Case No0.18-02263
Canadian Transpbrtation Agency

In the matter of an Inquiry of the Canadian Transportation Agency
with respect to Sunwing Airlines Inc. initiated pursuant to
Decisions Nos. LET-A-30-2018 and LET-A-31-2018

Response Of Sunwing Airlines Inc. to the Show Cause Findings
of the Canadian Transportation Agency pursuant to Decision No.
LET-A-18-2019

Introduction

Pursuant to the above referenced Decisions, Sunwing Airlines Inc. (“Sunwing”) has
been involved in a detailed and lengthy Inquiry initiated by the Canadian Transportation
Agency (the “Agency”) commencing April 29, 2018 (the “Inquiry”).

The Agency appointed Jean-Michel Gagnon as inquiry officer (the “Inquiry Officer”),
pursuant to sub-section 38(1) of the Canada Transportation Act, as amended (the
“CTA").

On August 20, 2018, the Inquiry Officer provided his draft report to the Agency, and on
October 25, 2018, he submitted a final version of the report.

Pursuant to sub-section 38(2) of the CTA the Agency adopted the Inquiry Officer's
report (the “Report”).

On January 22, 2019, Sunwing received a copy of Decision No. LET-A-18-2019 (the
“Show Cause Decision”) along with a copy of the Report.

Pursuant to paragraph 37 of the Show Cause Decision, Sunwing was granted until
February 5, 2019, to provide its responses to the Show Cause Proceedings initiated
by the Show Cause Decision (the “Respanse Time”).



7. Pursuant to Decision No. LET-A-22-2019, the Agency granted an extension of time to
Sunwing to file its responses until February 19, 2019.

8.

Outlined below is a summary of the conténts of this Response:

Perspective;

Sunwing’s Responsiveness to its Passengers;

Montreal v Toronto;

The Report — Non-Regulatory/Tariff Issues;

Severe Weather Conditions

Staff Shortage at Swissport

Wide Spread Communications I$sues
Sunwing’s Business Model

The Show Cause Decision — Non-Regulatory/Tariff Issues

The Show Cause Decision/Report-Regulatory and Tariff Issues;

Conclusion



9.

Persgeo_:tive

While Sunwing is not pleased with the number of complaints received, it is relevant
to note that during the April 14 — 18, 2018 period (the “Period”):

(i) Sunwing carried over 44,720 passengers on its Toronto and Montreal
flights;

(i) 40% of its Toronto flights were operated with delays of less than 4
hours along with 50% of its Montreal flights; and

(i) 54% of its Toronto flights were operated with delays of less than 8
hours along with 66% of its Montreal flights;

10. The Sunwing Passenger Care Commitment contained a number of provisions over and
above its tariff Traveller's Rights provisions.

1.

12.

Sunwing'’s Responsiveness to its Passengers

As indicated in its Interim Submission, Sunwing responded to its affected passengers
both during the Period and thereafter by:

Providing 15,730 meal and drink vouchers;

Providing 11,280 compensation voucher payments pursuant to its Passenger
Care Commitment;

Providing 3,224 discretionary goodwill compensation voucher payments over
and above its Passenger Care Commitment;

Providing 636 full cash refunds pursuant to its Passenger Care Commitment;
Providing 5,372 discretionary partial cash refunds over and above its
Passenger Care Commitment;

Paying 584 baggage expense, delay compensation or reimbursement claims;
and

Paying 231 passenger expense claims;

By way of a separate confidential Appendix, Sunwing Airlines provided a list of the total
costs incurred arising out of the above actions. The Agency agreed to treat the cost
information as confidential.

An Appendix listing all passengers receiving meal and drink vouchers has not been
provided due to privacy and confidentiality concerns.



An Appendix listing all passengers having received one or more of the benefits, other
than meal or drink vouchers, outlined in paragraph 11 above, has not been provided
due to privacy and confidentiality concerns.

13. The above payments were made not only pursuant to its tariff requirements and its
Passenger Care Commitment, but also, as goodwill gestures exceeding both its tariff
obligations and its Passenger Care Commitment.

Sunwing Airlines is the only Canadian carrier which  voluntarily publishes
compensation guidelines.

14. In summary:

e A substantial number of all of its meal and drink vouchers exceeded its tariff
obligations:

o All of its compensation voucher payments exceeded its tariff obligations; and

¢ |n addition to the above, it also made goodwill voucher payments both in
excess of its ftariff obligations and its Passenger Care Commitment
obligations.

15. Sunwing Airlines has made every effort to respond individually to each passenger
complaint it has received up to January 30, 2019 and address the complainant's
concerns by way of undertaking one or more of the actions referred to above.

16. All of the above actions took place without any request or demand by the Agency.
Furthermore, in addition to all of the meal and drink vouchers having been issued

prior to the initiation of the Inquiry, approximately 80% of the compensation
payments were issued prior to the date of the Inquiry.



17.

|
Montreal v. Toronto

The Report found that there were noi “weather events” of a similar magnitude to
those experienced at Toronto-Pearson Airport at the Montreal-Trudeau Airport and
the weather conditions were confirmed to have had minimal impact on Montreal-
Trudeau Airport activities. '

Notwithstanding the above, the Report did subsequently acknowledge the “domino
effect stemming from issues at Toronto-Pearson Airport”. This subsequent finding
is not surprising considering the consequential effect that uncontrollable events
such as weather at one major carrier hub would have on associated flights to/from
another hub of the carrier.



18.

19.

20.

The Report — Non-Requlatory/Tariff Issues

The Report found that there were four systemic causes of the problems experienced
by the Sunwing flights from/to Toronto and Montreal during the Period, namely:

(i) Severe weather conditions;
(ii) Staff shortage at Swissport;
(i)  Wide spread communication issues; and
(iv)  Sunwing's business model;

Each of the above issues is discussed below;

The Report also discussed the disruption of flights from/to Montreal. In this regard,
reference is made to paragraph 17 above.

Severe Weather Conditions

21.

22.

e Introduction

Both in the Report and in the Show Cause Decision, reference was made to the severe
weather conditions at Toronto.

While both the Inquiry Officer and the Agency acknowledged that the “intensive
weather” was beyond the control of Sunwing, it was noted that while the GTAA had
requested all carriers to undertake a 60% cancellation of flights Sunwing did not
cancel any of its flights.

e Flight Delays v. Cancellations

There was, in fact, very good reason why Sunwing did not undertake such
cancellations. In summary, should Sunwing have cancelled 60% of its flights, there
would have been far greater passenger disruption, with a serious lack of passenger
capacity to expeditiously move the passengers booked on the cancelled flights.

While Sunwing experienced a number of unavoidable delays, over 50% of the Toronto
passengers on the delayed flights arrived at their destinations within 8 hours of the
scheduled departure time and over 65% of the Montreal passengers arrived at their
destinations within 8 hours of the scheduled departure time, versus the possibility of
multiple day delays which would have arisen out of cancelled flights.



23. It is also significant to note that during the Period fewer than 5% of Sunwing’s
passengers experiencing a major delay of 12 hours or more requested the cancellation
of their reservation and a fare repayment.

24. Further reference to this issue is made later in this Response when discussing
Sunwing's Business Model.

Staff Shortage at Swissport

25. While both the Inquiry Officer and the Agency acknowledged the Swissport staff
shortages and their affect upon Sunwing, the Agency found that Sunwing was
responsible for the actions of its Agents. The Agency noted its previous position on
carrier agent/contractor non-performance.

26. While Sunwing is aware of the Agency legal position on carrier agent/contractor non-
performance, there is no doubt as to: the material effect this unforeseen non-
performance had on the Sunwing operations. Every major below wing and above
wing operation of Sunwing was severely impacted by Swissport's non-performance.

Of equal importance, the Swissport non-performance occurred without any notice or
warning.

Full details in regard to this issue are set out in Sunwing'’s Interim Submissions of
July 27, 2018.

27. Sunwing no longer uses Swissport for its| contracted services. It has retained a new
supplier for the services and is no longer experiencing the collapse of services which
took place during the Period. In parti¢ular, substantial improvements have been
achieved in the areas communications, tarmac delays and passenger baggage
retrieval. Sunwing has also redoubled its efforts to encourage passengers to sign up
for flight alerts. '

28. While the unforeseeable material non-petformance of Swissport may not have certain
legal ramifications vis a vis passengers, it should certainly have a mitigating effect on
the Agency when considering any enforcement actions.

Wide Spread Communication Issues

29. Less than 20% of the Sunwing passengers responded to Sunwing with e-mail or text
contact information.  Thus, Sunwing was materially handicapped in communicating
with such passengers on a timely and periodic basis.



30.

This issue is further discussed later in thé Response.

Sunwing’s Business Model

31.

32.

33.

The Report refers to the Sunwing Business Model. In particular, it questions whether
the Sunwing flights are truly scheduled flights as opposed to quasi charter flights on
behalf of Sunwing Vacations. The Inquiry Officer goes on to suggest that the Sunwing
Business Model encourages delays as opposed to the cancellation of flights.

As indicated in paragraph 22 above, the disruptive impact on passengers would have
been far greater if Sunwing had cancelled flights as opposed to delaying them.

The Sunwing Business Model is designed to mainly serve the Canadian south bound
vacation market.

The Inquiry Officer overiooked the fact that Sunwing’'s main competitors are Air
Canada, through serving its subsidiary Air Canada Vacations, WestJet, through
serving its subsidiary WestJet Vacations and Air Transat, through serving its affiliated
company Transat Vacations, each of which carriers also operate their competitive
services on a scheduled basis pursuant to international scheduled licences and in the
same manner as Sunwing, in support of their related vacation market operations.

It is instructive to note that, when Air Canada is directed to cancel flights, its first
reaction is to cancel numerous of its high frequency short haul flights while protecting
the continued operation of its infrequent long haul southern flights. A prime example
of Air Canada’s actions may be seen during the morning of February 12, 2019 as
reflected on the Air Canada Terminal 1 flight screen, a copy of which is attached as
Appendix 1.

On the other hand, Sunwing does not operate high frequency short haul flights and
thus must protect the integrity of its long haul low frequency scheduled southern flights
by managing selective delays. '

While ideally, Sunwing would prefer to operate without any flight delays, as indicated
above, if necessary, the vast majority of Sunwing passengers prefer selective flight
delays thus ensuring that their vacation will be minimally interrupted, as opposed to
the cancellation of such flights.



34.

35.

36.

The Show Cause Decision — Non-Requlatory/Tariff Issues

The Show Cause Decision raised the following non-regulatory issues:
¢ The manner in which Sunwing dealt with the severe weather conditions; and
e The relevance of the Swissport staff shortage issue;
The weather conditions issue has been discussed in paragraph 22 through 24 above.

The staff shortage at Swissport issue has been discussed in paragraphs 25 through
28 above.
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The Show Cause Decision — Reggg Requlatory and Tariff Issues

37. Relying upon the Report, the Show Cause Decision made the following preliminary
findings with respect to regulatory breaches by Sunwing pursuant to sub-section
110(4) of the Air Transportation Regulations (the “ATRs"):

(i) The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rule 16(a) of its scheduled
international tariff for some passengers (emphasis added) (“Flight
Delays Over 4 Hours");

(i) The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rule 16(b) of its schedule
international tariff for some passengers (emphasis added) (“Flight
Delays Over 8 Hours")

(i)  The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rules 15(3) (a) and (b) of its
scheduled international tariff (‘Re-routing Options”);

(iv)  The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rules 15(1)(f) and 15(4)(b)
of its scheduled international tariff (“Communications”);

(v)  The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rule 16(c) of its scheduled
international tariff (“Tarmac Delays”);

Also, the Agency referred to baggage issues and the need to examine each
complaint to determine if Sunwing complied with the applicable tariff conditions
(Rule 15(4)) (“Baggage Issues”)

38. Each of the above issues is discussed bélow.
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The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rl@lle 16(a) of its scheduled international
tariff for some passengers (“Flight Delays Over 4 Hours”)

39. Rule 16(a) of the Sunwing scheduled international tariff provides that should there be
a delay of over 4 hours, passengers will be entitled to a meal voucher.

40. The Inquiry Officer investigated 77 flights arising out of a total 474 complaints with
respect to meal vouchers. He determined that passengers on 13 of the flights
appeared to have failed to receive meal vouchers.

41. Sunwing’s investigation of the 13 flights irjdicates that:

e Meal vouchers were authorized for all of the Montreal passengers on
flights experiencing delays of over 4 hours;

e Only passengers on 2 of the 13 flights, both out of Toronto, failed to
receive meal vouchers. In one instance, the delay was just over 4 hours
and thus there was insufficient tirhe to issue the meal vouchers for use by
passengers prior to push back.

+ In the second instance, it appears that meal vouchers were not issued as
a result of an error. '3

42. The remaining flights were return departures from a southern destination. In all cases,
either the passenger received the offer of a free meal from the hotel at which they were
staying or from an alternative hotel.

43. Further details can be provided, if required.

44. Itis submitted that, with the exception of 1 flight, Sunwing complied with the provisions
of its tariff rule 16(a). f
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The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rule 16(b) of its Scheduled International
Tariff for some Passengers (“F!ights Delays over 8 Hours”)

45,
contingent upon:

e The delay involving an overnight stay; and

The applicability of Rule 16(b) of the Sunwmg scheduled international tariff is

o The passenger has not started hlS or her travel at the initial flight departure

airport;

It is also important to note that:

o There is no requirement to provide hotel accommodation and transfers. The

obligation is to pay for such hotel accommodation and transfers; and
¢ The manner of payment is not specified.

46.
Montreal or a southern destination. 10 of these flights generated complaints.

The Agency investigated 42 flights delayed over 8 hours departing from Toronto,

Tariff rule 16(b) does not apply to any passengers departing from Toronto or Montreal.
With respect to the departures from a southern destination, accommodation, and, if
necessary transfers, were provided either at the hotel originally provided to the
passengers or a substitute hotel, with theiexception of passengers on one flight due to

the rolling nature of the delay which ended up extending beyond the 8 hour period.
47. Further details can be provided, if required.

48. It is submitted that, with the exception{ of one flight, Sunwing complied with the

provisions of its tariff rule 16(b).
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The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rules 15(3) (a) and (b) of its Scheduled

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

International Tariff (“Re-routing Options”)

|
Sunwing submits that, in principle, it fully complied with its tariff rules 15(3)(a) and (b).

The option available to a passenger to request reimbursement of its ticket price should
there be an extended delay is clearly setout in the said Passenger Care Commitment
detailed on the Sunwing website (defined iin the Sunwing Passenger Care Commitment
as over 12 hours).

562 passengers exercised this option ané received a full refund.

Sunwing was unable to offer an alternative to a ticket refund, namely arranging for
transportation to the passengers’ destination at the earliest opportunity, (other than by
remaining with the Sunwing flight), due! to the limited number of alternative flights
available at both Toronto and Montreal along with the very high load factors on such
alternative flights.

It is emphasized that this problem existed at both Toronto and Montreal.

Sunwing would have offered alternative flights at no additional costs. It was not a
question of additional cost, it was a question of lack of availability.

It is therefore submitted that, as a matter of principle, Sunwing complied with the
provisions of its tariff rules 15(3)(a) and 15(3)(b).



54.

55.

56.

57.
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The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rules 15(1)(f) and 15(4)(b) of its
Scheduled International Tariff (“Communications™)

In today’s world, communication by e-mall or texting is by far and away the method of
choice.

Notwithstanding the fact that Sunwing set up a system for passengers to provide
Sunwing with an e-mail or texting address for flight alerts, as indicated in paragraph 29
above, fewer than 20% of the Sunwing passengers took advantage of this system.

Sunwing examined all of the passenger complaints raising communications issues.
Only 17.5% of the complainants provided e-mail or texting addresses. Of the
passengers who did provide e-mail or texting information, over 80% received flight
alerts. The reason why this was not 100% of such passengers was that Sunwing
experienced a technical problem with its system which was quickly rectified.

Tariff rule 15(1)(f) provides that Sunwing “will make reasonable efforts (emphasis
added) to inform the passengers of delays”. In addition to the information set out
above, immediately upon learning of the Swissport collapse, Sunwing:

e Sent members of its Customer Relations Management Team to the Toronto
airport;

¢ The Sunwing Marketing and SociallMedia Team commenced posting advisories
about flight delays to encourage all Sunwing passengers to sign up for flight
alerts and/or to check the flight status at Suwning.ca. A copy of a sample
advisory is attached as Appendix 2.

e Sunwing used Facebook and Twitter during the Period. In all cases, the
Marketing Team was attempting toiengage audiences about the weather event;
and

e E-mail communications were sent to provide updates;

58. Sunwing submits that it made reasonable efforts to establish a system to support

informing its passengers of delays by:

e Establishing the communications system referred to above;

o Contracting Swissport, an experienced provider of services; and

e Upon learning of the Swissport collapse of support without any warning,
providing additional support staff at the Toronto airport.
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59. Rule 15(4)(b) of the Sunwing scheduled international tariff relates to baggage issues.
Baggage issues are responded to in the Baggage Section of this Response set out
below.



60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

16
|

The failure of Sunwing to properiy apply Rule 16(c) of its Scheduled
International Tariff (“Tarmac Delays”)

In its Decision No. LET-A-68-2018, the Agency decided to supplement the factual
record required for its Determination by way of interrogatories (the “Interrogatories”).

In Appendix A attached to the Interrogatories, the Agencies listed 15 flights which it
alleged were on the tarmac for over 90 minutes. A copy of Appendix A is attached to
this Response as Appendix 3 (the “Tarmac Delayed Flights”)

Sunwing responded to the Interrogatoriés on November 2, 2018. In particular, it
responded to the Tarmac Delayed Flight$ issue. For the purposes of its responses,
Sunwing assumed that each Tarmac Delay commenced upon aircraft push back.

In its Decision No. LET-A-18-2019, the Agency found that tarmac delays commenced
when the aircraft door was closed.

With respect, Sunwing submits that a tarmac delay should start upon push back.
Whether the cabin door is open or closed, access from the aircraft is available, either
immediately through the open cabin door or, with a short delay, by having the cabin
door reopened. Such reopening, may, or may not, require the return of the bridge to
the cabin door, however, nonetheless, deplaning is available.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the term “Tarmac Delay” is not defined either in
the Air Transportation Regulations (the “ATRs") or in any Agency Interpretation Notes;

Also, the Agency appears to have used the start of a tarmac delay as the scheduled
time of departure. In fact, court decisions have interpreted the meaning of the term
“delay” in the Montreal Convention as being an abnormal delay.

Without prejudice to the above submissions, it is submitted that the length of a
permissible tarmac delay should be 3 hdurs as opposed to 90 minutes as stated in
tariff rule 16(c).

In paragraph 6 of its Show Cause Decision, the Agency noted that “on May 23, 2018,
the Transportation Modernization Act, S.C., 2018, c.10 received Royal Ascent. Among
other things, it amended CTA to give the Agency a mandate to make Air Passenger
Protection Regulations that will establish minimum air carrier obligations to passengers
in areas such as tarmac delays, flight disruptions and lost or damaged baggage.
Proposed regulations were pre-published'in the Canada Gazette, Part |, on December
22, 2018. Given these developments, the Agency stays its assessment of the



67.

68.

69.

70.
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reasonableness of the provisions contained in the Sunwing’s Scheduled International
Tariff and Sunwing’s Non-Scheduled Intemational Tariff...”

The above Act provides that the new Passenger Protection Regulations deal with
tarmac delays over 3 hours.

Under the proposed new Passenger Protbction Regulations of December 22, 2018, a
tarmac delay is now defined as any delay over 3 hours.

Thus, by legislation and proposed regulation, a tarmac delay is any delay over 3 hours.

The current Sunwing tariff provision referring to a tarmac delay of over 90 minutes is
no longer relevant. Thus, the tariff tarmac delay duration should also be stayed or,
interpreted in accordance with the legislative and proposed regulatory provisions.

The legal principle of Nuc Pro Tunc should apply to this issue.

Attached as Appendix 4 is a revised list of Tarmac Delayed Flights reflecting both the
Sunwing definition of a tarmac delay and the current legislative and proposed
regulatory period for an allowable tarmac delay of 3 hours.

Regardless of Sunwing’s submission in ﬁaragraph 64 above, there are 10 flights that
are less than 3 hours.

Tariff rule 16(c) with respect to the offering of drinks and snacks is subject to such
drinks and snacks, being provided “if it is safe, practical and timely to do so”. The
captain and the cabin crew should be the sole arbiter as to whether the provision of
drinks and snacks should be provided.

While some of the tarmac delays were lengthy, the action of the captain and his cabin
crew were at all times driven by the dynamiic nature of the ultimate availability of a push
back time. Any delay in being able to acgtion a push back could lead to a loss of the
slotted push back time thus exacerbating the overall length of the tarmac delay.

Similarly, this applies to flights waiting foride-icing and clearance for take-off.
It is therefore submitted that:
e Rather than there being 14 of the 15 tarmac delayed flights identified by the

Agency as in excess of a 90 minute period, 10 of those flights should be found to
comply with the above submissions; and
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e For the most part, Sunwing compliéd with the provisions of its tariff rule 16(c),
with respect to the service of drinks and snacks having regard to the submissions
set out in paragraph 69 above.
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72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.
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The failure of Sunwing to properly apply Rule 15(4)(b) of its Scheduled
International Tariff (“Baggage”)

Pursuant to paragraph 22 of the Show Cause Decision, the Agency stated that each
individual passenger complaint must be assessed separately to determine whether
Sunwing has properly applied the terms and conditions set out in its tariff regarding
baggage claims made under the Montreal Convention.

Tariff rule 15(4)(b) relates to baggage that “does not arrive on the same flight as the
passenger”. :

On each flight, all of the bags of each passenger arrived on that flight.

Tariff rule 15(4)(c) also relates to baggage that “does not arrive on the same flight as
the passenger”.

Once again, on each flight, all of the bags of each passenger arrived on that flight.

Sunwing therefore submits that it complied with the terms not only for tariff rule
15(4)(b), but also tariff rule 15(4)(c).

Without prejudice to the above submissions, Sunwing responds as set out below.

Sunwing incurred expenses in excess of $260,000.00 to expedite the delivery of
passenger baggage.

27 baggage claims were filed by passengers directly with the Agency and were not
copied to Sunwing.

The provisions of tariff rule 15(4)(c)(iii), the Montreal Convention and the Agency
website with respect to filing baggage claims, each provides that a written notice of
any claim for reimbursement must be filed with the carrier within 21 days of the date
on which the baggage should have been placed at the passenger’s disposal along with
particulars of the expenses for which reimbursement is sought and including original
receipts or other documents establishing to the reasonable satisfaction to the carrier
that the expenses were incurred.

Notwithstanding the above, Sunwing will accept such claims on the basis that they
were filed in a timely manner and will seek to resolve such claims.



20

80. While Sunwing believes that it has closed all claims filed with it, should there be any

81.

such claims outstanding, Sunwing undeﬂékes to attempt to resolve such claims within
21 days of receiving the information and dbcuments referred to in paragraph 77 above.

Sunwing therefore submits that notwithstanding its submissions set out in paragraphs
72 and 73 above and paragraph 78 above, it is acting in good faith in complying with
the direction of the Agency set out in paragraph 22 of its Show Cause Decision.
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Conclusion

82. Sunwing submits that there were only minimal breaches to its tariff rules.

83. Sunwing also submits that, at all times throughout the Period, before the Inquiry itself
and throughout the Inquiry, it has acted in good faith in responding to its passengers
concerns and those of the Agency.

DATED at Toronto, this 19" day of February, 2019.

SUNWING AIRLINES INC.
By its solicitor,

EDWIN T. NOBBS, Q.C.
Professional Corporation
33 Yonge Street

Suite 201

Toronto, Ontario

M5E 1G4

Per:
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AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA
AIR CANADA

ACT315
AC259
ACS03
ACS22
ACT646
AC9T2
ACEEE
AC1672
AC1980
ACEBAS
AC7264
ACTS32
AC7403
ACE954
ACS283

RALEIGH
WINNIPEG

CHICAGO-O HARE

B05TCN
HEWARK
GRAND CAYMAN
LONDON-LHR
CRLANDO
MEXICO CITY
WINDSOR
PITTSBURGH
PHILADELPHIA
CLEVELAND
FREDERICTONM
TIMMING

Feb 12, 08:15
Feb 12, 08:15
Feb 12, 08:15
Feb 12, 0B:15
Feb 12, 08:20
Feb 12, 08:25
Feb 12, 08:30
Feb 12, 08:30
Feb 12, 08:30
Feb 12, 0B:35
Feb 12, 08:35
Feb 12, 0B:35
Feb 12, 0B:35
Feb 12, 0B:40
Feb 12, GL:#O

Feb 12, 08:12
Feb 12, 08:20
Feb 12, 08:15
Feb 12, 08:15
Feb 12, 08:20
Feb 12, 08:46
Feb 12, 06:30
Feb 12, 08:59
Feb 12, 08:30
Feb 12, 08:35
Feb 12, 08:35
Feb 12, 08:33
Feb 12, 08:35
Feb 12, 08:40
Feb 12, 08:40

Departed
Departed
Cancelled
Cancelled
Cancelled
Departed
Cancelled
Departed
Departed
Cancelled
Cancetled
Cancelled
Cancelled
Cancelled

Cancelled

Fge
D36

E75

F83
E81
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APPENDIX 2

eee [_/_ﬁ, Flight Status and Alerts

04/17/2018 v Select all fields from this version

Content - English (Canada}

Over the past 72 hours our flights to and from Toronto Pearson have been impacted by the severe weather in Ontario.
Regrettably the weather conditions were compounded by an understaffing issue on the part of our ground handling
contractor at the airport, Swissport, and we sustained several significant flight delays. Unfortunately, given the domino
effect of these creeping delays a number of flights were impacted. We have been working hard to resume regular
operations, however several adjustments to the schedule will stilllbe necessary over the next 48 hours. Customers due
to travel are encouraged to check their flight status online before they travel to the airport.

Check the status of your upcoming flight by searching for your flight number or route. Flight status is updated as new
information becomes available. Be sure to check back frequently for the latest information, or subscribe to receive flight
alerts to your email.

Please search the flight information by original flight date.



APPENDIX A

APPENDI X

Scheduled flights delayed on the tarmac over 90 minutes:

¥

2.

10.

11,

12.

13.

14.

15,

WGO022 (delayed 1 hour and 57 minutes)
WGO031 (3 hours and 52 minutes)
WG218 (4 hours 50 minutes)
WG271 (2 hours and 20 minutes)
WG302 (7 hours and 3 minutes)
WG406 (1 hour and 44 minutes)
WGS535 (2 hours and 17 minutes)
WG627 (2 hours and 28 minutes)
WG685 (2 hours and 29 minutes)
WG706 (2 hours and 14 minutes)
WG714 (2 hours and 35 minutes)
WG715 (6 hours and 14 minutes)
WG731 (1 hour and 59 minutes)
WG752 (2 hours and 5 minutes)

WG781 (4 hours and 45 minutes)

)

Ko

LET-A-68-2018
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11.

12.

13.

14,

15.
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APPENDIX 4

WG022 (66 minutes)

WGO031 (3 hours 14 minutes)
WG218 (5 hours 5 minutes)
WG271 (75 minutes)

WG302 (3 hours 30 minutes)
WG406 ( 27 minutes)

WG535 (37 minutes)

WG627 (2 hours 56 minutes)
WG685 (2 hours 29 minutes)
WG706 (29 minutes)

WG714 (47 minutes)

WG715 5 hours 19 minutes)
WG731 (1 hours 59 minutes)
WG752 (67 minutes)

WG781 (4 hours 53 minutes)



