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1 Background and scope

1.1 Background
Heathrow Airport Limited (HAL) and Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) are
each subject to service quality regulation by which they issue rebates to
airlines who pay the airport's acronautical charges in situations where
certain standards are not reached. These standards apply to a range of
directly measurable elements that reflect the passenger experience at HAL

and GAL.

In 2003, the Scheme of Standards and Rebates (the Scheme) was first
introduced as part of the five-yearly regulatory reviews. It followed a
public interest finding by the then Competition Commission (CC) that
charges did not reflect differences in quality to the extent that would occur
in a competitive market. In 2008, the Scheme was extended and modified
following a further public interest finding by the CC in its 2007 report to
the CAA.

For HAL, the legal basis for the Scheme are the conditions in HAL's
economic licence, granted on 13 February 2014 under the Civil Aviation
Act 2012 (CAA12). The Scheme is defined in greater detail in the CAA's
recent (April 2014) Q6 regulatory decisions for Heathrow Airport.

For GAL, the legal basis is the conditions of GAL's economic licence
granted on 13 February 2014 under CAA12. GAL's licence incorporates a
number of commitments made by GAL on (amongst other things) price
and service quality (the Commitments) which are set outin GAL's
Conditions of Use. GAL's service quality regime incorporates the Core
Service Standards (CSS) and Airline Service Standards (ASS), and is
defined in Schedule 3, Appendix IT of the Conditions of Use, forming part
of the Commitments. The Airline Service Standards place obligations on
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third parties (airlines), and thus are not conditions of the Licence. While
the CAA has no powers to modify or enforce the Airline Service
Standards, we have reviewed these standards as part of CAA's general
monitoring obligations.

When the CAA conducted service quality audits in 2009 and 2010, both
HAL and GAL were subject to very similar service quality regimes. Since
Q6 began, in light of the changes to the form of regulation at Gatwick
Airport, there has been a divergence of the service quality regime at
Heathrow and Gatwick airports.

Under the CAA12, the CAA has a primary duty to further the interests of
users of air transport services. On-going monitoring of airport services, in
the form of petiodic audits, is important to ensure that the service quality
regulation in place continues to achieve its intended purposes and to
safeguard the passenger interest. Therefore, Grant Thornton was engaged
to conduct audits of service quality at both HAL and GAL on behalf of
the CAA. The results of this audit will be used to assist in further
development of service quality regimes at both HAL and GAL.
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1.2 Scope | Component | Service Element Metric Target
C . : . Element Result
The objectives of this audit were as follows: Passenger | Depanure Moving annualtotal of T2 monthly .
; ; Satisfaction | lounge seating QSM scores and isweighted by
+ Toprovidea transparent, independent assessment of whether availability passengernumbersfor country of
performance against standards has been measured and reported as Cleanliness destination/ originand hour of day. 7
intended in the CAA's service quality regulation Way finding 4.1
» To assess whether best practice has been followed in the ilzrl:‘g?r:\ation 4.2
documentation of processes Security Central Queue time lessthan 5minsfor 95% of | 95%
o To review the accuracy and reliability of the calculation of bonuses passenger core hours
(where applicable) and rebates, both under normal circumstances and search Sf“C%‘:: SQL?S' essthan 15minsfor98% | 98%
when service quality exclusions apply ' _ . Day when single time slice isgreater | Single
+ To determine whether HAL's and GAL's interpretation of the licence than 30 minutes(single eventperday | time
conditions and the CAA's determination on HAL's service quality triggersrebate) ] slice
1 inli ith the C ‘. . Transfer Queue time lessthan 10minsfor95% 95%
protocol are in line wi c AA's interpretation . passenger of core hours
o To provide objective, unbiased, reliable and robust information on search
which the CAA can base regulatory financial incentives. Staff search Queue time lessthan Sminsfor 95% of | 95%
(terminalsand core hours
crew)
: : : . External control | Queue time lessthan 15minsfor95% | 95%
In con.ductmg our audit, we reviewed the .key processes relating to the posts search of core hours
following service standards for GAL (which we evaluated on a sample Performance of the Northern Approach
basis in terms of testing): Security Gate.
Passenger [ Jetties 99% availability during core hours 99%
Gatwick Operational | Fixed electrical | 99% availability during core hours 99%
1t and Airline ground power
¢ Cond1t10n§ of Use 201 5/] 6 . Operational | Passenger 99% availability during core hours 99%
o Core Service Standards (Version 5, December 2015) Elements sensitive
« Alirline Service Standards (Version 4, February 2015). ?quipmle)nt
genera
. . . Passenger 99% availability during core hours 99%
The following service elements were assessed as part of our audit: sensitive
equipment
(priority)
Arrivalsreclaim | 99% availability during core hours 99%
Outbound Calendar Month 99%
baggage 99% of bagsinputted at check-in at -
40minsorgreater before the published
estimated time of departure will have
first attemptto tip at or before -25mins
published established time of
departure during core hours
Each Day 97%
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| Component |

Service

Element Metric

Target

Element Result
9/% of bagsinputted at check-in at -
40minsorgreater before the published
estimated time of departure will have
first attemptto tip at or before -25mins
published estimated time of departure
during core hours.
Inter-terminal 99% of the time 1 shuttle (minimum 1 99%
shuttle system car) isavailable
97% ofthe time 2 shuttles(minimum 1 | 97%
car each) are available
Stands 99% avallability during core hours 99%
Pierservice Moving average % of passengers pier | 95%
served fora rolling 12 month period.
Airline ArrivalsBag 95% of large aircraft flightsto have the | 95%
Service Performance - last bag delivered within 50 minutes of
Standards First and Last on chocks time
Bag Timeson 95% of small and medium aircraft 95%
Carousel flightsto have the last bag delivered
within 35 minutesof on chocks time

In addition to the above, we also assessed the Aerodrome Congestion
Term (ACT), rebate calculations and publication requirements.

Our review included the detailed scope of work outlined above and
included within the Civil Aviation Authority's Request for Quotation
(RfQ)) detailed under Appendix A only, and did not include any other
areas. Specifically it did not include:

+ Airline Service Standard check-in performance queue time element, as
measurement of this element was being implemented at the time of
our review and was not yet operational.

1.3 Limitations of Scope
Because of the inherent limitations of any internal control structure and

the scope and resources limitations of any assurance activity, it is possible

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

that errors or irregularities may occur and not be detected. The matters
raised in this report are only those which came to our attention during the
course of performing our procedures and are not necessatily a
comprehensive statement of all the weaknesses that exist or improvements
that might be made.

Our work is performed on a sample basis; we cannot, in practice, examine
every activity and procedure, nor can we be a substitute for management’s
responsibility to maintain adequate controls over all levels of operations
and their responsibility to prevent and detect irregularities, including
fraud.

Any projection of the evaluation of the control procedures to future
periods is subject to the risk that the systems may become inadequate
because of changes in conditions, or that the degree of compliance with
them may deteriorate. Recommendations and suggestions for
improvement should be assessed by management for their full commercial
impact before they are implemented.

We believe that the statements made in this report are accurate, but no
warranty of completeness, accuracy, or reliability is given in relation to the
statements and representations made by, and the information and
documentation provided the CAA, HAL or GAL. We have not attempted
to verify these sources independently unless otherwise noted within the
repott.

During the course of our work there specific testing limitations, as outlined
in section two below.

1.4 Acknowledgement
We would like to take this opportunity to thank the people involved in for

their co-operation during this review.
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2 Executive summary

2.2 Gatwick Airport Limited

The following table summarisesthe key observationsidentified during our review against each of the audit requirementsincluded inthe Civil Aviation Authority's Request for Quotation.
Key observationshave been summarised separately GAL. We have categorised the observationsfrom ourreviewintothe following areas:

e Detailed findings— observationsthat have a direct, or potentially direct, impact on service performance scores, and associated rebates, reporte d by GAL

e Future considerations(service standard specific) — observationswhich relate to the content, and interpretation, of the service standards. Thisincludesinstanceswhere the service
standards are not clear, areaswhere the service standardscould be updated, orissues regarding theinterpretation of the se rvice standard by GAL

e Future considerations (airline operational processes) — observationswhich relate to the way service performance ismeasured, quality assured and reported by GAL.

Key Themes

On the whole ouraudit (andtargeted testing) identified that data isbeingmainly collated, analysed and accurately reported (based on scope of ourtesting) in line with the
requirementsoutlinedin the CSS Handbookand ASS. For context, itisimportant to acknowledge that theway the service standardsregime issetup doesallow for certain level of
discretion and judgement on how measurementsare undertaken inrespect of each service standards.

Discussions with key stakeholders from GAL, the AOC and CAA during the course of thisauditidentified two connected key themesaround strengthening the checksand balances
and governance around the service standardsregime:

e Opportunitiesto enhance thetransparency of how service standardsare being implemented, and calculationsmade.

e The GatwickAOC currently comprisesof two individuals, both working in a part time capacity. Thislimitsthe ability forthe AOC to provide the depth of analysisand challenge to
GAL that both they and the CAA, would desire. Consideration should be given to howthe AOC can be supportedto enhance the level of oversight they provide, and the possibility
of broadeningrepresentation on thisforum.

In addition, below we have also detailed some examplesof potentialimprovementsto the current CSS and ASS processeswhich could enable greater transparency:

e Introductionof guidance material (such aspoliciesand procedures) to support key operational processescovered by CSS and ASS. Thiswould enable greater understanding of
these areas by the AOC.

e Enhancementsto quality assurance checksconducted by GAL acrossthe different service elementsincluded in CSS and ASS.

e  Providing further detail and/or clarification withinthe CSS Handbookregarding how the Standardsare measured. Forexample,whether maze systemsshould be included aspart
of security queue times, and whether out of gauge bagsshould be included aspart of the assessment of arrivalsbag performance.

e Introductionofindependent oversight of aerodrome congestion eventswhich requirejudgement asto whetherthese are 'material’ or not.

Ouraudit also identified a heavy reliance upon spreadsheetsby GAL in the end-to-end service metric calculation and reporting process. GAL have commenced a projectwhich aimsto
systemise as many of these processes as possible, minimisingthe need formanualintervention and manipulation of data aspart of the repo rting process. At the time of our audit, this
project had only just been signed off, and a supplier wasstill being selected.

In addition, our audit identified a number of enhancementsthat GAL should considerto ensure that dataiscaptured andadequately analysed to provide a suitable assessment on
GAL's performance against CSS and ASS measures. Examplesof these are noted below:

e Enhancementsto the processes used by GAL to monitor and independently validate manual queue timesrecorded by GAL'soutsourced third party, OCS. Thisincludesthe
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completeness, and consistency, of recordkeeping by OCS.
e Increased coverage of QSM surveysto assess passenger satisfaction (i.e. offering QSMin otherlanguagesand the inclusion of half completed surveysin the monthly results).
e Enhancementsto spreadsheet controlsused in the calculation of the monthly CSS and ASSresults. Thisincludespassword protection andthe lockdown of key cells.

Ourauditidentified several minor variancesbetween the reported service elementsresultsand the supporting documentation i n place to substantiate calculations. Minor variances
were identified for the following service quality components:

e Inbound baggage
e  Security queue times
e Asset availability

We have provided a number of recommendationsfor GAL'sconsiderationaimed at enhancingthe current operational proceduresin placein orderto minimise the possibility of errors
when collating, analysingand presenting CSS and ASS results. Furtherwe have provided a number of considerationswith regard sto the design of the CSS and ASS requirementsfor
the consideration of the CAA, GAL andthe AOC.

General Observations

During our audit, we identified some general observationswhich do not specifically relate to one or more of the Civil Aviati on Authority'sRequest for Quotation areas. We have
summarised these general observationsbelow:

e Airline representationregarding CSS and ASS at GAL occursthrough two appointed representativeswho form the AOC forum.. These two membersboth operatein a part time
capacity, balancing thisrole with other operational activities. There isa risk this may impact the ability of the AOC to effectively scrutinise GAL service performance. Additionally,
given the small number of representativesforming the AOC, there isa risk of pressure by GAL to pass certain decisionand exemptions. We acknowledge however that the AOC
doesprovide challenge over exemptionsbeing sought, and have declined exemptionsthat have been broughtto themforapproval.

e Guidance material (such as policiesand procedures) was not available in mostinstancesto support key operational processes covered by the CSS Handbookand ASS. We
understand that GAL are currently compiling additional guidance material, however thiswas not available at the time of our review.

e The GAL Finance Analyst providesa critical rolein the calculation and publication of CSS and ASS service performance. Whilst other GAL Finance and operational staff are
aware of some processes and activitiesthe GAL Finance Analyst performs, we identified an overarching key person dependency risk. Additionally, asnoted above, the key
activitiesthat the GAL Finance Analyst performsare not currently documented by way of guidance material or processnotes.

e Ourauditidentified that GAL isheavily reliant uponthe use of spreadsheetsin calculating service performance scores. We identified that these spreadsheetscould benefit from
improved spreadsheet controls (such as the locking down of formula and password protection).

e Ourauditidentified inconsistenciesregarding how data isbeinginput and updated withinkey spreadsheetsused for CSS calculations. In some instances, data wasmanually
entered, whereasin otherinstancesdata isbeing linked to other spreadsheets. We identified that benefit could be obtained from systemisation of service performance

calculationsand reporting, which GAL iscurrently exploring through a systemisation project. Additionally, we identified th at spreadsheetscould benefit for additional consistency
regarding how data isbeing inputand collated.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserv ed. 5
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Passenger Satisfaction

Audit requirement
Give an objective opinion on whether QSM hasbeen consistently applied according to the licence overtime and acrossterminalsbased on:
e whetherthe current methodology and applicationistransparent

results compared to the benchmarks set when the scheme wasset up.

The methodology for conducting the QSMistransparentin thatthere hasbeen no changesto the QSM questionsordesign since 2003. Any

changesto the methodology would need to be agreed betweenthe AOC and GAL. Any changesto the questionsor survey calculationswould al so

need to be shared with ORC (third party who support GAL in calculatingmonthly QSM results). The QSM processhas been consistently adopted

across the audit period (January 2015 — December 2015).

Considerations for the future

Service standard specific

e  Whilstwe understand the QSM questionsincludedunder CSS have been reviewed, there hasbeen no substantive change since 2003. We
acknowledge that reviewsof the CSS metricsoccurred in 2007/08 and2012/13.

Airport operational processes

e We were unable to obtainany evidence of an independent review conducted onthe preliminary resultsfor QSM for quality assurance purposes.

o whetherany changesto update the proceduresare well documentedwith an audit trailand have not inthe opinion of the Auditorsmaterially affected the comparability of the

Audit observ ation Reference

Considerations for the future

Service standard specific
7.1D

Airport operational processes
7.2E

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Audit requirement
Review whetherin the opinion of the Auditorsthe methodology and application of the QSM reasonably accord with best market p ractice and are sufficiently objective, unbiased,

reliable and robust to be fit forthe purpose of supporting elementsof the SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport and in the CSS(R) scheme at GatwickAirport and if not howthe QSM
could be amendedto make it appropriate, and in particular:

e whethersample sizesare statistically adequate to support resultsto the level of confidence required

o whetherthe survey questionsand processes are well designedto obtain a high quality response taking into accountthe wide range of passengersinvolved e.g. UK
originating/other end originating/connecting passengers; business/leisure etc., language and cultural differences; male/female

e whetherthe samplesof passengers and weighting adequately reflect the overall mix of passengers
e towhatextentany changesdesignedto overcome concernsabout the methodology and application would adversely affect the ben efitsof consistency.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. 7
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Audit observ ation Reference

QSM survey quotasfordeparting passengersare set on a regularbasisbased on passenger destinationtrends. QSM survey questionshave been
designed to focuson key passenger experiencesthroughoutboth the North and South terminals. Surveyorstarget a wid e range of passengerswith
differing demographics, in line with overall GAL passengerdemographic.

Ourauditdid howeveridentified some considerationsforthe CAA and GAL goingforward which could further enhance the coverage and
transparency of QSM surveys.

Considerations for the future

Service standard specific

QSM surveys are only currently provided in English, there may be an opportunity to provide additional languagesand accessmore feedback.

The currentdesign of the QSM inthe CSS Handbookdoesnotinclude direct measurement, or setting of quotas, forthe passenge rstransfer
experience.

While we acknowledge that the scope of the current CSS regime wasestablished following a processof constructive engagement; thereisa
number of elementsof the wider passengerjourney thatare not currently considered withinthe QSM (for example, availability of baggage
trolleys).

The current methodology for surveying departing passengerspresentschallengesto capturing passengersusing loungesuntil the time of
boarding the flight. The CSS Handbookshould be updatedto clearly state whether businesspassengers are within, orexcluded, from the scope
of QSM surveys.

It should be considered whether the current survey population (0.047% of passengerstravelling through GAL) isrepresentative, particularly in
light of forecast future growth. We are not advocating anincrease in sample ina way that hasto be proportionately linked to the passenger
numbers, justthat there may be valuein revisitingthe number of passengerssampled. We acknowledge that dueto the way statistical survey
sampling isconducted, and how surveysare weighted, an increase in sample size may not provide greaterinsight.

Airport operational processes

QSM surveys may not alwaysbe completed at the mostideal locationsto capture the passengerexperience ata pointin time (i.e. the
passengers security experience isnot captured until the passengerisat the departure gateswhich is well afterthe passengerhasgone through
areas such as security).

At presentany QSM survey thatisincomplete will not be included withinthe calculation of the overall QSM resultsforarrivalsand departures.
Monitoring of actual surveyscompleted against target isconducted usinga manual quotadocument, with the riskof calculationerror.

Wifi functionality available on PDAsused to conduct surveys is not currently being utilised to upload completed surveysreal -time. Furthermore,
ourwalkthrough of the survey process identified oneinstancewhere a surveyor did not save the completed survey whilst they are with the
passenger, potentially enabling survey resultsto be altered before these are saved. We acknowledge that thismay have occurred aspart of
demonstratinghow a survey is completed during the walkthrough phase of our audit.

Surveys are conducted by GAL staff on zero hour contracts. We acknowledge GAL hasconsidered outsourcing, however thiswasrejected on
the groundsof additional costs. There may be value inconsideringindependent (outsourced) surveys to be requested at less frequent intervals

(e.g.say every 2 or5 yearinterval), to complement the surveysundertaken by GAL staff.

Considerations for the future
Service standard specific
7.1C

7.1E-7.1H

Airport operational processes
7.2K-7.2L

7.2N-7.2P

Audit requirement

Report on whetherthere are more effective, accurate or robust measuresof service performance, including (where appropriate) suggesting proven systemsthat are used at other
airports.

Audit observ ation

puaesevator

N/A — Referto analysisin other sectionsabove

Reference

N/A
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Audit requirement
The audit shallalso compare the resultsof the QSM to international surveys of airport quality performance (particularly the Airport Service Quality (ASQ) survey conducted by Airports
Council International), and identify any apparentanomaliesin movementsovertime and offer any possible explanations.

‘ Audit observ ation Reference
Ouraudit comparedresultsfrom the QSM and the ASQ survey in 2015to understand whetherthere wasan apparent anomaly. We identified that Considerations for the future
these two surveys differwith regardsto the questionsasked, calculationsapplied, methodology used, use different scalesand are therefore not Airport operational processes
directly comparable. 7.2M

During 2015 there were variancesin the resultsbetween the two surveyswith the QSM survey results consistently higherthan the ASQ. Belowisa
summary of the survey results which we note may not be directly comparable given the use of different methodology, calculationsand scale.

QSM ASQ
Measure (2015 (2015

av erage) av erage)
Departure Lounge Seating | 4.05 3.562
Cleanliness 4.08 4.04
Way finding 4.18 4.11
Flight Information 4.37 4.16

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. 9
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Security and Control Posts

Audit requirement

The audit shall focuson these security elementsin the SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport: Central search, Transfer search, Sta ff search, Control posts(CTA, Cargo, Eastside,
Southside, Terminal 5).

The audit shallfocuson these security elementsin the CSS(R) scheme at GatwickAirport: Central passenger search, Transfer search, Staff search (Terminalsand Crew), External
control postssearch.

The robustness of the current queue measurement systemsand proceduresin each terminal and theirfithessfor purpose in providing the source data forthe SQRB scheme at
Heathrow Airport and in the CSS(R) scheme at GatwickAirport, including within thisassessment the questionsthat have beenraised regarding the consistent measurement of the end
of passenger security queues.

‘ Audit observ ation Reference

Ourauditidentified thatthere isa mix of manual and automated processesbeing used to record security queue time.We encou ntered a number of Detailed findings

difficultiesindependently verifying security queue timesrecorded by OCS against CCTV footage. 6.1
Ourreview also identified a number of considerationsfor the future to further enhance the measurement of the queuetimesat GAL. 6.3—6.5
Detailed findings 6.7

e We identified opportunitiesfor GAL to enhancethe independent validation and monitoring processesused over the third party provider (OCS)
who capturesmanual queue times.

e OCSrecords of queue timewere not available for all time sesgmentswe sampled, despite these falling within the core hoursofthe CSS
Handbook We note that these timeswere at the beginning and end of each day. While we understand from GAL thatthese may relate to
instanceswhere there were no passengers, this hasnot been noted on the queuetime formsOCS retains.

e Vehiclesusing the Northern Approach Gate are waiting in theroad outside of the security area, creating longer queuesat the external control . .
gate. Thisimpactsupon the security queue time recorded inthislocation. Airport operational processes

e Uni-queue systemsused to manage the flow of passengersthrough the North Terminal general security area have been included aspart of 7.2Q-7.2Y
unimpededtransit time calculationsduring the period of North Terminal construction. Thisdoesnot alignwith the CSS Handbook which requires
these uni-queue systemsto be avoided aspart of unimpeded transit time calculations.

e Five minordiscrepancieswere identified inreported security service metric scoresbetween published information andinformationretained by
GAL in supporting documentation.

Considerations for the future

Service standard specific

e  Premium security iscurrently included within the central security queue calculation which couldlead to queuetimesbeingcapturedthat are not
representative of the average queue time per passenger across GAL.

Airport operational processes

e Aspartof ourtesting, we identified some issues regarding the availability and accuracy of a security monitoring tool used by GAL which could
be used for quality assurance checkson security times. We acknowledge that the affected system is at the end of itslife and we understand
that thisis being replacedin 2016 aspart of GAL'scapital investment programme. While thisisan importantissue and therefore we have
highlightedthisto GAL management, itisout of the scope of the service standards. Detailsof these issues have been providedto, and
discussed with, GAL. However, due to the security implicationsassociated with this observation, the specific detailshave not beenpresented in
thisreport.

e The processforcalculating unimpeded transittimeisbased on the time taken fora member of the AOC to walkthe transit area. Thismay not
be representative of the walking speed of the average passenger

e Activitiesincludedaspart of the general passenger security area (such as passport checks and preparation areasfor screeni ng) differ between

Considerations for the future
Service standard specific
7.11
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the North and South Terminals, impacting upon comparability. We acknowledge thatthisreflectsa temporary location of security areasduring
construction in the North Terminal.

e Real time monitoring of service elementsduringthe monthisonly available for the general passenger security area in the South Terminal
(which uses an automated system). GAL should consider additional real time monitoring of other service elementsto enhance operational
oversight.

e Acentralised system is not being used to record all security queue times, impacting upon central oversight by GAL.

e We identified errorsin the data entry of security queue timesinto calculation spreadsheets. We note that thisdid notimpact uponthe overall
calculation of the service measure forthe month, orrebate calculations.

e However, as part of widerreview and upgrade of CCTV functionality at GAL, consideration should be givento extending the use of CCTV
footage to enableindependent monitoring of security queue timesand asset availability. The Information Commissioners Officer should be
consulted regarding the use of CCTV forthispurpose to ensure that thisisaligned withtheir requirements.

Audit requirement
Whetherthe current grouping of control postsat Heathrow Airportis (i) balanced intermsof usage, (ii) reasonable in terms of substitutability of individual control posts, and (iii) ableto
maintain incentiveson HAL to maintain control post performance levelsacross the campusin order meet the operational needsof the airlines/passengers.

Audit observ ation Reference

N/A — HAL specific measure. N/A

Audit requirement
Whetherthere are more effective, accurate and robust measuresof service performance, including (where appropriate) suggesting proven systemsthat are used at otherairports.

Audit observ ation Reference

N/A — Referto analysisin other sectionsabove. N/A
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Passenger Operational and Airline Operational Eements

Audit requirement

The audit will considerthe proceduresand systems for measuring availability of the assetsset outin the SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport . Thisincludesthe following aspects:
Passenger sensitive equipment (general), Passenger sensitive equipment (priority), Arrivalsbaggage carousels, Tracktransit system, Stands, Jetties, Fixed electrical ground po wer,

Stand entry guidance, Pre-conditioned air, Pier-served stand usage.

The audit will considerthe proceduresand systems for measuring availability of the assetsset outin the CSS(R) scheme at GatwickAirport. Thisincludesthe following aspects:
Passenger sensitive equipment (general), Passenger sensitive equipment (priority), Arrivalsreclaim, Inter-terminal shuttle system, Outboundbaggage, Stands, Jetties, Pier service,

Fixed electrical ground power.
The audit shall give an objective opinionon:

whetherthe proceduresand systemsin each terminal are fit for purpose
whetherthey are transparent, well documented and have been consistently applied

whetherthe application of the processes by which specific assets are excluded from the scheme when service quality exclusionsapply (e.g. planned maintenance) have been

consistent with the specificationin the SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport and inthe CSS(R) scheme at Gatwick Airport

whetherthere are more effective, accurate orrobust measuresof service performance in thisarea, including (where appropriate) suggesting proven systemsthat are used at

otherairports.

‘ Audit observ ation

GAL has established proceduresto capture and calculate monthly asset downtime, and associated availahility, for each asset class included within
the CSS Handbook. The calculation methodsused were inconsistent acrossdifferent asset classes both in regardsto availability calculations, and
the capture of asset downtime/availability.

A separate spreadsheet has been created foruse in calculating availability for each asset class, again creating inconsistency in the approach
adopted acrossthe different asset types. All exemptionsrequire documented approval from the AOC, evidenced through documented me eting
minutes.

Ourauditidentified minor errorsin the calculation of asset downtime for stands. Furthermore, we identified minor discrepanciesbetween CSS scores

reported on the GAL website against supporting documentationand calculation modelsused by GAL. There are also further opportunitiesfor GAL to
enhance the recording and calculation of asset availability measuresat GAL.

Detailed findings

Ourauditidentified minor errorsin the calculationsused in the stand availability spreadsheetsfor March 2015 and July 2015. These calculation
errors did notimpact uponthe rebate payable by GAL.

Ouraudit furtheridentified a minor variance between the asset downtime asperthe monthly supporting calculationand the downtime recorded
within Maximo (GAL'sasset management system).

Minor discrepancieswere identified between reported asset availability data reported on the GAL website and supporting documentation
retained by GAL.

Considerations for the future
Service standard specific

Exclusionsare available for major refurbishmentwork, re-liftingwork, majorinvestment projectsand replacements; however there isno
definition asto what constituteswork of thisnature.

Guidance inthe CSS Handbookforinter-terminal shuttlesiscurrently unclear and could be read asrequiring no shuttleto be available outside
of core hours. We acknowledge that GAL are not currently interpretingthe CSS Handbookin thismanner, but rather are ensuring one shuttle is
availableatalltimes.

Reference

Detailed findings
6.6

6.8
6.9

Considerations for the future
Service standard specific
7.13

7.1K

Airport operational processes
7.2E
7.2Y-7.2AC

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Airport operational processes

Documentationto evidence that quality assurance checks are performed wasnot availablefor all asset types covered by the CS S Handbook
Furthermore, we identified opportunitiesto enhancethe nature of quality assurance checks being performed by GAL.

At present CCTV footage isnot being used to substantiate asset availability and itisnot the purpose of such a system.

The majority of all assetsdowntime iscaptured viaMaximo, however we identified thatopportunity for further asset types to also be monitored
via Maximo (forexample, shuttle downtime iscurrently capturedin a manuallogbookand excel spreadsheet).

Reports showing asset availability during CSS Handbookcore hours (from Maximo) are not currently being prepared on a frequentbasisto be
used for operational management.

The pierservice modelused by GAL iscurrently complex and requiresseveral different datainputsand manipulations. We have identified
opportunitiesforthisto be simplified to reduce the riskof calculationerror.

There are currently two long standing pier service exemptionsat GAL, which are obtained on a rolling basisfrom the AOC. Consideration
should be given to incorporating these exemptionsinto the CSS Handbookto minimise administration time by GAL and the AOC.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Aerodrome Congestion

Audit requirement

The audit shall give an objective opinionon:

o whetherthe data collection and communication have been performed subject to adequate processes and proceduresto ensure that they are accurate and complete

e whetherthe airport hasreasonably identified the full list of "material events' asdefined inthe SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport and in the CSS(R) scheme at GatwickAirport

e whetherthe airport hasreasonably identified the full list of such eventswith a "material operational impact"asdefined in the SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport andin the
CSS(R) scheme at GatwickAirport

e whetherthe airport hasreasonably applied the "exceptions’ asdefinedin the SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport and inthe CSS(R) scheme at GatwickAirport.
Audit observ ation Reference

GAL maintainsa Super Log which capturesall potentially material eventsthat occur each day. ThisSuper Log isupdated by the Airside Operations | Airportoperational processes
team aspart of the roles and responsibilities of their shift and includes sufficientdetail on the nature of any events. 7.2E

The CSS Handbookprovidesguidance on whatisconsidered a 'material event' and 'material operational impact. Thisguidanceisreferred to by the

Airside Operationsteam aspart of categorisation of all potentially material events. Whilst guidanceisavailablein the CSS Handbook, categorisation

of eventsrequiresjudgement and we identified improvementsto ensure that quality assurance checks are performed overthisd ecision making.

Considerations for the future

Airport operational processes

e Thereisnoindependent review of quality assurance overthe classification of eventsto assess whetherthese are 'material' in nature,and
therefore fit the definitionincludedwithinthe aerodrome congestionterm.

Audit requirement

Whetherin the opinion of the Auditorsthe airport operator has:

e made reasonable assumptionsabout the number of expected arrivalsand/or departuresduring material eventswith a material op erational impact
e theairport operatorhasmade reasonable judgementsbased upon explicit criteria where there have been contributing causesbeyond itscontrol.

Audit observ ation Reference

Aerodrome congestion iscalculated using a spreadsheet which capturesactual and expected arrivalsand departures, extracted from the core GAL Airport operational processes

airport database. Asnoted above, we have identified improvementsto ensure that quality assurance checks are performed over judgementsmade 7.2E

as part of aerodrome congestion decisionmaking.

Considerations for the future

Airport operational processes

e Thereisnoindependent review or quality assurance overthe classification of eventsto assess whetherthese are 'material’ innature, and
therefore fit the definitionincluded withinthe aerodrome congestionterm.
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Audit requirement
Whether subject to the above the rebateshave been properly calculated.

Audit observ ation Reference

Referto the rebatessection below. N/A

Audit requirement
Whetherthere are more effective, accurate orrobust measuresof service performance, including (where appropriate) suggesting proven systemsthat are used at otherairports.

Audit observ ation Reference

As noted above, independent review aerodrome congestionterm decisionmakingneedsto be implemented by GAL. Thisshould include oversight Airport operational processes
from the AOC. 7.2E

Audit requirement

As part of the above assessment, the Auditorswill investigate and report on the transparency of the decision-making processforthe operation of thismeasure, and on the extent to
which the views of stakeholdersare appropriately captured and considered.

Audit observ ation Reference

Classification of eventsregarding aerodrome congestion are made by the Airside Operationsteam. We identified an opportunity to enhance visibility, | Airport operational processes
and independent challenge of aerodrome congestion calculationsthrough opening thisdecision-making processto a broaderaudience. 7.2AD

Considerations for the future
Airport operational processes

e Regularreportsand information on potentially material eventsare not provided by GAL to the AOC and CAA for theirreview and consideration.
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Airline Service Standards (Gatw ick Airport only)
Audit requirement
The effectivenessof the monitoring of arrivalsbag performance, in particular the robustnessof data collection and calculation of airline performance.

‘ Audit observ ation Reference

Airline bag performanceiscalculated based upon Ground Handler notification of aircraft arrival (on chocks time) and delivery of the last bag. We Detailed findings

identified an automated datainput of on chockstime which could be used by GAL to reduce the possibility of manual data recording error. 6.2

Ouraudit also identified a further area for clarification withinthe CSS Handbookto ensure consistent measurement of thisp erformance measure. Considerations for the future
Detailed findings Airport operational processes:
Ourauditidentified four minor discrepanciesbetween published inbound baggage scoresand supporting documentation retained by GAL. 7.2E

Furthermore, we were also unable to reconcile flight data from theinbound baggage service metric spreadsheet to the rebate calculation
spreadsheet for four of five months. Asa result, we were unable to obtain comfort overthe accuracy of rebate calculationsforthese months.
Considerations for the future

Airline operational processes

e Quality assurance review of last bag timeisnot currently being undertaken, forexample using CCTV footage. In addition,in chockstime is

automatically captured withina system as the aircraft arriveshowever, thisautomatic datafeed isnot currently being used aspart of
calculations.
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Audit requirement
The provision of adequate information to airlinesand to the CAA on the amountspaid and the datesof payments.

Audit observ ation Reference

Service performance information (on both CSS and ASS performance measures)isprovided to the CAA by way of reportspublished on the external | N/A
GAL website, and through information provided to the AOC on a monthly basis. Thisinformation providesa summary of ASS performance forthe
month, including any targetsthat have not been met.

Ourauditidentified thatadequate information appearsto be provided by GAL to the CAA regarding ASS performance.

Calculation and Payment of Bonuses (Heathrow Airport only) and Rebates
Audit requirement
The robustness of the calculationsof bonuses (Heathrow Airport only) and rebates, including the consistent rounding of figuresto the appropriate number of decimal points.

‘ Audit observ ation Reference
Rebatesare calculatedusing a spreadsheet which pullsin performance for each service element thatmonth, broken down by terminal. Rebate Considerations for the future
calculation methodology applied by thisspreadsheet appearsto align withrequirementsper GAL'sConditionsof Use and the Core Service Airport operational processes:
Standards. 7 92H
An annual rebate wash-up calculation isconducted at year end to reflect variations between estimated and actual aerodrome chargesand airline 723

use. We identified that further training and awarenessof thiscalculationwould be benéeficial.

Considerations for the future
Airport operational processes

e Thereisakey person dependency regardingthe annual rebate wash-up calculation. Whilst the GAL employee who conductedthiswash-up in
2014 isstill employed by GAL, theirrole no longerincludesthisactivity and training hasyet to be provided to the new GAL Finance Analyst.

e Calculationofrebatesdoesnot reflect the mid-year reforecast of passenger numbers, impactinguponthe accuracy of rebate calculationsduring
the year.

Audit requirement
The robustness of the calculationsof rebate reduction dueto airlinesnot meeting the airline service standards (Gatwick Airport only).

Audit observ ation Reference

Rebate calculationsare based on monthly CSS performance of each service element. Where a CSS performance target hasnotbeenmet, the GAL | N/A
rebate calculationmodel will checkwhethereach airline hasachieved their ASS targetsand will only pay a rebate if these ASS targetshave been
met.

Ourauditdid notidentify any areasforimprovement regarding the robustnessof calculationswith regardsto airline service standard reductions.
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Audit requirement

The provision of adequate information to airlinesand to the CAA on the amountsof rebatespaid by HAL and GAL , the bonusesearned by HAL, the amountof rebate reduction
(Gatwick Airport only), and datesof payments.

‘ Audit observ ation Reference

A summary of rebate exposure and rebatespaid ispresented on the GAL website. Published rebate informationwasnot available for2014/15 atthe | Considerations for the future

time of ouraudit, but wassubsequently republished. We also identified areaswhere the type of rebate informatio nreported by GAL on theirwebsite | Ajrport operational processes:

could be enhanced. 792G

Airlinesare providedtheirrebate by way of a credit notewith a high level description of the period and service element th e rebate covers. As 7 9]

identified by GAL, there isa need to provide additional informationto airlinesto enhancetheirunderstanding of rebate calculations. '

Considerations for the future

Airport operational processes

e The format of rebate information presented on the GALwebsite variesbetween2014/15and 2015/16,with oneyear presented intable form
and the otherin paragraph form.In addition, published rebate information doesnot reflect any changesto the rebate exposure orrebatespaid
as a result of the annual rebate wash-up.

o Detailsof howrebateshave been calculated hasnot historically been providedto airlineswith theirrebate credit note. GAL intendsto provide

additional information to airlinesgoing forward, however asrebateshad not recently been paid at the time of our review we were unable to sight
this.
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Publication of Service Performance

Audit requirement

The audit shall give an objective opinion on the publication of performance, and (where appropriate) make suggestionsfor possible waysof improving transparency of information to

passengers and otherairlines.

‘ Audit observ ation

As part of ouraudit, we conducted testing over the accuracy and completenessof published service performance information on GAL'swebsite.

GAL publish monthly service performance reportsof service performance. Information included inthese service performance reportsclearly setsout

service performance foreach GAL terminal, both forthe monthand 12 month period. However, we identified the following furth er areaswhich could

enhance reporting on service performance.

Considerations for the future

Service standard specific:

e Service performancereportshad not been published for 2016 at the time of our audit fieldwork due to on-going consultationwith the AOC.
Furthermore, there wasno timescale for service performance report publicationin the CSS Handbook.

Airport operational processes:

e Quality assurance checks of service performance reportsby GAL are not currently documented and therefore we were unableto a ssess these
were being performed aspart of our audit.

e Updatesto service performance reportson the GAL website are not clearly communicatedto end usersvia an explanationon the website
notifyingthem of the change andthe nature of amendmentsmade.

Reference

Considerations for the future
Service standard specific:
7.1B

Airport operational processes:
7.2E

7.2F

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Limitations

During our work, we identified that CCTV footage was used by GAL
for the purposes of passenger safety and security. As a result this
impacted our ability to independently assess:

The accuracy of start and finish times of work orders raised to
record planned/routine maintenance and ad hoc/reactive
maintenance for assets covered by the asset availability measures.
This impacted our ability to independently assess whether asset
downtime for each asset had been accurately recorded by engineers
and contractors at Gatwick.

The accuracy of manually recorded security queue times (for general
security, transfers, staff, and external control posts) over the period
January 2015 — December 2015. This impacted our ability to
independently assess whether security queue times had been
accurately recorded by OCS, the third party contracted by Gatwick
to record security queues.

The accuracy of automated security queue times (for general
security) at Gatwick's South terminal. The automated security queue
system applies a number of rules and calculations to determine the
queue time that is recorded.

Furthermore, we were unable to verify asset availability against original
system records due to limitations on the length of time system records
are retained by GAL:

The accuracy of start and finish times of asset downtime in the
following systems as records are only retained for a period of 99
days:
o SEGS (on chock time' which is used as part of the
inbound baggage performance measure)

o IDAHO (used as part of the measurement of several
asset types under the asset availability performance
measure).

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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3  Summary of Key Findings

The following tables below provides a summary of the detailed findings
ratings and considerations for the future for each service component for

GAL.
Detailed Findings Future Considerations
Component Low Service Airline
Standard  Operational
Specific Processes
General Observations - - 1 5
Passenger Satisfaction - - 6 6
Security & Control Posts 2 3 1 9
Passenger Operational
& Airline Operational - 3 2 5
Elements
Aerodrome Congestion - - - 1
Airline Service
Standards(Gatwick 1 - - -
only)
Calculation & Payment
of Bonuses (Heathrow - - - 4
only) & Rebates
Publication of Service ) ) 1 1
Performance
Total 3 6 11 31

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Within our reports, every finding is given a rating providing a high level view of the adequacy of the internal control environment. These ratings are
described in the tables below. This rating system allows for objective monitoring and comparison of reports and further provides indication to the level
of control weaknesses in place. Whilst we have documented some of the key features below as a guide towards the rating provided this list is not
comprehensive and other factors may have been taken into consideration. The below table provides example features which are considered when
providing ratings to our findings throughout this report.

Finding

rating

Medium

Description

Findingsthat are fundamental to the
managementofriskin the businessarea,
representing a weakness in control that
requiresthe immediate attention of
management

Potential Rating Features

Key control not designed or operating effectively
Potential for fraud identified
Non-compliance with key procedures/ standards
Non-compliance with regulation

Service Standard Audit Commentary

In the context of our audit, we typically
identified thathigh priority findingswere
of a nature where controlswere not
designed appropriately and/or not
working effectively in practice.

Important findingsthat are to be resolved by

line management.

Impactiscontainedwithin the department and compensating controls
would detect errors

Possibility for fraud exists

Control failuresidentified but notin key controls
Non-compliance with procedures/ standards (but not resulting in key
control failure)

In the context of our audit, we typically
identified thatmedium priority findings
were of a nature where enhancement
were identified to the way controlshad
been designed and/or the way in which
controlswork in practice.

Low

Findingsthat identify non-compliance with
established proceduresoropportunitiesto
further enhance the service quality
framework.

Minor control weakness
Minornon-compliance with procedures/ standards

Opportunitiesor observationssurrounding the service quality framework

In the context of our audit, we typically
identified thatlow priority findingswere
of a nature where observationsfor future
enhancement were identified to the way
controlshad been designed and/or
immaterial control weaknesseswere
identified.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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4 Approach

4.1 Service element overview and walkthrough
We obtained an overview of how each service element opetates at GAL
This involved meeting with key stakeholders responsible for the
oversight and delivery of each service element. We also met with
stakeholders at GAL who collated and published the service element
results on a monthly basis.

During this process we conducted site visits to GAL and sighted key
operational activities that supported the collation and analysis of data for
the service element. We also obtained and reviewed key documentation
relevant to each service element.

4.2 Audit procedures
Based upon our understanding of each service element, we developed
an audit procedure specific to GAL. These audit procedures guided our
testing approach in the following areas:

+ Review of calculations, models and systems
» Validation of data inputs

o Reasonableness of calculations

o Recalculating rebate/bonus payments

e Publication of service standard results.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

4.3 Review of calculations models and systems
We inspected the key Excel workbooks that are used for each setrvice
element calculation to assess the integrity of data and calculation
methods used. This included an assessment of:

o Security controls in place to prevent unauthorised access or
accidental modifications to the spreadsheet (e.g. password
protection)

o Change controls in place to ensure modifications are appropriate
and authorised (e.g. change logs)

o Formula accuracy, macro (automated routines) and external links
assessment using a specialist Excel auditing tool called XL Audit’.

Furthermore, we have tested the methodology used by third parties to
weight the QSM scores by passenger numbers by independently re-
performing the weighting for a sample month and comparing to the
outputs provided to the airport. This has been performed using our data
analytics software, IDEA, by taking the raw passenger data and QSM
survey inputs and transforming it using the algorithm rules.

4.4 Validation of data inputs
Applying a sample testing approach, we validated key data inputs for
each service element. This validation included the review of:

o« Maximo work orders raised for asset downtime

o CCTV footage for both security and control post queue times
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«  Material event documentation, to support aerodrome congestion
calculations.

4.5 Accuracy of calculations
We reviewed key supporting calculation models and spreadsheets for
each service element to assess whether these had been designed
appropriately (in line with service quality requirements) and were
operating effectively in practice. Testing in this area included activities
such as:

o Tracing data inputs through from data input to the externally
published service performance results —including where different
spreadsheets are used as part of the service element calculation

o Testing key formulae within calculation models/spreadsheets to
assess whether these are in line with the requirements of the service
standard calculations

«  Obtaining supporting documentation for any exemptions /
exclusions, including evidence of approval from the AOC and other
relevant parties.

4.6 Recalculation of rebate / bonus payments
As part of our review of the reasonableness of service element
calculations, we took a sample based testing approach to recalculate a
sample of rebate/bonus payments throughout of audit period. This
included:

o Testing key formulae within rebate/bonus payments
models/spreadsheets to check these are in line with requirements
calculations within the service standards

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

o Testing to ensure rebates/bonuses have been calculated based on

reported service quality results for the relevant period (including
Airline Service Charges for GAL)
o Highlevel review of annual rebate wash-up process.

4.7 Publication of service standard results
For each service element, we compared a sample of service element
results across our testing period to published results of the external
websites of GAL.

4.8 Comparison to good practice
Throughout our review, we considered the operational practices at GAL
compared to other good practice we have observed elsewhere within the
sector, similar organisations and other regulators.
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5 Service Element Overview

Passenger satisfaction

Passenger satisfaction is measured via Quality of Service Monitor (QSM)
surveys, which use a pre-defined set of questions to assess passenger
satisfaction across the following elements:

o Departure lounge seating availability
o Cleanliness

o Way-finding

« TFlight information.

Surveys are conducted by GAL staff using hand held devices. The
surveys take place across both the North and South Terminals, in either
a departure lounge for departure passengers, or within the arrivals
concourse for arrivals passengers.

Survey quotas are prepared on a regular (usually monthly) basis to target
passengers that are surveyed. Quotas include both the total number of
passengers to be surveyed for the month, along with the destination
they are travelling to (for surveys of departure passengers).

Completed surveys are downloaded to the GAL network at the end of
each surveyor's shift. GAL Matket Research staff review and spot check
survey results during the month to ensure data quality. At month end,
survey data is sent by GAL to a third party (ORC), who specialise in
business intelligence. ORC apply a weighting factor to survey results to
ensure results for the month reflect actual passenger numbers travelling
through each terminal, and the percentage of passengers using particular
services (such as toilets). Further weightings and calculations are applied
based on flight destination, time and other agreed factors (including any
approved exemptions).

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

Passenger satisfaction scores are presented for the month and on a
moving annual total basis. Final scores are reviewed by the GAL Market
Research team each month.

Security and control posts
GAL measures security queue times across both North and South
terminals for:

o Central passenger search

» Flight connections

« Staff search

» External control posts (Northern approach gate).

Central passengersearch

GAL is currently utilising two different approaches for measuring and
monitoring central passenger search queues in the airport. Queue times
are manually recorded by a third party (OCS) in the North Terminal,
whereas an electronic system is used to monitor queue times in the
South Terminal. We understand that GAL intend to roll out the
electronic queue management system in the South Terminal as part of
the current development works that are taking place.

GAL security conduct random checks of security queue times (on a
weekly basis) to verify the accuracy of queue times recorded by OCS or
via the automated queue management system.

North Terminal

Within the North Terminal, GAL have contracted a third party (OCS)
to manually record security queue times during core hours. One
passenger is selected at random each 15 minute period during core
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hours as they enter the screening area. Queue timing commences when
the passenger enters the security area, or another point as agreed by the
AOC. The OCS queue timer continues to manually record the queue
time until the passenger reaches the start of a roller bed, and are in a
position to retrieve a tray to place their belongings in for security
screening.

OCS staff record queue times on a manual document and call these
through to the GAL Control Centre every 15 minutes. The GAL
Control Centre are responsible for manually recording queue times
within the OPM system. A daily summary of security queue times from
OPM is provided to management for review.

The GAL Finance Analyst calculates CSS secutity queue times each
month based on information entered within OPM. Allowable exclusions
(where AOC approval has been provided), and unimpeded walk time are
removed as part of these calculations.

South Terminal
GAL utilises an automated security queue system (QSM system) to
measure passenger secutity queues within the South Terminal.

All passengers departing from the South Terminal must scan their
boarding pass at an electronic gate as they enter security, which records
an image of the passengers face (with an accompanied time stamp). Due
to system limitations, these is nota 100% success rate on photo capture
for all passengers, however a large proportion of passengers are being
included.

Secondary cameras are in place in each security lane which capture
passengers when they reach the start of the roller bed and are ina
position to be able to retrieve a tray for their belongings. The QMS
system calculates the security queue time for the 15 minute segment on
the security queue time of the fifth passenger that passes through a
security lane. This ensures that security queue times are based on
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security lanes that are being actively used throughout the 15 minute

period.

Security queue times are automatically recorded in the QSM system, and
can be tracked using real-time monitoring software in the security area.
Queue times recorded in the QSM system have automatically removed
unimpeded walk time.

The GAL Finance Analyst calculates CSS secutity queue times each
month based on information in the QSM system.

We understand that GAL would conduct manual queue timing if the
system went down, ot if queues extended beyond the electronic gates at
any time during core hours.

Flight connections

GAL have contracted OCS to manually record queue times for flight
connections, across both the North and South terminals. Given the low
volume of passengers who use flight connection facilities, GAL are not
currently exploring systemisation in this area.

OCS staff select one passenger at random each 15 minute period during
core hours as they approach the transfer area. Queue timing commences
when the passenger presents their boarding card to the security officer
in the transfer area, and concludes when the passenger reaches the start
of a roller bed, being in a position to retrieve a tray to place their
belongings in for security screening.

OCS staff record queue times on a manual document throughout the
day. At the end of each day, the OCS Administrator manually enters
these queue times into a queue time spreadsheet and submits this to the
GAL Finance Analyst.

Staff search
Staff security queue times are measured across five different areas within
the North and South terminals, as follows:

o North Terminal — Staff (Departures Hall)
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o North Terminal — Staff (Arrivals Hall)
« North Terminal — Jubilee House

e South Terminal — Staff

o South Terminal — Atlantic House.

OCS manually measure staff security queue times on behalf of GAL.
Similar to tlight connections, the low volume of staff who pass through
these search areas means thereis no current plans for systemisation in
this area.

OCS staff select one staff member in each of the five different staff
search areas at random each 15 minute period during core hours. The
location at which the queue timing starts differs between each staff
search area, however in each case has been agreed with the AOC.
Security queue times conclude for all staff search areas when staff are in
a position to retrieve a tray to place their belongings in for security
screening.

OCS staff record queue times on a manual document throughout the
day. At the end of each day, the OCS Administrator manually enters
these queue times into a queue time spreadsheet and submits this to the
GAL Finance Analyst.

External Control Posts — Northern approach gate

As with flight connections and staff search, GAL have contracted OCS
to manually record security queue times for the northern approach gate
external control post. The CSS Handbook currently only requires
security queue times to be measured for the northern approach gate.

OCS staff select one vehicle at random each 15 minute period during
core hours. Queue timing commences when the vehicle turns off the
main road, towards the control post. The OCS staff member continues
to record the queue time until the vehicle is fully within the control 'pen
and has stopped moving. Where no vehicles enter the external control

post during the 15 minute period, this is recorded as a nil queue time by
OCS.

1
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In line with processes for flight connections and staff search, OCS staff
record queue times on a manual document throughout the day. At the
end of each day, the OCS Administrator manually enters these queue
times into a queue time spreadsheet and submits this to the GAL
Finance Analyst.

Passenger operational and airline operational elements
The CSS Handbook requires GAL to measure the availability of a

number of assets, actoss both the North and South terminal, as follows:

o Asset availability (jetties, fixed electronic group power, passenger
sensitive equipment, and arrivals reclaim)

o Outbound baggage

o Inter-Terminal shuttle system

o Stand availability

o DPier service.

Asset availability (jetties, fixed electronic group power, passenger
sensitive equipment, and arrivals reclaim)

GAL has established asset maintenance plans for each asset, which
include planned dates when different maintenance activities are
performance. Any assets requiring corrective maintenance are notified
to the GAL fault team through a notification line.

Asset availability at GAL is managed via Maximo, an asset management
system. All maintenance work, whether planned or reactive, is recorded
as a work order within Maximo. Engineers, and contractors, are
allocated Maximo work orders and are responsible for performing
maintenance and work required. Engineers, and contractors, are
required to close work orders directly in Maximo, which then
automatically calculates downtime for that asset.

The GAL Finance Analyst generates a Maximo extracts each month (or
more regularly where time allows), which shows asset downtime by asset
and downtime type (corrective maintenance, planned maintenance etc.).
These reports are incorporated into an asset availability spreadsheet
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(maintained separately for each asset type) which calculates all downtime
for the asset over the month.

Asset availability spreadsheets are sent by the GAL Finance Analyst to
the GAL Engineering Managers for their review. Any amendments
required (due to data entry errors etc.) are manually applied by the GAL
Finance Manager in the asset downtime spreadsheets, as amendments
cannot be made directly within the Maximo system.

Outbound baggage

GAL operates an automated baggage system (SAC), from passenger
drop off of bags at check-in to delivery of bags to Ground Handlet's
trolleys. Baggage is scanned throughout its route (including at check-in,
or when the bag first enters the baggage system), allowing for real-time
baggage tracking through the SAC system.

An automated daily data upload of baggage information occurs between
the SAC system and a system managed by a third party (ENGIE).
ENGIE analyse baggage information to report daily performance
against CSS targets. The algorithms run by ENGIE as part of this
analysis have been presented to, and agreed by, the AOC. The
Engineering Services team review baggage performance daily, and
follow up any unusual results with ENGIE, as required.

Inter-Terminal shuttlesystem
GAL operates an inter-terminal shuttle service between the North and

South Terminals for passengers. As these shuttles are classed as a 'train'
under Office of Rail and Road regulation, a shuttle logbook is
maintained which captures all downtime, and the associated cause, on a

daily basis.

The Shuttle Engineering team manually enters information from this
shuttle logbook into a Shuttle Performance Dashboard spreadsheet each
day. As part of this data entry, the shuttle downtime is classified to
reflect whether this occurs within core hours (per the CSS Handbook)
and whether downtime relates to a single or double shuttle outage. The
Engineering Manager conducts an independent review of the Shuttle
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Performance Dashboard spreadsheet to the shuttle logbook to ensure
data accuracy.

Stand availability

GAL stand availability is monitored real-time by the Gatwick Control
Centre through the Stand Planning system. All stands that are closed
(either due to planned or reactive maintenance) are logged in the Stand
Planning System to prevent aircraft from inappropriately being directed
to these locations when they land.

The GAL Airside Operations Team also maintain a Stand Availability
spreadsheet, which captures all stand closures and the associated reason
for closure. Various formulae ate applied to this spreadsheet to identify
whether the stand outage occurred during core hours, and the total
duration of the closure. All stand closures are reviewed by the Airside
Operations team on a monthly basis back to planned work plans, and
known reactive outages.

Pier service

GAL calculates the number of passengers using pier service stands,
compared on remote stands, manually using a dedicated pier service
spreadsheet.

GAL Flight Planners record real-time the stand used by each aircraft,

along with reasons why a aircraft used a remote stand (where

applicable). On a monthly basis, the GAL Finance Analyst extracts a

number reports and extracts from different GAL systems which set out

flight and stand information, as follows:

o System extract showing the reasons why aircrafts used remote
stands

o Details of flights, and associated passenger numbers, that used
remote stands during the month

o Number of passengers coached from remote stands.

The GAL Finance Analyst analyses the various data inputs to determine
which aircraft, and passenger numbers, were served from remote stands.
For each of these aircraft, the reason for use of remote stands is
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reviewed to determine whether this fits within allowable exclusions (per
the CSS Handbook). The pier service calculation also includes further
AOC approved exemptions (where applicable), that represent particular
events that took part during the month.

Pier service scores are presented both for the month, and on a moving
annual total basis.

Aerodrome Congestion

GAL are required, under the CSS, to pay rebates to airlines where
selected 'material events' occur that cause a 'material operational impact'
to airport movements.

GAL Duty Managers, and their team, record all potential material events
into a superlog spreadsheet on a daily basis. The GAL Assistant Airside
Compliance Manager reviews all potential material events recorded in
the superlog each week to determine whether these meet the
requirements of a ‘'material event', and to consider whether these havea
'material operational impact'. Guidance on what constitutes a 'material
event' and 'material operational impact' are provided in the CSS
Handbook.

A monthly analysis of all 'material events'is conducted to determine the
maximum cumulative arrival movement deferred, and therefore the
impact the 'material event' has on passengers. The analysis is completed
based upon the actual aircraft flows, compared to the reference flows.
Only where these is a different between these flows is a rebates payable
to airlines.

Airline service standards
The GAL Airline Service Standards include the following two service
elements:

o Check-in performance: Queue time
« Arrivals bag performance: First and last bag times on carousel.
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Check-in performance: Queue time

At the time of our review, GAL were still determining the methodology
to be used in measuring check-in queue times. As such, formal tracking
of this measure had yet to commence.

Arrivals bag performance: Firstand last bag times on carousel

GAL records the 'on chocks' time for aircrafts through manual
notification from Ground Handlers to the Gatwick Control Centre, and
through an automated time stamp from 'SEGS' (the system that records
when an aircraft is on the stand, or 'on chocks'). This 'on chocks' time
forms the start of the time period measured under this service element.

Ground Handlers are responsible for transporting baggage from aircraft
to the reclaim belts (both normal baggage and out of gauge items) and
for contacting the Gatwick Control Centre to record the time the last
bagis delivered. The GAL Gatwick Control Centre log this last bag time
in IDAHO.

The GAL Finance Analyst analyses arrivals bag performance each
month using a DIDFLY IBB spreadsheet. This spreadsheet
incorporates IDAHO extracts (of 'on chocks' time and last bag time)
with information on the aircraft type to assess whether bags were
delivered in line with agreed timelines. Any AOC approved exceptions
are manually applied in this spreadsheet by the GAL Finance Analyst.

Publication of service performance

The GAL Finance Analysis is responsible for collating all CSS and ASS
service performance results each month from operational staff
responsible for each service area. Monthly results (for both CSS and
ASS service measures) are captured in a 'CSS Performance Tracker'
spreadsheet. Any allowable exclusions (i.e. where AOC approval has
been provided) are removed by the GAL Finance Analyst as part of
final performance calculations for each service measure.

GAL uses an external agency to format the final service performance
results for each month. An internal review of this publication occurs by
the GAL Finance Analyst, and another member of the Finance team, to
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ensure data accuracy before these results are uploaded onto the GAL
external website.

Calculation and payment of rebates

The Gatwick Conditions of Use sets out the nature of rebates payable to
airlines where CSS targets are not met. GAL's total annual rebate
exposure is capped at 7% of revenue from core service charges. Rebates

are calculated on a monthly basis, with separate calculations performed
for the North and South Terminal.

GAL's rebate exposure for each month is calculated within the CSS
performance tracker. Rebate exposure for each month is based on total
estimated core service charges, estimated passenger numbers and the
total rebate exposure for each service elements (per the Conditions of
Use). This rebate exposure is further broken down by airline based on
their share of core service charges and passenger numbers for the
terminal.

The GAL Finance Analyst collates monthly CSS and ASS compliance
within the CSS performance tracker on a monthly basis. Where a service
element has been breached, the rebate payable is calculated within the
Rebates spreadsheet. This spreadsheet links into the CSS performance
tracker to identify breaches of CSS and ASS targets, and calculates the
rebate payable based upon each airline's share of core service charges
and any discounts payable (generally through variations to rebate
calculations agreed by Gatwick and the aitline in their bilateral
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contracts). Rebates are only payable to airline where they have paid core
service charges to GAL and they have met ASS targets.

Rebate calculations are performed by the GAL Finance Analyst are
reviewed by an independent member of the Finance team. Rebates are
calculated on a monthly basis and are paid to aitlines (by way of a credit
note) on a quartetly basis.

At the end of the financial year, the GAL Finance team completes a
wash up exercise to determine the actual rebate payable to each airline
based on the actual passenger traffic and core service charges. The
variance in the calculation of the annual rebate compared to rebates paid
during the year are made via a wash-up credit note / invoice to each
airline.
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6 Detailed findings

The following observations were identified during our review as having a direct, or potentially direct, impact on service per formance scores, and

associated rebates, reported by GAL.

6.1 Medium

Independent validation and monitoring of security queue times

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Finding

GAL currently contracts a third party, OCS, to manually
record queue times for all areas covered by the core service
standards, except South Terminal general search (w hich
utilises an automated queue time system).

GAL Security Team Leaders conduct independent spot
checks of queue times recorded by OCS. These spot checks
occur over all security areas w here manual queue times are
recorded, and across different time segments. The outcome
of these spot checks enable GAL to monitor queue timers on
an on-going basis via Security Team Leaders generating
their ow nsecurity queue times and comparing these w ith the
third party.

As part of our audit, w e selected a sample of 45 time slices
(within the CSS core hours) across February 2016 and
March 2016 to independently recalculate OCS recorded
queue times. Our sample w as spread across all security
screening areas, being North Terminal passenger central
search, North and South Terminal passenger flight
connections, North and South Terminal staff search and
external control posts. We w ere unable to validate OCS
manual queue times retrospectively in 30 of the 45 time
slices selected for testing.

We support GAL's decision to implement facial
recognition softw are for passenger search in the
North Terminal. Once in place, this will remove
the need for OCS to manually record security
queue times in this area.

GAL should review the methodology adopted to
independently spot check queue times recorded
by OCS. Consideration should be given to
increasing the number of spot checks conducted
to ensure that OCS are correctly recording
manual queue times across GAL. As part of this,
formal requirements should be in place to
evidence spot checks have occurred and the
results of these.

Gatwick monitors the performance of our queue
timing contractor very closelyto ensure good
performance by undertaking spot checks of the
times generated. Good performance of this
contractor is very important for our ability to
effectively roster our staff. In our view this
method of monitoring is effective.

In the short term we also note that the
technology used for capturing queue times in the
North Terminal will move to an automated
system.

With regard to the recommendation that checks
may not operate effectively due to few checks
being undertaken early inthe morning or late at
night our systems of forecasting passenger
flows and rostering means that we have a very
good picture of expected passenger flow, and if
the passenger throughput profile changes then
we would expect to undertake more tests early
in the morning.

As is good practice we suggest we continue to
use a risk based approach to validation and

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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6.1 Medium Independent validation and monitoring of security queue times

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

We acknow ledge that GAL are implementing facial
recognition softw are for passenger search in the North
Terminal. Once implemented, this willremove the need for
OCS to manually record security queue times in this area.

Implication

There is a risk that manual security queue times recorded by
OCS do not accurately reflect the queue times passengers
face, impacting upon the accuracy of service reporting.

Furthermore, our testing identified a risk that independent
spot checks of OCS manual queue times conducted by GAL
may not be designed or operating effectively. For example,
few checks are currently occurring during early morning or
late at night.

target our spot checks at times when
passengers are using the facility in sufficient
numbers.

A final observation is that this testing was
undertaken using CCTV system as the chosen
method for testing. This is not the intended
function of this system and it was not suitable for
retrospectively testing queue times (This does
however not affect its primary function). This
meant the testing results cannot be treated as
conclusive. It is therefore not clear that
additional controls are needed.

Date Effective: Implementation of the automated
security measurement system inNT is currently
anticipated in Autumn of 2016

Owner: Peter Lederer

AOC comment:

The North Terminal is moving to automated
gqueue measurement from August 2016 at this
point the recommendation is no longer valid.

GAL note:

no further update needed

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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6.2 Medium

Inbound baggage score discrepancies

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Finding

The inbound baggage service metric w as firstintroduced in
April 2014. Since its introduction, GAL have made several
changes and enhancements to the way in w hich this service
metric is calculated, including a full review of the calculation
methodology being applied one year after this was
implemented.

Our audit identified six discrepancies betw een inbound
baggage service element scores as per the published results
and the supporting documentation retained by GAL.

We tested a sample of five months' calculations of inbound
baggage performance scores and compared these against
scores that had been externally published. Our testing
identified four variances betw een the internal calculation
spreadsheet used by GAL to calculate the service measure,
and the published service performance results (on the GAL
w ebsite). We understand that amendments have been made
by GAL to their inbound baggage score calculation model,
w hich have led to variations betw een internal calculations
and information published on the GAL w ebsite. Refer to
Appendix F for further details.

We also review ed how inbound baggage service metric
scores are used as part of rebate calculations. For four of
the five months w ereview ed, w e w ere unable to tie flight
data from the inbound baggage service metric spreadsheets
into the rebate calculation spreadsheet. Investigation of
these variations by GAL identified that these discrepancies
are due to errorsin a pivot table used to calculate total flight
numbers (airlines that do not fly on a regular basis w ere not
being picked up within the pivot table). We acknow ledge that
as Airline Service Standard results reduce rebates payable
by GAL, the variations identified as part of our testing
indicate that GAL may have overpaid rebates to airlines,
rather than additional rebates now being payable.

We support the initiative taken by GAL to
introduce quality assurance checks of all service
element scores prior to these being published.
The nature of checks conducted as part of this
review should be review edin light of the
variances identified to ensure that sufficient
checks are being conducted.

GAL should retrospectively update any input
variances w ithin the rebate spreadsheet and the
published results to reflect the actual results.

GAL should explore the systemisation of
inbound baggage score and rebate calculations

as part of the wider system improvement project.

In relation to where differences existed between
what was published on the GAL website and the
supporting documentation, these have now been
updated to reflect the correctIBB scores. Going
forward further quality assurance reviews will
take place to reduce the likelihood of thisissue
re-occurring.

In relation to the second point, that being where
the rebate calculation model did not pick up all
the flights in the IBB model, this highlighted a
very minor discrepancy which resulted in a very
small number of flights being missed out of the
rebate calculation (to the rebate value of £432).
To eliminate the risk of this re-occurring, a
simple check has been implemented whereby
the total number of flights in the rebate model is
cross checked to the total number of flights in
IBB model.

Date Effective: 01.06.16

Owner: Mark Browse

AOC comment:

No further comment

GALnote:

No further update

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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6.2 Medium Inbound baggage score discrepancies

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Implication

There is arisk that inaccurate service element scores are
reported, w hichw ould result to either financial loss (via
rebates payable) or reputational damage.

Furthermore, there is a risk that rebates are inaccurately
calculated, leading to either financial loss for GAL. We
acknow ledge that the materiality of this is low, with GAL's
recalculation of rebates show ing that the total value of this
variation w as £432 over a six month period.

We acknow ledge that the top 20 airlines at GAL represent
the majority of all traffic through the airport. This observation
relates only to airlines that do not use GAL on a regular
basis, and therefore are do not comprise a material impact
upon operations, or rebate calculations.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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6.3 Low

Manual queue time records captured during core hours

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Finding

GAL has contracted OCS to conduct manual queue times on
their behalf for all areas included in the CSS Handbook,
except the South Terminal general passenger security
search (w hich utilises an automated queue time system).
OCS capture all queue times on manual documents, w hich
are input into a queue time spreadsheet each day by an
OCS Administrator.

As part of our review,w e selected a sample of queue times
that OCS have manually recorded to tie OCS documentation
into GAL queue time calculation models, and back to CCTV
records. In all 15 samples selected relating to North
Terminal general passenger security search w e identified
time periods that fall within the CSS Handbook core hours
that did not have a queue time recorded. These are as
follow s:

e 17 February 2016 — No queue times have been
recorded betw een 2.30am — 3.15am, and 8.30pm —
10.30pm

e 23 February 2016 — No queue times have been
recorded betw een 8.30pm — 10.30pm

e 1 March 2016 — No queue times have been recorded
betw een 7.45pm — 10.30pm.

Discussions w ith GAL staff noted that the above blank
records are due to no passengers going through security
during these times. How ever, this is not noted on the OCS
manual gueue forms.

Furthermore, our review of passenger numbers for February
2016 (as recorded in the OPM system) identified that a small
number of passengers w ere going through during this time.
GAL staff noted that these passengers w ere likely to be GAL
staff or cleaners who had inappropriately been captured as

GAL should remind OCS of the need to note

dow nw here no passengers pass through
security during core hours.

Gatwick will undertake a training refresher of
OCS to ensure the process matches
requirements as defined in the CSS handbook
and the queue timing contract, including noting
periods when not passengers use a facility.
GAL believes that their current method of
checking the third part queue timing company,
OCS, isvalid and relevant and does not propose
to alter this process.

Date Effective: 01 07 2016

Owner: Peter Lederer

AOC comment:

The introduction of automated queue
measurement will replace this recommendation.

GAL note:

No further update
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6.3 Low Manual queue time records captured during core hours

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

passengers.
Implication

There is a risk that published security queue times do not
represent actual security queue times were OCS are not
maintaining full records during core hours.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

36




Civil Aviation Authority | Audit of Service Quality Regulation at Gatwick Airport Limited

1. Background and scope

2. Executive Summari

Appendices

6.4 Low

External control post queue time

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Finding

Queue times for the Northern Approach Gate are included
as part of the CSS Handbook. OCS carry out manual queue
times for this external control post, on behalf of GAL.

The Northern Approach Gate has a number of different
lanes, each with a security pen blocked at both ends by a
barrier arm. Before the barrier arm there is a w aiting area
w hichis designed to be used by vehicles w aiting to be
screened / enter the security pen.

As part of our review of CCTV footage during this audit, we
identified that vehicles using the Northern Approach Gate
are not currently using the w aiting areas at the start of each
security pen. Instead, vehicles are w aiting on the road
outside the Northern Approach Gate until a security pen
becomes free and will then drive directly inside. This
queuing methodology created a line of vehicles on the road
in each of the three instances w e looked at as part of our
testing. Based on the queuing methodology in the CSS
Handbook, this line of vehicles will be counted as part of the
overall external control post queue during each time
segment.

Implication

There is a risk that vehicles queuing in the road outside the
Northern Approach Gate w illcreate longer recorded queues
for each time segment, and may lead to GAL not meeting
their service metric targets.

GAL should remind security staff w orking in the
Northern Approach Gate area that vehicles are
to queue in the waiting area at the start of each
security pen. These GAL security staff should
remind vehicles of this requirement w here they
queue on the road and a w aiting area is free.

The purpose of this audit was to identify whether
the queue timing process from a start point to a
finish point was clearly defined and undertaken
in line with the aforementioned process. This
finding details the method of operation of one of
our security posts, rather than whether the
timing from point A to point B is performed as it
should be.

Gatwick does not consider that any action is
required, butwill review if needed for operational
purposes.

Date Effective: 01 06 2016

Owner: Peter Lederer

AOC comment:

[non provided]

GAL note:

No further update
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6.5 Medium

Unimpeded transit time — maze systems

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Finding

Uni-queue and maze systems are used in the North
Terminal to manage the flow of passengers w ho pass
through central passenger search areas. We understand
from GAL that these queue systems willbe removed as part
of the current construction activity taking place, and will only
be used w here security queues extend beyond new ly
implemented electronic barriers.

The CSS Handbook requires that uni-queue or maze
systems are not included in the calculation of unimpeded
transit time for central passenger search. Our w alkthrough of
the security screening areas at the GAL North Terminal
identified that uni-queue systems werein place within one
security screening area. As further construction has
occurred within the North Terminal since our w alkthrough,
other uni-queue systems may also be in place.

We understand through discussion withthe Gatwick AOC
that recent measurements of unimpeded transit time in the
North Terminal have included w alking any uni-queue
systems that are in place. This differs fromthe calculation of
unimpeded transit time in the CSS Handbook w hich requires
these uni-queue systems to be avoided.

Implication

All uni-queue systems change the distance and route w alked
by passengers, increasing the distance passengers need to
w alk and the associated unimpeded transit time. As a result,
this willhave the effectof reducing security queue times in
areas that are using uni-queue systems.

GAL, in consultation withthe AOC, should
update the CSS Handbook to make it clear
w hether requirements in this area relate to

temporary and/or permanent maze systems.

GAL, in conjunction with the AOC, have always
included the uni-queue system in these
calculations and we consider this to be the
correct way to undertake the calculation.

The reference in the handbook will be updated
to clarifythis in consultation with the AOC.

Date Effective: 01 10 2016

Owner: Peter Lederer/Maureen Spence

AOC comment:

GAL is correctand the AOC has always
included tensa barrier queue’s within queue
timings. We also agree that the CSS handbook
will be updated to reflectthis in future

GAL note:

No further update needed
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6.6 Low

Stand availability spreadsheet error

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Finding

The GAL Finance Analyst calculates overall stand
availability forthe month using a 'Stand Availability' Excel
spreadsheet.

As part of our audit, w e review ed the 'Stand Availability’
spreadsheet used by GAL as part of CSS calculations. Our
review identified a manual error in March 2015, w hereby one
asset w as not captured as part of stand availability
calculations. As a result, dow ntime for this asset w as not
included as part of overall stand availability calculation for
March 2015. We noted that this particular asset w as subject
to an exemption in March 2015, and therefore there is no
impact arising fromthis manual calculation error.

Furthermore, our testing of stand availability reporting
identified that for July 2015, the calculation w as incorrectly
applied, inflating dow ntime reported for the month. In this
particular instance, this did not impact upon the rebate
payable.

Implication

Errors in stand availability calculations has the risk of
understating asset availability for the month.

GAL should explore the systemisation of data
and calculations required to be undertaken each

month to measure service performance against
the CSS Handbook.

As an interim measure, GAL should review and
further develop its service performance
calculation models to minimise manual data
entry and manipulation.

Reducing the volume of spreadsheets is priority
for the team. A management information and
data insight project is already underway with
funds approved. As part of the scope of this
project it will address the issues raised here, a
key objective being to push more data into a
data warehouse and business rules applied thus
limiting the future need for Excel spreadsheets
and complex formulae in order to calculate stand
availability. It is not expected that this project will
deliver these benefits before the end of the
calendar year.

A number of internal reviews are already in
place in relation to checking the existing Stand
Availability spreadsheet, however in the interim
period GAL will look to ensure that additional
checks are carried out.

Date Effective: Mark Browse

Owner: 01.06.16

AOC comment:

The AOC does not believe that the GAL
response is adequate to rectify this issue as it
contains no clear commitment on what it will do
in the short term.

GAL note:

The Stand Availability spreadsheet was revised
in December 2015 and re-issued with guidance
notes for input.
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39




Civil Aviation Authority | Audit of Service Quality Regulation at Gatwick Airport Limited

1. Background and scope
2. Executive Su mmari
Appendices

6.6 Low

Stand availability spreadsheet error

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

The calculations that present the scores are now
more automated with the use of pivot tables.

We will now apply protection to all formula
driven cells. This will be complete by 15" July
2016. The Finance Analyst also liaises with the
Airfield Analyst each month to ensure that the
data has been reviewed by someone technically
competent from Airfied Ops with email
confirmation that this has been done.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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6.7 Low

Security score discrepancies

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Finding

Our audit identified five minor discrepancies in transfer and
staff search security service element scores as per the
published results and the supporting documentation retained
by GAL.

Our testing of 20 published security service performance
scores against internal calculation spreadsheets during the
period January 2015 to December 2015 identified the
follow ing:

e Four variances betw eenthe internal calculation
spreadsheet used by GAL to calculate the service
measure, and the published service performance results
(on the GAL w ebsite). These variations appear to be
due to calculation error, or the transition betw een
different calculation models used by GAL. Refer to
Appendix D for further details.

e One variance betw een the internal performance tracker
spreadsheet used by GAL to collate all service scores
prior to publication, and the published service
performance results (on the GAL w ebsite). These
variances is likely due to rounding errors. Refer to
Appendix E for further details.

There was norebate implication as a result of the above
variances as these did not lead to a breach of the service
element.

Implication

There is a risk that inaccurate service element scores are
reported, w hichw ould result to either financial loss (via
rebates payable) or reputational damage.

We support the initiative taken by GAL to
introduce quality assurance checks of all service
element scores prior to these being published.
The nature of checks conducted as part of this
review should be review edin light of the
variances identified to ensure that sufficient
checks are being conducted.

GAL should retrospectively update any input
variances w ithin the rebate spreadsheet and the
published results to reflect the actual results.

GAL should review security queue time
calculation spreadsheets to ensure these are fit-
for-purpose. Consideration should be given to
how to simplify these spreadsheets, and
minimise manual input and calculations required
to determine monthly service scores.

Further quality checks are now in place and
calculations have been reviewed and corrected
where necessary. The calculations have also
been simplified and cross checks added to
reduce the risk of any future errors.

Date Effective: 01.06.16

Owner: Mark Browse

AOC comment:

The AOC notes that GAL has not explained the
process for cross checks and therefore we
cannot comment on the suitability of this
solution.

GAL note:

All CSS and ASS data is cross-checked with
tracker spreadsheet before being published on
the website. The checks are done by the
Finance Planning and Reporting Manager who
confirms by email that the reports are OK to be
published.
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6.8 Low

Asset downtime discrepancies

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Finding

Our audit identified minor discrepancies betw een asset
availability and dow ntime recorded in the Maximo asset
management system, and in calculation models used by

GAL to determine service element scores.

Our
dow

testing included reviewing a sample of 25 instances of
ntime, split over five months betw een January 2015 and

December 2015. This testing identified the follow ing

disc

repancies:

Maximo dow ntime w orkorder changes — In one instance
(of the 25 dow ntime items review ed) w e noted that

dow ntime w as amended w ith no supporting
documentation retained. We understand from the GAL
Finance Analyst that the dow ntime amendment is likely
to be due to the workorder not being closed correctly

w ithin the Maximo system, how ever evidence to support
this w as not available. Further detail is provided in
Appendix G.

Dow ntime calculation error — In one instance we
identified dow ntime w hich had not been included in the
overall monthly availability calculation due to oversight.
This dow ntime w as for atotal of 1.5 hours and therefore
w as immaterial in overall dow ntime calculations. Further
detall is provided in Appendix H.

FEGP dow ntime - In tw o of the five months selected for
testing, w e w ere unable to identify dow ntime for FEGP

in the Maximo system extracts. We understand from
GAL that an internal review (conducted in November
2015) identified improvements in how FEGP dow ntime
is measured. This review identified that Maximo reports
w ere not capturing FEGP dow ntime historically, with
reliance instead being placed on Airfield Management to
extract this dow ntime manually for CSS Handbook
calculation purposes. This issue has since been

GAL should implement the follow ing controls to
improve the data integrity w ithin spreadsheets
that assist calculation in the CSS scores:

e Spreadsheet files should be protected with
access controls

¢ Non input related spreadsheet fields should
be passw ord protected.

We support the initiative taken by GAL to
introduce quality assurance checks of all service
element scores prior to these being published.
The nature of checks conducted as part of this
review should be review edin light of the
variances identified to ensure that sufficient
checks are being conducted.

GAL should retrospectively update any input
variances w ithin the rebate spreadsheet and the
published results to reflect the actual results.

GAL should review asset dow ntime calculation
spreadsheets to ensure these are fit-for-
purpose. Consideration should be given to how
to simplify these spreadsheets, and minimise
manual input and calculations required to
determine monthly service scores.

GAL will implement changes that will limitthe

access to certain spreadsheets by protecting
cells and adding passwords.

A management information and data insight
project is already underway with funds
approved. As part of the scope of this project it
will look to address some of the issues raised
here, a key objective being to push more data
into a data warehouse and business rules
applied thus limiting the future need for Excel
spreadsheets and complex formulae. This will
also reduce the risk of data discrepancies, such
as described here, happening too. It is not
expected that this project will deliver these
benefits before the end of the calendar year.

A replacement or upgrade to Maximo is also
planned for later this year. A key requirement of
any future system will be to make the recording
and extraction of data easier.

Date Effective: 01.06.16

Owner: Mark Browse

AOC comment:

No further comment

GAL note:

No further comment
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6.8 Low Asset downtime discrepancies

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

rectified, and w e could sight FEGP dow ntime on later
months included in our sample. How ever, there is a risk
regarding the accuracy of dow ntime for FEGP reported
historically given the manual nature of calculations.

There was norebate implication as a result of the above
variances.
Implication

There is an inherent risk of human error with spreadsheets
especially where manual data entry is required.

In addition, if inaccurate scores are reported this may result
to either financial loss (via rebates payable), reputational
damage or understated/overstated service element scores.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

43




Civil Aviation Authority | Audit of Service Quality Regulation at Gatwick Airport Limited

1. Background and scope

2. Executive Summari

Appendices

6.9 Low

Asset availability discrepancies

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

Finding

Our audit identified minor discrepancies betw eenthe asset
availability service element scores betw een published
results on the GAL w ebsite and the supporting
documentation/calculations in place.

Our testing included review ing reported asset availability
scores for a sample of five months betw een January 2015 to
December 2015. This testing identified the follow ing
discrepancies:

e Jetties: For the months of February 2015 and July 2015,
the overall calculation for jetties availability varied
betw een the internal calculation spreadsheet and overall
results published on the GAL w ebsite. In both instances,
these variations are likely due to rounding errors.
Further detail is provided in Appendix C.

e Arrivals Reclaim: For the month of February 2015, the
calculation of arrivals reclaim for the North Terminal
varied by 0.01% betw eenthe spreadsheet used for
internal calculations and the score published onthe GAL
external w ebsite. This variation appears to be due to
rounding error. Further detail is provided in Appendix C.

e Outbound Baggage: For the month of July 2015, the
calculation of the monthly service element for the North
Terminal varied by 0.01% betw eenthe spreadsheet
used forinternal calculations and the score published on
the GAL external w ebsite. This variation appears to be
due to rounding error. Further detalil is provided in
Appendix C.

There was norebate implication as a result of the above
variances.

Implication

There is an inherent risk of human error w ith spreadsheets

GAL should implement the follow ing controls to
improve the data integrity w ithin spreadsheets
that assist calculation the CSS scores:

e Spreadsheet files should be protected with
some form of access control

¢ Non input related spreadsheet fields should
be passw ord protected.

We support the initiative taken by GAL to
introduce quality assurance checks of all service
element scores prior to these being published.
The nature of checks conducted as part of this
review should be review edin light of the
variances identified to ensure that sufficient
checks are being conducted.

GAL should retrospectively update any input
variances w ithin the rebate spreadsheet and the
published results to reflect the actual results.

Further quality checks are now in place and
calculations have been reviewed and corrected
where necessary. The calculations have also
been simplified and cross checks added to
reduce the risk of any future errors.

GAL will implement changes that will limitthe
access to certain spreadsheets by protecting
cells and adding passwords.

A management information and data insight
project is already underway with funds
approved. As part of the scope of this project it
will look to address some of the issues raised
here, a key objective being to push more data
into a data warehouse and business rules
applied thus limiting the future need for Excel
spreadsheets and complex formulae. This will
also reduce the risk of data discrepancies, such
as described here, happening too. It is not
expected that this project will deliver these
benefits before the end of the calendar year.

A replacement or upgrade to Maximo is also
planned for later this year. A key requirement of
any future system will beto make the recording
and extraction of data easier.

Date Effective: 01.06.16

Owner: Mark Browse

AOC comment:

No further comment
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6.9 Low Asset availability discrepancies

Finding and Implication

Proposed action

Agreed action (Date/ Ownership)

especially where manual data entry is required.

In addition, if inaccurate scores are reported this may result

to either financial loss (via rebates payable), reputational
damage or understated/overstated service element scores.

GAL note:

No further comment
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7 Future considerations

7.1

| Ref

7.1A

Service standard specific

The following observationswere identified during our review whichrelate to the content, and interpretation, of the service standards. Thisincludesinstanceswhere the service standards
are not clear, areaswhere the service standards could be updated, orissues regarding the interpretation of the service standard by GAL.

| Service element

All

Observ ation and Recommendation

AOC representation and analysis

Airline representation regarding CSS and ASS at Gatwick Airport occursthrough the AOC
who nominate two representatives (one for South Terminal and one for North Terminal),
who make decisionsforthe full AOC regardingthe CSS/ASS scheme. Both AOC
appointed representativesconduct thisrole in a part time capacity, balancing thiswith their
widerrolesand responsibilities.

GAL preparesreports for AOC which include detailed information for each service element,
includingany exemptionsbeing sought. There isarisk that robust analysisand challenge
of thisinformation isnot currently occurring due to limited time availability of AOC
members. Thisisa reflection of AOC representativesbalancingthisrole with other day-to-
day activities. We are aware of a numberof areaswhere the AOC would like to receive
furtherinformation, or conductmore in depthanalysisinto, however given current time
constraintsthey have been unableto do so.

Furthermore, giventhe small number of representatives appointed by the Gatwick AOC,
there isarisk that GAL may apply pressure for certain decisionsor exemptionsto be
passed. We acknowledge thatthe AOC hasdeclined exemptionsin the past where
insufficient information hasbeen made available, or where the required notice hasnot
been providedin advance of the event.

The Gatwick AOC and the CAA should review AOC representation to ensure that thisisfit-
for-purpose (given the scale of the organisation, CSS Handbookcomplexity,and
complexity of systems and processes) and allowsfor challenge of GAL'sCSS and ASS
service performance. Consideration should be given to how to broaden the number of
membersappointed by the AOC, along withhow to ensure AOC representativeshave
sufficienttimeto analyse and challenge GAL service performance, particularly asthis
relatesto CSS and ASS targets.

Medium

Management
comments
GAL Response:

The AOCisan
airline body
independent of
GAL, and in the first
instance resourcing
of the AOC function
inrelationto the
service quality
regime at Gatwick
is a matter for the
AOCto decide
upon.

Gatwick
understands that
the CSS/ASS
systemisimportant
to ourairline
customers to
ensure thatwe
operate the airport
asintended and
deliversthe
outcomes our
customers need.

We are always
happy to explore
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| Ref | Rating Management

Service element Observ ation and Recommendation comments

ow the operation
of the scheme can
be improved with
the AOC.

AOC comment:

The AOC agree
with the Grant
Thornton
recommendation
and will discuss this
further as part of
the on-going CAA
quarterly meetings.

GAL note:

No further comment
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| Ref |

7.1B

Service element

Publication of Service
Performance

Observ ation and Recommendation

Publication of serviceperformance

GAL publishesreportson service performance on their external website. At the time we
conducted fieldworkforthisaudit (March 2016), no service performance reportshad been
published for2016. We understand that GAL are working with the AOC in relation to
exemptionswhich isdelaying January 2016 and February 2016 final resultsand that the
delaysare with the AOCs understanding.

The CSS Handbookdoesnot currently set out a timescalein which service performance
reports should be published aftermonthend. Thisisan area of good practice we have
seen in othersimilarorganisations. We acknowledgethat GAL have an internal target to
publish service performance reportson the GAL website by workday 13 of each month.

There isarisk that without cleartimeframesforthe publication of service performance,
CSS and ASS results are not shared with the general publicina timely mannereach
month.

GAL and AOC should include a provision withinthe CSS Handbookto publish accordingto
set deadlinesand revise the initial publication once exclusionshave beenagreed.

Rating

Medium

Management
comments
GAL Response:

The service quality
regime operating at
Gatwickis
dependentona
number of
arrangements
between theairport
and itsairlines
which can affect the
scores calculated.
This sets Gatwick
aside fromthe
arrangementin
place at most (if not
all) organisations
with similar
schemes (such as
Network Rail).

The January and
February reports
where delayed due
to ongoing
discussions with our
airline customers,
and notillustrative
of the normal
publication
timescales.

Gatwick has now
adopted a
publication deadline
during the spring of
2016, with the
policy being to
revise reports once
results are finalised.

We therefore
considerthat
includinga strict
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| Ref | Rating

Management
comments

unnecessary.

Finally we note that
enhancements to
the Airline Service
Standards are
being explored
which are likely to
introduce a number
of exemptions to
the inbound
baggage andcheck
in queueing metrics.

We therefore
considerthatitis
appropriate for
Gatwick and the
AOC to discussthe
correct approach to
publication to strike
the right balance
between publication
according to a strict
timetable and the
risk of potentially
causing reputational
damage by
publishing datanot
yetfinalised.

AOC comment:

The AOC agree
with the Grant
Thornton
recommendation
that results should
be published to an
agreed timetable.
Where results were
in-dispute or subject
to change these
should be
annotatedas such
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| Ref | Rating Management

Service element Observ ation and Recommendation comments
and the interim
result not provided.

GAL note:

We are happy to
implement the
approach
suggested by the
AOC.

We have adopteda
timetable for
publishing the
information on the
website based on
ourinternal
deadline (eg
Weekday 13).

Where figures are
not available we will
note this. Where an
exemptionis being
sought but notyet
confirmed we will
publish results as
they currently
stand, with a noteto
clarify thatit might
change.

Low GAL Response:

L f QSM
anguage of Q Currently the PDA

The QSM survey forarrivalsand departurespassengers is only currently providedin based technological
English. Asthere are passengers who depart and arrive at GAL whom do not speak solutionused for
English asa first language, the QSMresultsmay not be representative of the full traveling the QSM survey
population. The GAL retail profiler demographic analysiscompleted forthe yearended
September2015 identified that 31% of all departing passengersare foreign residents.

GAL should considerdeliveringthe QSM inmultiple languages so that greater feedback
can be obtainedacrossall traveller profiles. We estimate that
69% paxin 2015
were from UK. Add
to that substantial
populations form
Ireland; USA,;

does not support

7.1C | Passenger Satisfaction multiple languages.
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anada & majority
is English-speaking
(notto mention
Dutch &
Scandinavian pax
and business pax
from elsewhere,
who are content to
be interviewedin
English. Giventhis
itisunlikely to have
any effecton the
results.

| Ref | Rating Management

We will however
considerthis
recommendation as
part of potential
future changesto
technology.

AOC comment:

The AOC believe it
would be beneficial
to all usersifthe
number of
languages that the
QSMisavailable in
isincreased

GAL note:

This suggestion will
be taken on board
when the
technology used for
data collection is
refreshed. Gatwick
currently have a
project to examine
future solutions for
the frontand back
end of the survey
work, includinga
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Rating

Management
comments

| Ref |

Service element Observ ation and Recommendation

move to tablet
technology which
would serve as an
enablerformultiple
languages.
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| Ref |

7.1D

Service element

Passenger Satisfaction

Observ ation and Recommendation

Regular review and update of QSM questions

GAL commenced surveying passengersusing a QSM survey in 2003, with survey
guestionsdesigned with, and agreed by, the CAA. Current QSM survey questionshave
remained unchanged since thisinitial designin 2003. We acknowledge that any changes
to QSM questionswill impactthe comparability of current and historical QSM data.
However, there is a risk that without a periodic,formal review of QSM questionsthese may
no longer be suitable to provide feedbackon the key elementsof the passenger
experience.

We understand that QSM questionsincluded under CSS have been reviewed asart of the
Constructive Engagement in 2007/08 and 2012/13, withno substantive change. There is
meritin designinga formal review plan andtimeline for QSM questionsto ensure that
these continue to be formally assessed on a regularbasis. Thisreview should be timed to
coincide withthe end of regime periods.

Rating

Low

Management
comments

GAL Response:
The scope of the
Service Standards
(including QSM)
where reviewed as
part of constructive
engagementin both
2007-8 and 2012-
13.

Questionnaires
remaining
unchangedisa
strength for
continuous
research aimed at
tracking trends.

The QSM has
changed
considerably over
the years, butthe
questions relating to
the CSS/SQRs
have remained
constant as defined
by the original CAA
SRQ regime and
reviewed as part of
Constructive
Engagementin
2008 and 2013.

AOC comment:

The AOCis not
aware that QSM
questions were
reviewed priorto
the beginning of the
regulatory period.
We believeitwould
be useful to review
these in future and
that consistency
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questionnairesis
not justification
fornotupdating
these in future. The
AOC believe the
questions need to
be currentand
relevant

GAL note:

The scope of the
QSM was
discussed as part of
a CE working group
August — December
2012, including
discussion whether
to amalgamate
some of the QSM
metrics. The CAA’s
statistical expert on
the subject (Judith
Corbyn) also
attended these
meetings.

We do notdisagree
thatthe QSM
questions and
metrics should be
reviewed to ensure
thatthey remain
relevant. However,
since the QSMs are
perception based
metrics, changing
the questionsisthe
same thing as
changing the
service quality
metric.
Furthermore, since
historic trends are
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particularly
importantin this
type of data, and
even seemingly
superficial changes
could affect
comparability we
would stress the
need forcaution.

| Ref | Rating Management

In the old legislative
framework this
review would have
happenedevery 5
years as part of the
regulatory reviews
(as part of
constructive
engagement). The
legal context and
form of regulation
has however
changed and under
contracts and
commitments the
service quality
frameworkis a key
contractual term
defining the product
the airport offers to
our customers.

Asinany
commercial
environmentwe
happy to discuss
the form the metrics
take and to
negotiate changes if
the AOC wishes.
Such discussions
would forma
natural part of
potential future
discussionsto
extend orrefresh
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the Commitments.
We also note that
the Commitments
framework makes it
possible forairlines
to approach usif
they feel they want
different service or
rebate levels as
part of bilateral
agreements.

| Ref | Rating Management

Low GAL Response:
GAL does currently
‘explicitly include an
assessment of the
passenger flight
connection
experience’and it
‘include questions
that directly relate

QSM for transfer passengers to the experience of

Current questionsincluded withinthe GAL QSM survey, and the methodology employed connecting
by GAL in conducting these surveys, does not explicitly include an assessment of the passengers’.
widerjourney elementsof the passenger flight connection experience, orinclude questions
that directly relate to the experience of connecting passengers. However, thisis
We acknowledge that GALincorporate the flight connection experience aspart of other onlydoneinthe
surveys conducted and used forinternal operational performance monitoring purposes. context of the
7.1E | Passenger Satisfaction | Furthermore, QSM surveysof departing passengerswill include some passengerswho contentof the CSS
transferred within GAL who will provide their viewson the transfer experience e.g. way measures —1I.e.
finding. However, QSM quotasdo not specifically require transferring passengersto be Cleanliness;
targeted aspart of survey completion and there isa risk that these passengers are not Wayfinding; FIDS &
being appropriately representedin QSM survey results. Seat availability.

Oursurvey in 2015
had 5.2% of all
respondents who
were transfer pax,
and so theirviews
have been
appropriately &
proportionately
incorporated inthe
overall scores. Our
Retail Profiler picks
up 5.5% transfer;

The CAA and GAL should investigate whether the Passenger Satisfaction service element
could be expanded to include an explicitrequirementthat QSM surveysinclude a quota of
transferring passengers, to assess the passengerflight connection experience.
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whereas CAA

survey claims 7.9%
forprovisional 2015
data.

| Ref | Rating Management

AOC comment:

The AOC agree
with the Grant
Thornton
recommendation to
widen the QSMto
include transfer
passengers.

GAL note:

As outlinedabove
the QSMdoes
explicitly includean
assessment of the
passengerflight
connection
experience.

Ouranalysis
furthermore
suggests that
transfer passengers
are sampled in
roughly the same
proportion as their
share of total
passengers.
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| Ref |

7.1F

Service element

Passenger Satisfaction

Observ ation and Recommendation

Inclusion of wider passenger experience elements in the QSM

The QSM service elementisfocussed on departing and arriving passenger experience
across four specific focusareas (departure lounge seating, cleanliness, way findingand
flight information). While we acknowledge thatthe scope of the current CSS regime was
established following a processof constructive engagement, other areasof the passenger
experience, which may be of equal or greaterimportance to passengers, are not currently
captured underthe current structure of the QSM service element. Asaresult, the QSM
service element may notact asthe best reflection of a passenger'soverall experience and
satisfaction at GAL.

GAL, and otherairports, are also measured on passenger satisfaction viaan independent
survey of airport service quality (ASQ) which consider a number of passenger satisfaction
elementsthat are not currently assessed via the QSM.

The CAA and GAL should consider broadeningthe QSM service element to include further
passenger satisfaction measures, such as: courtesy and helpfulnessof security staff,
thoroughnessof security inspections, availability of parking facilities, availability of
baggage carts/ trolleys, speed etc. Thisreview couldbe included aspart of the broader
review of QSM questions, included in observation 7.1.2D above.

Rating

Low

Management
comments

GAL Response:
See comment to
7.1.2D above. The
scope of regime
was revised as part
of constructive
engagement (i.e.
reviewed by the
CAA as partofthe
regulatory review to
ensure itwasin the
passengerinterest).

We also note that
this
recommendation
effectively suggests
an expansion of
regulation to other
areas, while
providing no
evidence in support
(beyond saying that
itis possible).

The CAA hasa duty
to only regulate
where itisneeded
and notto regulate
for pre-cautionary
purposes. We
therefore consider
that additional
evidence will be
needed forsuch
substantial change
totheregime is
demonstrated to be
appropriate.

AOC comment:

The AOC believe
that widening the
scope ofthe QSM
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| Ref |

Service element

Observ ation and Recommendation

Rating

Management
comments

during a regulatory
period would
require further
discussion withthe
CAA before the
AOC could make a
recommendation

GAL note:

See GAL note to
7.1Dregarding
making changesto
the QSM scope or
questions.

7.1G

Passenger Satisfaction

Equal representation of passengers surveyed

The current methodology followed by GAL inconducting QSM surveys may not be
representative of the broad range of passengerswho travel through theairport. As
departure QSM surveysare conducted at departure gates, passengerswho use airport
loungespriorto theirflight are lesslikely to be surveyed. We acknowledge thatall
passengers are called to the departure gate at a settime, however due to the frequency of
airport travel by lounge passengersand/ora desire to use the loungefacilities, these
passengers are less likely to promptly arrive inthe departure gate than other passengers.

Without an appropriate spread of passengerssurveyed to analyse passenger satisfaction
there isarisk that data capturingisnot adequately designed to provide representative
data. GAL should investigate other optionsfor ensuring that passengerswho use airport
loungesare proportionally representedin surveysconducted. Thismay include conducting
surveys in lounges, or at the entrance ordeparture of a lounge.

Low

GAL Response:
Thisissue was
developedin an
earlieraudit of the
CSS/SQR process
and has previously
been refuted by
Gatwick. We
appreciate that this
mightbe areal
issue at LHR where
legacy carriers each
hastheirown
Lounge facility in
which traditional
business
passengers might
stay until the last
minute content that
theirairline will
await theirlate
arrival to gate.

However, at
Gatwick a close
gate roomand call
to gate systems
means that
passengers need to
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arrive atthe gate
rooms ata settime
irrespective to
whetherthey travel
forbusinessor
leisure.

| Ref | Rating Management

The predominance
of LCCs (and BA
workingin a
differentway on the
routesitserves
from here), and with
Lounge users being
mainly leisure
passengers (who
are less self-
assured)they are
consequently less
likely to arrive late
to gate.

‘GAL should
investigate other
options forensuring
that business
passengers are
proportionally
represented in
surveys conducted’

In 2015 we
interviewed 17.5%
all QSM
respondents were
travelling on
Business (cf. 16.9%
on Retail Profiler
and 16.7% on
CAA). We have
enough business
pax and therefore
this suggestion is
unnecessary.
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| Ref | Rating

Management
comments

AOC comment:

The AOCdo not
support GAL’s
statement that
passengers act
differently at
loungesin Gatwick
versus other
airports. We also
note that GAL’s
inference that
closed gate rooms
and an automated
call to gate system
require passengers
to be atthe gate
earlierisincorrect.
Lounge passengers
are an important
and sizeable
percentage of
Gatwick
passengers and
therefore they
should be
proportionately
represented in
survey data.

GAL note: Please
see comment
above highlighting
that Business
passengers are not
sanmpled ata lower
rate than non-
business
passengers.

We furthermore
note that the use of

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Service element Observ ation and Recommendation comments

close gate rooms
reduce the chance
of any population
sampling issues of
the type identified,
andin any case the
weightingthatis
done as part of the
methodology
means such
variations are not
relevant.

No furtherupdate
required.
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| Ref |

7.1H

Service element

Passenger Satisfaction

Observ ation and Recommendation

Surv ey population fit for purpose
GAL flight datafor2015 showsthat 40.27m passengersarrived and departed from GAL.

The annual QSM survey quota thereforerepresents0.047% of all passengerswho passed
through GAL during2015.

The total number of passengerstravelling through GALisanticipated to rise in the future.
As a result, without increasing the number of passengersrequired to be surveyed on a
regularbasis, there will be a slip in the proportion of overall passengers surveyed under
QSM overtime. We acknowledge that due to the way statistical survey sampling is
conducted, and how surveys are weighted, anincrease in sample size may not provide
greaterinsight.

The CAA and GAL should reconsiderwhether 19,000 QSM surveysperannum isan
appropriately number of surveys to conduct giventhe number of passengerspassing
through the airport eachannum. Consideration should also be given to conducting this
review of the total number of surveysto be conducted on a regularbasisin orderto align
thiswith GAL growth. We are not advocatingan increase in samplein a way that hasto be
proportionately linked to the passenger numbers, just that there may be valuein revisiting
the number of passengerssampled.

Rating

Low

Management
comments
GAL Response:

he monthly sample
sizes are kept
consistentin order
that each month we
can have the same
degree of
confidencein the
data and therefore
track trends. The
original sample
sizeswere chosen
in orderto allow a
certain amount of
slicing of the data
into sub-samples
which wouldremain
significantenough
to stand alone.
Statistical
robustnessis
alignedto sanple
size ratherthan
sampling fraction.
The sample sizes
might be increased
atsome pointinthe
future, driven by the
need forgreater
granularity (i.e. sub-
sample analysis),
not simply
passenger
populationsize.

mple weighting has
always been used
inorderto
recognise higher
pax numbers at
peak periodsin,
interalia, the MAT
calculations.
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| Ref | Rating Management

AOC comment:

The AOC support
the
recommendation
that sample sizes
should be increased
to allow forthe
significantgrowthin
passengervolumes.

GAL note:

Please see
summary note on
statistical
significanceand
statistical properties
ofthe QSM.

In summary, as
indicated above
additional
passengervolumes
are notin
themselves a
reason to increase
the sample size.

The sample size is
keptunderreview
and willbe
expanded if needed
to ensure the
statistical validity.
The driverofthisis
however not
passengervolumes
directly, butis more
likely to be the
facilities needed to
accommodate
these passenger
volumes.
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7.11

Service element

Security

Observ ation and Recommendation

Premium security
GAL offers premium security laneswithin both terminals. We observed that central search
security queue timesinclude measurement of queue timesin these premium lanes.

In the North Terminal, the OCS security queue timerinterviewed aspart of thisaudit noted
that they will select the passenger asthey are enteringone of three security queue areas
(premium security, security area one or security area two). We understand from the OCS
security queue timer interviewed aspart of our review that the spread of passengers they
selectto queue timeisroughly even acrossthe differentsecurity queue arease.g. 33% of
all security queue measurementsin the North Terminal are of the premium security lanes.
We acknowledge thisdiffersfrom GAL'sanalysiswhich indicatesthat only 5% - 6% of total
passengers use thislane. Asa result, the volume of passengersusing thisservice is
proportionately lowinrelationto overall passenger numbers.

It should be noted that GAL are introducing facial recognition software in the North

Terminal, which will remove the need to OCS to conduct manual queuetiming inthisarea
in the future.

In the South Terminal, queue time willbe based on a premium security laneif thisisthe
first lane that five passengersutilise during the time segment.

The inclusion of premium security queueshasthe potential to reducethe overall average
gueue timeacrosscentral search as passengers going through these areaswill generally
have a faster security queue experiencethan other security areas.

The CAA and GAL should consider removing premium security from the central security
gueue calculation. The premium security lane could either be considered separately within
the Core Service Standardsorremoved all together asthisis an airline driven initiative.

Furthermore, GAL should train all OCS security queuetimersto ensure that they are
aware of the proportion of passengersto be selected from each security queue area.

Rating

Medium

Management
comments

GAL Response:
The proportion of
passengers using
the NT Premium, is
byis, by GAL’s
calculation
approximately 6%,
and fromour
calculationthe
sanmpling rate is
lessthan 1%

The figure of 33% is
taken froman
individual andlikely
derived fromthere
being three
separate security
areas availableto
use in NT and the
assumption being
made that sampling
issplitevenly.

The introduction of
facial recognition
software into the NT
will ensure the
premium laneis
timed using exactly
the same
methodology at ST
currently.

AOC comment:

The nature of the
future security
layout and process
will capture both
premium and non-
premium
passengers.
Therefore the AOC
see no reason to
separately monitor

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Service element Observ ation and Recommendation comments
premium [anes.

GAL note:

No further comment
needed.
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Service element Observ ation and Recommendation comments
Low GAL Response:
Gatwick has
initiateda
discussion withthe
AOC about how to
Definition for capital works take this forward.
The CSS Handbookprovide exclusionsfor "majorinvestment projects’, "replacement’,
"major refurbishmentwork" and "re-lifting work'. However, there isno definition for what AOC comment:
Passenger and Airline constitutesvyork of th_isnaturg. Asa result, therg isa risk thataconsistentdefinition of _
7.1 Operational Elements these termsis not being applied aspart of granting CSS Handbookexclusions. The AOC confl ms
GAL, the AOC and the CAA should develop an industry definition for what constitutesa thatthisisbeing
majorworks of thisnature, to provide guidance on which circumstancesrequire AOC discussed with GAL
approval. Thiswill enable consistency in the applicationand decision making of
exemptionsin these areasby the Gatwick AOC.
GAL note:
No further comment
needed.
Low GAL Response:
GAL will reviewthe
wording and
interpretation of
inter-terminal
shuttle CSS and
agree clearer
Inter-Terminal Shuttle CSS Handbook Guidance guidance along with
The current wording withinthe CSS Handbookregarding the Inter-Terminal Shuttle service the AOC
elementisunclear, andcouldbe interpreted differently by stakeholders. Forexample, the
- current CSS Handbookwording could be interpreted asrequiring no shuttlesto be in use
7.1K Passenger and Airline outside the core hours, which d%ffersto the cur?ent interpreqtationgat GAL ofoneshuttle AOC comment:

Operational Elements

being available at all times, regardlessof core hours.

GAL and the CAA should review the currently wording of the CSS Handbookregarding the
inter-terminal shuttle service elementand consideramending thisto make it clearthat one
shuttle must be available at alltimes, regardlessof core hours.

The AOC agree
with the Grant
Thornton
recommendation to
review the wording
containedwithin the
handbook.
However, we
believe thereview
should initially be
between GAL and
the AOC and not
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GAL note:
No further comment
needed.
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7.2 Airport Operational Processes
The following observationswere identified during our review whichrelate to the way service performance ismeasured, quality assured and reported by GAL.

7.2A

| Service Element

All

Observation and Recommendation

Guidance documentation

The CSS Handbookand Airline Service Standard currently set out the high level
processes followed for each service element. Thisguidance also includesan overview of
the calculation to be applied when calculating CSS and ASS scores.

We understand from GAL staff interviewed during our review thatadditional guidance
material (including policiesand procedures) are currently beingcompiledforeach
service element. However, at the time of our review, guidance material wasnot available
forthe majority of service measures. Thiscreatesa business continuity riskif key staff
responsible foreach service element are not available.

GAL should ensure that guidance materialsare developed for each service element
includedin CSS and ASS, including rebate calculationsand publication of service
performance, to aidin businesscontinuity. Thisguidance material shouldinclude:

e Process mapsofthe end-to-end processfollowed, including data collation,
manipulation, quality assurance, and publication

e Rolesand responsibilitiesacross the end-to-end process

e Calculationformulae used across the end-to-end process, or reference to other
documentsifthisisheld elsewhere

e Anoverview of the operational processfor each service elementi.e. howthe
operation worksin practice and how data isgenerated.

GAL should ensure that guidance material isregularly reviewed and updatedto ensure
thisremainsup-to-date.

Medium

Management
Comments

GAL Response:
High level process
maps and
procedural notes
already exist for
the majority of the
CSS measures

We accept that
further
improvements and
depth of detail
could be made to
these documents.
Thisworkwillbe
undertaken during
the autumn of
2016 and willalso
be subjectto our
own internal audit
review process.

AOC comment:

The AOCis
unclearon what
constitutesthe
guidance material
that GAL have
stated. We also
believe that the
work required to
be undertaken to
improve
documentation is
time limited and
notopen ended.

GAL note:

Atechnical
document exists
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| Service Element Observation and Recommendation

Management
Comments

each measure,
details howthe
CSSscore is
calculated and
outlines the
reporting process
thatis followedto
derive these
scores.

Process maps
existforeach
metric.

A control sheet
and accountability
matrix isin place
and has recently
been updatedto
reflect recent
structural changes
within the
business.

Improved
documentation will
be available by
August/September
2016.
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GAL Response:
Thisisan area
already identified
by Gatwick’s own
business
Key person dependency assurance
The GAL Finance Analyst providesa critical rolein the calculation and publication of process. It is being
CSS and ASS service performance. The GAL Finance Analyst will generate data input addressed through
forsome service element based on information received from third parties, or GAL a combination of
system extracts. Operational areasacross GAL rely upon thisinformation being provided up-skilling
on aregularbasisto monitorand manage their own operations (forexample, asset additional staffto
downtime reports). provide cover,
The GAL Finance Analystisalso responsible for collating all service performance improved
results, across each CSS and ASS service element, on a monthly basis. Aspart of this documentation
collation of service performance, the GAL Finance Analyst will also provide a general and a project to
'sanity check of all resultsagainst previousmonthsand her knowledge of airport Increase
operations. The GAL Finance Analyst isalso responsible forchecking service automation of key
performance reportsprior to these being published on the GAL website. data flows.
Rebatesare also calculated by the GAL Finance Analyst on a monthly basis. We .
: ? . These stepswill
acknowledge that another Finance team memberwasinvolvedin the year-end rebate help sianificantl
7.2B All wash-up process and therefore hasan understanding of monthly rebate calculations. eip significantly

We also identified further key person dependenciesacross GAL, impacting the collection
and analysisofinput dataused aspart of CSS and ASS service metrics. We
acknowledge that a control sheet, settingout key rolesand responsibilitieshasbeen
developedwhichhelpsto identify and resolve this.

A key person dependency createsa business continuity riskif key staff responsible for
the calculation of service performance are not available.

GAL should ensure that the GAL Finance Analyst documentsall activitiesthey are
responsible forregarding CSS and ASS service performance inguidance material and
process notes. Furthermore, GAL should ensure thatthe GAL Finance Analyst has
trained another staff memberwho could perform herrole if she wasnot available
including knowledge of key risk areasetc.. We are not suggesting that a further staff
memberisemployed by GAL, unlessrequired for effectivenessand efficiency reasons.

GAL should also review how key person dependencesin otherareasofthe businesscan
be addressed, including the introduction of training additional staff, and documentation of
core processes and activities.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

reduce the key
person
dependency risk
within thefinance
team, although
there isa balance
to be struck with
regards to the
efficiency use of
resources.

AOC comment:

The AOC agree’s
with Grant
Thomton’s
recommendation
and believethat
the
recommendation
should be time
limted and not
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open ended.

| Ref

GAL note:

The steps above
have been
implemented.
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GAL Response:
Thisisan area
already identified
by Gatwick’s own
business
assurance
process. It isbeing
addressed a
) ) ) ) project to increase
Design of key spreadsheets used to assistcalculating service elementscores automation and a
Ourauditidentified thatspreadsheetsused by GAL throughoutthe calculation of CSS rolling programme
and ASS elementscould benefitfrom improved spreadsheet controls. Forexample, we of work
found an absence of password protection over spreadsheets, and an absence of undertaken by our
lockdown of key cellswithin spreadsheetsto prevent these from being amended. business
GAL utilisesspreadsheetsin the calculation of all service elementsunderthe Core assurance
Service Standardsand Airline Service Standards. These spreadsheetsare used fora function.
variety of purposes, including the capture of raw data, raw data extractsfrom systems,
and the calculation of service elements. Examplesof the spreadsheetsused for each The timescales of
service element are captured in Appendix B. thisis sufficiently
Itisnowwidely accepted that errorsin spreadsheetsare both common and potentially ambitious that the
- - A g - interimmeasures
dangerous. Data integrity iskey to ensure data is reliable and accurate and without are unlikely to be
7.2C All properaccess controlsand change management, data inspreadsheetscan easily practical inyall

become corrupt or manipulated by end users.

We acknowledge that GAL intendto undertake a data project, focussing on systemising
the end-to-end service performance calculationand reporting process. At the time of our
review, a supplierwasstill in the processof being selected to deliver thisproject.

In the interim, there are many controlsthat can be implemented to ensure dataintegrity
within spreadsheets. These are:

e Creating spreadsheet versionsforall spreadsheet changes

e Allchangesto a spreadsheet are reviewed and approved.

e The validity of spreadsheet inputsshould be ascertained

e Spreadsheetfilesshould be protected with some form of accesscontrol
e Noninputrelated spreadsheet fieldsare password protected.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

cases but GAL will
undertake to
tighten up controls
wherever
appropriate.

AOC comment:

The AOC agree’s
with Grant
Thomton’s
recommendation
and believethat
the
recommendation
should be time
limited and not
open ended.

GAL note:

Version control is
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Observation and Recommendation

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

Rating

Management
Comments
currently in place.

Password
protection andcell
lock down willbe
appliedin full by
the end of August
2016.

The GAL Finance
Analystis currently
working on an
interimsolutionto
further automate
the collationand
reporting of both
Inbound Baggage
(ASS)and Pier
Service Levels
(CSS) asaccess
to Business
Objects and
relevant data
sources are now
availableto
facilitate this
approach.
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7.2D

| Service Element

All

Observation and Recommendation

Updates to spreadsheets

Ourauditidentified a number of inconsistenciesregarding how dataisbeinginput and
updated within key spreadsheetsused for CSS calculations. Forexample, withinthe
CSS Performance Tracker (used to collate scoresforeach CSS and ASS element each
month) we identified that some datawasmanually enteredintothe spreadsheet (through
copying and pasting), whereasotherdatawaslinked to additional spreadsheets. We
acknowledge thatinsome instances, hardcoding of cellshasbeen used by GAL to
reduce the need formultiple spreadsheetsto be opened when completing service metric
calculations.

Thereisarisk that changesin source data may impactother spreadsheetsused for
calculationsand publications. Forexample, a changein a spreadsheet orfile used for
data entry may not be identified and the new data copiedand pasted intothe CSS
Performance Tracker. Alternatively, changesto data input linked into the CSS
Performance Tracker will flow through automatically and may not be picked up by the
GAL Finance Analyst. Asa result, this may lead to modificationsto current or historical
information captured within the CSS performance tracker.

Currently, key spreadsheets used as part of CSS Handbookcalculation are saved into
an access restricted location, accessible only by GAL Finance. Thishelpsto prevent
changesbeing made to inputdata which may impact upon service element calculations.

We acknowledge that GAL planto undertake a data project, focussing on systemising
the end-to-end service performance calculationand reporting process. At the time of our
review, a supplierwasstill in the processof being selected to deliver thisproject.

As part of thisdata project, GAL should also investigate the systemisation of service
performance reporting, such asmoving towardscapturing more data within systems to
limitthe number of datainputsrequired aspart of service performance reporting.

In the interim, GAL should review the use of differentinputmethodsfor key
spreadsheets, such as the CSS Performance Tracker and Rebatesspreadsheet.
Consideration should be given to linking asmany spreadsheetsinto these key filesas
possible.

Rating

Medium

Management
Comments

GAL Response:
Thisisan area
already identified
by Gatwick’s own
business
assurance
process. It is being
addressed through
a projectto
increase
automation and a
rolling programme
of work
undertaken by our
business
assurance
function.

The timescales of
thisis sufficiently
ambitious that the
interimmeasures

are unlikely to be
practical.

AOC comment:

The AOC agree’s
with Grant
Thomton’s
recommendation
and believethat
the
recommendation
should be time
limted and not
open ended.

GAL note:

The CSS tracker
has been reviewed
and is now fully
linked as perthe
recommendation.
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Rating

Management
Comments

elinksinthe
Rebatesfile are
deliberately broken
afterthe month
has been closed,
as notdoing so
would resultin
performance
issues.

Also see
comments to 7.2C
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7.2E

| Service Element

All

Observation and Recommendation

Quality assurance
Throughout ourtesting aspart of thisaudit, we identified a number of instanceswhere
documentation evidencing quality assurance checksbeing conducted wasnot available.

We acknowledge that GAL hasrecently implemented a number of quality assurance
checks across the service performance calculationand reporting process (including the
introduction of a control sheet with rolesand responsibilitiesfor each service metric, and
an annual internal audit focussing on CSS and ASS performance). The purpose of these
quality checksis enable the GAL Finance Analyst to obtain confirmationfrom each
operational area across GAL that information being captured aspart of service
performance calculationsisaccurate and complete. However, further refinement
regarding the scope, and documentation, of quality assurance isstill required. Some
particular exampleswe identified aspart of thisaudit include:

e Service performance publication: We understand that an independentmember of
the Finance team conductsa review of the monthly service performance reports,
priorto these being published on the GAL website. Evidence to demonstrate that
thisquality assurance checkis being completedwasnot available at the time of our
audit. Asaresult, we were unable to verify thatquality assurance checks of this
nature were being performed by GAL priorto the publication of service performance
information.

e Passenger satisfaction: GAL utilisesthe servicesof a third party, ORC, to assist in
calculating survey resultsand determine the overall QSM score forthe month. We
understand that the overall survey results for the month are reviewed by the Market
Research Team to ensure these align with their preliminary review of completed
surveys, and otheranecdotal feedbackthey have received from passengersduring
the month. However, ourtesting hasidentified that thisquality assurance review by
the Market Research Team iscurrently not beingdocumented.

e Passenger and airline operational: Repairsand maintenance to assetsat GAL are
performed by a mix of GAL employeesand contractors, depending on the asset
type and GAL staff availability. While we understand that the GAL Engineering team
regularly review asset downtime and work orders (to demonstrate that information
entered into Maximo appearsto be accurate and complete), in general evidence of
these regularreviewswere not available at the time of our audit.

e Pierservice: There wasno evidence of quality assurance checks being conducted
overkey data inputsand calculationswithinthe pier service calculation model.
Specifically:

There wasno documentation available to show that the correct stand number, and
reason for use of aremote stand, are entered into IDAHO by Flight Planners. We
understand that thisdata ischecked on a sample basisby the Airside Data Analyst
based on hisknowledge of airport operations, but thischeckisnot currently
documented.

Standsused by aircraft are automatically recorded by the Stand Entry Guidance
System. However, we understand that thisautomatic data record isnot being

Rating

Medium

Management
Comments
GAL Response:

GAL has
introduced
quarterly reviews
of different service
elements under
the CSS
Handbook. This
comprises a full
assessment of the
metrics in
guestion. Thisis
includedin the
annual auditplan
forthe Gatwick
Business
Assurance teams.

We were
instructed by the
CAAto not share
the detail of our
own assessment
with Grant
Thornton in order
to make sure that
theirswas done
with an open mind.

We therefore
considerthatan
additional layer of
guality control
exist which Grant
Thornton has not
been able to
assess.

We will however
ask our business
assurance teamto
considerthese
specific
recommendations
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| Ref

| Service Element Observation and Recommendation
reviewed against stand numbersrecorded in IDAHO by Flight Plannersto ensure
accuracy.

e Aerodrome congestion: The Assistant Airside Compliance Managerisresponsible
fordetermining whether any potentially material eventscaptured by Engineerseach
dayinthe SuperLog meetthe definition of a 'material event' perthe CSS
Handbook. As noted in the CSS Handbook, thisdecisionmaking processrequires
judgement to be exercised to determine the classification to be used. At present,
there is currently no independent review or quality assurance completed over the
classification of eventswhich are on the borderline of being classed as 'material to
ensure these appropriately reflect CSS Handbookguidance.

e Inbound baggage: GAL should considerintroducing an independent quality
assurance review of last bag timesas currently these are based on Handlers
manually notifying these times. Furthermore, the time an aircraft arrivesisbased on
the 'on chocks' time notified by Ground Handlers. This'on chocks' time isalso
automatically captured in SEGSwhen an aircraft arriveson a stand. There is
currently no regular reconciliation between on chockstime notified by Ground
Handlersto the time capturedin SEGS.

GAL should ensure that quality assurance checksare taking place acrossall service

performance measures. These quality assurance checksshould be documented to

enable independent review.

GAL hasintroduced quarterly reviewsof different service elementsunderthe CSS
Handbook We understand that GAL intendsfor their reviewsto consider the end-to-end
calculation of service metrics, including review of supportingdocumentation retained by
operational staff.

Rating

Management
Comments

and make sure
they are taken into
accountin the data
insights project.

AOC comment:

The AOC are
concerned that
there isalack of
systemisation of
the GAL data and
that many aspects
may be recorded
due to a subjective
view of an
individual.

Quality assurance
provides some
level of assurance
but ultimately we
believe this needs
to be an
automated solution
whereverpossible.

GAL note:

The nature of
some of these
metrics means that
in some cases
classification and
data willbe based
on the judgements
of individuals. We
are aiming to avoid
thiswherever
possible,however
in some instances
itisdifficult to
avoid.

We believeour
data insights
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project (aimed at
automation)in
combination with
the rollingaudits
undertaken by our
business
assurance function
are designed to
mitigate against
riskin thisarea
going forward.

| Ref
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Rating

Management
Comments

Medium GAL Response:
Going forward
GAL will ensure
Updates to publications thatnotes are
Monthly service performancereportsare published on the external GAL website for adde_d toany C.SS
; S : . publication on its
review by the public, airlinesand the CAA. On rare occasions, changesare requiredto website to
be made to published information due to amendmentsof raw data, exemptionsand
- . . . reference any
calculations. We understand that in these instances, service performance reportson the changes made to
GAL website will be replacedwith an updated version. 9
a CSS score along
2 oF Publication of Service Ther(_e iscurrently no notessection on the service performance _section of the GAL with an .
. Performance website to explainthatan amendmenthasbeen madeto a service performance report explanationas to
and anewreporthas been issued. There isarisk that changesto service performance why.
reports that are not appropriately notified to readers may impact upon comparability of
reports and understanding of service performance.
. . . . AOC comment:
GAL should include an explanation onthe GAL service performance website page, and,
where required, at the start of the relevant service performance report, to explainthat an The AOC have no
amendment hasbeen made to a service performancereport, and a short description of further comment
the reason forthis change.
GAL note:
No further
comment
Rebate reporting Medium GAL Response:
GAL publishesdetailsof theirrebate exposure, and actual rebatespaid, on their external Going forward
website. GAL will ensure
Atthe time of our review, rebate information on Gatwickwebsite wasnot available for thatthe rebates
2014/15. We acknowledge thatthisrebate information wassubsequently republished on summary 1s
the GAL website during ourreview, however thishasbeen published differently to rebate COprafable n
informationfor2015/16. form_at with
GAL also noted that existingrebate information published on the Gatwickwebsite is previous years.
7.2G Rebates updated to reflect changesasa result of the annualwash-up. There iscurrently no notes

section, eitheron the GAL service performance website page, or at the start of published
rebate reports, to explain that an amendment hasbeen made to published rebate
information. There isarisk that changesto rebate informationthat isnot appropriately
notifiedto readersmay impact upon comparability of reportsand the understanding of
rebate calculations.

GAL should consider publishing rebate information in a consistent format between
differentyears. Thiswould enable enhanced comparability by readers.

GAL should include an explanation onthe GAL service performance website page, and
atthe start of the rebate publication, to explainthat anamendment hasbeen made and

Where relevant an
explanationwillbe
addedifan
amendment is
made to the rebate
summary.

AOC comment:
The AOChave no
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the reason forthis change. urther comment

GAL note:
No further
comment
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Rating

Management
Comments

that thisadditional information wasnow being provided to airlines.

Where airlinesare not provided with a clear breakdown of how rebateshave been
calculated, there isa risk that they cannot challenge the accuracy and appropriateness
of GAL's rebate calculation.

GAL should ensure that airlinesare provided with detailsof how rebateshave been
calculated with their credit notes.

Medium GAL Response:
GAL will ensure
that another
member of the
Finance teamis
multi-skilledin
Key person dependency performing this
Atthe time of ourreview, the GAL Finance Analyst had yet to perform an annual wash - task, and also that
up forrebates, due to not having been in theirrole at the time the last wash-up was the processis
performed. The GAL Finance team memberwho performedthe last wash-up isstill sufficiently
employedby GAL, howevertheir current role doesnot include conducting this rebate documented.
7.2H Rebates wash-up activity. Thiscreatesa business continuity riskif key staff responsible for
performing rebate washup calculationsare not available.
GAL should ensure that the rebate annual wash-up processis documented inguidance AOC comment:
material and processnotes. Furthermore, GAL should ensure that the GAL Finance The AOC have no
Analyst hasbeen trained on how to perform thiswash-up ahead of thistask having to be further comment
completed.
GAL note:
No further
comment
Medium GAL Response:
GAL now adds
Rebate information providedto airlines (from Jan-1_6) on
. . . ) . to any credit note
Rebatesare paid quarterly by GAL, viaa credit noteissued to each airline. We issued to an airline
understand that airlineshave previously raised queriesregarding how rebateswere narrative
calct_JIated, dueto very limited information being provi_ded on, oraccom panit_eq by, their explaining the
credit notes. We understand that going forward, GAL intendsto include additional breakdown of the
!nformation on_rebate calculationswith e_zach credit note, howeverasGAL had not rebate they have
7.2 Rebates incurred, or paid, recent rebatesat the time of our review, we were unable to observe

received. Any
gueriesraised by
an airline willbe
directed back to
the Gatwick
Finance team.

AOC comment:

As stated no
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rebates have yet
been payable to
understand if
sufficient
informationis
being supplied.
However other non
CSSrelated
rebate information
hasnotbeen
updated to show
improved levels of
supporting detail

| Ref

GAL note:

The GAL Finance
Analystidentified
the gapin this
process towards
the end of 2015.
The GAL Finance
Analyst
approached the
Financial
Operations Team
Lead to ensure
thisgap was
closed by
supplyingrebate
information on
each credit note.
Assuch, airlines
no longer contact
the GAL Finance
Analystto request
furtherinformation.

Rebates credit
notes, relating to
Q4 0f2015/16
(South Terminal
outbound baggage
ex-gratia payment)
have been issued.
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Rating

Management
Comments

An explanation
was puton the
credit note, and to
date we have had
no queries asking
what the credit
notes were for.

7.2J

Rebates

Passenger numbers used in rebate calculations

The GAL calculation of rebatesfor each month are based on a number of different data
inputs, including each airline'sshare of passenger numbers.

Total passengernumbers, and howthese are split by each airline, are forecast by GAL
as part of the annual budget setting processat the start of the financial year. These
forecast passenger numbersare updated mid-year based on more up-to-date flight
forecasts and historical data. However, thismid-year reforecast isnot currently
incorporated intothe GAL rebate exposure and calculation spreadsheets.

We acknowledge that allrebatesare reviewed at year endaspart of the annual wash-up
process. Thiswash-up process includescomparison of actual vs. forecast passenger
numbersforeach airline. However, where the most up-to-date forecasts of passenger
numbersare not used as part of monthly rebate calculations, there isarisk of a larger
wash-up figure atyearend.

GAL should update therebate spreadsheet to incorporate the most up-to-date
passengerforecast when thishecomesavailable.

Low

GAL Response:

The current rebate
process (budgeted
numbers used
during the year
with an annual
wash up in April)
has been agreed
with the airlines.
Afterdue
consideration GAL
believe that the
current process
remains the most
appropriate.

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
objection to GAL
retainingthe
existing rebate
calculation
methodology

GAL note:
No further
comment
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7.2K Passenger Satisfaction

Observation and Recommendation

Location of QSM surv eys

The methodology used by GAL when conducting QSM surveyshas led to surveys not
alwaysbeing completed ina location thatbestsenablesthe surveyor to capture the
passengerexperience ata pointin time. Forexample, a passenger'sexperience when
going through security isnot captured until the passengerisattheir departure gate,
which for some passengers may occur a significant period of time afterthe passenger
has gone through the security area. There isarisk that a negative passenger experience
atone stage of the passengerjourney may impact upon the overall survey results
passengers provide.

GAL should review QSM survey methodology to consider conducting surveysin key

locationsto the overall passenger journey. Thismay enhance QSM survey results by
ensuring passengers surveyed can remembertheirtrue experience at a pointin time.

Rating

Low

Management
Comments
GAL Response:
We considerthat
the current
practice of
conducting
interviewsin the
gaterooms to
continue to be
appropriate.

Interviews are all
completed in
gaterooms fora
number of
reasons:

1. Passengers are
relaxed withlittle
distraction and
therefore very
open to taking
part;

2. Passengers
have completed all
touchpoints of the
airport passenger
experience with
the exception of
Boarding (butwe
are unable to
interviewon-
board)and are
better-placedto
rate the overall
experience & the
relative
performance at
different
touchpoints;

3. Passengersfind
itconvenientto
answerall
questions atonce
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ratherthan have
their progress
through the airport
consistently
impeded by
interviewers.

We acceptthat
‘There is a risk that
anegative
passenger
experience atone
stage of the
passengerjourney
may impactupon
the overall survey
results passengers
provide’, because
thisisfairand
human nature — if
we antagonise
someone with sub-
optimal service
provision atone
touch-point, then
they arerightto
hold itagainstus
and use thisasa
filterforrating
subsequent
touchpoints. This
islikely to impact
downwards on
some of our
scores. By
capturing all
touchpoints for
each interviewee
we are able to
cross-analyses
ratingsatone
touchpoint by
another, which we
couldn’tif surveys
were conducted in
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Management
Comments
differentlocations.

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:
No further
comment

7.2L

Passenger Satisfaction

Inclusion of part completed surv eys to calculate monthly passenger satisfaction
QSMscore

At present, any survey conducted by GAL thatispartially completed orabandoned will
be deleted andwill not be included within the calculation of the overall QSM resultsfor
arrivalsand departures. Asa result, the time spent by surveyorsis not being reflected

through insight capturedand included in QSM analysis.

GAL should include the resultsfrom partially completed orabandoned surveysto ensure
that all passengerexperiencesare captured and assessed.

Low

GAL Response:
Partial surveys
were originally
excluded because
they prevent the
use of sub-group
analysis since
most classification
data (gender; age;
purpose of travel;
etc.)are captured
atthe end of the
survey, since they
are less
demanding for pax
to answer.

The sanmple size if
sufficiently large
forinclusionof this
datato be unlikely
to be of material
benefitanddata
without the
classification data
presents
challengesin
terms of applying
the weighting
methodology used.

AOC comment:
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further comment

GAL note:
No further

comment
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Observ ation and Recommendation

ASQ scores

GAL, like otherairports, are measured on passenger satisfaction viaan independent
survey of airport service quality (ASQ). ThisASQ surveyis provided to customersin hard
copy format, which isthen returned forindependent analysis.

We conducted an analysisof GAL survey results across 2015 forboth QSM and ASQ
surveys. The resultsof this analysisis presented in the table below, which we note may
not be directly comparable given the use of different methodology, calculationsand
scale.:

Measure CSS Target 2015 Average 2015Average
QSM Score ASQ Score

Departure Lounge 338 4.05 352

Seating ' ’ ’

Cleanliness 4.0 4.08 4.04

Way finding 4.1 4.18 4.11

Flight Information 4.2 4.37 4.16

Ouranalysisshows thatin all instances, QSM survey resultswere higherthan ASQ
results. Furthermore, fortwo of the QSM elements (departure lounge seating and flight
information), ASQ survey results for2015 area belowthe CSS target. We acknowledge
that the survey methodology, calculations, measurement scale and questionsasked
differbetween the QSM and ASQsurveyswhich may contributeto the variation inresults
between these two surveys.

GAL should conduct an internal review of ASQ resultson a periodic basisagainst results
from QSM and otherinternal surveys. Thisreview should assess whetherthere any new
trends, or passenger feedback, that can be gained from ASQ survey results.

Furthermore, GAL should compare ASQand QSM survey result trendsacross time,
giving considerationto potential insight that may be gathered from one survey but not
reflected in the other.

Rating

Low

Management
Comments

We urge the use of
cautionin
comparison of
QSM & ASQ data
fora number of
reasons.

1. The 2 surveys
are administered
differently which
will have an effect
— self-completion
vs. personal
interview

2. The 2 surveys
use different
scales. ASQisan
asymmetric scale
with Very Good’
between ‘Good &
‘Excellent’. fa
service is ‘Good’
thisreason alone
generates a higher
score on QSM

3. The questions
are far from
comparable and
on ASQtheyare
individual ratings
buton QSMthe
CSS measures are
compound scores.
Overall
Cleanliness (ASQ)
mightgeta higher
score than those
specific ratings
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that contribute to
the overall CSS
score. QSM
measures
‘Availability of IDL
seating’whereas
ASQrates
‘Conmffort of
waiting/ gate
areas’.

| Ref

4. Sample sizes
are very different —
QSM 19,000 per
annumvs. 2,800
on ASQ

These reasons
can be used to
explain all
variation between
scores ratherthan
‘acknowledge that
the survey
methodology,
calculations and
qguestions asked
differbetween the
QSM and ASQ
surveys which may
contribute to the
variation inresults
between these two
surveys’.

Gatwick’s research
team constantly
review and
compared the
results fromthe
two surveys, and
considerthe
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resultsto be we
understood.

AOC comment:

The AOC support
the
recommendation
that GAL should
periodically
compare the QSM
& ASQ scores to
understand why
there may be
differences and
take learnings
from these.

GAL note:

Thisis already
established
practice.

7.2N

Passenger Satisfaction

Systemisation of QSM quota process

At present, GAL surveyors are required to manually transcribe the number of passengers
surveyed during their shift onto the monthly quota spreadsheet. Thisenablesa running
total of surveys completedforthe month to be maintained, and showssurveys the
number of passengersthat remain outstanding for each category. Given the manual
nature of thisdata entry there isrisk of input or calculation error by surveyors, which may
input total surveyscompleted each month.

GAL should require surveyorsto update the surveyscompleted intoan electronic quota
spreadsheet. Thisspreadsheet should contain algorithmsto calculate total surveys
completedand outstanding.

GAL should also investigate the systemisation of QSM survey and quotaprocess. This
could includethe use of a system that automatically recordsthe number of surveys
completedwhen these are uploaded.

Low

GAL Response:
We accept that
there is arisk of
clerical
transcription &
computational
error. However,
this butthisis
mitigated by quota
sheets being
checked by Senior
Interviewersin
advance of month
end (in orderthat
any under-
sampling can be
corrected).

Moving to an
electronic quota
spreadsheet would
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Rating

Management
Comments

owever not
eliminate all
transcription
errors.

We aimto migrate
the QSM system
to use tabletsin
the future which
should permitthe
developmentofa
’systemthat
automatically
records the
number of surveys
completed when
these are
uploaded.

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:
No further

comment
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7.20 Passenger Satisfaction

Observation and Recommendation

Surv ey data capture

GAL surveyors will enter survey data onto handheld PDAson behalfof passengers. We

acknowledge that passengerscan see the information beingentered into the PDA and
can therefore checkreal-time the accuracy of dataentry.

During our walkthrough, we observed a surveyor who edited the flight number of a
passenger being surveyed afterthey had completedthe survey (due to initial input error).
Whilst the data that wasamended did notinclude specific scoresfor survey questions,
there appearsto be functionality for these to be edited by surveyorsbefore the surveyis
submitted. We acknowledgethat thismay have occurred asa result of demonstrating the
survey process to us as part of ouraudit.

Furthermore, we understand that PDAsused by GAL surveyors have Wi-Fi functionality,
enabling surveysto be uploaded in real-time. However, thisfunctionality isnot currently
being used. Asaresult, there isarisk that surveys may be lost if something happensto
the PDA during a shift.

GAL should remind surveyorsthat all surveysshould be saved/submitted in frontof the
passengerto ensure that survey data cannot be changed oncea surveyis completed.

GAL should utilise the Wi-Fi functionality on PDAsto automatically upload surveysin
real-time.

Rating

Medium

Management
Comments

GAL Response:
Passengers
regularly viewthe
answers being
inputon our PDAs
astheycomplete
the questioning.
The software used
on our PDAs will
only permitone
interviewto be
open atatime, so
even though ‘GAL
surveyors do not
save/submit
surveys whilst they
are with
passengers’, this
individual interview
will need to be
closed before
engaginganother
respondentin the
next gateroom.

Most edit changes
are administered
later by the office
teambased upon
information
collected by
interviewerson
their shift reports.
Thisis designedto
discourage
interviewers from
editingresponses.

tistrue that
‘PDAs used by
GAL surveyors
have Wi-Fi
functionality,
enabling surveys
to be uploadedin
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real-time.
However, this
functionality is not
currently being
used’. This
functionality is not
used because
there are many
pockets of limited
Wi-Fi signal
coverage around
the airport. Work
isbeing
undertaken to
improve this
coverage and this
functionality will
be utilised once
proven
universally-
available.

| Ref

However, itis
wrong to conclude
that ‘As a result,
there isariskthat
surveys may be
lostif something
happensto the
PDA during a
shift’. These PDAs
have considerable
memory capacity
and could be used
for several shifts
between
uploading data
onto the system,
should the need
arise. There has
been noincidents
of losing shiftdata
inthisway.
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Management
Comments

AL guidelines
already do ‘remind
surveyors thatall
surveys should be
saved/submitted in
front of the
passengerto
ensure that survey
data cannot be
changed once a
surveyis
conpleted’

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:
No further

comment

7.2P

Passenger Satisfaction

Independence of surv eyors

QSM surveys are conducted by GAL staff on zero hour contracts. Survey resultsare
reviewed by membersofthe GAL Market Research team, who are also GAL employees.

Itis good practice for surveys such as QSM to be conducted by independent personnel
from the organisation the survey relatesto. We have seen exampleswhere surveyors
are eitherfully independent,ora proportion of all surveyorsare independent.

There may be valuein considering independent (outsourced) surveys to be requested at
less frequentintervals(e.g. say every 2 or5 yearinterval), to complement the surveys
undertaken by GAL staff.

Low

GAL Response:
Thiswas explored
by GALin 2010 -
and at thattime
costswere
prohibitive. The
possible potential
perceptual benefit
was hugely
outweighedby
highercostand
lower flexibility.
Currently all QSM/
CSS data analysis
isoutsourced to an
independent 3™
party, ORC.

AOC comment:

the AOC agree
that GAL staff
should notbe

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

95



Civil Aviation Authority | Audit of Service Quality Regulation at Gatwick Airport Limited 1. Backgroundandscope

2. Executive Su mmari

Appendices

Rating Management

| Ref

| Service Element Observation and Recommendation Comments
involved inthe
collection of QSM
data asthisrisks
the impartiality of
the results.

GAL note:

As noted above
we examined this
inthe pastand it
was found not to
be cost effective.

It isimportant to
note that unlike
some of the other
regulated
companies
Gatwickisa
customer facing
organisation
subjected to
competition. We
therefore do a
significantamount
of survey work
outside of the
regulatory
activities. Running
a separate
outsources QSM
survey would
therefore resultin
lost efficiencies
and full
outsourcing was
found to be
expensive.

We will however
considerre-
examining
outsourcing this
activity once the
currentdata
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insights project
(which includes a
new technological
solutionto be used
by the surveyors)
has been
implemented (i.e.
probably next
financial year).

| Ref

Medium GAL Response:
Gatwick does not
agree that ‘issues
regarding the
availability and
accuracy of a
security monitoring
tool”has been
established by this

process.
The tool in
Security monitoring tool question, while at

the end of its
useful life, fulfils its
purpose and is not
a compliance
issue.

As part of ourtesting, we identified a number of issuesregarding the availability and
accuracy of a security monitoringtool used by GAL which could be used for quality
assurance checks on security times. We acknowledge that the affected system isat the
7.2Q Security end of itslife and we understand thatthisisbeing replacedin 2016 aspart of GAL's
capital investment programme. While thisisan important issue and therefore we have
highlighted thisto GAL management, itisout of the scope of the service standards.
Detailsofthese issues have been provided to, and discussed with, GAL. However, due
to the security implicationsassociated with thisobservation, the specific detailshave not
been presented in thisreport.

Thisfindingisdue
to an attempt by
the Grant Thornton
touseitfora
purpose itwas not
intended.

AOC comment:

The AOC are not
aware of what
security monitoring
tool GAL isusing
and therefore we
cannot comment
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Management
Comments

on specifics. We
do believe that
whatevertoolis
used itshould be
availableto the
AOCand CAAIn
the eventthat they
request data to be
checked.

GAL note:

GAL doesnotuse
our CCTV footage
forthe purpose of
undertaking quality
assurance checks
on manual queue
timers asitis not
the purpose ithas
been installed for
and doing so may
cause privacy
concems.

In the exceptional
caseswhenithas
been used to
generate security
queue times (in
line withthe CSS
handbook)the
dataisretained.
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| Service Element

Security

Observation and Recommendation

Unimpeded walk time

The CSS Handbookincludesan allowance for unimpeded transit time in the calculation
of queue timesfor central passenger search. GAL agree all unimpeded transit timeswith
the AOC, with thisbased on the time ittakesa member of the AOC to walkthe relevant
distance. We note that thisagreed unimpeded transit time isnot based on an industry
standard walktime per metre and therefore may not bereflective of the average
passenger.

GAL should calculate the unimpededtransit time based on the industry standard walk
time permetre, ratherthanthe time ittakesan AOC memberto walkthe relevant
distance.

Rating

Low

Management
Comments

GAL Response:
We will discuss an
appropriate way
forward with the
AOC.

We do however
observe that
walkingtimes can
vary dependingon
the circumstance,
route and
distractions
encountered by
the walker, so
multiplyinga
standard time by a
distance may not
provide a more
accurate reflection
than the AOC/GAL
agreed number.

AOC comment:

The AOCand GAL
agree walktimes
jointly and have
had no historical
disagreements on
this matter.

GAL note:
No further

comment

7.2S

Security

Security areas
Atthe time of ourreview, the central passenger search area in the North Terminal

includespassport checks and the preparationarea for screening. These two eventsare
not currently reflectedin ‘unimpeded transit time".

Queue timesin the South Terminal exclude passport checks (as this occurs at the
electronic gates) and the preparation area for screening (which islocated before the
electronic gates). Asa result, thislimitsthe comparability of queue timesacross the
North and South terminals.

Low

GAL Response:
Thisisa
temporary effect
due to the large
scale construction
work being
undertaken to
build a new
security area in
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| Ref

As part of wider development worksbeing undertaken in the North Terminal, GA ould North Terminal.

standardise the activitiesbeing included withineach central passenger search area

across the North and South Terminals. These temporary
arrangements
have been

consulted on with
the AOC before it
was implemented.

Once the
construction in
completed the
activitieswillbe
standardised (as
was always the
plan).

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:
No further

comment

Low GAL Response:
GAL are currently

constructing a new
central passenger
search areainthe

North terminal central search -real time monitoring

Central passenger search security queue timesforthe North Terminal are recorded in
OPM. OPM security timesdo not exclude the 'unimpeded transit time' and therefore
cannot be effectively used for real-time monitoring of CSS security queuetimes.

We acknowledge that the Security Team Leaderisresponsible formanaging security NT, thiswillbe
queue timesacross the day. However, thisreal time monitoring isbased on completed for
observationalinformation, and could be further enhanced through systemised data. Summer 2016.
7.2T Security Furthermore, GAL are currently undertaking significant developmentin the North .
Terminal. Aspart of thisdevelopment, there isan intention for central passenger search As part of this new
to move to using the same automated system that iscurrently used in the South build, NT security
Terminal. will move over

onto automated
gueue timng
driven by facial
recognition. This
systemwill negate
the need forthe

GAL should continue to explore moving to automated monitoring of central passenger
search security queue timesin the North Terminal. Thiswould enable realtime
monitoring of security queuesagainst CSS targets.
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current OPM
systemand will
remove the

process
highlightedin this
recommendation.

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:
No further

comment
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Flight connections, staff search and external control posts — real time monitoring Low Eﬁr:fzfgr?gendsii:

Security queue timesfor flight connections, staff search and external control postsare this
captured in a spreadsheet maintained by OCS, and provided to GALon a daily basis. As
aresult, real time monitoring of security queuesin these areascannot take place (except
where thisis evidenced by operational staff on the ground). We acknowledge that OCS

recommendation,
due to the low

are required to inform GAL of any queue exceeding 15 minutes, to enable GAL to ;’r?(ljlijvr{guc;fs passing

immediately investigate. through these

We acknowledge that the Security Team Leadersare responsible formanaging security areas, the financial

queue timesacross the day. However, thisreal time monitoring isbased on investment needed

observational information, and could be further enhanced through systemised data. toinstall and

GAL should investigate the use of a centralised system to monitor security queue times maintain an

across all areasincluded in the CSS Handbook. Thiscentralised system should enable automated system

real-time security queue monitoring to take place. Aspart of thisinvestigation, is unjustified.

considerationshould be givento benefitsgained from the introduction of such a system, .

given the low volume of individuals passing through these security areas. Given the past
performance of
these areas,
specifically the fact
that no monthly
CSStargets have
everbeen

7.2U Security breached, making

changesto the
process currently
in place in these
locationsis not
justified.

AOC comment:

The AOC agree
with the Grant
Thornton
recommendation
particularly foruse
in staff search and
crew security
areas. The AOC
have previously
and continueto
raise ourconcerns
thatthe CSS
published datais
not reflective of the

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. 10z
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Rating

Management
Comments
experience that
many crews face
during peak
operational times.

GAL note:

We have
discussed this
issue with the
AOC Chairand
have agreed to
review the lane
opening hours at
the affected point.
Thiswill alignthe
service level to the
airline needs.We
also note that the
low volume of
throughput at
these pointsis
insufficient forthe
technical solution
used in central
search to operate
effectively.

7.2V

Security

Inconsistentuse of OPM

Central passenger search security queue timesforthe South Terminal are automatically
captured in the QMS system. These security queuetimesare then manually entered by
the GAL Control Centre intothe OPM system to enable central passenger search queue
timesto be tracked in one place forboth the North and Southterminals.

OPM is not currently being used to record queuetimesin areasotherthan central
passenger search (for example, flight connections, staff search and external control
posts). We understand from GAL that thisreflectsthe low throughput of datain thisarea,
and current resourcing constraints of the Gatwick Control Centre who input other queue
timesinto OPM. Asaresult, GAL must currently make reference to a separate
spreadsheet to monitor security queuetimesin these areas.

We understand that a review of the OPM system iscurrently beingundertaken by GAL to
identify potential system upgradesand/or developmentsto address known system
functionality weaknesses.

As part of the wider OPM system review, GAL should investigate whether an automatic

Low

GAL Response:
Please see
previous response
detailing both
current
performance in
these areas,
combined with the
level of investment
needed to install
and maintain an
assets alluded to
inthe
recommendation.

OPM isalegacy
BAA system and

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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data flow can be created between the QMS and OPM, to automatically upload centra will be taken out o
passenger search queue timesinto OPM. use when

GAL should work with OCS to investigate the use of automated capture of queuetimes automated queue

into OPM e.g. through the use of iPadsor similartechnology. gm;gir;ﬁgtciiisn

| Ref

GAL should investigate the use of a centralised system to monitor security queue times the new North

across all areasincluded in the CSS Handbook. Terminal security
area laterthis
year.

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:
No further
comment

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. 104
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Low GAL Response:
. Please see earlier
Systems used to track queue times response.
GAL are currently using OPM to record security queuesfor central passenger search at
both the North and South Terminal, not other security queuessuch as transfers, staff or
external control posts. As a result, there is currently no central system where all security AOC comment:
7.2W Security timescan be centrally monitored. The AOC has no
GAL should investigate the use of a centralised system to monitor security queue times further comment
across all areasincluded in the CSS Handbook. Thiscentralised system should enable
real-time security queue monitoringto take place. GAL note:
No further
comment
Medium GAL Response:
GAL will undertake
training
Manual security queue time data entry refreshment with
As part of our audit, we conducted testing acrossa sample of manual queue timesto the current third
ensure these had been accurately enteredinto GAL calculation models. party queue timng
. . . . , company, OCS, in
Security queue timesare entered by the GAL Finance Analystinto a 'CSS Queue orderto ensure
Report', used to calculate overall queue timesagainst the CSS Handbookeach month. consistency of
QOurtesting of data captured in this'CSS Queue Report' identified variationsin how data process as)(lzlefined
was being captured. In some instances, queuetimesare recorded for the time segment e
: . within the CSS
they relate to, othersare recorded forthe time segment before, and othersforthe time handbook andthe
segment after (e.g. 0630 may be recorded underthe time segment 0615,06300r 0645). Queue Tinmin
As service metricsare calculated on a daily and monthly basis, variationsin data entry of contract 9
thisnature have notimpacted overall service performance andrebate calculations. GAL als'o agrees
. Furthermore, in one instance we identified errorsin queue timescaptured by OCS in to add an
7.2X Security

theirdaily queuetime spreadsheet. These errorswere identified and remediated by the
GAL Finance Manager and therefore did not impact the calculation of overall security
gueue times, orrebatespaid.

We acknowledge that theintroduction of facial recognition software in the North Terminal
general search area will addressthisrisk, as security queue timeswill be automatically
captured in the security time system.

In the interim, GAL should ensure thatall queue timesare consistently enteredinto
spreadsheets used for calculation purposes.

GAL should also implementa quality assurance checkovera sample of OCS queue

timesrecorded each monthto ensure that these alignwith supporting manual queue
time forms.

assurance check
overa sample of
OCS spreadsheets
specifically
compared to their
manual recorded
counterparts, this
will be a monthly
occurrence.

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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7.2Y

Security /
Passenger and Airline
Operational

Av ailability of CCTV to substantiate security queue times and assetav ailability

At present, GAL CCTV footage isonly available fora period of 30 days. We
acknowledge thatthe purpose of CCTV footage isfor passenger security and safety, not
operational monitoring of service metrics.

However, as part of widerreview and upgrade of CCTV functionality at GAL,
considerationshould be givento extending the use of CCTV footageto enable
independent monitoring of security queuetimesand asset availability. The Information
CommissionersOfficer should be consulted regarding the use of CCTV forthispurpose
to ensure that thisis aligned with theirrequirements. Thiswould enable GALto have
evidence shouldthere everbe challengesfrom the AOC, orauditson the accuracy of the
security queue timesor asset availability/downtime.

Medium

GAL Response:
GAL would like to
reinforce the
positionthat CCTV
isutilisedand
installed at the
airport specifically
forthe purpose of
maintainingthe
safety and security
of passengers,
staff and visitors.

We do not
considerroutinely
observing our
contractors to be
an appropriate use
of CCTV systems
asthere are less
intrusive measures
availableto
monitorand
manage contractor
performance.

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:
No further
comment

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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7.2Z

| Service Element

Passenger and Airline

Operational

Observation and Recommendation

Inconsistentapproach to analyse assetdow ntime.

Ourauditidentified an inconsistentapproach for calculating asset availability across
different classesof assets requiring CSS measurement. Currently downtime forthe
following classes of assets is recorded in Maximo:

e Jetties

e Fixed electrical ground power

e Passenger sensitive equipment

e Arrivalsreclaim.

Discussions with GAL stakeholdersresponsible forinter-terminal shuttleshasidentified
that there isthe possibility that thiscould also be managed via Maximo. However, the
volume of outages (typically due to minorincidentssuch asitemsbeing jammed in
doors), and current Gatwick Control Centre resourcing, hasled to shuttle downtime not
being enteredinto Maximo, andtherefore a spreadsheet being used to monitor downtime
instead.

However, we acknowledge thatoutbound baggage and stand availability will need to
continue being managed using separate systems.

GAL should introduce a consistent methodology acrossall assets (where possible). GAL
is aware of thisand has identified the standardisationasan improvement opportunity to
focus on as part of the broader system improvement project whichiscurrently in the
planning phase.

Rating

Low

Management
Comments
GAL Response:

The assets that
are managed by
the Maximo
systemare all
consistently
analysed for
downtime.

The following
exceptions
howeverexist:
The Outbound
baggage systemis
monitored through
a separate system
using automated
with barcode
scanners and an
IT system.

A separate system
isalso used to
analyse Stand
Availability. Since
thisinformation is
used asinputto
the day to day
operation of the
stand planitislive
and therefore
cannotbe
practically
managed via
Maximo.

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:
No further

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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comment
Low GAL Response:

Conversations
have begun
regarding howthis
function shouldbe
organised between
the finance and
engineering
functions at
Gatwick.

Maximo assetdow ntime reports AOC comment:
The GAL Finance Analystisresponsible for extracting a report showing all asset
downtime that hasoccurred duringthe core CSS hours. Thisreportiscurrently being
generated approximately once per monthand sentto GAL Engineering Managers, and
relevant third parties(such as KONIE) for their review. The frequency of generation of
thisreport reflectscurrent time availability of the GAL Finance Analyst.

Asthisreport providesa key monitoring tool forthe businessregarding asset downtime
during core hours, itwould be beneficial if thisreport was provided on a more regular GAL note:
basis. We acknowledge that other Maximo reportsare available that enable operational

The AOCbelieve
that GAL should
provide a more
complete response
than that offered.

72ppa | Passengerand Airline

Operational managementof asset downtime, however these are not focussed on downtime that Grant Thomton
occurs within CSS core hoursonly recommended
’ Gatwick should
GAL should reviewtime availability of the GAL Finance Analyst to ensure that she has investigate
sufficienttimeto perform all key activitiesof herrole, including theregular creation of the whetherthe report
Maximo asset downtime report. could be done by
Alternatively, GAL shouldinvestigate whether the Maximo report being prepared by the Maximo reporting
GAL Finance Analyst could be prepared by the Maximo reportingteam, who are team The GAL
responsible for other Maximo reports. Finance Analyst
has approached
the Head of

Engineeringto
schedule a date
fora meeting
whereby hand-
overofthis
reporting willbe
discussed and a
hand-overdate
agreed.

Aresolutionis

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. 10¢&
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expected during
August/September
2016.
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GAL Response:
A management
information and
data insight project
isalready
. . . underway with
Pier servicecalculation model funds approved.
GAL uses a spreadsheet model to calculate performance against the pier service As part of the
element each month,and acrossa rolling 12 monthperiod. Thismodeliscomplex, with scope of this
18 separate tabsused to capture raw data and manipulate thisin differentwaysto reach project it will
the end metric forthe month. We have observed modelsused by othersimilar address some of
organisationswhich are significantly more simple, and are based on dataextract from the issues raised
system(s), with minimal manual manipulation. here, a key
The calculationsrequired withinthe model to obtain the end service metric are complex objective being to
due to the many exclusionsthat need to be adjusted for. Referto observation 6.2.2E push more data
regarding quality assurance of exclusionswithin the pier service calculation model. into a data
The calculationmodel also requiresdata inputs from several different syssemsand data war_ehouse and
sources. In some instances, these data inputsare not used forthe purpose of calculating b“S'F‘eSS rules
the CSS pierservice metric, but rather are used for other operational calculationsthat gppl_ledthus
Passenger and Airline also utilise the same calculation spreadsheet. Theinclusion of thisadditional da_tawithin Ir:rer:at(ljnf%:téi(t;létlure
7.2AB the spreadsheet (forexample, passenger coaching datafrom coaching companies) may

Operational

lead to confusion regarding how calculationsare to be performed, and increasesthe risk

of calculationerror due to excess data present withinthe spreadsheet.

GAL should reviewthe pier service calculation model withthe intent of simplifying this,

where possible. Consideration shouldbe given to:

e Removing raw data and calculationsthat do not directly relate to the pierservice
metric. Thisinformation should be captured inseparate spreadsheet(s)

e Reviewing and expanding the datacaptured within GAL systems so greaterreliance
can be placed on system extracts, ratherthan manual manipulation within the
calculation spreadsheet

e Clearlydocumentingany areaswhere judgementhasbeen exercised (such asthe
identification and application of exemptions), and capturingdocumented evidence of
independent review of eachjudgement made.

Longerterm, GAL should lookto systemise the pier service element calculation.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

spreadsheets and
complex formulae
in orderto
calculate pier
service level. ltis
not expected that
this project will
deliverthese
benefits before the
end of the
calendaryear.

The analysis of
passenger
coaching data
from the coaching
company does
performa rolein
the calculation of
the Pier Service
Level. We need to
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analyse
passengers that
were pierserved
but still coached to
the reclaims areas
foroperational
reasons.

Ref
| | Service Element Observation and Recommendation

AOC comment:

The AOCis
supportive of any
change that
simplifies this
process and or
removes
subjective decision
making on how
data should be
applied.

GAL note:

The GAL Finance
Analystwill
streamline this
process as much
asreasonably
possible withthe
use of new data
sources withinthe
Business Objects
reporting universe.
Thiswill bean
interimpart
automated solution
until such time that
the Data and
Insights projectis
completed.

The GAL Finance
Analyst believes
that thisimproved
interimprocess will

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. 111
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significantly
reduce manual
preparation and
will provide only
that data thatis
necessary forthe
purposes of
calculatingPSL
scores. Thiswill
be complete by the
end of July 2016.

| Ref

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. 112
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| Service Element

Passenger and Airline
Operational

Observation and Recommendation

Pier serviceexemptions

Discussions with GAL staff have identified the following long-term exemption regarding
pierservice:

e Arrivalsinto Pier 3 are currently excluded (undera rolling AOC approval), due to
current infrastructure being unable to accommodate separation of arrivalsand
departures. As a result, arrivalsare often taken to remote stands.

Despite thisexemptionbeinglongterm innature, itisnot currently included in the CSS
Handbook We understand that thisisdue to the AOC wishing to receive regular
progress updatesregarding thisservice elementarea.

GAL should discuss with the AOC whether the above long term exemption regarding pier
service should be captured in the CSS Handbookas part of the next Handbookupdate.

Rating

Low

Management
Comments

GAL Response:
We understand
that the current
arrangement with
extendable
exclusions for this
particular project is
the preference of
the AOC, and
appearsto be
working well.

We are happyto
discuss thiswith
the AOCifthey
wish to amend it
further.

AOC comment:

The AOC are not
aware of any
exclusion that
directly relates to
arrivals on Pier 3.
Howeverwe think
this may have
become confused
with an exemption
forarriving flights
from Common
Travel Area
destinations. The
AOC provided
GAL with the
exemption to
provide GAL with
sufficienttime to
allow GAL to
investigate an
optimal solutionto
this problem.
Without an
exemption we felt
that GAL wouldbe

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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orced Iinto
providing a quick
solutionthatwas
notin the interests
of passengers or
airlines. Atthe
pointthat GAL
begins
construction on a
long termsolution
itis expected that
the AOCwill
provide along
term exemption to
coverthe build
phasing

GAL note:
No further

comment

7.2AD

Aerodrome
Congestion Term

Airline, AOC and CAA notification of aerodrome congestion

Atthe time of ourreview, there had been no aerodrome congestion thathad occurred
during 2015. These stakeholdersare not provided withthe SuperLog on a regular basis,
nora list of potentially material eventsfor their review, consultation and challenge.
Furthermore, one member of the Gatwick AOC were not aware that a SuperLog was
being maintained by GAL and thetype of informationthiscaptures.

We understand from the Assistant Airside Compliance Manager that information
regarding aerodrome congestion isavailable to be shared with airlines, the AOC and the
CAA butthishas not been requested by these partiesto date.

GAL should share the SuperLog, and associated aerodrome congestion information with
airlines, the AOC and the CAA on aregularbasis. The purpose of sharing this
informationisto enableindependent review and challenge of the classification of events
which are borderline 'material events and therefore may impact on the assessment of
aerodrome congestion.

Medium

GAL Response:
We will explore
this area with the
AOCto determine
how to best
enhance
transparency
around the
Aerodrome
Congestion Term.

AOC comment:

The AOChasno
further comment

GAL note:

It isworth noting
that a failure of this
metric has now
occurred as a
result of a runway
‘breakout”in June
2016.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Appendix A —Audit requirements

The Request for Quotation received from the Civil Aviation Authority

included the following audit procedures, which were performed as part Heathrow Gatwick
of our review. Departure lounge seating availability, Departure lounge seating avail ability,
Cleanliness, Way-finding, Flight Cleanliness, Way-finding, Flight
. . . information, Security, Wi-fi information
Objectives of the audit
The objectives of the audit were:
The audit shall:

o To provide a transparent, independent assessment of whether
performance against standards has been measured and reported as
intended in the CAA's service quality regulation

« give an objective opinion on whether QSM has been consistently
applied according to the licence over time and across terminals
based on:-

o To assess whether best practice has been followed in the o
documentation of processes — whether the current methodology and application is transparent

— whether any changes to update the procedures are well
documented with an audit trail and have not in the opinion of
the Auditors materially affected the comparability of the results
compared to the benchmarks set when the scheme was set up

o To review the accuracy and reliability of the calculation of bonuses
(where applicable) and rebates, both under normal circumstances
and when service quality exclusions apply

« To determine whether HAL's and GAL's interpretation of the
licence conditions and the CAA's determination on HAL's service « review whether in the opinion of the Auditors the methodology and
quality protocol are in line with the CAA's interpretation application of the QSM reasonably accord with best market practice

and are sufficiently objective, unbiased, reliable and robust to be fit

for the purpose of supporting elements of the SQRB scheme at

Heathrow Airport and in the CSS(R) scheme at Gatwick Airport

and if not how the QSM could be amended to make it appropriate,

Audit procedures and in particular:

Passenger Satisfaction

The audit shall focus on the QSM measurement of the elements in the

SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport and in the CSS(R) scheme at
Gatwick Airport:

« To provide objective, unbiased, reliable and robust information on
which the CAA can base regulatory financial incentives.

— whether sample sizes are statistically adequate to support results
to the level of confidence required

— whether the survey questions and processes are well designed to
obtain a high quality response taking into account the wide
range of passengers involved e.g. UK originating/other end

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. 11F
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originating/ connecting passengers; business/leisure etc.,
language and cultural differences; male /female

— whether the samples of passengers and weighting adequately
reflect the overall mix of passengers

— to what extent any changes designed to overcome concerns
about the methodology and application would adversely affect
the benefits of consistency

« report on whether there are more effective, accurate or robust
measures of service performance, including (where appropriate)
suggesting proven systems that are used at other airports.

o The audit shall also compare the results of the QSM to international
surveys of airport quality performance (particularly the Airport
Service Quality survey conducted by Airports Council
International), and identify any apparent anomalies in movements
over time and offer any possible explanations.

Security and Control Posts
The audit shall focus on these security elements in the SQRB scheme at
Heathrow Airport and in the CSS(R) scheme at Gatwick Airport:

Gatwick

Central passenger search, transfer
passenger search, Staff search
(Terminalsand Crew), External control
posts search

Central search, Transfer search, Staff
search, Control posts(CTA, Cargo,
Eastside, Southside, Terminal 5)

The audit shall report on:

+ the robustness of the current queue measurement systems and
procedures in each terminal and their fitness for purpose in
providing the source data for the SQRB scheme at Heathrow
Airport and in the CSS(R) scheme at Gatwick Airport, including
within this assessment the questions that have been raised regarding
the consistent measurement of the end of passenger security queues

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

« whether the current grouping of control posts at Heathrow Airport
is (1) balanced in terms of usage, (ii) reasonable in terms of
substitutability of individual control posts, and (iii) able to maintain
incentives on HAL to maintain control post performance levels
across the campus in order meet the operational needs of the
airlines/passengers

o whether there are more effective, accurate or robust measures of
service performance, including (where appropriate) suggesting
proven systems that are used at other airports.

Passenger Operational and Airline Operational Elements

The audit will consider the procedures and systems for measuring
availability of the assets set out in the SQRB scheme at Heathrow
Airport and in the CSS(R) scheme at Gatwick Airport.

Heathrow Gatwick

Passenger sensitive equipment
(general), Passenger sensitive (general), Passenger sensitive
equipment (priority), Arrivalsbaggage equipment (priority), Arrivalsreclaim,
carousels, Track transit system, Stands, | Inter-terminal shuttle system, Outbound
Jetties, Fixed electrical ground power, baggage, Stands, Jetties, Pierservice,
Stand entry guidance, Pre-conditioned Fixed electrical ground power

Passenger sensitive equipment

[ air, Pier-served stand usage

The audit shall give an objective opinion on:

« whether the procedures and systems in each terminal are fit for
purpose

o whether they are transparent, well documented and have been
consistently applied

o whether the application of the processes by which specific assets are
excluded from the scheme when service quality exclusions apply
(e.g. planned maintenance) have been consistent with the
specification in the SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport and in the
CSS(R) scheme at Gatwick Airport
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whether there are more effective, accurate or robust measures of
service performance in this area, including (where appropriate)
suggesting proven systems that are used at other airports.

Aerodrome Congestion
The audit shall give an objective opinion on:

whether the data collection and communication have been
performed subject to adequate processes and procedures to ensure
that they are accurate and complete

whether the airport has reasonably identified the full list of "material
events" as defined in the SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport and in
the CSS(R) scheme at Gatwick Airport

whether the airport has reasonably identified the full list of such
events with a "material operational impact" as defined in the SQRB
scheme at Heathrow Airport and in the CSS(R) scheme at Gatwick
Airport

whether the airport has reasonably applied the "exceptions" as
defined in the SQRB scheme at Heathrow Airport and in the
CSS(R) scheme at Gatwick Airport

whether in the opinion of the Auditors the airport operator has:

— made reasonable assumptions about the number of expected
arrivals and/or departures during material events with a material
operational impact

— the airport operator has made reasonable judgements based
upon explicit criteria where there have been contributing causes
beyond its control

whether subject to the above the rebates have been properly

calculated

whether there are more effective, accurate or robust measures of
service performance, including (where appropriate) suggesting
proven systems that are used at other airports.

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.

As part of the above assessment, the Auditors will investigate and report
on the transparency of the decision-making process for the operation of
this measure, and on the extent to which the views of stakeholders are
appropriately captured and considered.

Airline Service Standards (Gatwick Airport only)
The audit shall give an objective opinion on:

o the effectiveness of the monitoring of arrivals bag performance, in
particular the robustness of data collection and calculation of airline
performance

+ the provision of adequate information to airlines and to the CAA on
the amounts paid and dates of payments.

Calculation and Payment of Bonuses (Heathrow Airport only) and
Rebates
The audit shall give an objective opinion on:

« the robustness of the calculations of bonuses (Heathrow Airport
only) and rebates, including the consistent rounding of figures to the
appropriate number of decimal points

o the robustness of the calculations of rebate reduction due to airlines
not meeting the airline service standards (Gatwick Airport only)

» the provision of adequate information to airlines and to the CAA on
the amounts of rebates paid by HAL and GAL, the bonuses earned
by HAL, the amount of rebate reduction (Gatwick Airport only),
and dates of payments.

Publication of Service Performance

The audit shall give an objective opinion on the publication of
performance, and (where appropriate) make suggestions for possible
ways of improving transparency of information to passengers and other
airlines.
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Appendix B — GAL: Examples of spreadsheets used by GAL

BHement Spreadsheets

Passenger Satisfaction

Mayfly Sheets (Planned/estimated flights and passenger numbers)
Actual flights and passenger numbers

QSM Quota Sheets

SQR Spreadsheet (Monthly QSM Scores)

QSM CSS Graphs (Monthly QSM Graphs)

Security and Control Posts

Q Analysis (Calculates queue time against CSS targets)
OPM Reports (Showing queue times, image numbers and passenger numbers)
OCS Queue Time Reports (Daily spreadsheet setting out queue time for each time interval)

Passenger Operational and
Airline Operational Hements

Asset maintenance plan (Available for each asset type)

Maximo reports (Reports show ing Maximo w ork orders)

Availability Model (Separate model used to calculate availability for each asset)
Maximo Manual Amendments (Capturing manual amendments to asset availability)
Shuttle Performance Dashboard (Captures dow ntime of inter-terminal shuttle)
Outbound Baggage Tables (Report show ing outbound baggage performance)
Stand Availability Spreadsheet (Captures stand dow ntime)

Aerodrome Congestion Term

GDW Extract (Actual aircraft movements)
Superlog (Daily superlog file)
Aerodrome Congestion Term (Monthly spreadsheet capturing 'material' events)

Airline Service Standards

DIDFLY (Flight data including 'on chocks' time, firstbag time and last bag time)
File Merger Tool (Merges daily DIDFLY data)
DIDFLY BB Calculator (Inbound baggage calculation model)

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Bement Spreadsheets

Rebate Calculations

Pax Forecast by Model (Forecast passenger numbers)

Actual Passenger and Aerodrome Charges

CSS Performance Tracker (Captures w hether CSS and ASS targets have been met / failed)
Rebate Calculation Model

CSS Rebates — End of Year Review (Annual w ash-up spreadsheet)

Publication of Service
Performance

NT 1st Draft (Collates CSS and ASS performance for the North Terminal)
ST 1st Draft (Collates CSS and ASS performance for the South Terminal)
CSS Performance Tracker (Overall CSS and ASS performance tracker)

© 2016 Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved.
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Appendix C — GAL: Asset availability variances against internal calculation

spreadsheet
Sample | Terminal Element Score per Published
Month Internal Score
Calculation
Spreadsheet
Feb 15 ?Zﬁ:inm Jetties 99% availability during core hours 99% 99.90% 99.88%
Feb 15 North. Arrlva!s 99% availability during core hours 99% 99.92% 99.91%
Terminal Reclaim
Jul 15 'I’\'lg:tr:inal Jetties 99% availability during core hours 99% 99.87% 99.93%
Monthly: 99% of bagsinputtedat check-in at -
40minsorgreater before the published ETD will
have first attempt to tip at or before -25mins
Jul1s North Outbound published ETD during core hours 99% and Monthly: Monthly:
i 0, 0, 0
Terminal Baggage Daily: 97% of bagsinputted at check-in at -40mins 9% 99.70% 99.69%
or greater before the published ETD will have first
attemptto tip at orbefore -25minspublished ETD
during core hours
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Appendix D — GAL: Security queue variances against internal calculation
spreadsheet

Sample Sample Element Metric Target Score per Published
Month Terminal Score Internal Score
Calculation
Spreadsheet
North Transfer Quet_;etime lessthan
April5 Terminal passenger 10minsfor95% of core 95% 99.70% 99.69%
search hours
North Qu_euetimelessthan
Apr15 Terminal Staff search | 5minsfor95% of core 95% 99.85% 99.95%
hours
North Queue time lessthan
Jun 15 Terminal Staff search 5minsfor95% of core 95% 99.97% 99.95%
hours
North Qut_euetime lessthan
Nov 15 Terminal Staffsearch | 5minsfor95% of core 95% 99.87% 100%
hours
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Appendix E — GAL: Security queue variances against performance tracker
spreadsheet

Sample Sample Element Metric Target Score per Published
Month Terminal Score Internal Score
Performance
Tracker
Spreadsheet
South Queue time lessthan
Apr15 Terminal Staff search 5minsfor 95% of core 95% 98.86% 98.33%
hours
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Appendix F — GAL: Inbound baggage variances against internal calculation
spreadsheet

Sample Sample Element Metric Aircraft Target Score per Published
Month Terminal Size Score Internal Score
Calculation
Spreadsheet
Apr Nosrghuzt;\#d Inbound 95% of small and medium aircraftflightsto have the S/M 95% 90.25% 89.92%
2015 Terminal Baggage last bag deliveredwithin 35 minutesof on chocks time. ’ '
North and . .
Apr South Inbound 95% of large aircraft flightsto have the last bag L 95% 93.00% 95.85%
2015 ) Baggage delivered within 50 minutesof on chockstime.
Terminal
North and . . .
July South Inbound 95% ofsmgll and meqmm alfcraftfhghlsto have t_he SIM 95% 87.57% 86.98%
2015 Terminal Baggage last bag delivered within 35 minutesof on chocks time.
North and . .
July South Inbound 95% of Iargg a!rcraftfl_lghtsto have the Ias_t bag L 95% 96.58% 96.39%
2015 Terminal Baggage delivered within 50 minutesof on chockstime.
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Appendix G — GAL: Maximo work order change

Asset Work Order  Dow ntime Date Maximo Dow ntime Comments
Type Reported Spreadsheet

Dow ntime Reported
Dow ntime

Downtime hasbeen amended to 00:46 (from 120:36). There isno supporting
documentation available regarding thisamendment, asthe GAL Finance Analyst

Feb Arrivals ) . . was notinthe role at thistime, and the previousemployee wasnot consistently

2015 Reclaim 028231469 | 18 Feb 2015 0:46 120:36 retaining documentation duringthisperiod. The GAL Finance Analyst noted that
thisislikely due to a work order not being appropriately closed downwithin
Maximo.
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Appendix H — GAL: Downtime not captured in calculation model

Sample Asset Type Total Dow ntime (Per Total Dow ntime (Per

Maximo Report) Calculation Model)
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Appendix I - Definition of ratings

Within each report, every finding is given a rating providing a high level view of the adequacy of the internal control environment. These
ratings are described in the tables below. This rating system allows for objective monitoring and comparison of audit reports across the
alliance and similarly allows for easy comparison to previous reports.

Finding rating Description Features

Findings that are fundamental to the
management of risk in the business area,
representing a w eakness in control that
requires the immediate attention of
management

e Key control not designed or operating effectively
e Potential forfraud identified
Non-compliance w ith key procedures / standards
Non-compliance w ith regulation

e Impact is contained w ithin the department and compensating controls w ould
detect errors
Important findings that are to be resolved by e  Possibility for fraud exists

line management. e Control failures identified but not in key controls
e Non-compliance w ith procedures / standards (but not resulting in key control
failure)

Findings that identify non-compliance with e Minor control weakness
established procedures. e Minor non-compliance w ith procedures / standards

Low
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