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Thank you for your letter of 31 January 2007 in relation to the proposal by the ACCC
to grant interim authorisation to the changes to the IPAP resolutions and decisions the
subject of the applications which were due to come into effect on 1 January 2007.

In particular, AFTA wishes to address the following resolutions:

Resolution 800b

Whilst AFTA acknowledges the ACCC's position, AFTA again repeats that this will
place agents in a non competitive situation.

The reality is that airlines will not distribute their own ticket stock to agents and have
not done so for many years as they have used the IATA neutral ticket stock which this
resolution now removes from agents.

Tickets issued today direct by airlines are normally issued on individual cardboard
inserts which are printed off the airline's own system. Even if airlines were to make a
decision to reverse their stance on paper tickets and decide to order them to provide
them to agents, I doubt that given lead times, cost and the complexities involved that
this could be achieved within the time frame of this resolution.

In addition, any distribution of airline paper ticket stock would require an agent to hand
write the ticket as industry computer and printing systems are all geared to and only
allow for the use of continuous IATA neutral ticket stock and not individual airline ticket
stocks.

AFTA would remind the ACCC that IATA has already eliminated the ability for
handwritten tickets to be issued within Australia. Hence, agents will again be in a
position where from a financial standpoint – as explained at our recent meeting – the
agent will not be competitive with an airline selling direct, and nor will an IATA
accredited agent be able to produce a paper airline ticket on their own premises.
Production of tickets on an agent's premises is the prime benefit of IATA accreditation.



Resolution 800f

AFTA has to disagree with IATA's advice that this resolution does not apply in
Australia.

The 2007 Passenger Agency Conference Resolutions Manual (page 52) which
outlines resolution 800f clearly says that it applies globally with the exception of the
United States of America.

There is no indication in either this resolution or resolution 816 that either of the
resolutions override the other and the reality is that IATA and its members will apply
whichever resolution it believes best suits their purpose at the time.

Resolution 850p and Related Financial Criteria

AFTA notes the comments provided by IATA in its letter of 21 December 2006 in
relation to the establishment of the financial criteria for insurance providers.

Whilst IATA states that the criteria to be adopted is in an advanced stage of
development, such information was not conveyed to the last meeting of the PAPGJC
and nor has it been conveyed to the agent delegation. Indeed initial advice to agents
was that this criteria would be available for the June 2006 PAPGJC meeting and for
review by the 2006 PAConf, and neither of these deadlines were met and nor was any
documentation produced or discussion entered into on this matter.

AFTA's concern is that the approval of the proposal from the 2006 PAConf allows
IATA to develop such criteria without consultation with the agent community no matter
what IATA may have claimed in its letter of 21 December 2006.

As the ACCC is aware, there has already been two TAC hearings in Australia over
insurance product — the result of one which IATA refused to accept.

The reality is that the development of new guidelines by IATA may well result in
neither of the current providers having the ability to meet the criteria, and hence
agents will lose the ability of the alternative of an insurance guarantee.

The ACCC should be aware that a few years ago the then provider of such insurance
alternatives (QBE Insurance) exited the market and until the advent of the TARS
product no alternative was available to agents. AFTA remains perplexed as to why
IATA put forward problems in relation to the TARS product which resulted in two TAC
hearings in Australia, when in fact Australian State governments have accepted the
same product as an alternative to bank guarantees for consumer protection under the
auspices of the Travel Compensation Fund.

It is AFTA's strong view that no approval should be given to any change until such time
as the criteria that IATA states is in an advanced stage of development is presented to
agents and discussed with agents so as to ensure that there cannot be another
situation arise where an insurer exists the market and agents do not have an
insurance alternative.



Resolution 820d

The Travel Agency Commissioner program came under the joint control of airlines and
agents through the PAPGJC effective on 1 January 2007.

Discussions surrounding this program at recent PAPGJC meetings have not included
a process leading to the creation of a panel of substitute TAC's. There has been no
discussion, documentation, verbal advice, or any other means of communication to the
PAPGJC that IATA is proceeding to create such a panel. Further, it should be noted
that such a panel cannot come into existence without the majority approval of both
parties at the PAPGJC, and hence AFTA is at a loss to understand IATA's assertion
that this process is well advanced.

It should be further noted that it is essential that at this time substitute TAC's remain an
integral part of the program.

The current situation regarding Travel Agency Commissioners is as follows:

a) There is no Travel Agency Commissioner for Area 1 as this contract lapsed in mid
2006.

b) The Travel Agency Commissioner for Area 2 has had his contract extended until
the end of December 2007 as there was no agreement on an alternate candidate.

c) The contract for the Travel Agency Commissioner for Area 3 lapses on February
28, 2007.

The reality therefore is that at the end of February 2007 there will only be one
appointed Travel Agency Commissioner globally, and hence the need for this
Commissioner to be able to appoint substitute commissioners where necessary.

Following the lapse of the contract for a TAC for Area 1 agents made
recommendations to IATA on possible candidates and all were rejected. In fact, in
November 2006 IATA, as part of its rationale for rejecting candidates proposed by
agents, advised that they had an alternate candidate for this position but no candidate
name, CV or other material has been provided to the PAPGJC or the President of the
WTAAA and Chairman of UFTAA for consideration.

In a recent 2006 case in the Philippines a substitute TAC was necessary in view of the
fact that the TAC's for Areas 2 and 3 both exempted themselves from the hearing in
order to avoid a possible conflict of interest as both individuals knew personally the
proponent of the insurance policy in question. Philippine agents have now requested
this case be re-opened and the TAC for Area 3 has again appointed substitute
Commissioner Pyne who heard the first case 12 months ago. Hence a substitute
commissioner has been appointed but IATA is prevaricating over arranging travel for
Commissioner Pyne to journey to the Philippines to hear the case. It would therefore
appear to AFTA that if this authorisation is granted then this substitute commissioner
can be removed from this hearing thus leaving agents without any recourse in the
matter. This is but an example of an unacceptable situation to AFTA, and one that may
well become all the more evident if this authorisation is granted.



It should also be further noted that as there is no TAC for Area 1, the TAC for Area 2
has declined to hear a case in Canada, again on the basis of possible conflict of
interest. The Area 2 TAC subsequently appointed the Area 3 TAC to hear the case
but IATA has now taken steps to open proceedings in the Supreme Court of Ontario to
deny the Area 3 TAC hearing the case in question. Part of the rationale for these
proceedings is that IATA is of the view that the Area 3 TAC is not sufficiently au fait
with Canadian law.

As the ACCC will know there is a requirement under the resolution that agreement be
reached between the President of the WTAAA, the Chairman of UFTAA and the
Director General of IATA on persons who are to be appointed as Travel Agency
Commissioners. Neither the President of the WTAAA or the Chairman of UFTAA have
received any notification of the proposed panel as detailed by IATA, and nor have they
received any notification from IATA that such a panel is being considered or that there
are alternate or proposed TAC candidates available for consideration as replacements
for Areas 1 and 3 or for inclusion in any proposed panel.

Given the aforementioned information AFTA repeats its opposition to any approval to
implement any change to this resolution.

It is AFTA's strong recommendation that the ACCC further investigate these situations
as outlined in this correspondence, and AFTA remains at the disposal of the ACCC for
further discussion of these matters.

Yours sincerely

Mike Hatton
Chief Executive
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