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Glppal Cities and Alrports s
- ot rJr correlatlon baVveen globallranking of

rJ Jn Valle economic activities have a high
I)J’Jr)‘-’f‘ Lo use air travel

PN@75 01 major presence for world leading
COfT panles Governments/Institutions

SSATorts offer global connectivity
=— = ?'GTobaI cities are often hubs for network carriers
~e. MaJor tourism/conference/exhibition venues

o ATIRPORT CAPACITY MAKES IMPORTANT
CONTRIBUTION TO SECURING OR
MAINTAINING GLOBAL CITY STATUS



.._ rivate Business Alrcraft and General Aviation
~ & Other — Emergency services, MRO, Military

LOT OF SEGMENTATION OF ROLES IN
COMPLEX AIRPORT SYSTEMS
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L Problems of Keeping Gapacity: iniLine .
WithtDemand ™ . — —
SREIaSSIC alrport bottlenecks are:

SUAIEUEICTSYSLEMS
SRIIN yvay and taxiway lnfrastructure
SaErminal (apron, stands/gates, security, check-in)
=NEround transportation
nwronmental constraints

{,34..‘ Ayone bottleneck can constrain demand

aﬂf i“More complicated in multi-airport systems due to
geographlcal and functional segmentation

e ADDRESS ISSUES IN A TIMELY, FLEXIBLE
WAY THAT MAKES MAXIMUM USE OF
ASSETS AND PERMITS INCREMENTAL
RATHER THAN LUMPY INVESTMENT
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— big bang solution

i

> J\Jew Al folo)

= astructure

ff_j- M odal switch — air to rail

“® Develop secondary airports as relievers
® Regulation

o

atial" Selutions ﬂl}"

.

cture at major airports (runways,
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"Maintaining Airports Capacityair
L)J«- [FCities — Different els
\rJrr]r' efudifferentiapproachesiwornldwides

el st/Mld East — Large new.: purpoese built airports (eg Beijing,
SEO Hong Kong, KL, Osaka, Dubai); Tokyo unusual with two

>)
=L|f0) o- (@): Main and secondary low cost/freight (eg Brussels,
F nkitrt, Madrid, Barcelona)

rope (2): Berlin'is following the Far East Model but retaining a
55 econdary low cost/Bus Av Airport

,.::"::1 —-"Europe (3): Two +20mppa and secondary low cost/Bus Av (eg
:—"' ~ Paris, Milan)

—

- — USA/Canada: Mix of all the above at San Francisco, Dallas/Forth

Worth, Chicago, Denver, Washington

® Depends on global economic position, market
maturity, airline structure, presence of low cost,
route structure, political symbolism, condition of
assets/opportunity etc



Y'Glrr Cities - 3 Airports Systems, ..
i rru OF alrport IS cﬁ’Twed as +20mppa, only two

(“j HESIGUaIIT d ﬁﬁé@ﬁ‘iéémp 0)
(r L0 )J ese are recognlsaﬁiy “World Cities™

\,F eles close - 90m, but one major (LAX)
JrJJ 4 medium (Orange County, Ontario,
_)J_f(‘- ., Long Beac % as relievers

= R* is — 85m Currently two (CDG and Orly), plus
= Beauvais for low cost/Bus Av facilities. Third
— “major considered.

=% ‘UK National Policy looked at all options.

® New York considered to provide lessons for
_ondon; useful to do the same for the current
capauty review in New York by considering
.ondon’s experience?




DEVEID ent of the Londog,Sifst,em..

MR (1947), LGW. (49605 STN (1983)

RUEHON O Major National  PoIICY REVIEWS —
J]WJ\/\ Iooked at new sites alongside
Jnf“rarr sntial development

rne a about the runway issue following
=5 gsted for 20 years; T5 took 15 years to build

=S political bullet consecutive Government’s chose
~ to dodge

,} o [Late 1990, capacity constraints really biting as
LHR and LGW at maximum use

¢ Functional and geographical segmentation of
markets increasing




endon*and South East

Dorset
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Alconhury
@

Northamptonshire

Buckinghamghire  Herfordshire
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Existing Airport

Proposed new airport locations
in SE Consultation document




RECEN fre‘nelg geethr-evy} —

belGtiGal! 1D lixed mode
SLcIERO ﬁ70m o

Al r MS; ¢ onstralned to 480k
= —_ec rowthivia aircraft size

'4'F1eaV|Iy point to point =
"-.;' s Network carriers relocate
- o Alliance terminals

¢ Major ground transport
and environmental issues

® Mixed mode or Runway 3

‘,

Wide gerlele segregated J

long Haul Inter-
continental

Business and premium
leisure short and haul
scheduled — 3 Alliances

Interlining now c20% and
falling

Major bellyhold freight;
VIP’s only GA (President
Obama insisted!)



PEcer ends LGW and STN

GATIIC, e STAN b

[ -

-b"

o
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e r.mw,]/ BUGIESHINMVOR N SING|ENURWaYASOIME CAPACItYA
WOOFATIMS pa; Up to SO/Nr. outside peaks

[ER80=35m) pax: long haul ¢ Hourly movement rate less
C:ﬁJ,_ ittle freight/GA then LGW.

NEL ur' ‘Carriers move away, ® |[ow cost dominant

Iri¢]
U,

Gar IN(Un
U1 S

'_'_ -~ )
(1> (=r
§_L.

'_)
el

OWicost/charters keep volume o Freight, private jet and other
= llea VJ]Y point to point GA being squeezed
::'3 = ﬂVIs constrained by hourly ® Chosen as first new runway,
,-.s..-;_-?jf moyement rate/aircraft mix but macro-forecasting missed
e Ground transport and overlaying airline business
~environmental issues minor; models_ |
e “Third a third a third” traffic * R2 configuration and new
mix strong financially terminal site identified
e If no runway at LHR obvious * Opposition from locals,

second hub environmentalists and airlines



ained UK'PaW

= e

Equates to
c3% pa

Wﬁlte Paper provided for two new runways at STN and
"LHR, meeting 470m of 500m forecast, 255m in SE system

Unconstrained UK central forecast downgraded in 2006
and 2009 to 475m from 500m nationally, as a result of
economic downturn and environmental taxation



Char e in Sﬁ'fe of
PDen nd

2000: 181 MPPA 2015: 325 MPPA 2030: 466 MPPA

35.56% 41.08%
44.21%
£8 929 55.79%
64.44%

[0 London/SE as % of UK Share of total UK demand originating or
Total Pax

B Other UK Regions as % with a destination in the regions, has been (and is

of UK Pax

forecast to continue), rising.



mportance of London System__

CMPreportion of trafficithrough’ domlnant
GltyaREliance,ofiLondon, Systemiin U.K.
ecllj cIearIy e seen.

® ,)r blggest airport — international traffic

70%

59% T 60%

T 50%

B Country total passenger throughput

40% (millions)
T 0

1 Main airport passenger throughput

30% (millions)
’ —a— Main airport passenger throughput %

+ 20%

T 10%

0
1 l il
T T

France Germany Italy Spain United
Kingdom

0%



Recent Patterns: London vs RestUK
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London Composition of Demand

< 160
S 140 1 International NFC
= 120 ﬁ—{/ mmmm Domestic NFC
100 o D u [/ International Scheduled
80 1 International Charter
60 Emm Domestic Scheduled
40 [/ Residual
20 —e— DETR 2000 Unconstrained
ol N [N N e e

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Regional Composition of Demand

1 International NFC
N Domestic NFC
[ International Scheduled
[ International Charter
B Domestic Scheduled
[ Residual
=—¢— DETR 2000 Unconstrained

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004



Ierdon Airport System %

VgjoisssiCurnrent. | Max Use: [Demand | Demand | Capacity.
AN OISR A | CaPECIby S NEerEcast™ ax: | Shortfall |
e N 2030* | Use _ Real **

90-95m |130m 13-18m |63m

S
-

-

=<

~

- ..
-

35m  |40-45m |80m  |5-10m |55m

- ¢l
» . 3
. - -
-
-

Hom  [35-40m |65m 16-21m | 46m

ST\
oo - 10im | 165- 275m  |44-59m | 154m
‘ 180m

* Assumes no capacity major constraints — SPASM Model for White Paper

** Assumes new runway at each airport, reflecting realistic constraints

T Luton and London City currently carry 11.5m between them, and would
offer 25m by 2030, but for this purpose are considered secondary airports.



F illre of the London System:

2003 hlte Paper: The: Future of Air Transport -
flrse eview.fior 20 vears: examined whole UK,
PURSECaPe TAWas the Key political decision

J Lzlf Jrﬂ 10. OF runway/new: airport scenarios
SELIEd analysis of runway options at each site

2 \/ag ‘detailed appraisal to prevent legal

fchallenge: Operational, ATC, Financial,

~ - F z0nomic, Environmental (n0|se air quallty,

’ﬁ'fécology Iancscape heritage, water resources),
— Ground Transport etc

® Four years work, massive research/modelling
programme, huge consultation - 500k replies

¢ \Well received, 7 years life. But politically
contentious issue — development not kept pace




Department for
Transport

RUfWal5/STIN then LHR;
0) Al ?;\-N'Site; develop The Future of
| ~9 airports Air Transport
. -.ogress Report 2006 = Ar

?*"Rewsed National \‘ = Lib } F\ﬂ:
Forecasts 2009 | Y

s Runway decisions
rescinded 2010

e New policy 2011




CUr] N UK Policy Positione= s
» g__ ot
o Nayyfe :,,« dEStENGt Ol Climate,chande. . .
[SSHENRAFEUFOPE ralSed major questions over R3
Gl LrJ" Enwronmental report reviewed in Court

J J\Jew;r Aways in London was touchstone issue
u;; REW Coalition’s ‘liberal” supporters
SSEEoalition agreement cancels White Paper policy
01‘ LLondon and South East. No new runways.

v-"’

=" Workmg Group set up to look at Max Use
Scenario — more use of runways, non-essential
flights banned, High Speed Rail, secondary
airports, regulation to reduce interline/

frequencies/price off demand, bigger delays



ondamysAirports Serving Londen:
and the South East s —

: Imetop W Curirent, . (Potentia
A ondon Pax - 2009 |Pax - 2030
WoAE | 45min— 1hr 15m | 9.20 15.0-18.0
BUEONICy, [30min—45min  |2.50 5.0-8.0
Lhr 15 = 1hr 30 1.90 5.0-6.0

Alfore

Sout’r

-
c
-

=— nternatlonal 1hr 30 — 2hrs 0.02 3.0-4.5

=-" Sbuthend 40 min—1hr20 [ 0.05 2.0-3.0

“{oxford thr 15— 1hr45  [0.01 0.5-1.0
Total 13.67 30.5-40.5

Could contribute 25% of potential capacity shortfall
in 2030; rail/air +demand pricing likely other tools



r‘)ra- | Alrports Londw

Alfipors | Bus Av WV EUture Potentlal Other
WNow) .;4“- eightssRoles
Luton) A Good clOk | Modest— Lost to | Small MRO
| ATMs Commercial
Lonidgil Cie/s 4: \Good +10k [Remain same — | None None
- |ATMs ATM Limits
OUHAEN mpton | Minor Very Minor Very Minor | None
— Bellyhold
~[Kent Very Minor | Minor Very GA, MRO
~ | International Significant
| Southend Modest Significant Small GA, MRO
Oxford Modest Significant None GA
Biggin Hill, Good Significant None GA
Farnborough




E| JFJF"' RQMSG‘}"

P

D) J'),.J.rL) . . jrvf“)\_‘Frr = el
<8 : DG; new site search

e New runway, FKT Hahn,
DBE

e New Airport and retain
secondary.

E=—— ® New runway for
79\ terdam environmental relief only

.

. Rail Air Switch e HSR is major focus for EU

Build new capacity rather than maximise use or
price off demand!
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XPECtEaMRUNwWay- /Airspace

= verage Capacity Shortfal
- | Dely 15MA 30|\/|A 150MAP
i




NEWAYG -k-'—Ca.pacity Solutjpng,—b‘ —
SIAYIC — Gate to,.gate; run d) optimisation

Jr)th @, Stacking™
fnrr,b ucture Runways JFK or EWR?
T JAJ\\- , holds?

el mmal/stand capacity (eg large aircraft)

-"?-' ’aﬂ air substitution on Boston and
~ Washington corridors

o Secondary Airport development

® Regulation — pricing, restricting types or
freqguency of traffic




ew York Area Airports

4

Ulster Bradley International
Litchfield
° Dutchess
Sullivan *
e
°
Stewart International
Putnam New Haven
Orange e
° e
Pike e
L] airfiek l
Rockland  westchester . Tweed-New Haven
Sussex o
°
Monroe Passaic +
P °
° Banson Westchester County
L) Bronx
- — jarr 4 Suffolk
- Warren Morris ® e S uffo o
—— Lehigh Valley International S New York 5 +
L ] S: L ] =
+ Northhampton ”"“:D" Queens Nassau MacArthur
Y Union + - I
P ® = Kings
Rict S
Hunterdon Somerset ichmong
Lehigh ®
Princeton ®
Middlesex

Monmouth ® County Origins

Mercer

L J
Mercer County
Monmouth County ‘i‘ Major Commercial Airports
+ Secondary Commercial Airports

© General Aviation Airports

Ocean

+

Atlantic City International

0 5 10 10 Miles
S T
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2 Wors r ‘surface journeys up to 3hrs on dense
m,mgara petween major cities

2 p] Jf d UK, HSR is at 140-200mph, limited or
1] -stop, on dedicated track

~— s 0p |maI for low price leisure market; elasticity
= cher on business market

~ e Substitution 30-90%
e \Where no air competition prices rise steeply

Riall ™, i ubst

—
-h@-
-




“"Curve of the rail / air modal split

-

(distances between 300 and‘GOQ@"" ——

-_—

Tokyo - Osaka 515 km

Paris - London 494 km
tockholm - Gotenburg 455 km

Paris - Brussels 310 km
Paris - Lyons 430 km

Madrid - Seville 471 km
&

&

Paris - Amsterdam 540 km

Rome - Bologna 358 km &

&

Rome - Milan 560 km

Rail travel time (hours)
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Valliepoft Secondary Airports
PREE eisting airport assetsimore efficiently.

J ,)rg\/Jr;;_,e ENELWOLK .e Ge ‘pfuop Ocd A%F_______‘
yoguc sallyIar@er CIES WIt SIGRIHCaANT traffic

COGESH jon reduces journey times and road/rail building

VLJJJ‘L_] S Indirect price competition

rnrre- flicture investment at large airports, is lumpy,
oSt andimuch of the capacity is provided ahea of
J._,._,;m IEN It Isirequired.

’,,._—d.-

= Current economic climate makes large public funding

Rl

’

——

,._.. ~ bond issues — expensive/difficult; smaller ones easier or
“greater appetite from private equity

o A_|rcraft charges are higher % of total revenue at larger
airports; secondary airports, downside risks lower and
easier to draw on/develop diverse income streams

e Mitigates environmental impacts at large airports
® Good models: New England, LA, London, EU capitals



PoLentic

pndon:

Ligonl, Lr_ don City,
J.Jrrur ton Kent
flEigk] 1onal and others

== J- ~reg|onal claw-back

= = beyond South East
’f—'-’:—r = Z'J:)oundarles

‘

o Take 30-40m pax, plus
secondary. users

\

2RLEnt econdary Alrports aggiiﬁg@'
cosjir]e 'utlon TBAE. _

New York

o New York State

— Stewart, Newburgh
— Long Is MacArthur
— Westchester County

® New Jersey
— Trenton
— Teterboro

e Take 15-20m pax and
secondary users ?



IEstSHior Good Secondary Airpo -
2 , g_; = ..
location Criteria : Management/Finance
2 -=200051] x&l AWel BeRMaximiseruseroffexisting
0 Daedpie pulatlon assets; targeted and
SELCHITEN Jinbound traffic incremental capital outlay
J é@f business and ® Reduced service standards
]‘ifj{jf‘} (TATA C or D, not A or B)
2 Clde Pd road access; public ® Heavy downward pressure/
==transport by bus/rail control of Ops Costs/pax
~ Fast rail alternative difficult  ® Mix of low cost, commuter
~  to serve markets turbo-prop, GA, freight
s Scope for related real ® Reach +1m pax quickly
estate development e Max diversification of aero,
e Government or local non-aero and property
support revenue streams
e | imited environmental ® Minimise processing times;

impacts manage dwell times



BRIATIIE Ut a new site andwant growth) strategy
ngL):JLS eeds a mix ofi teels = flexible and reduces, risk

rerJJ A0HLY GIVEN UEPENES ON COSL, EXLEN
crizisislef s ub trafﬁc Value vs outputs, environmental
[SSUES Jr appetlte for regulation

o Nege| o) Yaintain competition, but frequency caps, route
,)rur {satlon?

e SRANIE = yes, but certainty of technology and outcomes?

‘_ : “Raﬁ/alr can work in the right conditions, but what are
- the capacity offsets?

r»““ Runways work, but expensive/disruptive

® Secondary airports could contribute but will the market
respond and where is investment best made?

® Good appraisal and thorough consultation precursor to
‘courageous’” politicians and executives




