due to the 

need for significant infrastructure investments. Both of these elements are now changing. 

Air traffic management has been under increased scrutiny of the European Union since the 

start of the Single European Sky program. Also, technological evolutions have reduced the 

need for large-scale ground-based infrastructure and expensive equipment, questioning the 

natural monopoly character of the industry. So it is the right moment to study the 

liberalisation and introduction of competition in the ATM sector. 

Competition can be introduced at various levels and in different ways. The overall goal of 

COMPAIR is to study different institutional and market design approaches for introducing 

competition for en-route ATM services, in order to assess their potential contribution to the 

European Single European Sky objectives. 

There are different ways to increase the overall efficiency of ATM. The current approach is 

more focused on centrally steered regulation. COMPAIR focusses on the introduction of 

competition as a trigger for change. However, competition does not exist abstractly, but is 

influenced by the legal and regulatory framework, and can be introduced at various levels 

and in different ways. At the start of the project we identified some concepts to be further 

analysed: 

- A regulatory approach using yardstick competition. 

- Auctioning approach using tenders to licence air navigation services within a certain 

charging zone. 

- Unbundling of central infrastructure management tasks from service provision tasks. 

- Sector-less based operations where trajectories are managed as origin-destination. 

Within a Deliverable 2.2, we qualitatively analysed these options. The result can be found 

here: http://www.compair-project.eu/public-deliverables.html. The next stage consisted of 

analysing them quantitatively.  

Within a Deliverable 3.2, (at the same link) following two questions were analysed: 
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• Can we link Air Navigation Service Provider (ANSP) performance and ownership? This 

was done by developing a small economic model and by estimating the production 

and costs functions for ANSPs.  

• What is the potential for unbundling? This was illustrated by the example of the 

current practice of unbundling tower control.  

Deliverable D4.1, (at the same link) focuses on whether it is possible to introduce 

competition for the market in air traffic control in Europe and the likely outcomes. We 

developed a two-stage, network, congestion game in which multiple air navigation service 

providers bid to serve Member State airspace. Airlines subsequently choose their optimal 

flight paths such that they minimize their operating costs. The individual Member States set 

up an auction in which they specify minimum service levels and the rules of the auction, 

such as the right to increase charges as a function of air service levels. The winners of the 

auctions are the service providers that bid the lowest charge. We test the likely equilibria 

outcome if the companies are for-profit or non-profit air navigation service providers. 

Deliverable D4.2, (at the same link) is a study on two possible institutional designs for the 

introduction of competition in ATM. The first design consists in the tendering of licenses to 

operate en-route air navigation services in specific geographical areas for a certain period of 

time. The second scenario consists in the provision of air traffic services on a sector-less, 

Origin-Destination (OD) pair basis. These institutional designs are investigated by means of 

agent-based modelling and simulation, which allowed studying the resulting processes from 

a dynamical perspective. 

 

2.2 Role of the COMPAIR workshops 

The COMPAIR consortium planned to have two workshops in order to present its findings 

and to discuss them with the invited experts.  

The first workshop was planned for month 12. At this stage of the project, it was useful to 

have the first validation and to establish that the work of the project is going in the right 

direction. This workshop took place in Madrid on the 7
th

 of March 2017 and was summarized 

within D6.3 - Workshop report 1. Based on the analysis of the workshop, the concept and 

methodology used was validated.  

The second workshop was planned near the end of the project. It was held at 

EUROCONTROL HQ on 20
th

 October 2017 as a final validation check and communication of 

the main results obtained.  

During the workshop, the Consortium had a thorough presentation of the project’s findings 

and results for the models built. The invited stakeholders had the possibility of discussing the 
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presented models and the results of models after each presentation and during the panel 

session. The main emphasis was on the issues of implementation and the expected 

consequences.   
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3 Participants 

The workshop was attended by representatives of regulatory bodies, ANSPs, airline 

representatives, universities, EUROCONTROL. As this is a public report, we will not present 

the individual names. The resulting discussion during the panel session was quite interesting 

and wide range of viewpoints was presented. 

 

Table 1 Workshop participants
1
 

Nbr. Organisation Nbr. of participants 

1 Airline 1 

2 ANSP 10 

3 CAA 2 

4 R&D 9 

5 SJU 3 

 Altogether: 25 

 

                                                      

 

1 From total number of participants 7 people were from the consortium 
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4 Workshop details 

 

4.1 Agenda of the workshop 

The COMPAIR Consortium organised his second workshop in Brussels on the 20
th

 October 

2017.  

The overall goal of the workshop was  

- To present and discuss the models that the COMPAIR project has developed;  

- To explore the possibility of including competitive elements into Air Traffic 

Management; 

- To assess if the proposed models would achieve the desired results (improved 

efficiency, less fragmentation, take-up of technologies,…); 

- To assess the feasibility and possible side effects of such implementation.  

The invited experts represented most of the areas related to the ATM. It was important to 

have feedback how the envisaged changes would be seen from their perspective. The 

agenda was as follows: 

Timing Topic Speaker 

10:00-10:10 Welcome and status of the project  Eef Delhaye (TML) 

10:10-10:40 The Air Navigation Service Provider’s 

perspective 

 Arne Stokke (ACR) 

10:40-11:05 Unbundling – Tower control  Stef Proost (TML) 

11:05-11:25 Coffee break 

11:25-12:00 Economic modelling governance  Eef Delhaye (TML) 
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12:00-12:45 ATC: achieving the goals of the SES 

initiative 

Nicole Adler (HUJI) 

12:45-13:45 Lunch 

13:45-14:30 Introducing competition – Agent based 

modelling  

 Javier Torres (Nommon) 

14:30-15:40 Panel discussion: implementation 

possibilities and next steps 

Moderator: Stef Proost (TML) 

Panel: Florent Beron, Arne 

Stokke, Eva Szentgyörgyvölgyi, 

Paula Leal de Matos  

15:40-16:00 Overall discussion and lessons learned  Eef Delhaye (TML) 
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4.2 Workshop presentations 

All presentations can be found in ANNEX 1: Presentations.  

4.2.1 Welcome and introducing the COMPAIR project 

Dr Eef Delhaye has welcomed the participants and briefly introduced the COMPAIR Project 

at the beginning of the workshop.  

4.2.2 The Air Navigation Service Provider’s perspective  

Mr. Arne Stokke is founder of the Aviation Capacity Resources (ACR). This private, 

international ANSP was established in 2004 and entered the market in 2011. The 

competitive market in Sweden consists of 21 airports. ACR operates air traffic at two of 

three Swedish airports and for 14 towers. In addition to air navigation services, ACR delivers 

expertise and consulting services, nationally and internationally.   

The presentation contained a snapshot of the ANSP industry and discussed their own cost 

performance compared to more traditional ANSPs.  It was pointed out that ATCO costs are 

not the problem; the support costs are.  

After the presentation, the following points were discussed: 

- ACR providing services reduced costs overall. Due to their entry, the other market 

players were also forced to cut the costs. Today about 5% of the market is under 

competition, 95% is still a monopoly. 

- There have been some predatory responses. Tenders had to be stopped when the 

case was brought before civil court. It is a complex process and it takes extremely 

long to set it up.  

- Competition is technically feasible in all countries. All ANSPs use in se the same 

technology; it has to be compatible and safe. 

- ATM is not a natural monopoly per se. A distinction has to be made between 

operational environments: en-route, approach/departure, aerodrome control 

service. With respect to tower control there is no upper limit in size for tendering. 

ACR operates in airports ranging from 50.000-500.000 passengers.  

- There is however a need for a regulated market. It works in Spain, Sweden, Norway,… 

In addition airports report increased customer focus, innovation and price 

transparency due to the tendering process.  

- Competition does not need to impact safety. Safety remains the number one priority 

and is heavily regulated and followed up.  
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4.2.3 COMPAIR - Unbundling  

Professor Stef Proost presents the topic of unbundling from a more theoretical approach 

- What are the main benefits of a market for tower control? 

- What has been the experience up to now? 

- What are the conditions for a market to develop?  

- What are the different interactions? This is shown by using a game tree. 

The primary focus of this work on unbundling is tower control. Competition for tower 

control only exists in a few countries. However, it could be considered as a main area of 

introduction of competition in ATM sector. Other areas in air navigation system provision 

(for example Meteo, Communication, Navigation and Surveillance) can also be outsourced, 

but this is different because it is no longer the airports who decide but the ANSP itself.  

No comments are made on this presentation.  

 

4.2.4 COMPAIR: Economic Modelling - the influence of ownership 

The following presentation was delivered by Dr Eef Delhaye. The focus of this presentation 

lied on “governance” and “ownership”. From this modelling, the project expects positive 

effects of privatisation with stakeholders as shareholders or the inclusion of a board of 

stakeholders in a non-for profit organisation. Eef also discussed the econometric estimates 

for the cost and production function to assess the influence of governance on performance.  

The audience expressed the following remarks on the presentation: 

- An important point is that the commercial pressure delivers the efficiency. Do you 

necessary need to sell the assets to shareholders? Where does the pressure come 

from? The big efficiency gains in steel industry came before they sold the assets. 

When the government stepped away (UK) it led to poor performance. Hence, 

probably governance is more important than ownership.  

- The effect might be different in different countries. 

- In sectors such as ATM it is important to have the users in the governance role (such 

as in NavCanada). The most important service is safety in a cost efficient manner.  

- A study was performed with the same questions on factors explaining performance. 

Governance was more important than ownership.  You internalize in the board the 

pressure you have between users and providers.  With an economic regulator you 

don’t have this communication. The regulator does not know what the provider can 
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do. Hence, it would be better if the analysis could look deeper into the type of 

governance. Unfortunately this information is not easily available.  

 

4.2.5 Air Traffic Control: achieving the goals of the Single European Skies 

initiative 

Professor Nicole Adler presents the result of tendering the right for en-route services using a 

game-theoretical model. In this work, air traffic control is modelled via a 2-stage game, 

which enables a cost-benefit analysis including distributional effects across stakeholders. A 

case study for Western-Europe has also been developed.  

The audience expressed the following remark to the presentation: 

- The value of these exercises is in the insights it produces. We can perhaps omit 

economic regulation. Government structure remains however an important issue.  

- In other utility industries they are moving away of the profit model (rail, water) while 

these results favour competition between for-profit forms. There can be a good form 

of governance.  Competition is seen as an answer, but privatisation in the UK was 

done with the aim to get away with regulation. 30 years later, economic regulation is 

still there. So yes, you can introduce competition but there should be substantive, 

sufficient competition. Maybe some of these problems can be solved by giving 

licenses for only 4-5 years. There is also the added benefit that you no longer need 

price caps. 

- Is it not a problem that you end up with few ANSPs? A provider that does that for 5 

years would have an unfair advantage to other bidders. How to deal with this in a 

second tender? There should be shared information and the market would need to 

be transparent. There is airspace specific complexity and seasonality but airspaces 

exist everywhere.  

- There will be only a couple of providers left, since they have more experience and 

advantages. After 10 years it is unlikely that new players come into the market. This 

might be overcome from competition within. People not satisfied with their ANSP 

could start a new company taking their knowledge with them. In any case there 

should be at least four companies in the market. 

- Is it possible to separate which effect causes the largest decrease in costs? The 

tendering or the difference in ownership. Yes -we ran the models with and without 

the tender. 
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4.2.6 An Agent-Based Model of Competition in ATM 

Javier Torres presents the results of the agent-based modelling of two scenarios 

- Tendering the licenses to operate en-route airspace 

- Tendering of O-D routes (sector-less ATM) Feedback from the audience 

The audience expressed the following remark to the presentation: 

- Typically airlines fix their schedules for a season, capacity costs are fixed. Does this 

make a difference? 

- We only play with the cost variable, not with fares (cost minimisation in terms of 

route choice). 

 

4.2.7 COMPAIR Panel discussion 

Professor Stef Proost guided the discussing by presenting the following questions.  

In your opinion how likely is it that by 2030 the European Air Traffic System will be 

managed in a competitive environment? 

(Do you expect full competition in the field of tower control?) 

- There is difference in attitude in different countries. Countries want to control their 

own airspace and changing this attitude is something you have to solve first. 

- Yes, there might be some competition, but seeing the slow development of the ATM 

in general, it is not sure that we will have a high level of competition. From the ANSP 

point of view, we actually have a kind of competitive cooperation. However, the 

competition is not about the market, rather about the influence that one could have 

on the future. Today, the driving force behind innovation is not the competition itself 

rather the feeling that eventually it will be introduced and the ANSPs should be 

prepared for that. ANSPs also try to find new possibilities like in case of the drone 

question which opens up a new market. We could say that ANSPs compete already; 

at the same time, due to the nature of the ATM system, they also should cooperate. 

- Competition is already present at the system, but not because of economics, but 

because of the implementation of new technologies.  

- Due to new technologies, ANSPs will not be any more air traffic managers, but rather 

airspace managers. This will result in a new kind of competition. 

- I don’t think that competition will be introduced by 2030 as I see a trend now that 

the countries are more aware of their national interest. This will slow down the 

process of relinquishing of the national monopoly on the airspace. On the other 
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hand, the new technologies will completely change the market and the rules of the 

game. Then again, there is no political will to have the competition. 

- With all this technology on board of the aircraft, allowing for self-separation, there is 

a parallel with what happened to the travel agents, which are disappearing due to 

technology. It is possible that something similar could happen to today’s ANSPs. I also 

share the concern about the political situation; the countries are more inward 

looking these days than before. The appetite for the region wide international 

infrastructure strategies is diminished.  The Brexit also poses a challenge in the 

competition. The game theory is a nice tool to look at the fact of why we haven’t 

seen any progress in SES initiative. 

- It looks to me that the situation is like in the era of the stagecoaches, when they 

were struggling to improve the stagecoaches not realising that the cars were coming. 

On a recent meeting, people from Amazon and Airbus and others were saying that 

there is no need to deal with ATC as they will sort it out. When there will be hundred 

times more drones flying than today, the separation will be only one percent of the 

problem, which we will solve for you anyway. Maybe it is extreme to put it this way, 

but it is certain that considerable change is coming. One reason for that is the drones 

are coming and the other one is that the aircraft will be able to separate themselves. 

Also, there will be new concepts coming from SESAR which would allow the aircraft 

to separate itself against the rest. Once you do this you no longer have the natural 

monopoly. Therefore, it may be that the situation in which we operate will change 

completely. 

- The reasons for ANSPs to invest in technologies are that, on the one hand, there are 

regulations, there is SES and SESAR plus there are incentives and funds from the EU. 

On the other hand, with the centralised services there are new services and functions 

which lead to the situation when fewer players will be involved. Some ANSPs may 

feel that not being in the loop, not following the developments and not being 

involved with SESAR would cost them the influence they may have or may not have 

on the future situation. This is another strong incentive for investing into the new 

technologies for ANSPs.  

What kind of competitive scenarios do you think are the most likely to be adopted and 

why? 

- The en-route sector is not the cash cow for the ANSPs. ANSPs earn a lot of money 

from terminal and the airports. Therefore, it is difficult for the states to open the 

market for the tower control and the terminals. 

- Providing the service for Kosovo from Hungary was also a political decision. It wasn’t 

the decision made by Kosovo to open the market. Usually the bottom up approach 

doesn’t work in this case and the decision to open a market probably will have to 

come from the EU. The UK has its traditional competition, but the rest of the Europe 

may not have it. The other states would keep the current approach until the EU will 

provide a strong argument for introducing the competition and it may become 

mandatory for all member states. Once the opening of the market is mandatory, the 
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unbundling will have the biggest potential. There are already some initiatives in the 

supporting activities towards opening for the market, but not in the core business.    

- This will not come at once. One way to look at it is where the pressure can change. 

For the moment, with Single Sky performance targets, the ANSPs have strong 

incentives to reduce their costs. I would expect that ANSPs would get together and 

pool some of their support costs. This is not happening for some reasons.  Even with 

the SESAR deployment we see as many silo projects as there can be, but there is not 

one view which says ‘provide me with a standard that everyone can use’. In ATC you 

have to know where the aircraft is, so it is the SWIM and where they will be and that 

is the flight plan. These are the very basics and all the ATCs make sure to keep this 

information in-house. Except for the information saying that this aircraft will cross 

the boundary at this place at this time. In the US if traffic should be rerouted due to 

the weather, it is propagated for the whole of the US. If it is rerouted - say for whole 

of the Switzerland- this information is not shared. It seems to be done this way to 

make sure that nobody can have the whole picture. The cases like Hungarocontrol 

providing services in Kosovo or Maastricht providing radar and flight plan services for 

Slovenia show that it is possible not to invest in infrastructure, but to buy the service. 

I would expect some form of unbundling when some providers would provide the 

SWIM services about where the aircraft is and where it will be and allow 

communication between ATC services. This unbundling of basic information is 

expected to come from SESAR. The costs will be completely flat and you will manage 

to squeeze in more traffic at the same costs. 

- In some cases competition is the way to go. For example in the case of British 

Airways when the government said they have failed to make it efficient and 

privatised the airline. After this it became really efficient and it was the competition 

that drove that. 

- In the US there is two third of ATCOs and one third of support staff and in Europe it is 

the opposite. In ACR there are 90% of ATCOs and only 10% of the support staff. This 

may be an extreme case, but it indicates that there is room for consolidation. 

- We see airlines joining alliances even if they compete fiercely with each other and we 

don’t really see that in case of the ANSPs.  

To what extent could the current Tower Control competition be used as a benchmark for 

en-route privatization? 

- The example of the Gatwick airport is a bit confusing as the private daughter 

company of DFS - a public company -does it. 

Our models show that there are potential benefits of introducing competition by changing 

ownership form and/or auctioning airspace. Privatization is also being discussed currently 

in the US. What would be the main hurdles towards implementation of these concepts? Do 

you see any way to overcome the hurdles that you identified? 
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- Change of ownership on its own will not do anything in this regard. The example of 

NATS shows that although it is incredibly cost efficient, it is very expensive to the 

consumers in term of prices. They have airlines among the owners and although they 

paying their fees to NATS while operating, they receive part of it back from NATS as 

shareholder to the expense of other airlines who are not shareholders. Ownership 

form won’t guarantee for the airlines that anything will change. 

- The private airport is more interested to open the market for tower control than the 

public. 

- In some countries the airport has nothing to do with the ATC. The ATC charges 

directly the airlines. 

- There are two approaches to the question. Either the infrastructure is owned by the 

government or airport and only the management of the air traffic is done by a 

privatised company or the private company has to maintain the infrastructure as 

well. Therefore, if it’s to go to another market it has to invest into additional 

infrastructure as well. 

- Providing services remotely does not require a huge investment. Even if we consider 

much larger airspaces it is manageable and the new technology available allows 

having all the necessary information to manage the air traffic at any given airspace. 

We have used the notion of sector-less ATC provision as an enabler for introducing 

competition. It could also lead to more concentration. Do you think that technological 

developments will increase or decrease the level of competition? 

- In case of tower control, you have a clear example where the state or the airport has 

the necessary infrastructure and private company can enter the competition to 

manage it. This creates a levelled field for anyone to enter the competition. The 

problem with new technologies is that it could introduce some barriers to entering 

the competition, as it would require a considerable investment. This would provide a 

certain advantage to the big ANSPs. In the case of SESAR you can see that the big 

ones already possess the advanced technology and therefore they have a better 

position from the start. It would be important to level the play field in this case too. 

- You’re talking about the competition for the market when the authorities allow 

different companies to compete for the market. In sector-less case you have a 

competition in the market as to fly over for example France you don’t have to use 

French ANSP anymore. Therefore, the natural monopoly isn’t there anymore. If 

several ANSPs would be licenced to provide services from entering European airspace 

to the end then there no longer be that natural monopoly.  For sure, this won’t be 

available for the near future, but it is possible. 

- The sector-less ATC will give space for many new business models and new ways of 

running the business. 

- The sector-less ATC and the new technology means that you can separate yourself 

most of the times, however it doesn’t mean that you don’t need ATC as in cases of 

dense traffic self-separation could become problematic and then you will require 

help from the ATC. The shift from self-separation to the ATC controlled traffic should 
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be seamless and the barrier between them probably will be moving with the level of 

available technology.  

- The airlines would decide which provider they would select. 

- The sector-less operations would probably start at one state and once the concept is 

proven the airlines will pressure the governments to accept the new way of 

operation if they have benefits from that. 

- The workload will be more predictable than today as now we have 20 percent of 

sectors with 40 percent of traffic load. The system now is to some extent empty and 

generates unused capacity, which makes the current system inefficient. In some 

areas, the current system is crowded and this generates delays. This is because you 

cannot transfer the capacity from one sector to another. In the sector-less ATC it is 

clear that there is an aircraft to control, so the necessary resources should be 

provided. 

What kind of impact could non-traditional aircraft (e.g. drones, semi and remotely and 

automatically-piloted vehicles) and their operators have on the current ATM market both 

from a technological and financial perspective? 

- We have to think completely different as drones will manage themselves. The ATC 

will manage the airspace. The ANSPs will be more like data aggregators. The drones 

will have lots of equipment on board; they will know where the obstacles are and 

where the other users are. Still they would require information on the airspace and 

the conditions they operate in. The ANSPs and ATC will not separate anymore; they 

will manage the airspace. However, until that point the ANSPs will increase their 

efficiency. If we look at the time frame it may be that the competition concerns the 

ATC rather the airspace management. Maybe new parties will be involved into 

competition. Instead of DFS and Skyguide there will be Google and Amazon. 

- Data aggregators would mean that the ANSPs generate radar data and obstacle 

related data. The risk won’t be the colliding in the air rather the risk will be for those 

on the ground. So you maybe have to build you entire concept not based on the risk 

in the air, rather based on the risk on the ground. 

4.2.8 Conclusions of the discussion 

During this workshop an example of tendering tower control showed that it is possible to 

achieve cost reductions even at a very low rate of competition by the entry of private 

companies in the management of the traffic.  

This was also reflected in the research findings which emphasised 

- The role of governance/ownership. 

- The potential of unbundling, which is clear in the case of tower control, but might be 

less easy for other services controlled by the ANSPs themselves. 
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- The potential in cost reduction and increased uptake in technologies from tendering 

out licenses for en-route control (per country or per OD). 

From the discussions, we learned that 

- Unbundling has the most potential for the near future. In some countries 

competition is already in place for tower services and in some cases the competition 

could happen also for core services.  

- One of the most important hurdles is the political level and, more specifically, the 

question of sovereignty. On the other hand, this should not be a hurdle as during the 

tendering the state defines the rules and the conditions. 

- Feasibility will hence also greatly depend on the country. Some countries will be 

more open for this type of changes than others will. This also means that probably EU 

action will be needed. 

- The role of technology can go both ways. Our findings show that competition is 

required to speed up the uptake of new technologies. But we also heard that this 

could be the other way around. Technology could be an enabler of more competition 

within ATC. It might even be the case that by 2050 there will be no need any more for 

air traffic control, but only for airspace management.  

- New technologies (e.g. drones) might bring opportunities to change the market/rule 

of the game. The question is if new technologies might not arise quicker if there is a 

more competitive market. On the other hand, investment in technologies could also 

block competition if they are only feasible for the larger ANSPs.  

- Another point raised was the question if privatisation is needed. Probably 

governance is more important.  

- The question of who owns the infrastructure needs to be solved before one can 

tender. This will also be different in different countries.  

These findings will be used within the concluding work package. In this work package, we 

will develop a view on how the most desirable institutional frameworks could be realized. 

For this, we investigate the feasibility of the options proposed and analyse the acceptability 

of the proposed changes for various stakeholders. This workshop was part of the 

stakeholder consultation. 
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5 Lessons learnt from the workshop 

The objectives for organising this second workshop were clear from the beginning. The 

overall goal of this workshop was to present and discuss the models the COMPAIR project 

has developed to explore the possibility of introducing competition into the Air Traffic 

Management. It was important for the consortium to assess if these proposed models would 

achieve the desired results (increased efficiency through the introduction of elements of 

competition) and assess the possible side effects of such implementation.  

Hence, the focus of this workshop was to discuss the models and the impact they might have 

upon implementation. In order to achieve this result, it was very important to have  

- An example with real life experience – although at a smaller scale – to show that the 

theoretic ideas are feasible 

- A group representing a different viewpoints and from different backgrounds 

- A group large enough to have a discussion, but not too large such that everyone has 

the opportunity to speak. 

The workshop was organised with these objectives in mind. 

From the organisation of the workshop, the following lessons can be learned. 

- It is always good to have some outsiders with real life examples to set the scene 

- The selection of the experts invited should be broad to generate good discussion and 

to have as many viewpoints as possible 

- The invitations should be made well in advance as the best experts are usually busy 

all the time and they run out of free slots for workshops very fast.  

- It is better to invite two persons with the same area of expertise as one of them 

might cancel the participation in the last minute.  

- Always have a backup plan (another expert to be invited) 

- Initially we have expected that the total number of participants would be around 20 

to 30 persons and for that to achieve we have send out the invitation to more 120 

people. 18 people accepted the invitation. 

- The invitation should be sent out well ahead; however, some peoples could forget, 

therefore it is good to send some remainders periodically offering some additional 

information like new deliverable related to the topic of the workshop to keep the 

communication alive or rise the interest of those who initially would not participate. 
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- The selection of the workshop location is a key factor. Brussels is well visited and the 

invited experts could have other obligations before or after the workshop, so they 

might consider to participate on the workshop as part of the prolonged stay in the 

city and not as another journey. The EUROCONTROL HQ is a well-known location and 

suitable for workshops like this. Important experts for the purpose of this workshop 

were located in the vicinity of the workshop location, so it was a bit easier to 

convince them to participate despite of their busy schedule. 

- The timing of the workshop was adequate, however, in the last couple of years it 

seems that the timing is never good and the most one can do is to avoid the 

workshop organisation in the summer and Christmas period. 

- Round tables limit the number of participants but ease the discussion. 

- If the participants have direct involvement in the topic and the appropriate 

knowledge the resulting discussion provides good and substantial results. 

- Panel is a good instrument to boost involvement of non-consortium members and to 

make people listen. 

 

Although the number of the participants was a bit less than expected, most areas of the 

aviation
2
 were represented and we achieved a friendly mood that led to a good discussion. 

                                                      

 

2 Airports were not represented 
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6 Conclusions 

The workshop was organised at EUROCONTROL HQ (Rue de la Fusée, 96 1130 Bruxelles 

(Haren)) on the 20
th

 October 2017. The location and timing proved to be good as there were 

25 participants from various organisations like SESAR JU, EUROCONTROL, IATA, ANSPs and 

CAAs representing most of the stakeholders in aviation. The mood was friendly allowing for 

good and lively discussion.   

Since the participants were of different background and the topic of the workshop was 

somewhat complex one would expect less involvement from the participants, however, the 

discussion went well and the participants showed deep interest and knowledge of the topic 

providing substantial arguments.  

During this workshop an example of tendering tower control showed that it is possible to 

achieve cost reductions even at a very low rate of competition by the entry of private 

companies in the management of the traffic.  

This was also reflected in the research findings which emphasised 

- The role of governance/ownership. 

- The potential of unbundling, which is clear in the case of tower control, but might be 

less easy for other services controlled by the ANSPs themselves. 

- The potential in cost reduction and increased uptake in technologies from tendering 

out licenses for en-route control (per country or per OD). 

From the discussions, we learned that 

- Unbundling has the most potential for the near future. In some countries, 

competition is already in place for tower services and in some cases, the competition 

could happen also for core services.  

- One of the most important hurdles is the political level and, more specifically, the 

question of sovereignty. On the other hand, this should not be a hurdle as during the 

tendering the state defines the rules and the conditions. 
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- Feasibility will hence also greatly depend on the country. Some countries will be 

more open for this type of changes than others. This also means that probably EU 

action will be needed. 

- The role of technology can go both ways. Our findings show that competition is 

required to speed up the uptake of new technologies. However, we also heard that 

this could be the other way around. Technology could be an enabler of more 

competition within ATC. It might even be the case that by 2050 there will be no need 

anymore for air traffic control, but only for airspace management.  

- New technologies (e.g. drones) might bring opportunities to change the market/rule 

of the game. The question is if new technologies might not arise quicker if there is a 

more competitive market. On the other hand, investment in technologies could also 

block competition if they are only feasible for the larger ANSPs.  

- Another point raised was the question if privatisation is needed. Probably 

governance is more important.  

- The question of who owns the infrastructure needs to be solved before one can 

tender. This will also be different in different countries.  

These findings will be used within the concluding work package. In this work package, we 

will develop a view on how the most desirable institutional frameworks could be realized. 

For this, we investigate the feasibility of the options proposed and analyse the acceptability 

of the proposed changes for various stakeholders. This workshop was part of the 

stakeholder consultation. 

The conclusions on the workshop organisation are the followings:  

- We were reinsured that it is always good to have experts from different stakeholder 

groups to initiate debates and good discussions 

- If the participants have direct involvement in the topic and the appropriate 

knowledge the resulting discussion provides good and substantial results 

- Panel is a good instrument to boost involvement of non-consortium members and to 

make people listen 

- Even involved topics can generate good discussions if the audience is really 

interested in the work done in the project 

- For future events, the date should be announced earlier to enable all key invitees to 

attend. 

From the project’s point of view the workshop can be considered as successful as it 

generated a good and detailed discussion related to the project’s topic and the expressed 

viewpoints adding to the project’s findings although also generating some new questions 

that might need some further investigations.  
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ANNEX 1: Presentations 

1. Welcome and introducing the COMPAIR project 
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2. The Air Navigation Service Provider’s perspectiv e 
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3. COMPAIR – Unbundling 
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4. COMPAIR: Economic Modelling - the influence of o wnership 
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5. Air Traffic Control: achieving the goals of the Single European Skies 

initiative 

 

 



COMPAIR D6.4: WORKSHOP REPORT 2   

 

 

 

© 2017 – COMPAIR Consortium. All rights reserved. 

Licensed to the SESAR Joint Undertaking under conditions

51

 

 

 

 



EDITION [00.02.00] 

 

 © 2017 – COMPAIR Consortium. All rights reserved.  

Licensed to the SESAR Joint Undertaking under conditions 

 

 

 

 

 



COMPAIR D6.4: WORKSHOP REPORT 2   

 

 

 

© 2017 – COMPAIR Consortium. All rights reserved. 

Licensed to the SESAR Joint Undertaking under conditions

53

 

 

 

 



EDITION [00.02.00] 

 

 © 2017 – COMPAIR Consortium. All rights reserved.  

Licensed to the SESAR Joint Undertaking under conditions 

 

 

 

 

 



COMPAIR D6.4: WORKSHOP REPORT 2   

 

 

 

© 2017 – COMPAIR Consortium. All rights reserved. 

Licensed to the SESAR Joint Undertaking under conditions

55

 

 

 

 



EDITION [00.02.00] 

 

 © 2017 – COMPAIR Consortium. All rights reserved.  

Licensed to the SESAR Joint Undertaking under conditions 

 

 

 

 

 



COMPAIR D6.4: WORKSHOP REPORT 2   

 

 

 

© 2017 – COMPAIR Consortium. All rights reserved. 

Licensed to the SESAR Joint Undertaking under conditions

57

 

 

 

 



EDITION [00.02.00] 

 

 © 2017 – COMPAIR Consortium. All rights reserved.  

Licensed to the SESAR Joint Undertaking under conditions 

 

 

 

 

6. An Agent-Based Model of Competition in ATM 
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7. COMPAIR Panel discussion 
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