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Relooate Airport to Mirmmar 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Awport Wages

Construction 865,943,333 85,943,333 85,943,333

Operations 172,000,000 172,000,000 172,000,000 183,000,000 193,980,006 206,424,831 217,339,469 229,727,817 242,692,673 266,813,864

Additional Development

Wages

Construction 28,320,000 28,320,000 28,320,000

Operations 62,833,333 126,886,867 188,800,000 188,800,000 188,800,000 188,800,000 188,800,000 188,800,000

Lindbergh Field

Redevelopment Wages

Construction 49,280,000 49,280,000 49,280,000 49,280,000 49,280,000 49,280,000 49,280,000
Wages 108,800,000 217,600,000 326,400,000 436,200,000 544,000,000
Sub Total 286,283,333 286,283,333 349,196,668 368,146,887 432,060,006 562,304,831 873,019,459 794,207,817 916,872,673| 1,037,893,8684
Multipher Effect (2.5)

Direct Benefit 716,668,333 716,658,333 872,991,687 896,366,667, 1,080,150,012| 1,380,762,077| 1,682,648,648| 1,985,519,543| 2,289,681,432| 2,594,734,680
MOVE MARINES

TO MIRAMAR

Military Wages 201,886,000 201,885,000 201,885,000 201,886,000 201,886,000 201,886,000 201,886,000 201,886,000 201,885,000 201,885,000
Muttipher Effect{1.5)

Airport Wages

Multipher Effect(2.5) 172,000,000 172,000,000 172,000,000 172,000,000 172,000,000 172,000,000 172,000,000 172,000,000 172,000,000 172,000,000
Total Before Multipler 373,886,000 373,885,000 373,886,000 373,886,000 373,885,000 373,886,000 373,886,000 373,886,000 373,886,000 373,885,000
Direct Benefit

Total After Multiplier 732,827,500 732,827,600 732,827,600 73!‘.27,500 732,827,500 132,827 500 m,l‘n,soo 731|.27|500 7321027|500 782|.27|500‘




SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT FOUNDATION

The San Diego International Airport Foundation is a nonprofit organization formed by
residents, businesses, and concerned officials of the County of San Diego. The
coalition includes a diverse assembly of members that have united to fight for a
common thread, prosperity and safety for the future of San Diego
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PART ONE:
PROJECT INTRODUCTION



SAN DIEGO'S SOLUTION TO THE 21ST CENTURY

A distinguished list of concerned San Diegans have united to form the San Diego
International Airport Foundation (SDIAF). It is an alliance that is both deeply concerned
and highly optimistic about the future of the City of San Diego. SDIAF feels that there is
an immediate need for the City of San Diego to do something about the enduring airport
predicament. The answer, in SDIAF's opinion, is straightforward. The existing Charles
A. Lindbergh Airport must be relocated to Miramar. There is an unanimous belief that the
current situation at Charles A. Lindbergh Airport is becoming, or has already become,
intolerable. Something has to be done now and the small window of opportunity that is
presenting itself for the relocation to Miramar is open. Understanding there is a rebuttal to
our mission, SDIAF asks you to review this study objectively and with the long term goals
of our great city of San Diego at the front of your focus.

VISION STATEMENT

The San Diego International Airport Foundation believes that a vibrant regional
quality of life is inherently linked to flourishing economic opportunities and that
establishing a legitimate international airport at Miramar is essential to insuring San Diego
County's participation in global air passenger service, tourism and international trade.

Elimination of flight safety and technical restrictions associated with the existing
regional airport is urgently needed.

Simply stated, San Diego County needs an airport for the 21st Century and
Lindbergh Field is not and cannot be that airport.

MISSION STATEMENT

The San Diego International Airport Foundation is a countywide-based community
coalition, comprised of residents; businesses and concerned officials, dedicated to
improving San Diego's economy by establishing an international airport which provides
safe, world wide air passenger transport service and trade to San Diego County, through
the construction of such a facility at Miramar Naval Air Station, through cooperation,
collaboration and voter consensus.



PREFACE

Aviation has been and always will be, a key element in the economy of San Diego
County. Kitty Hawk, North Carolina may be considered the birthplace of aviation, but San
Diego is where air transportation as we know it today grew into adulthood.

San Diegans have always had a rich and varied love affair with planes, air lines and
air travel -- from the historic Spirit of St. Louis designed by T. Claude Ryan to the energy
of PSA, student discount fares that allowed thousands of young people to pour in and out
of San Diego to world-renown Nobel prize-winners coming to consult with Jonas Salk.
Convenient travel has been essential to us. It must continue to be a strong thread in the
fabric of San Diego life.

Although numerous studies have been made of various sites for the relocation of
Lindbergh Field, never before have we had the detailed information and the comprehensive
facts and figures put forth so clearly as you will read in this report. In an unbiased
and factual analysis, the San Diego International Airport Foundation has demonstrated that
creating a new Charles A. Lindbergh Field airport on the site of Miramar is an opportunity
that San Diego must seize immediately.

The new Charles A. Lindbergh Field will be vastly more safe, more convenient to a
greater number of people, have significantly less noise impact than military use and will
actually relieve traffic congestion on I-15 and other thoroughfares. Relocation can be
accomplished with absolutely no new taxes and it can all be financed through A rated bonds
based on the current usage of 12 million plus passengers. We won't have to grow into it.

Each of these assertions are documented in this report. Together they provide the
answer to the airport problem that wé have been seeking for decades. All that is left to do is
act. The security of San Diego's future generations demands that we act now.

This report is composed of facts drawn from the 1990 SANDAG Air Carrier
Airport Site Selection Study as well as verifications and expert opinions provided to the

San Diego International Airport Foundation.




The San Diego International Airport Foundation respectfully requests adoption of the

following recommendation:

RECOMMENDATION:

It is the recommendation of the Foundation that SANDAG conducts
an immediate analysis and adopt a resolution in support of the June, 1994
ballot that directs all government officials to cooperate to make every effort

to relocate Charles A. Lindbergh International Airport to Miramar.



PART TWO:
THE AIRPORT ANSWER



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The San Diego International Airport Foundation in a combined effort with the
Washington Airport Task Force submit this executive summary.

In today's global market, a major city will require a full-service airport if it is to
sustain in the 21st century a vibrant economy offering attractive employment, a sound
environment and an enviable quality of life.

Despite the presence of Los Angeles International Airport, approximately 120 miles
to the north, the San Diego region will not achieve its full economic potential if it continues
to rely upon Lindbergh Field for its air service needs. Lindbergh's limitations already are
hampering the economic growth of San Diego. The developments we can expect in air
travel will render the existing downtown facility ever more obsolete, regardless of the
convenience of its location or the excellence of its management.

While it is technically feasible to design an airplane to fly great distances from
Lindbergh Field's limited runways, such an aircraft would not be economically attractive to
the air carriers and would not sell. As a result, the majority of San Diego's long distance
travelers and those flying beyond North America must drive to Los Angeles or fly via a
connection at another international gateway. Lindbergh's limitations thus deny San Diego
the benefit of even single plane service to destinations on other continents.

The outer limits of a company's marketing outreach and delivery is defined by the
timeliness and responsiveness of the transportation services available at its location. The
ability of a company to act or react in a timely manner is a function of its ability to move its
people swiftly to the point of need. Over the last thirty years the jet airplane has
compressed the time and cost barriers to long distance travel, bringing us face to face with
the realities of one small world and making possible a truly global business environment.
Today's products are produced on a Multi-national basis, major employers are Multi-
national in scope and many smaller manufacturers rely on sales in world as well as

domestic markets. San Diego will not survive in these growing market unless Miramar is



utilized as a site for the new Charles A. Lindbergh International Airport.

The speed and efficiency of the jet airplane has catalyzed a massive international
tourism industry. In many areas of the United States, the domestic tourism market is
maturing and most growth is projected to come from overseas. Also, the foreign visitor
typically spends more and stays longer. Today, San Diego is one of the top ten tourism
destinations for foreign visitors in the United States. However, the city is unlikely to be
reaping the full potential of its tourist attractions as it does not have direct access to
international markets. For many international visitors, San Diego is a stop on an itinerary
which began and will end at another city with a gateway airport. Most of the visitors
spending will accrue to his primary destination, not San Diego.

Development of a full service commercial airport capable of sustaining a full range
of today's domestic and international air services is an essential ingredient if the San Diego
region is to sustain a sound economy and good quality of life into the next century.
Without a modern airport facility offering potential for growth, including a 12,000 foot
runway, unrestricted approaches, good ground access, and environmental compatibility,
none of which are offered by Lindbergh Field, the San Diego region will have no ability to
attract direct international air service for passengers and cargo, nor will the region be able to
sustain a full level of domestic service.

Continued reliance on Lindbergh Field will lead to the progressive slow decline of
the region's economy as the community is relegated to secondary and short-haul status in
the nation's air transportation system. The mission of the San Diego International Airport

Foundation is timely and vital.




MIRAMAR MEETS AVIATION DEMAND

Forecasts of air passenger demand through the year 2010 have already been
prepared by SANDAG, as reported in the SANDAG Working Paper, "Aviation Demand
Forecasts, 1987 to 2010, Lindbergh Field, San Diego," dated November, 1988. Additional
forecasts were taken from the 1990 SANDAG Air Carrier Airport Site Selection Study and
represent future trends in "unconstrained" demand. That is, the forecasts were made
without airport capacity constraints and on the assumption that a replacement airport for
Lindbergh Field would be available. Forecasts of aircraft operations prepared for the Port
District ADS were based on assumptions that there would be increasing capacity limitations
at Lindbergh Field. The approach of the SANDAG study emphasized specific future
activity levels and secondary emphasis on the exact year at which those levels would be

reached.

FORECASTS OF AIR PASSENGERS FROM 1987 TO 2010

Table 1 presents the forecasts prepared by SANDAG of certified airline and
commuter airline air passengers at Lindbergh Field from 1987 through 2010. Annual air
passenger demand (enplanements and deplanements) is forecast to nearly double from
about 10.1 million annual passengers (MAP) in 1987 to about 19.8 MAP in 2010. The
forecast of air passengers is based on a time series regression model that related the number

of annual air passengers to specific years.




Table 1
FORECASTS OF AIR PASSENGERS THROUGH 2010
San Diego Air Carrier Airport
Site Selection Study
1987-2010

These forecasts have been prepared on the basis of the information and assumptions
given in the SANDAG Working Paper. The achievement of any forecast is
dependent upon the occurrence of future events which cannot be assured.

Historical Forecast

1987 1990 1995 2 2005 010

10.1 11.7 3.7 15.8 17.8 19.8
Million of Annual Passengers (MAP) — Total passengers (enplanements and
deplanements).
Source: San Diego Association of Governments, "Aviation Demand Forecasts,

1987-2010, Lindbergh Field, San Diego," Working Paper, November 1988.

MIRAMAR CAN ACCOMMODATE LONG-RANGE AVIATION DEMAND
RIGHT NOW

The facts and figures in this study are based on the current annual passenger usage
of 12 million plus passengers, with all findings capable of pertaining to 20 million
passengers without modification of any runways. The 24,000 acres include a 12,000 ft.
runway that will allow arrival and departure of international flights with significantly
reduced noise impact than currently exists.

If and when expansion becomes necessary, the site at Miramar has the space and
the infrastructure to allow safe and convenient expansion with a minimum of noise or

ground access impact. It is the best possible site to accommodate long-range aviation

demand.




LINDBERGH FIELD WILL NEVER BE ADEQUATE OR SAFE

Lindbergh Field, according to air traffic experts, has the steepest approach in the
United States of any major airport. The minimum descent altitude on Lindbergh's Runway
27 approach is 660 feet, more than three times greater than what would be required for
Runway 24 right at Miramar. Based on the alternatives studied in the 1990 SANDAG
study, even expansion of Lindbergh Field will only allow for an approximate 7,500 ft.
runway useful only for departures of international flights. The expansion alternatives are
summarily deemed inadequate for long-term use past 2010 and only increase density and
noise impacts.

This reports documents that Lindbergh Field in its present form is at the farthest
margins of safety not only in the flight path, the difficulty of the landing and the shortness

of the runway, but also because of delayed arrivals and airspace congestion.

MIRAMAR WILL REDUCE NOISE LEVELS

With the relocation of Lindbergh Field to Miramar, any residential area west of I-
805 would have the same or less noise impact that current military use allows. Any
residential area west of I-5 will have no noise impact whatsoever.

The current noise levels created by the military aircraft at Miramar are significantly
greater than noise levels at Lindbergh Field today. If Miramar continues its military use,
additional aircraft will be relocated there, including an estimate of approximately 150
helicopters flying below 1500 ft., and noise will increase.

By changing to a commercial use airport, the community surrounding Miramar
would benefit from significantly reduced noise levels. The neighborhoods around
Lindbergh Field would, of course, have aircraft noise levels reduced to zero.

In addition, the nearest residence to the runways at Miramar would be gix_times
further away, a distance of nearly 2 miles, than the nearest residence to the current

Lindbergh Field runways. With the ability to utilize the same flight path currently in use at



Miramar, the minimal noise that does occur will only affect industrial and commercial

Zones.

MIRAMAR WILL BE SAFER

Miramar's approximately 24,000 acres surrounded by open space and landfill
provide a tremendous margin of safety for the passengers as well as the ground population
that we have never enjoyed in San Diego. It has been demonstrated that even if aircraft do
crash, a landing on open space versus developed land greatly increases the number of
Survivors.

No one in San Diego wants to experience another tragic crash such as the PSA
disaster. With an international airport at Miramar, the magnitude of the tragedy can be
diminished.

In addition, the safety of a commercial airport versus a military airport has been
demonstrated. Increased military use of Miramar may increase the safety risk for all

surrounding residents.

MIRAMAR REDUCES CAPITAL COSTS

The relocation of Charles A. Lindbergh Field can be accomplished at significant
less cost than building a new airport as outlined in the June 1990 SANDAG report..
Utilizing the existing runways, hangers, tarmac and equipment saves literally hundreds of
millions of dollars.

The SDIAF asserts that total expenditures would be approximately $880 million to
convert the airport to civilian use. It is.also estimated that development by private enterprise
in support of the airport would result in an additional $440 million in building and
construction improvements.

The financial advantages of using Miramar for the relocation of Lindbergh Field go

beyond the capital cost savings. Bonds may be issued on the current usage of 12 million




plus passengers without any passenger growth demand. The projected revenue from the

airport operations will pay for the cost of operations and fully service the debt service over

the life of the bonds.

Feasibility Analysis for Funding of Project
4 ! 0

Table 2

Terminal Project Cost $519,750,000 $10,000,000 $26,500,000 $483,250.000 $0 $519,750.000
Aircraft Support Systems $72,900,000 $4,000,000 $41,800.000 $27,000,000 $72.900.000
Airfield Cost $81,000,000 $60,750,000  $4,500,000 $15,750.000 $0 $81.000.000
Landside Civil Cost $124,200,000 $82,100,000  $8,500,000 $53,800,000 $0 $124.200.000
Total Project Cost:  $797,850,000 $132,850,000 $43,500,000 $594,500.000 $27,000,000 $797,850.000
Capitalize Interest
During Construction $48,477,000 $0 $0 $48,477.000 $0 $48.477.000
Escalator During
Construction $34,028,303 $0 $0 $34,028.303 $0 $34,028.303
TOTAL COSTS: $880,355,303 $132,850,000  $42,500,000 $677,005,303 $27,000,000 $880,355.303
REVENUES
SOURCE AREA RATE REVENUES
Airlines 648,649 $48.75 $31,621,639
Car Rental Agencies 1,501,662 $10 $31,621,639
Concessions 6,757,480 $2.00 $13,514,960
Ground Transportation 6,757,480 $0.26 $1,756,945
Parking 6,000 $2000 $12,000,000
Landing Fees 7,000,000 $1.03 $7,210,000
Apron Fees 54 $25,000 $1,350,000
Fueling Fees $1,500,000
Property Lease 200 $6,500 $1,300,000
Intl. Flights 845,000 $4 __$3.380.000
Total Rates & Charges $88,650,164
Passenger Facility Charge $15,204,330
TOTAL REVENUE $103,854,494
EXPENSES
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE .
Terminal $28,350,000
Airfield $5,250,000
L/S Site $6,615,000
TOTAL EXPENSES $40,215,000
NET OPERATING INCOME $63,639,494
DEBT SERVICE AND COVERAGE 5 90
NET INCOME $1,084,204
COST PER PASSENGER: $6.65
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According to Carol Canfield, First Vice President & Manager of the Airport Finance

Group at PaineWebber, Inc., their firm has underwritten "billions of dollars of airport
revenue funds." In her evaluation, the new Lindbergh Field would merit an "A" rated
bonds by Standard & Poors and Moody. The financing of this plan will call for no General
Obligation Bonds with no new taxes needed from any member of SANDAG or the Unified

Port District.

MIRAMAR CONVERSION HAS FINANCIAL ADVANTAGES

In addition to the positive financial structure of relocation, there will be a positive
financial benefit to all of San Diego. It is estimated that the GRP, which now stands at
approximately $65.5 billion will increase 2% per year, or $1.3 billion, as the result of
relocation.

The financial advantages of the redevelopment of Lindbergh Field's present location
and the conversion of Miramar are clear. The closing of Miramar will, in the opinion of
high-ranking military personnel, in no way jeopardize the community's reliance on other
military payroll. The SDIAF finds that conversion will result in $2.6 billion in direct wages
to the economy of San Diego in the year 2006.(see chart) This compares favorably to the
1997 projected $716 million in wages from Lindbergh Field and Miramar without this
conversion.

In terms of the possible redevelopment revenues of the current Lindbergh Field site,
a comparison may be made to waterfront revenues currently in place. Rents from the
Marriott, Hyatt and Sheraton hotels paid to the Unified Port District alone currently exceed

total airport net revenues from Lindbergh Field.
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RELOCATION TO MIRAMAR WILL HAVE A POSITIVE EFFECT ON
PROPERTY VALUATION

According to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan prepared by SANDAG in
February 1992, the total population within Lindbergh Field's airport influence area is
86,800. 69,690 persons embody 35,500 households and 17,200 persons live within
group quarters.

An analysis using Equifax and the 1990 U.S. Census and determined that the
estimated value of residential property in the airport influence area is in excess of $5.6
billion. (see report)

Assuming a 10% increase in property value as a result of relocating the airport to
Miramar, the increased value to the residential property would be $560 million. The
increased values would result in greater real estate tax revenues upon revaluation after sale.

A similar increase in values would result in property values in the Miramar area due
to reduction in noise, contour levels and an increase in economic vitality. The estimate

increase in property values in the Miramar area would be in excess of $250 million.

THE PUBLIC WILL WELCOME MIRAMAR

San Diegans are well aware of the problems of Lindbergh Field and the need to
relocate the airport. One-third of all residents use the airport up to four times a year, with
nearly a quarter of all San Diegans traveling to Lindbergh Field up to 10 times a year.

According to SDIAF polls, 70% percent of all San Diegans recognize that San
Diego needs an improved, world-class international airport. 51% of the region's voters
favor relocating Lindbergh Field to Miramar compared to only 29% who want Lindbergh
Field to remain in its current location. 72% believe the region's economy will suffer if we
cannot achieve a world class airport. 70% firmly believe that a new international airport

will create jobs and revenue. Lastly, 47% believe that Lindbergh Field is too dangerous.
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MIRAMAR HAS ENVIRONMENTAL ADVANTAGES

In this plan to relocate Lindbergh Field on the Miramar site, there would be no
environmental issues beyond those already identified by the U.S. Navy. In this plan, all of
the vernal pools and mima mounds will remain untouched.

The conversion to civilian airport use and the maintenance of the open space east of
Interstate 15 as a secure area, would save the taxpayer significant costs for environmental

clean-up.

MIRAMAR WOULD ALLEVIATE AIRCRAFT DELAYS
The increased capacity at Miramar would satisfy demand up to 20 million air

passengers and consequently alleviate aircraft delays without any added runways.

MIRAMAR HAS MINIMAL AIRSPACE CONFLICTS

With the transfer of Lindbergh Field to Miramar, there would be no major airspace
conflicts. Minor interactions with Montgomery Field would necessitate a slight
modification of procedures. In fact, Miramar is already the air traffic control center for the

region through the FAA San Diego Terminal Radar Approach Control (TRACON) facility.

MIRAMAR HAS IMPROVED GROUND ACCESS

Current access to Lindbergh Field is woefully inadequate, with only one approach,
and is inconvenient for the largest amount of county residents. According to the 1993
SANDAG Regional Economic Prosperity Strategy, "accessibility to a viable international
airport and first class airport facilities-is of paramount concern."”

The relocation to Miramar would provide improved access to the greatest amount of
residents. Average travel time to the airport would be 35 minutes. With the building of the
Charles A. Lindbergh Airport Expressway connecting I-5 and I-805 at Miramar Ave.,

access would be available from all sides of the airport.
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The newly expanded I-52 and the projected extension of I-125, plus the projected
expansion of North County roadways allow access from the far reaches of the county.

In addition, rail service already exists from Oceanside to Escondido that could be
easily linked at Miramar. Light rail corridors could be built into these new transportation

links to fit into the existing light rail plans for the county.

IMPLEMENTATION FEASIBILITY

The Navy is leaving Miramar. Currently the Base Realignment and Closure
Commission (BRAC) has mandated that the Naval Aircraft Squadron be relocated to
Lemoore and the Top Gun School be relocated to Fallon. By the same law, the USMC
from El Toro, Tustin and Hawaii are scheduled to be relocated to Miramar. According to
Major General Richard M. Cooke, USMC former commandant of the El Toro base, "The
proposed closing of these facilities is the result of a badly flawed process which
unnecessarily wastes billions of dollars..." Such a transfer is estimated to cost taxpayers $1
billion.

Implementation of the SDIAF calls for the U.S. Navy to vacate the site and convert
it to civilian airport. According to the BRAC policy, if any base closure can be used to
benefit the transportation needs of the region, that use will have the highest priority. The
City of Orlando has already had tremendous success in converting McCoy Air Force Base
into the Orlando International Airport.

Upon approval of the closure of Miramar as a military base the Pryor amendment
provides an exception to the standard reuse procedures for public benefit transfers to public
authorities.

The Federal Aviation Authority makes a recommendation to the Department of
Transportation that a new regional airport be located at Miramar. The Department of
Transportation then makes the application to the Department of Defense to make the public

benefit transfer for development of a regional airport.
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San Diego has the opportunity now to recommend to the BRAC '95 commission
that Miramar be converted to civilian use. Strong leadership and a mass public consensus
are needed to achieve this conversion. The SDIAF is the beginning of this effort and its
level of support is an indication that the feasibility of this plan is greater than any other

airport relocation plan ever considered.
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PART THREE:

WHY MIRAMAR?
THE EXPERT OPINIONS
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January 11, 19%4

Mr. Douglas Manchester

Chairman

San Diego International
Airport Foundaticn

One Market Place, 33rd Floor

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Preliminary Analysis
New San Diego Internationai Airport at NAS Miramar

Dear Mr. Manchester:

I am pleased TO transmit to you our preliminary analysis on a new
San Diego Internaticnal Airport at NAS Miramar. We have reviewed
a great deal of intormation in the last month and a half to prepare
this report and from our preliminary analysis would recommend the
clty of san Diego, the San Diego Port Authority, and the
surrounding communities favorably support this project.

Current conditions at San Diego International Airport at Lindbergh
Field are considerably constrained and passenger traffic is off
stbstantially from passenger fcrecasts completed in 1988. Where
passenger growth was projected in 1883 of 15,000,000, you will only
achieve approximately 11,888,000. This results in an annual growth
of less than 1% when you projected to have more than 6% growth.

From our involvement in the convention center activities, it is
obvious the airport constraints is affecting San NDiego’s ability to
increase its tourist market because of the poor conditions at the
airport at Lindbergh Field.

The airport operations at Lindbergh Field subject more than 85,000
people to airport noise (41,000 within the immediate airfield
exposure) and will continu? to have a nagative impact on vertical
growth of downtown. This 1is unfortunate because allowing a
downtown area t¢ grow vertically generally reducee the growth in
costs of government-provided services; thus keeping taxzes down.

Relocating San Diego International Airport to NAS Miramar would
provide an oppogtunity for the aixport to be built to accommodate
up to 20 million passengers and provide a real recovery of
passenger growth in an unconstrained manner.
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Mr. Douglas Manchester
January 11, 1984
Page Two

Our preliminary fecasibility analysis indicates a new facility with
a design capacity of 20 nillion, constructed at a cost of
$880,355,300, and providing S4-aircraft gates can be operated the
first year with surplus revenues. In the year 2000, the first year
of operation, revenues are generated with a rate structure that
will be very competitive in the U.S. We prcject cost per passenger
to the airlines to be $6.55. This can be compared to the new
Denver Airport, opening sometime this spring, at a cost per
paccenger of $14.45. From our discussion with PaineWebber, this
project can be financed at investment grade ratings without any

pledge cof taxpayers’ revenues from the City of San Diego or
surrounding communities.

The environmental concerns, noise, and the sanitary landfill
adjacent to NAS Miramar are legitimate concerns and can be managed
acceptably. Our review of the noise conditions suggests noise
levels in the surrounding community by a commercial operation at
NAS Miramar will be significantly less than the current military
vperation. The current program for managing bird accumulation at
the sanitary landfill, provided by the City of San Diego and the
Navy, has been successful for the past two years with no additional
hazards over normal and natural conditions. No bird strikes have
been experienced within NAS Miramar airspace or approaches.

This project would provide in excess of $600 million in wages
during the period of design and construction.

This project could nelp significantly in revitalizing ecurrent
stagnaticn in passenger traffic and cculd copen February, 2000,
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
AT
NAS MIRAMAR

JANUARY 4, 1994

The San Diego International Airport Foundation (SDIAF) requested we
prepare a preliminary analysis relocating San Diego International
Airport at NAS Miramar. Our investigation included the review of
information on the current San Diego International Airport
operations at Lindbergh Field, forecast and growth projections,
noise and other environmental data, comparable other airport data,
and information on the NAS Miramar site.

Passenger Forecasts

In July 1988, P&D Technologies, in association with Thompson
Consultants International, Burns & McDonnell, and Stevens & Garland
Associates completed an Airport Development Study, demand/capacity
and facility requirements. Excerpts from this report on forecasted
passengers from 1988 through the year 2010 (see Exhibit A,
Historical Passenger Traffic), indicated an average growth in
excess of 6% and projected passenger traffic in 1995 to be
16,700,000. At the close of 1993, actual passenger traffic has not
yet exceeded 12 million.

The Airport Development Study did indicate these forecasts were
based on unconstrained growth. Our preliminary analysis suggests
passenger traffic growth has been significantly constrained by the
current facilities at Lindbergh Field due to the lack of capacity
of the facility. Average growth in this period has been less than
2% per year, and further degradation in growth rates will continue
at the Lindbergh Field facility.

Although improvements could be made to Lindbergh Field to increase
capacity in the short term, in our opinion, it is not a prudent
expenditure of funds since the Lindbergh Field facility has
outlived its useful life and expansion for long-term capacity
improvements is not possible due to site constraints.

Previous to 1988, average passenger traffic increased annually in
excess of 10%; a very robust growth during a 7-year period
beginning in 1981. It appears saturation of the Lindbergh Field
facility occurred in 1988 and the growth in traffic has been
substantially constrained since.

To reimplement robust growth in passenger traffic, a new facility
is needed which will immediately provide ample capacity for growth
in the near-term future. A new facility will take 6 years to
develop, and we recommend a design capacity of 20 million
passengers be considered. With a new terminal opening in the year




2000, our preliminary passenger forecast suggests 13,500,000
passengers will be using the facility the first year. The 20
million passengers design capacity would not be reached until the
year 2008. This provides at least 8 years of use of the new
facility prior to any expansion and is consistent with the design
approach in many other major hub airports in the U.S.
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The capacity of an airport facility is comprised of 3 components;
i.e., airfield, terminal, and ground access. Each of these
components should be designed in concert with the design capacity
of the overall facility so that balance is achieved in each of the
three components.. Over building one particular component with
excess capacity over other components should be avoided. Such over
building expends funds unwisely by building capacity that cannot be
effectively utilized due to limitations in other components.

With the design capacity of 20 million annual passengers, the
following individual component capacities result:

Airfield Capacity 62 to 75 operations per hour (IFR)
Terminal Capacity 54 gates (370,000 passengers per gate)
Ground Access 3,000 vehicles per hour

Lindbergh Field Capacity Analysis

when examining the facts of Lindbergh Field under the current
operation (see Exhibit B, San Diego/Lindbergh Field Fact Sheet), it
appears the following capacities currently exist:

Airfield Capacity 46 operations per hour (IFR)
Terminal Capacity 30 gates (314,000 passengers per gate)
Ground Access 1,500 vehicles per hour

In the current terminal facility, approximately 14,400 sf of
terminal space is provided per gate. Holdroom areas for each gate
is approximately 1,557 sf. Daily gate use yields 6.9 turns per
day. Square footage in the terminal reflects space standards back
in the days when aircraft average capacities were less than 100
people. Standards today provide substantially more square footage
in the terminal per gate, with considerably larger holdrooms,
yielding slightly better passenger thru-put per gate and fully
developed concession areas. Some comparable data for consideration

is:

orlando International Airport 42,500 sf per gate
New Denver Airport 53,570 sf per gate

New San Diego International Airport Scope

when creating the scope of a new international airport, providing
improvements for a balance in capacity of airfield, terminal and




ground access is necessary to efficiently use capital for a new
facility which is cost competitive with other new airports in the
air transport system.

Airfield

The airfield at NAS Miramar with two parallel runways and one
diagonal runway can provide 70 to 77 operations at peak hour (IFR).
Ample airfield runway capacity exists to meet requirements of 20
million passenger design capacity. Improvements will need to be
made to provide a second parallel taxiway, taxi connectors to the
apron areas, and high-speed turnoffs to provide a balanced airfield
for the new airport.

The assets NAS Miramar provides San Diego for a new facility are
substantial. The airfield is in excellent condition and can be
used immediately. NAS Miramar airfield meets design capacity
requirements and provides savings of $100 million by not requiring
new runway to be built with the project.

Terminal

A new terminal building must meet current standards for space and
passenger convenience to be competitive in today’s air transport
environment. We propose the following criteria be utilized for
terminal facilities:

» 35,000 sf per gate gross terminal space
# 370,000 passengers per gate thru-put
* 6.5 turns per day of gate utilization

These standards will bring this facility in line with current
design standards providing adequate square footage in terminal
facilities and more comfortable holdrooms, more adequate airline
space, enhanced concession space to generate retail/food & beverage
sale increases over current revenue, adequate public circulation
space to enhance the travel experience for users and avoid crowding
in key terminal areas which leads to delays, frustration by the
traveling public, and safety/security problems.

A new terminal with 54-aircraft gates (narrow-body, wide-body, and

jumbo aircraft) yields 1,890,000 sf of space (see Exhibit c,
Preliminary Feasibility).

Ground Access

The proper ground access for the scope of the project would
include:

® Roadway systems with access from both east and west
° Loop-road system with 3 lanes of traffic.
_3_



® Enplaning (ticketing) roadway would be vertically
separate from the deplanement (bag claim) roadway.

® On-site public parking with 6,000 spaces (25% of the
spaces for short-term parking).

® Additional parking for employees, commercial vehicles,
and VIPs.

The current roadway network around NAS Miramar provides wonderful
access and capacity for a new airport. Access from the east and
west with interchanges on the interstate highways exists and meet
ground access capacity requirements for 20 million passengers.

Project Costs and Funding

The scope as outlined heretofore results in a total project cost in
today’s dollars of $798,850,000. Including capitalized interest
and escalation during construction for a 6-year construction
period, a total cost of $880,355,300 is projected (see Exhibit C,
Preliminary Feasibility).

Funding of this overall project can occur from the following
sources:

Federal and State Grants $132,850,000
Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs) $ 43,500,000
(Collections during construction only)

Airport Revenue Bonds $677,005,300
Airline Funds $_27,000,000
Total $880,355,300

Based on the preliminary analysis, funding from these sources for
the project as heretofore outlined appear to be achievable for a
new airport facility at NAS Miramar. This assumes the existing
facility at Lindbergh Field would be closed and cease to operate
upon the opening of the new facility at NAS Miramar.

Revenues

When examining revenues for the first year of operation in the year
2000, revenues would be received from a number of sources. These
sources would include the following:

Airline terminal rent.

Rent-a-car concession fees and terminal rent.
Concessions fees (food & beverage, retail).
Ground transportation fees.

Parking fees.
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@ Airline landing fees.

® Airline apron fees.

° Fueling charges.

® Property leases (catering facilities, aircraft
maintenance, FBOs, and other on-site airport services)

® International flight processing fees.

From analysis of these revenue sources, utilizing a rate base
competitive in the industry, a gross revenue of $88,650,000 can be
achieved. Airline rates compared with other major U.S. airports
are as follows:

Airline terminal ramp $48.75 per sf
Airline landing fees $1.03 per thousand pounds
@ ary Feasibilit

Feasibility of a new airport facility today depends on three cost
factors comparable to other airport facilities in the country;
i.e., landing fees, terminal rent, and cost per passenger (see
Exhibit D, Comparable Airport Costs to Operate).

andi ees

Landing fees at a number of key airports across the country range
from a low of $.89 to a high of $2.09 per thousand pounds. In 1993
Lindbergh Field charged $.89 per thousand pound and has scheduled
an increase in 1994 to $1.19 per thousand pound.

Terminal Rent

Terminal rent for major hub facilities has a significant range of
charges, with a low of $22.14 per square foot to a high range of
$120.53 per square foot. These terminal rents are the average rent
for a variety of classifications of space in the terminal facility
rented by airline tenants. These average rental rates include high
cost rental space such as ticket counters and a lower cost rental
space such as ramp operation space. These rates are blended to
provide an average rental rate which has been heretofore mentioned.
The 1993 rental rate for Lindbergh Field was $41.00. 1994
projected rental rate is $39.68.

Cost Per Passenger

Cost per passenger is a new criteria beginning to emerge in the
airline industry as a method to compare the costs to operate by the
airlines in airport facilities across the country. Basically, all
the costs to the airlines are divided by the enplanements to yield
the cost per passenger. Many airports do not have these costs
available yet, but the current range for most major airports is
from the low of $4.05 per passenger to an upper range of $14.45 per
passenger. The $14.45 per passenger cost is for the new Denver
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airport, scheduled to open in the spring of 1994. This is the
highest cost per passenger of any airport in the country. From
review of the data available on most major hub airports,
approximately $7.00 per passenger appears to be a reasonable cost,
competitive in price with other airports in the country.

n sis

When analyzing the first year of operation, utilizing all the
information mentioned above, a surplus in the first year of
operation of over $1 million is achieved after meeting payments for
debt service, coverage, and operation and maintenance expenses.

We have assumed the interest rate on the bonds of $677,005,300 is
6.25% on a tax-exempt basis. We have assumed 25% coverage in the
cost. Coverage is an overpayment on debt service in the amount of
25% that serves as a reserve fund for any shortages in revenue
collections to ensure the debt service is payable on the bonds
without interruption regardless of an operational revenue problem.
As the reserve fund accumulates, portions of the fund could be
reallocated for renewal and replacement and as prepared credit to
the airlines on terminal rent. Operating and maintenance costs
assumed are comparable to other facilities of this size and
character and represents 40% of the overall budget in the first
year of operation.

As a result, cost per passenger would be $6.55 per passenger.

If you compare this cost with other airport costs (see Exhibit D,
Comparable Airport Costs), these costs are extremely favorable and
competitive in the U.S. market.

Passenger Facility Charge (PFC)

Congress created the ability for airports to raise money for
airport facility improvements with a Passenger Facility Charge
(PFC) in 1991. Basically, with a FAA approved program, an airport
can collect up to $3.00 per departure for up to 25 years. To
receive FAA approval, a detailed comprehensive application must be
prepared and undergo a year-long process to become approved.
Airline consultation occurs during the process. The application
must outline in detail eligible projects which expand capacity,
improve safety and security, and increase competition between the
air carriers for the benefit of the traveling public. The $3.00
charge is hidden in the ticket price for departures from the
airport, is collected by the airlines, and collections are sent
monthly less an allowable collection charge to the airport

operator.

The new San Diego Internqpional Airport at NAS Miramar would be
considered an eligible project and would generate substantial funds
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for this new facility. Any existing PFC program at Lindbergh Field
would need to end by the start date of this program, projected to
start in 1997. Coordinating the two programs could easily be done
with the new application.

A PFC program for the new San Diego International Airport at NAS
Miramar could not be started much sooner than indicated because the
new project must be fully programmed and scoped, all environmental
assessments complete, a complete financial plan disclosed with the
application, and the authority operating the airport be authorized
to do so.

We have projected PFC collections for this feasibility study (see
Exhibit E, PFC Projected Collections). 75% of enplanement was used
to allow for frequent flyer tickets and multiple destination
passengers which would not pay PFCs in their ticket.

Project Schedule

We have developed a preliminary schedule for the project (see
Exhibit F, Preliminary Project Schedule). The first phase of work
should begin with the selection of a general consultant, starting
the second quarter of 1994. Further site analysis, program
development and scope document preparation as well as preparation
of the master plan and the new airport layout plan need to be
completed by 1995. The next major phase of work would include the
preparation of passenger facility charge (PFC) application to FAA
and the completion of the environmental assessment report.

Design would occur beginning in 1996 and ending the first quarter
of 1997. Construction would begin in the first quarter of 1997 and
be completed in the last quarter of 1999. Construction would
probably occur in multipackages overlapping the design phase.

The preliminary schedule indicates an opening of the new facility
in February, 2000. This date was selected as the traditional least
traffic month of the year and the best time to relocate the
operation from Lindbergh Field to NAS Miramar.

Noise Considerations

Considerable attention has been given to noise considerations at
NAS Miramar and the relocation of all commercial traffic from
Lindbergh Field to NAS Miramar. Our noise consultant has reviewed
in-depth the current operation at Lindbergh Field, relocation of
commercial service to NAS Miramar, current military operation at
NAS Miramar, and has made a number of conclusions as outlined in
his letter dated January 4, 1994.

The first conclusion is by the year 2000, the entire commercial
fleet will be composed of a stage 3 aircraft. Stage 3 aircraft,
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significantly quieter than stage 2 aircraft, have the ability to
climb after take off and achieve higher altitudes in shorter
distances, than stage 2 aircraft. With the vast land area of NAS
Miramar around the primary airfield with at least 5,000 feet of
land on this property off the end of departure runway, significant
altitude can be reached by stage 3 aircraft at this distance before
flying over property owned by others. It is his conclusion noise
levels will be significantly less than the current military
operation and, in general, at least 25% reduction noise exposure
could be achieved.

He further concludes with participation of surrounding communities
and an airspace management plan, departure routes could be
designated to further reduce noise impact to surrounding
communities.

His other significant conclusion is at Lindbergh Field 41,000
people reside within the noise impact area of the airport. By
relocating commercial activity from Lindbergh Field to NAS Miramar
and shutting down the Lindbergh Field operation, these 41,000
people would no longer be exposed to the noise from the airport
operation. The concentration of people surrounding the NAS Miramar
in the proposed flight patterns for commercial operations, less
than 5,000 people are currently affected by aircraft noise. The
5,000 people currently affected by military operations will be the
same people affected by the commercial operations. 46,000 people
are affected by noise in the Greater San Diego area by airport
operations at these two fields, by relocating the commercial
operation from Lindbergh Field to NAS Miramar, noise exposure can
be eliminated from 41,000 people and the remaining 5,000 can enjoy
at least 25% reduction in current noise levels.

Since airspace requirements have restricted vertical growth of
downtown San Diego with Lindbergh Field operation, these
restrictions could be removed with the relocation to NAS Miramar.
This should allow downtown San Diego and surrounding communities to
reinstitute vertical growth opportunities. Vertical growth tends
to keep government services cost lower and should affect taxes
similarly.

Ssanitary Landfill

We have also preliminarily examined the sanitary landfill operation
at NAS Miramar and its potential effects on commercial operation.
FAA 5200.5A provides guidelines for waste disposal sites on or near
airports. We are familiar with this regulation and its application
to the NAS Miramar operation. The landfill operation is within
10,000 feet of the runway and would require FAA’s close inspection
and examination. The FAA prepared guidelines to help communities
foster safe airport operations, but clearly left the reqgulation of
sanitary landfills up to other environmental agencies. Their
involvement in the inspection is to ensure bird populations do not
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accumulate more than would normally occur in the environment and a
bird hazard for aviation is not created by the landfill operation.

We are aware the Navy and the City of San Diego have for some time
operated a program to control bird population at the landfill site
and have successfully achieved zero accumulation of bird population
above what can be considered normal populations in any environment.
Their program is called BASH (Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard) and has
kept detailed records and reports no bird strikes in the vicinity
of NAS Miramar and the landfill. There have been bird strikes
outside the area in normal airspace.

With FAA’s close inspection of the site, examination of the
existing program and its results, commitments to maintain the
current program and the analysis of other commercial airports
operating with landfills within 10,000 feet of their runways, the
FAA would not prevent the development of a new San Diego
International Airport at NAS Miramar.

Conclusions

Our preliminary analysis of relocating the Lindbergh Field
operation to NAS Miramar appears to be a viable opportunity for the
Greater San Diego community. The current operations at Lindbergh
Field are highly constrained and the ability of passenger traffic
to grow to help reinitiate prosperity in San Diego is not possible.
Improvements made to Lindbergh Field to help relieve current
capacity constraints would only have very short term benefit and
would not provide a permanent solution.

Design capacity for a new San Diego International Airport should be
20 million passengers. This provides unconstrained growth of
passenger traffic in the Greater San Diego area until approximately
the year 2008.

A new facility utilizing current design standards would create a
new airport facility with the following characteristics:

1,890,000 sf of terminal space.
54-aircraft gates.

6,000 public parking spaces.

Ground access from the east and west.

A project of this scope would cost $880,355,300. Funding from
federal and state grants, PFCs, general revenue bonds, and airline
funds would provide adequate funding to build this facility.

The first year revenues from airline space rent, landing, rent-a-
car, concession, parking, and other applicable fees, would generate
sufficient revenues with a comprehensive PFC program to meet debt
service, coverage, operation and maintenance expenses, and provide
a surplus in excess of $1 million. First year comparable costs to
other airport are:
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Airline terminal space rental $48.75 per square foot
Airline landing fees $1.03 per thousand pounds
Cost per passenger $6.55 per passenger

These costs are most attractive when 1looking at other major
airports in the United States. 1In comparison to the new Denver
airport cost per passenger at $14.45, San Diego International
Airport at NAS Miramar would be considered a real bargain.

Project implementation would take approximately 6 years, with an
anticipated opening in February, 2000.

In consultation with PaineWebber, investment grade airport revenue
bonds could be sold by an aviation authority operating this
facility without any additional pledge of tax revenue from the City
of San Diego or surrounding communities.

San Diego International Airport at NAS Miramar appears, in our
opinion, to be a very viable alternative for the Greater San Diego
community to pursue to revitalize its economy and again initiate
robust growth.
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HISTORICAL PASSENGER TRAFFIC
PASSENGER FORECASTS vs ACTUAL
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a.
a.
a.
a.
a.

Actual Forecast Actual Revised

PAX Growth Growth Forecasts
5,630,343 a. 12.10%
6,547,439 a. 16.30%
Tl 13212 B 9.60%
7,937,806 a. 10.70%
9,084,438 a. 14.40%
10,101,030 a. 11.20%
10,705,006 b. 8.90% 6.27%
115047, 1718 Db. 7.27% 3.20%
T1:194.694D. 8.47% 1.34%
11,344,840 b. 4.69% 1.34%
11,776,842 b. 5.22% 3.81%
11,888,000 b. 6.38% 0.94%

Jan. 4, 1994

Year Forecast
PAX

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987
1988 11,000,000
1989 11,800,000
1990 12,800,000
1991 13,400,000
1992 14,100,000
1993 15,000,000
1994 15,800,000
1995 16,700,000
2000 19,900,000
2005 22,300,000
2010 24,000,000
Notes:

a.

a.
al

a.

a.

a.

a.

b.
C.

5.33% 0.95% 12,000,898 c.
5.70% 2.00% 12,240,916 c.

13,514 /960 CT.
17,916,005 c.
235029.,427 “c.

Source is Demand Forecast Report dated

July 1988 by P & D Technologies, Inc.

Actual passenger traffic reported.

Preliminary revised forecast based on constrained
growth until year 2000 with new terminal opening.

Exhibit A




Exnipit B

San Diego
Lindberg Field
Fact Sheet
Enplanement % Aircraft Operations %
(000) Change (000) Change_
1988 4,480 — 164 —
1987 4,989 11.4% 193 17.7%
1988 5,328 6.8% 208 6.7%
1989 5,487 2.6% 207 0.5%
1960 5,488 0.4% 212 2.4%
Average Day - Peak Month - 35,800
Average Day - Peak Month, Peak Hour - ° 2,730 Enplanements
Average Day - Peak Month, Peak Hour - 2,140 Deplanements
Peak Hour Overall - 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Peak Hour Commercial Traffic - 5:00p.m. to 6:00 p.m.
Runway ' 9,400 (8-27)
Annual Capacity 224,900 Operations
Hourly Capacity - VFR 54 Operations
Hourly Capacity - IFR 48 Operations
Gates Wide Body 8
Narrow Body 22
Commuter 5
35
Area 432,000 s.f.
Terminal Curb 4,530 L1,
Parking Public On-site and Remote 3,796
Public Off-site 3,120 (Private Operators)
Total Public Parking 6,916
Employee 869
Total 7,785
FIS Passenger/Hour Capacity 240
Total Area 4,000 s.f.
RAC Hertz, Avis, & National On-site using 4 Acres Total.
resting Informati
Gate Capacity - for 1980 314,000 pax./gate
Holdroom Area/Gate 1,557 s.f.
Daily Gate Use 6.9 tums/day

ZHA Incorporated  1/5/94



PRELIVIHARY FEASABILITY

SAN DPIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
Jan. 4, 1994 WIRANAR BLTE *
SCo0E: Assuaptions

Annsel Passenjsr Capacity: 20,000,020 a.

Yesr arvum) passenger capacity reached: 2008 b.
Current anvniual passeager activity: 12,000,000
Passsnger/gats annual thruput: 370,000 c.

Aircraft gatas required for capacity: 5S4

Aireids spacs required /7 gsts 11,200 sr,
Lardsice space required 7 gate 17,800 sf.,
Total /7 gate: 35,000 of,

Gross SF terninal (Alrside and Landwide) 1,890,000 sf.
CONCEPTURL COSTS:

Teratnal

Project cost per SF: 0275 e.1.
Terainat project cost: $519,7%0,000

8ite-~-Atrfinla
Preject cost per gats:
Site project cost:

$1,900,000 g.1.
$81,000,000

Site--Landside Civil
Projeck cost par gats:
3ite project cost:

$2,200,000 h.f.
$124,200,000

Samem - . ~——-

Tata) Project Cost: e7E7,8%0,000 f,

PRE_ININAYY DRAST
For reviss and revision enly
SE0H02800NEH0908 050016600950 00951008P01ENPOEIt0PE0200056100008000000P0000000000000000tROTeRItoroterssteedtetitcotisectstdttsdiitsrtitsedolseerarledseioses

Average pawsenge;s/f1ight:

Turns per gate pe- day:
$4.05 qauas

Alrcraft Sipport Systess
Project cost per gate:
Afr.%up.Sys. cest:

$1,330,000 ¢.f.
$72,900,000

Hots: a. Ossign caoacity ef facility can absord 10 over cepasity operation nith minor peak hour delays.

b. Assumes growth ia passengar triffic remains 22 asnually until new ~erminal coes, §% growth lat ysar of operition,

9radually decrsasirg to sverage J.3% annua:ly Shereafter.

€. Myl thruput of passensers assuoes preferrentia) use gats leass igresments.

d. SF rayuired based on carrent standards for balasxed facilities with BOX load factors.
e. Unit costs iaclude all components for finished public space ircluding F.".k E. wxcluding tenant fituo of lesse soaczc.
f. Project costs inclvde cosstruciicn cests, all prof.fses. acwin.costs, cortingewies.

Rssats at Mirasar ars r.iC Z08% tO Project. howeves, N0 evenus from Lindbargh Field for property Yease nr sa'e (ncluded.

9. LniT ces: assuse ssisting runmays. asron used with minor improvemeits. o' ironwmental clearur by Mavy.
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Airside Teralnal ;/ gats SF
Haoldreca (HE, W8, Jumho Nix 4200
Hidre.Circul, 4000
Remp Ops. 3000
Concessione 1200
Toile:s, wsupport, etc. 1200
Vert.Circul. 100
Gen. Pyblic Circul, 33500

Tota) Alrside 17,200
Landside Terwminal / gats oF
Tichet Counter 200
Ticket Lotby 2000
aA.Y.0 800
Bag Claia 2200
Bag Mskeup 1800
RAC § Qround Tram. 200
RAC & Grnd. Lotdy t1So0
Vert. Circul. 200
Curbsioce 1900
Tofilets, sipport, skc. 210
Security Lebdy 300
Conceesiom 2800
Pudlic space 3500
Physical Plant 400

Total L/S 17 .80

h. Lnit cest assume scops fer loop road system. parc<ing. interstate ivarzhange, utiVizies, signage & landscap ng.
i. Lnit cest assure vecops fer loading b-idges. 970wt pcwsr, cacin alr, Bag cocnveyors (inbcund and ouwkbownd), FIDS, BECZ.




PRELIMINAFY FEASABILITY
SAN DIEOO INTERLATIONAL AIRPOAT

Jaa, 4, 1994

WIRINAR SITE

PRELIMIHARY DRAFT
Fo* review and reviston only

Pase:

Zof 3
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FUNDING:

SCENARIO X

Terairal projsct cost:
AWrcraft Support Systems
Site project cost--Alrfie’d:

Site precject cont--landside Civilr

Total Project Cost:

Capitalized Interest durisg Constr.:

Excalation during censtruction:

TOTAL €0373:

" ».P.C. projection > collectiaw

Cests
$919,73%0,000
$72,900,000
$81,000,000
$12¢,200,000

$747,850,000

$18,427,000 3.
$34,028,303 %.

e ———

$830,3858,303

Year Enplanssents X% Colle:t

st
Sth
10%h
15th

25t

PEQRFORVA:

First Gesratiznal Year Hudge®

CIST PER PASSENQER:

1997
2001
008
201
20i8
2021

$5.53

6,307,724
7,102,329
9,448,214
12,080,148
14,008,080
17,002,287

TATAL PFC's:

Cabt Service
+ Coverage

$62,3552.290 .,

E.

Fed. & State Siriine Yota)
Grants P.F.C.'s Bonds Funds Funds
$16,000,000 $28, 500,000 §483,25%0,000 8 $519,7%0,000
$4,000,000 $41,000,000 $27,060,000 $72,900,000
$80,.750.000 $4.500,000 $15,750,00C »® $8° ,000,000
$62,100,000 $4,%00,000 $33,800,000 $¢ $124,200,000
$132,850,200 $43,500,000 $5%£,200,000 327,000,000 §747,8350,000
50 30 $48,477,000 kL] $44,477,000
30 30 $34,028,30 1) $34,028,303
$132,2%0,500 $43.%00,000 $877,005,30) $27,000,000 €384,355,303
Revenves First Year
- Source Unis Rate/umnit Reverves
Revews
= Airlines 48,649 $48.75 $31,821,822 q.
753 $14,327,3%0 RAC 1,501,888 $10.00 §15,018,82% .
S% $18,116,880 Concessions 8,757,409 $2.00 $13.514.960
TS $21,243,881 Ground Trans, 6,757,400 $0.28 $1,756,949
7S $27,112,833 Parking 8,000 $2,000.00 $12,000,000 3.
7Sx  $33,048,13% Landing Fees 7,800,000 $1.03 §7,210,000 t.
73% 338,235,140 Agron fees 1) $23,000.00 §1,352.029
e e Fusling faes 18  §1,590,000
$829,275,5998 Proparty Leas 20) 98,500,000 31,%0K,000
Int.Fiights 042,000 $4.00 $2.38C,000
TOTA. REVE'WUE: 388 .6%C, 149 n.
oEM O4 M osn Totat
Teraminal Awrfiela L’¢ Sity osu Rassnue PFC's
$38.750.C00 $5.230.60) $€.315,00) $40.215,000 o. 128,650,149 §1%.208 230

18T vRar ccearaling 2alance:

$1.034.178 wurplus {geficit)




Mote: Pags: Sof 3
1. Asmumas 6 year design/comtruction period, cash from grants and PFC’s usid first bafore boid proceeds.
k. Assumas sscrlation rate ncrsases during 8 year denign;construction perind starting at 2% and anding st €x.
1. Assumes Passanger Facility Charge (PFC) pregram for 25 ysars, 1st year of collaction is 1397,
o. Aasuses Origination and [estination (0 & D) traftiic craracte-istics ninflar to NOOD.
Deta$led stucy raguired of San Disge conditions “o tinalize assunptions and verify viability of conclusions.
n. Assumes interest rate @ §.20% on deb: ¢ 231 COVETRge OR prinziple § interest. Market analysis required to detars'ne sctual rates spplicadie.
©. Mssuses Operation and ua'ntansace (O & W) sxpensen siallar T3 NOO.
Cotalled study required of San piego conditions to finalize sssumgtions and varify viabliity ef concligsions.
p. Coet per passenger defired as costs of airlines (terwita) rental, 1andirg Tess, aprcn fess and fusling feas) at airport
divided by sanual snplanements.
q. Current rate st Lindbers fleld is $41.00; escaleted at 2.9% pur ysar the rate in year 2000 would Le $48. 75,
r. Assumas sverage yisld pe ranta) sgreement of $10.00; 40%x of enplansments usm rente) cars with 1.€ people par car.
T s. Assumes average yis\d of $3.50 per ®ace pas day.
Al t. Current rate at Lindbers rield 1s $3.08/1C008 Tsnded »eight excalatad st 1.8% per yuac the rate 4n ysar 2000 would be $1.03.




COMPARABLE AIRPORT COSTS TO OPERATE
Jan. 4, 1994
2K K KK K K KK K K K K K K 3K 3K oK K 3K 3 3 K 3 K K K 3K 3K 3K K K K 3 3K K 3 3K K 2K K K 2K 3K oK 3K 3k 3K 3K 3K 3K 3K K K K o K K K K XK XK

Location Data Total Landing Terminal Cost per
Year Traffic Fees Rent Passenger
Orlando 1993 21,147,888 $2.09 $55.00 $7.10
Maimi 1993 26,483,717 $0.99 $33.00 N/A
Tampa 1994 9,562,839 $1%12 $120.53 N/A
Pittsburg 1993 18,748,884 $1.35 $118.54 N/A
Wash.D.C. 1993 26,764,421 $1.49 $55.49 $4.40
Philadephia 1994 15,986,500 $1.31 $46.17 $8.50
Chicago 1994 69,065,311 $1.89 $65.00 N/A
Baltimore 1993 8,839,987 $1.38 $35.00 $6.71
Las Vegas j 1993 20,913,054 $1.23 $73.29 $4.05
Phoenix 1993 22,411,558 $0.91 $40.00 $4.54
Ft.Lauderdale 1993 8,344,138 $1.05 $22.15 N/A
West Palm Bch 1994 5,023,963 $1.39 $51.05 N/A
Sarasota 1993 1,713,939 $1.85 $43.07 $10.11
New Denver 1994 31,300,000 N/A N/A $14.45
Lindbergh Field 1993 11,588,000 $0.89 $41.00 N/A
Lindbergh Field 1994 12,000,898 $1.19 $39.68 N/A
New San Diego 2000 13,514,960 $1.03 $48.75 $6.55

Note: Greater Orlando Aviation Authority is source of data;
collected from contacting each airport directly.
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PASSENGER FACILITY CHARGE (PFC) PROJECTED COLLECTIONS
Amount:
3 5K 3K 3K 2k 3K 3K K 3K 3K 2 3K 3K K 3K 3K 2 3K 2K 5K K 2 3K 2K 3K 2K K 3K 3 2K K 3 3K K 2 K 3 3 2 3 K 3 3 2K 3K 3 2 3K 2K 3K 2k 2k K 2K 3K 3 3K K A 2K K 2k ok kK ok K K kK ok XK XK

San Diego International Airport

Collection

Year Enplanements

Year
1994
1995
1996
ist 1997
2nd 1998
3rd 1999
New terminal opens
4th 2000
5th 2001
6th 2002
7th 2003
8th 2004
9th 2005
10th 2006
11th 2007
12th 2008
13th 2009
14th 2010
15th 2011
16th 2012
17th 2013
18th 2014
19th 2015
20th 2016
218t 2017
22nd 2018
23rd 2019
24th 2020
25th 2021

Annual

6,000,449
6,120,458
6,242,867
6,367,724
6,495,079
6,624,981
year 2000
6,757,480
7,162,929
7,585,542
8,025,503
8,482,957
8,958,002
9,446,214
9,946,863
10,459,126
10,982,083
11,514,714
12,050,148
12,685,717
13,1.203:672
13,652,060
14,177,664
14,688,060
15,187,454
155673,452
16,143,656
16,587,607
17,002,297

TOTAL PFC’s:

Annual
Passengers

12,000,898
12,240,916
12,485,734
12,735,449
12,990,158
13,249,961

13,514,960
14,325,858
15,171,084
16,051,006
16,965,914
17,916,005
18,892,427
19,893,726
20,918,253
21,964,165
23,029,427
24,100,296
25,171,554
26,241,345
27,304,119
28,355,328
29,376,120
30,374,908
31,346,905
32,287,312
33,175,213
34,004,594

PFC
Collected

Average PFC collection annually:

Jan. 4, 1994

%

$3.00

Projected
Revenue

$0
$14,327,380
$14,613,928
$14,906,206

$15,204,330
$16,116,590
$17,067,469
$18,057,382
$19,086,653
$20,155,506
$21,253,981

$22,380,442
$23,533,034
$24,709,686
$25,908,106
$27,112,833
$28,317,998
$29,521,513
$30,717,134
$31,899,744
$33,048,135
$34,171,771

$35,265,268
$36,323,226
$37,322,115
$38,255,168

$629,275,598

$25,171,024
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Jan. 4,

1994

PRELIMINARY PROGJECT SCHEDULE
NEW SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
MIRAMAR

K K 3K K K K K K K K K 3K 5K 3K 3K 5K K K K 3K k3 3K 2K K K 2K K 3 3 3K 3K 3K 3K 2K 0 K 3 K 3K K 3K 3K K K 3K 3 K 3 3K 3 2 3K K K K K K 3 K K 3k 3K K 3K 3K 3K 3 3K 3K 3K K K 3K 3 K K K 3K 3K K K K 3K K K K 3 K o 3 3K K oK K K

Start
Year

Quarter

Activity

Finish
Year

Quarter

—— v ———————————— —————————————— - -~ -~ —— ————— -~ -~ ——_————————————— -~ — - —————— -~ —————————, ————-—_———————————— — . — "

1996

1996

1996

1996

1897

1999

2000

2nd.
3rd.
1st.
4th.

3rd.

4th.
st.
4th.

ist.

Select general consultant for project.

Analyze site, prepare program and scope documents.

Prepare master plan, new airport layout plan (ALP)

Prepare passenger facility charge application (PFC).
Prepare environmental assessment report (EA).

Select design teams and special consultants.

Design new airport and prepare final construction documents.
Environmental remediation (if required).

Bid and award 1st. phase of construction.

Construction.
Tenant fit-up, occupancy and relocation of operations.

GRAND OPENING. February (least traffic month of year).

1996
1997
1999
1996
1999
18999

2000

Exhibit F
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TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS, INC.

January 4, 1994

Mr. Richard Zipperly

ZHA, Inc.

Landmark Center Two

225 East Robinson Street, Suite 660
Orlando, FL 32801

Reference: Miramar Noise Exposure Review
Deat Wi, Zippcrly:

We have reviewed the information you supplied 1o us related to the Miramar facility and
Lindbergh Field. You have asked us to review the available information and indicate to you
the noise 1elated opportunities and constraints associated with the possible relocation of
commercial service from Lindbergh to Miramar.

Miramar Noise Contours (Military versus Commercial Activity)

Miramar is currently a naval facility operating a variety of military fighter jet and transport
aircraft into and out of the facility. Noise contours prepared by the San Diego International
Airport Foundation, using ths CNEL descriptor. were provided to us as well as an overlay of
noisc coatours for the use of Miramar as a comnercial facility. The relationship indicates a
reduction in CNEL noise exposure with the commercial facility compared to the military
operation. The CNEL noise descriptor takes into account the number of average daily
operations, the peak noise level resulting from departure and arrival by the individual aircraft
and weights the evening (7:00pm-10:0Cpm) and righttime (10:00pm-7:00am) operations as
being more annoying than these which occur during the daytime (7:00am to 7:00pm
tumeframe). :

The cause of the reduction in noise exposure with commercial activity is likely to be the
significantly reduced roise exposwe at the scurce (mosi individuai commercial aiicraft being
significantly quieter than the military fleet mix). The commercial fleet has been required to
phase out the noisier Stage 2 aircraft over recent years with a full Phase out to a quieter Stage
3 fleet required by the year 2000. Although some reduction in noise exposure by military
aircraft has also occurred, the military flect is not subject io the Phase out requirements and
most military aircraft remnain much noisier than their commercial counterparts.

Since the airfield at Miramar is active, airspsce has been reserved for its use by FAA’s Air
Traffic Control. It would be anticipared that with commercial service at Miramar, similar
flight corridors could be utilized by the commercial fleet and new aseas of land would not
need to be exposed to flyover activity by the cornmercial fleet

Rocky Point Island Reserve * 2709 Rocky Point Drive
Suite 202 » Tampa, FL 33607 * 813-289-3332
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Page 2
January 4, 1994
Mr. Richard Zipperly

From a land use perspective, a Comprehensive Land Use Plan for NAS Miramar was prepared

by the San Diego Council of Governments in October, 1990 (and amended on September 25,

1992). This plan was prepared to ensure compatible land use development in areas affected
by noise contours and within accident potential zones. Thus, the land planning protection
needed for the compatibility of airport activity with off-Airport communities is in place at

In summary, the relocation of commercial service to Miramar would appear to result in smaller
areas of CNEL noise exposure than currently exists, would likely result in flight patterns
similar to those occurring today, would result in reduced peak noise levels from individual
aircraft and future commercial activity would occur at a location which has been planned to
account for the effects of aviation activity.

Lindbergh Field

from a noise and airspace perspective the possible relocation of commercial facilities to
Miramar has significant effects on the areas surrounding Lindbergh Field. As indicated in the
fourth quarter 1992 Noise Report for Lindbergh Field, an estimated 20,700 dwelling units
occur and 41,000 people reside in the Airport’s noise impact area. In addition, due to the
impact of aircraft noise on close-in communities, the Airport operates with nighttime
restrictions on departure activity - with no departures allowed between the hours of 11:30 pm
and 6:30 am. The relocation of commercial activity to Miramar and the closure of Lindbergh
Field would, in effect, eliminate aircraft noise impacts to 41,000 people currently located in
high noise exposure areas around Lindbergh Field.

The relocation of Lindbergn actvity to Miratnar and closure of Lindbergh would also release
some surrounding property from land use restrictions imposed primarily as a result of high
noise exposure. Other properties in the City, currently affected by FAR Part 77 height
resiriciions, would revert to local zoning requirements for building heights and not be restricted
by FAA requirements.

Based on this brief review, it appears that there would be a significant noise benefit to the
overall San Diego region if the commercial service was transferred to Miramar and the
existing Lindbergh Field closed.
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Page 3
January 4, 1994
Mr. Richard Zipperly

Should the decision be reached to begin the svaluation process to use Miramar as the region’s
commercial facility, one of the initial arcas of review should be to consider additional
operational and iand use possibilitics to further reduce the long term noise exposvre on
affected communities and to review whether the constraints on time of day of aircraft
departures for commercial aircraft now enfcrced at 1 indbergh would remain at the ew site.

Should you need any addidenal informatiop at this time, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS, INC.

ZABY/%3

Richard D. Alberts, P.E.
Principal

RDA:ar




Muncipal Securities Geoup

Paune\Webber Ineorporacend
1283 Avenue of the Amern s
Nen York, NY ooty

S12 715500

PaineWebbe:

January 6, 1994

San Diego International Airport Foundation
One Market Place

33rd Floor

San Diego, CA 92101

Gentlemen:

PaineWebber Incorporated has, over the past several years, underwritten billions of dollars

of airport revenue funds in connection with new airports and also with renovations of
existing airport facilities.

We have examined ZHA and San Diego International Airport Foundation’s proposal to
relocate Charles A. Lindbergh Airport to NAS Miramar and have concluded that financing
options for the project are very feasible.

The estimated per passenger cost pursuant to proposed financing is below the current
market. It is also our opinion that if the current passenger activity level at Charles A
Lindbergh Airport were to transfer to NAS Miramar, the debt for the project would receive
an “A” rating from Moody’s and Standard & Poor’s Corporation.

PaineWebber Incorporated is hopeful for success in the efforts to bring an International
Airport to the City of San Diego. We will be prepared to assist you as you proceed
forward on this endeavor.

Sincerely,

R =8%..L CL-\A"tu-Lc,L

Carol Smith Canfield
First Vice President & Manager
Airport Finance Group

CSC:rs
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SAFETY IMPLICATIONS

“I'll tell you what it's like to land at Lindbergh Field. Imagine coming down Laurel Street
in an 18-wheeler at 150 miles an hour with no brakes."

— A Lindbergh Field-based airline pilot

San Diego magazine, April 1990

"I'll tell you something my company doesn't want you to know and the FAA doesn't want
you to know, and that my main job is this: staying alive. My company doesn't want that
attitude to become public knowledge because it puts the element of danger in air travel.
They want to believe you are sitting in your living room. However, if I stay alive, you stay
alive."”

— Lindbergh Field - based airline pilot with 35 years of experience

San Diego Magazine, April 1990

Their exists today at Lindbergh Field extraordinary safety risks. The largest and most
obvious safety factor is the urbanization engulfing Lindbergh Field. Unlike the natural
open space surrounding Miramar, Lindbergh Field is constrained on the arrival and
departure paths. Miramar's 24.000 acres provide a tremendous "built-in" margin of safety
which will never exist at Lindbergh Field's 500 acres. The community is well aware that it
is only a matter of time before a devastating disaster occurs within Lindbergh's highly
urbanized Airport Influence Area.

The engulfing urbanization is clearly demonstrated by review of the January 1991 Land
Use Inventory around Lindbergh Field. 9,600 acres are located within the Lindbergh Field
Airport Influence Area (AIA). The total population within this area is approximately
86,800. According to the Lindbergh Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan, the AIA
engulfs about 35,500 households. Contrast this with the fact that the nearest residence to
the runways at Miramar is about six times further away, a distance of nearly 2 miles, than
the nearest residence to the current Lindbergh Field runways. Miramar's natural open
space provides an incredible safety buffer — one which the current Lindbergh Field will

never enjoy.




While Miramar has in place today a 12,000 foot long runway, Lindbergh Field has only
7,590 feet of usable runway when landing from the east. Landing from the west, there is

only 7,200 usable feet. When the runway is wet from fog or rain, a mixture of water, oil,

fuel, dirt and rubber covers the same surface where some wants to drop a quarter-million
pound airplane and 200 people at 150 miles per hour. When it's wet, pilots describe
Lindbergh's runway in graphic terms: "slicker than snot on a doorknob."

SANDAG has investigated several alternatives to enhance safety at Lindbergh Field. For
example, alternatives include "2D2" and "2D3". However, both fail to meet safety criteria
set forth in the FAA standards regarding safety for several reasons not limited to:

15

There is no 1.000-foot Object Free Area (clearway) at the ends of existing main

runways;

. There is no Runway Protection Zone.

. Airspace Obstructions. There are approximately 16 penetrations within the

Obstacle Free Zone, varying in height up to 74 feet. In addition, there are 171
penetrations of the FAR Part 77.25 surfaces, varying in height up to 341 feet
according to Peat Marwick Main and Company "Evaluation of Lindbergh Field
Alternatives," March 1990.

. Lindbergh Field cannot have a normal precision approach. Topographical

obstructions make the ground proximity warning systems useless. For basic
safety, Lindbergh Field should have, but cannot meet Category 3 precision
approach standards. Category 3 is the state of the art and is in place at most
major airports. Category 2 is the norm today for Third World Countries.
Category 1 is the minimum standards anywhere in the world. Lindbergh Field
lacks even Category 1 status.

Another safety issue not covered in the Peat Marwick Main & Company March,
1990 "Evaluation of Lindbergh Field Alternatives" is the taxi way problem for
state 3 wide-bodies. Because Teledyne Ryan's buildings, which intrude into
the taxi way, a 747 must cross the runway twice in order to position itself for
takeoff, constraining ground and air traffic. As brought about in the 1988 FAA
Study, with two or more 747's operating simultaneously, non-standards



separation between runway and taxi way and limited wing-tip clearance on
some taxi ways and ramps are safety problems.

In a letter from the Airline Pilots Association (ALPA) to SANDAG on October
25, 19989, ALPA states, AMM&MMM&M&Mg

h : wide- irlin is fiel

"

T " 5 ol Soaa .

ngrgh Field will continue to lack g;gggggg 1 status even if MCRD is
ir Midwa fi molish
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APllot's-Eye
View of Lindbergh Field

Landing at San Diegu's tiny, poorly located airport can
make even veteran air travelers nervous. Now take a look at it
from the point of view of the pilots who land there every day.

BY ROBERT VAUGHN YOUNG

“I'll tell you something my company doesn’t want you to know and the FAA dcesn’t want you to
know, and that is that my main job is this: staying alive. My company doesn’t want that attitude t0
become public knuwledge because it puts the element of danger in air travel. They want you 1o
belicve you are sitting in your living room. However, if [ stay alive, you stay alive.”

—Lindbergh Field-based airline pilot with 35 years of experience

To no one’s surprise, it was a typical San Diego City Council Monday. Piugeess on the Scptember
11, 1989, agenda was hehind schedule, and the chamber’s populatior ebbed and flowed with the
approach and the completion of each item. But by midafternoon, the number of spectators was steadily
declining with each vote. As they left through the foyer, they passed three men who stood yuietly,
watching the proceedings around them and in the adjoining chamber.

There was nothing particularly unusual about the appearance of the trio. They looked about 50ish.
Each was well but not overly dressed. What was most unusua! was their demeanor. ‘L hey did not pace or
wandcr about. Nor did they stand with their bands pushed into their pockets, as most men are apt to do
when waiting. These three simply stood quietly, calmly, occasionally exchanging pleasantries to pass
the time. ¢ /

What especially distinguished them could not be sccn: Among them, they had more than 111 years
of flight experience and were about to address the City Council on the shortcomings of Lindbergh Field.

Captain Tom Carroll stood between q'ne other two, his white hair contrasting with his dark-blue
suit. A 58-year-old native of San Diego with 34 ycais of commercial flight expcricnce, Carroll’s
expertise is the jumbo 747s he feiries regularly across the Pacific. Today, however, he was appearing as a
representative of the 60,000-meniber Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA).

{Editor's note: Robert Vaughn Young is coauthor of ' The Interpcl Connection, " a book probing ke practices of the International
Crimiral Police Organization. In preparing this article, Young interviewed nearly 6 dozen veteran airlire piloss, each with 8 10 30
years of experience flying inte Lindbe:gh Fiela. Most of the pilos. however, requesied their rames not be used.)
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PHOTOS COURTESY OF THT AR LINE PHLOTS ARSOCIATON

Airport Manager McDonald
insists Lindbergh'’s runway
is adequate. Pilots
disagree "It's like a glass
of beer with a head cf
foam,” saidt one. “You have
a full giass but you can't
drink the foam. At
Lindbergh, you have 9,400
feet, but a lot of it is foam.”

Op his left was Captain Charley
Jensen, a professional pidot with 37 years
io the air. Jensen’s expertise is the Boeing
7573 and 7675 he flics east out of Lind-
be:gh 1o cities like Chicago and Dallas—
Foii Wouth. Jensen was repreaenting the
7.000-member Allied Pilots Association.

Thz thitd nien was Captain Neale
**Snuffy” Smith, who had recenily re-
tired after 42 vears ju the cuouchpil, His last
30 years had been spent flying out of Lind-
pergh Fleld

A woman stepped up ta the trio.

Do you thirk we'll geton?™" Carroll
asked her. She nodded and explained that

they would go on during the public com-
meat scction ot the end of the agenda. She
locked at her waich and back to the cham-
bec. It was now after 4 o'clock. “‘Hope-
fully it will be soon,” she said.

The urn uodded and continucd their
patieat vigil.

After a few minutes, a tall, slender
man in & dark suit left the chamber. As he
passed the pilots, one of thern called vut,
“You should stick around and hear us.”

The tzli man apparently knew the na-
tuze of the trio's visit, for he replied, *'1
watch them take Oft all the time. Thaven't
seen one {all yet.” With hardly a glance,
the man strode on to the elevator as the
tno looked at each other and gave itaper-
ceplible shrugs.

Someone standing next to the pilots
walched the odd exchange and asked,
"‘Who was that?"

“John Witt, the city attorney,” Jensen
replied matter-of-factly.

At about 6 p.m., a woman stepped into
the. fayer and spcke to the thres pilots.
They nodded and followed her into the
City Council chamber, moving to the
front row. There was o problem with
ceat selection s there were only a half-
dozen spectators and five courcilmem-
bers left.

It was close to 6:30 p.m. when Coun-
cilmember Judy McCanty announced
there coula be ro further business be-
vause there was no longer & quorum
present.

Anu Jachson, chaic of the Peninsuls
Community Plaoning Board, stzpped
quickiy to il:e mizicphone aad objected.
There was suppcsed to be 2 public com-

ment section, she stated. When Jackson
was reminded there was actually no quo-
rum and that it was getting late, she in-
sisted they had waited patiently for the
public comment section and had aright to
be heard.

McCany corceded, with the proviso,
that they were t0 take no more than three
minutes. 3

Cerroll went first. In his allocated min-
ute, Csrroll said he had provided the
Couacil with copics of ALPA’s basic re-
quirements for a sae airport, and that
LindLxigls's safety standards arc notup to
what pilots want aad expect. Although he
files into Hong Kuug, considered to be
one of the most dangercus airports in the
world, h2 said ¢ would ratlicr fly that
airport than Lindbergh.

“Amernica’s Finest City has America's
worst airport,” he told the four council-
members.

As Carroll statted to step away from
the microphone, Councilmemder Bob
Filner asked if the pilot considered the
airport unsafe. Carroll turned and paused.
“No comment,’” he replied poiniedly be-
fore suting down.

Jensen was next. Referring to the steep
bilis on each side of the girport, he said
that pilots ace forced to land **in a tea-
cup™ and are “increasingly disappointed
and angry concerning the inertia dis-
played by successive administrations
abont moving I .indhergh to 2 safer loca-
tion.”

Snuith closed by nating that in his 30
years of fiying Lindbergh, *'all that was
ever done was a Band-Aid apptoach™ te
the problems of the field.
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Wiken Smith bad used up his 60 sce-
ends, the Council officially retired. The
pilots and four otiers who Liad duggedly
remained smiled wearifully at each other
and headed for the elevator,

“Do you think it made eny differ-
ence’!” one of them asked.

“We'll see,’”* came a reply. “‘At Jeast
it's a stant.”

“If we could only get the:n 0 see Lind-
bergh from the pilot's petspective,” Car-
1o}l said, “‘they just might vnderstand
why we talk about safety.”

“I'll tell vou what it's
like to land at Lindbergh Field.
Imagine coming down Laurel
Streot in an 18-wheeler ct 150
miles an hour with no brakes.”
—A Lindbergh Field-based
airlire pilot

*Two-four-theee, reduce spesd to two-
one-zero then descend to and maintain
¢ight thousand.”

Flight 243 ic about nine minutes and 10
mi'es from touchdown whea the captain
is told by 5zn Diego Approach Control to
slow and then descend o 8,000 feet. Af-
ter he gives aa acknowledgment, the final
checklist begins for landirg at SAN, the
official abbrevistion for San Dicgo's Lind-
tergh Field. In the process, he reaches
ovet and Mips die vo-stucking sigon off
and back on

Inside the cabtin of the Boeing 767,
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most pastengers hear the chime but few
see the sign flash. Fewes know that iz is a
signal to the flight attendantc  sterile
cockpit, no person or communication
may enlel unless it concerns the lending
or the safety of the flight. Until then, a
simple request suck us askiag that &
wheelchair be wailing at the gate would
have been relayed as a2 coustesy. Bul not
now. All attention is on the safety of the
landing.

The <aptzin and his {rst officer have
picked up the latest weather information
from the Air Traffic Information System
(ATIS) that includes the temperature, vis-
ibility and wind direction at Lindbergh. Tt
gives them good news and bad news.

The good news is taat the rain that
was reported earlier has stopped, and
there is seven miles of visibility with a
10-knot breeze coming in off the ocear,
which means they will be able to land
into the wind.

The bad news is that the ruaway is
still wet, and the ceiling has dropped to
750 feet.

Lindbergh’s runway is too short to be-
gin with, ever nnder ideal conditions.
Airport Manager Bud McDonald insists
that Lindbergh’s 9,400 feet is adequate.,
but the pilots who fly it disagree. As one
pilot said. “*It is like your pay versus
taxes. What they say they pay you and
whét you bring home are two different
things. In this case, what they say they
are giving you in runway length is one
amount, bat what you actually get and
car safeiy use Is another!

Arnother said, "'It's like a glass of beer
with a head of fuarn. You have a full glass
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Lindbe:gh's "‘white knuckie' approach as
seen frem the cockpit. Beginning at left, the
2irliner 3woops over the U.S. Nawal Kospital
in Balboa Park at 800 feet and skirts the
traatops near the Aerospace Museum and
the Starlight Bow! before roaning over roofs
on the outskirts of downtown San Diege
Finaily. the aircraft passes as close as 78
feet to the top of the Laurel Travel Center
fourth photo. center) teforc touching
down rearly 2,000 ieet from the end of

tha airport's short runway, it is a landing
peocedure tnat oijots say allows little room
'Cr o,

but you can’t dnnk the¢ foam. At Lind-
sergh. you have 9,400 feet, but alot of it
is foan.”

According (o official approach maps
for the zirport, there are 7,590 feet of
useble runway when tanding from the
east, not 3,400. Landing from the west,
theie are only 7,200 usable feet. Ta¢ dis-
ciepancy has to do with the angles of
descent large jets must use to avoid obsta-
cles when landing at Lindbergh from ei-
ther direction.

When the ninway is wet from fog or
rain, a mixture of water, oil, fuel, dit and
rubber covers the same surface where
someone wants to drop a quarter-railiion-
pound airpiane and 200 pcople at 150
miles an hour. When it's wet, pilots de-
scribe Lindbergh's runway in graphic
terms: “‘slicker than snot oo a donrknab ™

A 150-foot ceiling means thatalthough
one ¢an see for seven miles whan stand-
ing on the runway, at 750 feet and higher,
vistbility s6 zerc. This is not a problem at
mos: airports because they are able 1o
offcr clectronic guidance onto the nua-

135
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Most airports are able to offer electronic guidance onte the runways. At
Lindbergh, however, a landing method as old as carvas-winged airplanes is used.

vaays or dewn to alutuder as low as 100
feet. At Lindbergh, however a ianding
mcthod a: old 83 canvas winged ait
planes is used, and Fligi,t 243 will have to
employ it.

**Two-four-three, reduce spead to one-
cighi-ge: v and descend tu six thousand,
heading two-four-zero and intercept lo-
calizer Ruaway two-seven.”

The acknowledgment is given ard the
throttles pulled back. The plane wan(s ©
drop, but the pilot Lifts its nose to hold the
aititude until 180 knots 15 reached. ‘Ihen
the descent (0 6,000 feet begins. the
tiles beiow shpping by as the checkfist
continues. and the flight attepdants gath-
ec the Jast few cups and ensure that every-
thing is secure.,

The passenge:s can feel the tura to the
west and heir the whine as the plane’s
flaps dig into the atirosphere. They ate
being brought agound in a curvs to inter-
cept the “localizes,” one of the oldest
metnods of navigation: An electronic siz-
nal is sent down the runway so planes can
tell if ‘hey are 100 far to the left or the
right #s they approach. The protlem is
that there is no vertical guidance to tell
them if they are 100 high or low.

Daspite space-age advances in landing
techniques, the terrain to the east ¢f Lind-
bergh prevents anything more medem. In
standard Federal Aviatioa Administation
(FAA) terms, Lindbergb is 3 *‘non-preci-
sion appraach,” something rarely found
in airports today.

*‘Localizer intercepted.”” the pilot calls
as the needle swings. fle begins o pull
the crift 10 the west, watching the needle
as it maves to the centec of the dial, They
are now cn & dire<t course for Lindbergh
Ficld, Runway 27, 2buuc 17 1ailes aud sia
minvtes from touchdown.

Or a video screzn before the pilot, a
nzp is dspiayed shawing their locatica
and desunation.

“Two-four-three, descend
and maintain four tho:sand.
Cross VYDDA four thousand.
Cleared localizer, two-seven
approach. Contact Lindbergh
over SWATT one-one-eight-
point-three. G'duy.”

Undl now. diey have been under the
control of San Diego Approach, the &i:-
traffic facility at Miramar. But they we
now or. their own, cleared to follow tre
localizer and to begin & series of step-
downs, lowering their altitude at very
precise, predetermised Iacations. Each
focation is named on air-teaffic maps with
a five-letter designation that has no sig-
nificance except that it is the caly lo-
cation with those letters in the Urited
States.

The first location is VYDDA (pre-
nounced as one word, “'vyda'j, which
must be crossed at 4,000 fect. The nextis
SWATT, which must be intercepted at
3,600 feet. The last is KEEBO at 2,000
feet. Each of the three locations are on &
direct line into Lindbergh Field. Plight
243 has also been told to call Lindbergh
Tower on frequency 118.3 when they
reach SWATT.

Right 243 is now four minutes from
touchdown. The plane has reachad a 000
feet, but there is zero visibility. The pilot
is relying mainly on a video screen that
shows a map and theic course. a needle
deaignating the localizer und instruments
showing altitude and speed.

On the video scrcen, the Jocation
marked as VYDDA turns ‘rom magenta
to white, signifying that YYDDA has
been passed. They are over the Sac Mi-
guel Mountcin: and Liave (0 *“siep dvwu™
400 feet by the time they reach the next
location, SWATT, in 1.7 nautical miles.
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The no-smoking sign flashes as the an-
pouncement is made, ‘‘Flight attendants
prepare for landing "'

The attendants make a 'ast check of
seats and tray tahles as they move (o their
positions and strap themselves Girmly in.

SWATT's location on the. viden screen
tums magenta at exactly 3,600 feet. Per-
fect. They are over the Sweetwater Reser.
voir, about 11 miles to go. They now tell
the Lindbergh Control Tower they are at
SWATT.

‘‘Lindbergh tower, two four three,
SWATT.”

“Two-four-tluee. Clear to land. Wind
at two-pine-oh a: ten. Braking action
poor.”

The ten-knot breeze from the ocean is
holaing but the braking probiem, because
o the wet runway, calls for two tactics:
Get the bird down as fast as possitie 0
gab as much runway as possible, and
then reverse the engines fust and hard.
Usually a pilot bas a choice between ap-
plying brakes manually or seiting them to
work for him automatically, as soon as
the wheels wouch. But not with a wet
runway. The pilot of Flight 243 sets them
on automatic. He wants braking as soon
as he hits Runway 27,

But first, he has to get onto Runway 27.

The plane has 6 miles to go until
REEBO, the last nzvigational mark thata
pilor has befare landing at 1.indbergh. It
is 5.1 miles from the end of the runway,
just a few blocks southeast of the intes-
section of the 94 and 805 freeways. These
lost few miles are the ones pilcts say they
disliks the most. Although they are flying
statz-of-the ert jets, whea lancing at San
Dicgo from the east, airline pilots must
rely on the *‘time hack a mcthod of
dead-reckoning navigat:on that origt-
nated Joug lefore cadio directional sig-
rals were invented, and which relies
simply vn a cusupas uud 2 clock.
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in the 19203, a2 time hack 20 find an
airport might have read: **When you in-
tercept Lhe niver, t2r gorth and follow it.
When vou cross the covered bridge, fly
for tive meoutes and then tum YO degrees
to the right and climb to 500 feet. (There
are some @all tecs You may not see in the
fog.) Fly for six minutes, aad then you
can descend until you see lard. If it is not
o0 foggy, you will see the airport on your
left after passing two red bams.”

Incredible as it may seem, thar style of
navigaton is still used to land from the
¢ast at Lindbergh Field when it is over-
cast or fozgy and the runway caanot be
seen. The Lindbergh time hack begins at
REEBO, 5.1 miles from the end of the
runway. It involves only three elements:
speed, time and altitude.

Speed. The pilot will select a speed
that he will use to descend from REEBO
to the. aispan, for examgle, 149 kaots

Time. As part of his approach map, he
kas a grid that will tell him how loag it
will take to fly 5.1 miles at 140 knots.

Altitude. The lowest that a plane can
safely descend when landing 10 (he west
13 660 feet, beceuse of Bulboa Pork trees.

When they pass RBEBO, tre stop-
watch will start along with the descent, If
the airplane breaks thcough the cloud
couves Lefure 600 feet, thie pilut can level
out 2nd look for the airport. Just as they
Lid in the 1920s, high-tech jets must go
locking for Lindbergh Field,

If the pilot sees the airport, he automat-
ically has visual clearance to land. If he

. ¢annot see the awrport by the time he

reaches 660 feet, he must level out and
continue his course. He knows after two
minutes and 11 seconds that he is over the
end of the runway ard can inform the
contro! tower what fis next step is. He
tmight want (0 try again (krown as 2 ‘‘go
around™), or he might choose o go to
another airport.

Flight 243 is 2pproacbing REEBO.
Spoed 1s 140 knots  Altiude 2,000. The
wheels go down. The sudden thunk star-
tles some passengess. The pilot notes the
three green lights that mean the three
gears are down and locked.

“REFR(” enmes thz call The clark
is starzed. The time hack begins

Down through the overcast. steadily,
watching the speed and the altimeter,
pulling back on the throttles and then
casing it forward to hold the 140 knots
while dropping as quickly as possible.
Flight 243 is descending 2t about 1,000
feet per minate, nearly 15 miles an kour,
but the ground is actually ccming up fast-
et because the hilly tercain of Balboa Park
is nising beneath them.

This combination of arising land mas3
and a swiftly sinking plane sometimes
sets O a safety device kaoown as the
Ground Proximity Waming System, which
automatically sounds @ recoided vuice
alest. When the system detects that the
ground is approaching too fas, a fe-
corded voice will shout, **Pull up! Pull
up!"” which can start!s not only pilots but
first-class passengers as well. (When the
whecls are down, the system says, *'Siok
rate! Sink rate!™)

Whea approaching San Diego from the
cast, the worst offender is the San Miguel
Mountains. S0 many automatic alerts
have been set off while planes are de-
scending that the FAA has sent out no-
tices 1o all pilots to wam them about the
situation.

Flight 242 hasn't had any alerts ye:.

“SINK ONE THOUSAND., on the bug™
the first officer calls out, signaling that
they ara sinkirg at 1,000 ‘ee: 2 minu‘e,
and their speed is what was set with the
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The Laure! Trave! Center’s locatinn within tre
fina! approach pattern for Lindbergh Fie'd
forced airport officials to change their
langing system when pilots discovered the
old system could cause a 747 jumbo jet to
strike tne parking structure. Pituts stilt say
the building is a hazard

marker, or *'bug.”

At about 800 feet, they ace. Incy. The
plane desceads below the cioud cover.
Balboa Park and the Naval Hospita! are
below and the runway dead ahcac, about
ont mIinute awLy.

As they continue their desceat, the
Luildiugs of downtown San Dicgo arc on
the left aod Mr. A's, the brunt of cockgit
humor, is vn the 1ighi. Pilots Like 1o re~
mack they know they are at the right alti-
tude when they are at eve Jevel wilh
diners at the restaurant,

Flight 243 no longer has to complete
its time hack 2s it is now on visual ap-
proach. But there is more: the tinal visual
glide path, the Laure] Travel Center and 2
too-short, wet runway.

The visuel glide path is literally mea-
sured in degrees, the angle that the plane
is coming into the runway. Most airports
opecae at 2.5 degrecs or 8 maximura of
3 degrees. Bocing Aitcraft’s manuals for
the air carmiers and the pilots contain
computations and recommendations
based on a glide path of 2.5 degrees or a
maxjum of 3 degrees.

. CONTINUED ON PAGE 20C
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They do not offer figures for a 1.5
simply bceauae 't i3 nonstondard and
highly unusuai, bord=r.ng on ths 4-de-
giee glide slope used by combar-attack
aircra’t. However, the visual glice path
inty Lindbe:gh Field is 3.5 Gegiees, off
the scale of the manuals. It is, in brief,
steeper than most airports in the cullie
world.

Passengers in the cabin cannot sce the
Travel Certer, but it sow begins te loom
1o the pilot's view. dituated near the
intersecton of Laurel Street and Pacific
Highvay, the building has been cursed by
every pilot who fl.es Lindbergh. Besides
its obvious hulk ard general posture for
arriving flights, few San Diegans knew
hcw close they were to an actual disaster
until the Air Line Pilots Association
stepped in.

Located only 710 feet {rom the end of
the runway, the six-story Laurel Travel
Center was opened in Mav 1986. Al-
though 1t was directly in the flight path
and was 94 feet high. the FAA ruled that
it was ‘*no hazard” (o aviation. For a
still-unexpiained reason, ALPA was nev-
er notified of its censtruction. Building
specifications are. normaily peavided to
that organization with adequate time for
them to respond and make recommenda~
tions. But or: this occasion, the structure
wit comp.eted withcut the national of-
fice in Bearmdon, Virginia, %eing told.

When Dick Ruseell, ALPA's regional
safety coordinater in Los Angeles. began
to receive reporis froo pilets about the
siructure, he decided to investigate, He
wsked Caplamn Al Sclilegel, whu Jives in
Del Mar, 0 Joox into the matier. When
Russell saw Schlegel’s photographs, he
quickly celled Mike Moore of ALPA's
Engincering and Safety Department in
Hearndon.

Moore tound there was another ele-
n:ent of danger besides the building it-
self. The other clement was a series of
lights that pilots use foc guidance onto the
runway, called VASI or Visual Approach
Slope Indicaior. The VASI lets an ap-
proaching pilot know if he is tco high
o7 100 low in his approach to the run-
way. The lights can be seen from several
nijes away.
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If the plane is coming in too high, the
lighte appear o be all white. Il tan I w,
they appear (0 be all red. If the plane is
dcscending at the correct angle, or “‘on
path,” the lights will be red ard white.
The YASI was installed and approved by
the FAA in 1971

Mowre's study found that if the pilo! of
a DC-10 jumbo jet correctly used the
VASI system :0 lund at Lindbeigh IMeld,
his landing gear would clear the Laurel
Travel Center by oniy 3.82 feet. The gear
of an L-1011 jumbo would miss by only
1.8 teet. Most disturbiog was Moore's
discovery that the landing gear of a 747
would sctually Lit the travel center on a
VASI-guided approach.

Orne pilot later downplayed Moore's
findings by insisting that the VASI sys-
tem was never $2t up to handle jumbos
such as the 747s. But Russel] retorted that
it didn't make any difference. * If it's
there, pilois will fly it.”" he said.

On January 6, 1983, ALPA provided
the FAA with details of its investigation
and challenged the ruling of *‘no haz-
ard” ALPA called the situation at Lind-
bergh ‘‘an accident waiting to happer.”
They said the hnilding shauld either come
down or 2 new slope indicator should be
irctalled.

Despite the evidence, the FAA dragged
its bureaucratic feet. Az one former offi-
cial explzined it, somebody in the FAA
was uying to “‘savo face” dacpite the
danger. Meanwhile, ALPA was getting
aes vut to pilots, waming them that
jumbo jets should not use the VASTand to
give the Travel Centet wide Leath.,

Moore stayed on the issue, however,
dogging FAA officlals uat) he found an
official who was willing to help. On May
3, 158, the FAA finally responded.
They expleined the five-morth lag by
saying, ‘"I'he scopz of the sately evalua-
tion has necessitated a delay in our re-
ply ... However, they did concede that a
rew lighting system would *‘eitigate the
problems.”

The new system, a Precision Approach
Path Indicator (PAP1), was finally in-
stalled in November [9%8. It epsures 73
fect of clearance on a glide path of 3.5 de-
grees. But Russell, Schlagel and Moore
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have not changed thzir basic views. The
new PAPI, they maintain, makes it ssfer
to clear the Travel Ceuter, but the safest
solution is stiil to get rid of the buildirg
aliogether.

TO THE WEST of Interstaze S, Flight
243 iy aliding down the lcag approach as
the first officer calls out the elevation:
**[ive hundred."”

The captain is watching the runwsy.
the red-aud-white lights of the AP, and
the USAir and American flights waiting
c1axi onto the tunway Tiey aie slightly
to the left anc below where he is going
to be touching down, but he must sl
watch, just in case a mistake is made. He
holds the throttles firmly now, feady to
give the engines full power should a last-
minute emergency requice :t. His grip is
s0 tight that the skin across his knuckles
is white.

““Three hundred.”

The throttles ace pulled back and the
plane sinks slightly, so he gives it more
power. The plane surges and thea lifte
slightly as an updraft hits. Back on the
throttles, jocksying, balancing, using ev-
ery percepiion to feel the dips and rolls
and vibrations of the 767.

**Two hundred."

The steecing is as goed as one can
expect far a quarer-million pounds at 150
miles an hour.

“‘One hundred "'

They can read the iicense plates of cars
parked on the top of the Laurel Travel
Center as they cross over it at 150 miles
an hout with 85 feet to spare. The planc
drops over the gas station, the crowded
inteaection, the blast fencc and a small
block building.

The fence wid buildiug lave drawa
complaints, being at the end of the rue-
way. The fence is ton-frangible, mean-
ing it is oot built to easily break apart
when hit to not damizge the airplane or
cause injuries. The stucco building 1D
feet behind the teace is an 2:rport sewage
dump that airport staff call *‘the summer
cottage.” It is very non-frangible. Airport
Manager bMcDonald shrugs off any com-
plaints. He said since the blast fence is
needed to protect Pacific Highway, it
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would be “silly’ ¢ remove the buiiding
if the fence is going to stay.

According 10 FAA regulations, there
csnnot be any nor-frangible structures
within rthe safety arez of the airport,
which is basically the catire arca vehere
airplanes operate. This is reiterated a the
Airpont Certification Manual, which was
signed by McDonald on December 29,
1986, and stauped as “'FAA Appruved”
on May 8 1389. That manual specifi-
vally states twere are no non-frangible
structares in thz area. However, a map
that js part of the manual shows that the
bourdary of the ‘safety area’ goes up to
the foot of the blast tence and stops, ge:-
rymandering the fence and building out
ol the FAA’s jurisdiction.

Ellsworth Chan, manager of the FAA’s
Regional Branch of Safety and Stan-
dards, which approved the manual, was
asked if he knew about the fence and
building. Yes, he said, he knows of them.
“‘That's where th2y bring the ‘honey-
buckets,” ™ he said of the sewsge dump.

Asked why thz boundary of the safety
a:ea was drawn !0 sLOp at the base of the
non-frangible fence or. the nupway, Chan
replied: “‘If you include the fence and
structure, 1t woulda't be a safety area””

When a pilot with 30 years experience
was told about Chan's explanation. he
lasughed “That's how the FAA works!
Remember, they're the ones who ap-
proved the Laurel "ravel Center, t00.”

Flight 243 is over the end of Runway
27, rushing past the pianes that are lincd
up, wailing o take off. There are three
pianca carrying a total of 400 to SO0 peo-
ple. The FAA predicted there will be con-
siderably more planes lined up in e
coming years.

T tieic **Alr and Ground Deley Study:
Impact of Increased Operations at Lind-
bergh Fieldd™ of Sepiember 1989, they
estimated a 25 percen: increase in traffic
with no changes io the aurtield wall create
*‘chronic delays" surpassing the busiest
airports.

The study was driven home with a
computer presentaiior to San Diego of-
ficials. A computer program was able
graphically tc depict what wraffic would
lcok like at Lindtergh Field as the pum-
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ber of flights continued to grow. Small
blips of light on a3 color monitor repre-
sented the pianes waiting to leave on the
outlines of Lindbergh Fieid. The lire
waiting to lezve finally grew until there
ware 20 plancs queucd to take cff.

The FAA official esplained how this
affected passenger wauting nme . automo-
bile traffic intc the airport, and fuel con-
surLptivu as the plaies waiied iu line.

After the demonstration. Captain Tom
Carroli pointed out bow there was not onc
word about safety or the effest that 20
fully loaded planes might have it an
accident.

‘*Remember that Lindbergh has only
one airstrip,” he said. '*They can’t bring
in an emergency or another runway. So
imaginc a flight in trouble, serious trou-
ble. He can't steer well, be may have only
one engine, there are 200 people on board
ard he bas only one chance o land. He
can’t circle for hours.

“‘He has to come in now, and you have
20 fully lozged planes lined up like sitting
ducks. There is no way you can get them
out of there in time. You have perhaps
4,000 people and encugh fucl to cover
Lindbesgh ankle desp. Think about that
potential disaste:, arnd you'll see if this
2irpart continnes to expand that there
is more &t stake than somconc getting
home late.”

Ox top of that, wher. planes start wo get
in line at Lincbergh, Boeing 747s will
have a particular problem, said Carroll,
who flies 747s. The wingspan of the
jumbo plapes is simply too wide for
Lindbcrgh's taxiways, which wure origi-
nally built for the twinprop DC-3s of
the 1930s.

When a 747 moves dowr, the taxiway,
wwaid Pacific Highway, the engines stir
up so much dirt zlong the right-hand side
that the engines ca that side have to be
shut off so they will aot suck in damaging
objects.

When the 747 reaches the Teledyne
Ryan Aercaautical building, the 747 has
to alier its taxi becauce it cannot safely
pass the building and its fencing, The size
of the 7475 is not fully to blame for this;
the Ryaa building acivaliy protrudes into
a prohibited zonc that is supposed to be
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cicared for aiceraft. The Port Distriet’s
Aseport Tayour Pian mep shows the pro-
trusion &Cross an “‘cbstacle line.”

McDonald admiis the lack of space is
one of the nonstandard aspects of the
airport that ¢imply coantinues to exist.
The lack of taxiway space is not noted in
the FAA upproved Airport Certification
Manval.

In order 19 reach e end of the runway
$0 it can take off. a 747 must turn at the
Ryau Luilding and ¢ioss the runway.
There it contirues east until encourtering
the smaller pisnss parked vu O ol
side, and then 2gain it must cross the
runway a second time 10 (axi 1o a takeoff
pesitior. Airline safety experts agree that
a tully loaded /4 crossing a busy runway
twice just to get into position is far from
optinoum.

In 1977, two 747s collided on an air-
suip in Tenerife, on the Canary Islands,
when one jet began taxiing across the
runway as another begen its takeoif,
Nearly 600 people died.

If planes-crossing &nd planes-in-wait-
ing aren’t enough of a fuel hazard, the
Part District proposed on May 15, 1989,
to twild three above-ground tanks~—each
capable of holdirg one million gallons of
highly explosive fue}-—behind the con-
trol tower at Lindbergh Field.

That plan was quickly apposed by
safety officials, including San Diego Fire
Chief John Delotch, who expressed **con-
cerus regardiog the safety of the tanks at
thit location beceuse itis a high-rick area
for aircraft crashes.” ;

The Pert has temporarily shalved the
plan and is looking at options that will
reduce the fuel stored above ground inthe
same location to **only 500,000 gallons.”
The alleinatives wiglt be eady 0
released this month

Since fuel fires are ore of the most
serious dargers in an air crash, the FAA
requires that airports copduct **hot dnlis™
where flammable material is ignited in 2
““burn pit” so tire-tighting personnet can
simvlate fighting a burning airplane.
However, San Diego no longer does these
dulls and is asking the FAA to be ex-
empted from the regulations. ALPA is
objecting and insisting the regulation be
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fllowed.

Ellswerth Chen said the FAA really
can't do anything abour jt because the
protlem stemns frown e Ecvuoiuncutal
Protection Agency arnd the San Diego
Cuunty An Pullutivn Cuatol Disuict,
who have regulations against the type of
alr polluton that such drils create. Chan
said there have also been complaints
about soil pollution because of chemicals
that are used (o put out the practice fires.
He said a solution 1s to tind a tacility
each area where airport personnel can go
and train,

CHIFLY," BARKS the tirst officer.

The pilot pulls back on the throttles
and lifts the nose. The sudden amesting of
the Cescen: to creaie a soft landing is
called the “‘flare” or ““scoopirg it out.”
but that takes up a lot of ruaway, some-
times arother 1,000 feat before touching
down. Today, Flight 243 oeeds concrete,
and since safety comes before comfort,
the pilot pulls back on the throttles and
drops the nds¢ slightly to suddenily in-
crzase the descent.

‘“Forty-thirty-twenty ... "

The numbers are 2}most too fast for the
first officer to rartle.

“Sink rete! Sink rate!”

It is the automatic Ground Proximity
Warning System, bat befare it can hark
again, the wheels hit the ruinway with a
thunk. Good aircraft.casrier landing, as
one Lindbergh pilot describes such ar-
rivals, He flew 170 combat missions for
the Navy and said he doesn’t consider
flyinz a commescial aidiner into Lind-
bergh all that tough. **Of course, it may
have helped that I made 400 cartier land-
ings,” be said, ‘‘After that meny, Lind-
bergh looks pictty big"’

Flight 243'¢ autornatic brakes grab fn-
stantly as the nose gear drops and the
pilot reverses the engines.

Ag the engines roar inco life, the anti-
skid device senses that tbe tires are skid-
ging on the slick runway and releases
momentanly and grab again to give the
tires a chance to gain traction. But the
tires cannot grip the runway. They are
literally hydroplaniog across the slippery
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oil-water-rubber mixture itke a water-
skicr on o lake, and the device tries to
compensate by rapidly releas:ng and
grabbing, rclcasing and grabbing. sead
ing a vibration through the plane that
sune passengen s can feel. Very fow know
the vibration means that they have no
brakes.

Lights at the edge of the ruaway are
flashing by at aboutr 110 miles un hoor.
The plane is siowing but not as fast as
they would like. More power is acded 10
the reversed engines.

The lights along the edge of the run-
wzy are now alterating red and whte,
warning that there are only 3,000 fee tc
go. Eagines ace at full-reverse. The skid-
ding has stopped. The friction between
tire and runway is holcing.

*‘Eighty!" the first officer cells. nam-
ing their ground speed. Engines shouldn’t
be held this long in reverse, bu: they are
held just a bit longer as the fence at the
end of the ruaway grows nearer. On the
other side of the fence is a lagoon.

Every airpert is required to bave an
Emergency Pian to deal with natural di-
sasters and aircraft accideats. Federal
Aviation Regulatior: (FAR) 139,325 says
that the plan is te include provisioas *‘for
the resrue. of airctaft serident vitims from
significant bodies of water or marshlands
adjacent to thz airpcert which are crossed
by the approach and departure fights of
the air carmiers.”

The regulatior. defines a body of water
as *‘significant” if it ‘“‘cxcceds onc quer
ter square mile and cannot be traversed
by conventional vehicles.”

Lindbergh Field's Airport Certifica-
tivin Mauual says, ““Siuce theie e w
significant bodies of water adjacen to the
arpcrt which are crossed by approach-
ing/departing air carriers, nc watef rescue
plan is includea.”

Lindbergh Field sits on the shore of
San Diego Bay. At the ead of Runway 27
is a small sajtwater jnlet. According to
the Port’s Airport Layout Pian, most of
the *‘clear zone™ at the end of the smaller
Runway 13 extends into the bay. Aad
&s passengers know, most flights leav-
ing San Diego take off over the Pacific
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Ocean. When weather is very bad, they
also come in over the oc2an

When Ellsworth Chan was asked haw
Lindbergh Field could be stamped “FAA
Approved' with *‘no significant bodies
of watcr edjacent to the cirport,” he
laughed and said his assistant, Roa Si:np-
sua, might know. After scveral days of
cails and messages failed to produce the
Junivy, Chan said he dido’t have an expla-
nation. ‘‘It could be possible that thc Port
has 2n agreement widi the Navy" e
said. **I would bave to be explored.”

Alrport Manager McDonald ssid, *‘My
attitude has aiways been that the ocean or
the bay 1s a Coast Guard function. Jdon't
know if the Coast Guard kncws it. But if
a plane crashes a half-mile oft the Ucean
Beach Pier, that is really not z2n zirport
function any miore than when that PSA
flight crushed in North Park.”

McDenald did offer that there will be a
water plan to haadle the small lagoon at
the ecd of the runway “‘in the not-too-
distant future.”

If an airport doesn't mect FAA stan-
dards, it may nothave to. Despite the San
Diego airport’s shortcomings, the FAA
has agreed in the Airport Certification
Mznual for Lindbergh Field that the aic-
port *is nat subject 1o any exemptions or
limitatiens to [Federal Aviaion Regula-
tion] Part 139" the sertion dealing with
airport centification.

An explanation can be fouad in the
comments section of FAR 139, where it
says that “‘certificate holders” (in thic
case the Port Distiict) “should not be
required to upgrade safcty arcas cach
time the FAA changes its criteria The
FAA says it way not be “‘practicable ¢i-
ther physically or ¢conomically.”

*I've never requested a wajver in my
22 years here,” McDonald said. **Things
that require waivers are ancieot history.”

This attitude is exemplificd throughout
FAR 139, where the key term is ... 1o
the extent practicable ..." For example.
nunways rus: meet FAA criteria ““to the
extent practicable.” Lighting must be ac-

‘ccrding to FAA standards *‘to the extent

practicable.” Rescue vebicles shouid be of
a certain size ‘‘to the extent practicabie”
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The wosding explaing why the:e ere a0
waivers or exemptions for the too-short
funways, 100-narrow taxiways angd too-
steep approach slope at Lindbtergh Field.

FAA Air Traffic Macager Robert
Vaughn was askeq at a panel discuscion if
an airpont were built today with the stan-
dards of Lindbergh Field, would the FAA
cestify #? Vaughn said no, because air-
port standards are higher day.

When asked if it were true that the city
co41d have built the Lavie] Travel Ceoter
40 stories high and the FAA would aot
have stopped it, Vaugha said it was true
berause ‘‘tbe {rdenal gavernment does
not get involved in any local lavd-use

issues. It ss a Jocal issue.’ Al the FAA
can do, he said, is change the zpproach
angle.

IS LINDBERGH FIELD a safe airport?
Scme of the most experienced pilots in
San Diego will agree that Lindbergh
Field is, at best, “‘marginal,” and thatitis
stretched to the “‘ragged edge’ of safety.
Some s2y it is “‘an accident waiting to
happen. It is only a ma‘ter of when”

Mast agree that pilot skill, mcre than
any other factor, has kept Lindberzh free
of fatalitics.

*SQixty."”

The pilot pulls back oo the throtiles,

reducing the thrust. The brakes are hold-
ing now, the planc is sicwlng nicely. The
aptain &-d ficst oficer can see the masts
of the sailboats inthe lagoon at the ead of
the ruaway.

The automaiic brakes ace switched 10
manuai, and the captain relazes his grip
on the throttles. His knuckles are no lorg-
er white. The airplane continues to slow.

The 767 is moving slowly now, It turns
geotly at the last exit and moves toward
the taxiway and the terminal.

In the cabin. the attendant turns on the
public address system.

It's time to welcome passengers to San
Diege's Lindbergh Field O

.13
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Vehicular Access

In an auto oriented area such as the San Diego Region, vehicular access to major traffic
destinations is of critical importance. Whether it is UCSD with its planned 110,000
ADT, Mission Bay, the Central Business District, or the regional airport, good, simple,
adequate highway/street access is a very important factor to residents, businessmen,
and visitors.

As we all know, vehicular access to the existing Lindbergh Field is found wanting by all
of us except perhaps residents of the close-in beach communities. Most of the rest of the
users of Lindbergh Field must use Harbor Drive east of the airport and all have
experienced the Laurel Street congestion trying to go north on I-5, or the southbound
Kettner Boulevard backups trying to turn right on Laurel to approach the airport. The
eastbound Grape Street congestion while trying to get to southbound I-5 is an
additional fact of life in peak hours.

Figure 1 shows SANDAG's 1990 traffic forecast for Lindbergh Field using the latest
Series 8 land use data. As can be seen, 88% of the airport traffic travels to and from the
east with 40% destined for southbound I-5 to go to Route 163, Route 94, and I-5. Also, °
as shown, this latest data shows 23% of the daily traffic traveling to/from the north on
I-5.

As you all know, the Port District is planning to implement a Lindbergh Field
Immediate Action Program (IAP). This program will add eight new gates west of the
west terminal, modify parking lots and street access, add fuel tanks, and widen Laurel
Street by one lane between Harbor Drive and Pacific Highway. Nothing is planned for
Laurel Street from Pacific Highway east. The IAP plan is expected to increase air
passenger capacity at Lindbergh Field from the existing 12.2 million air passengers
(MAP) to about 14.7 MAP. Vehicular traffic is expected to increase by 31% at capacity.
Anyone traveling to/from Lindbergh Field today can only imagine what this 31%
increase will mean on Laurel and Kettner — especially with the realization that soon
many, many San Diego Trolley trains will be blocking Laurel Street on their run
to/from Old Town.

In addition to Figure 1, we also had SANDAG perform a Series 8 forecast for 1990 for
the existing Miramar Navel Air Station (MNAS). Figure 2 shows the distribution
percentages derived from that study. Also, from existing traffic count data, a peak hour
comparison was made between Lindbergh Field and MNAS. Here it was found that
even though Lindbergh Field has higher daily traffic volumes, in the inbound peak hour
to MNAS, Lindbergh had about 80% of that volume. In the outbound PM peak from
MNAS, Lindbergh had about 78% of the Navy facility. This data shows that the Navy
peaks are greater than that now experienced at Lindbergh where the counts throughout
the airport hours are more level. This data also proves that Lindbergh Field could be
moved today to MNAS, without any roadway improvements, and the peak hour
observed congestion on the nearby streets and freeways would be decreased --
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especially when it is realized that I-15 is already carrying 3,000 to 4,000 ADT traveling
to/from Lindbergh Field!

With regard to moving the San Diego International Airport to MNAS, roadway access is
planned to be vastly improved. With all airport terminal construction and taxiway
improvements planned on the north side of the runways, this plan also includes an east-
west expressway from I-15 on the east, to I-805 on the west. It would use the improved
Miramar Way interchanges with I-15 and Kearney Villa Road (Old 395) and extend
westerly to interchange with I-805 at the planned Nobel Drive interchange.
Additionally, at least one roadway would be planned to access Miramar Road from the
Charles A. Lindbergh Expressway, just as today, from Miramar Way on the base.

With the San Diego International Airport moved to MNAS, SANDAG performed a
Series 8 travel forecast for when 21 million annual passengers would use it (about
double today's usage). The roadway system was assumed to include access on the west
directly to I-805, to Kearney Villa Road and I-15 on the east, and Miramar Road on the
north. Figure 3 shows the future traffic distribution to/from the relocated airport as
derived from the SANDAG data which generated about 87,500 ADT. As shown on
Figure 3, the access to I-805 means that I-5, Route 52, the University Community, and
the coastal communities all have access to the International Airport without traveling I-
15. Its improvement on access over the existing Lindbergh Field can easily be
envisioned because of the regional facilities surrounding MNAS and the ease with
which airport travelers could reach them by use of the east-west expressway. As touted
by transportation planners in San Diego since the 60's, MNAS is a superb site for the
regional airport from a vehicular access standpoint.

Jim Federhart, RT.E.



Future Traffic of Miramar Naval Air Station as
San Diego International Airport with 21 Milion Anual Passengers

As Per SanDag Series 8 Forecast for 1990
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The shaded area represents the noise contours for a (_:ou'ﬁmmial airport at Miramar.
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Source:

NAS Miramar. (Noise contours relating to Marine Corps rotorcraft being transferred
San Diego International Airport Foundation ;

-~ The lined area indicates the noise contours for milifary aircraft currently located at
to Miramar not yet available.)
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this analysis is to provide an initial appraisal of the potential noise impacts
associated with alternative uses of NAS Miramar. This study consists of a review of
published noise level data for the existing operations at NAS Miramar, as well as documents
which may be applied to the possible use of the NAS site for operations by aircraft currently
using MCAS El Toro and MCAS (H) Tustin, and to its possible use for civilian aircraft
operations to replace San Diego International Airport (Lindbergh Field).

METHODS

Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. (BBA) reviewed available documents describing aircraft
operations and noise levels for NAS Miramar, MCAS El Toro, MCAS (H) Tustin, San
Diego International Airport, and the proposed San Diego Air Carrier Airport. The specific
document citations are provided in the References section of this study.

Noise contours available for each of these facilities were examined to determine the
potential significance of noise impacts if the facilities were relocated to NAS Miramar. The
noise contours were scaled to allow overlaying on the NAS Miramar base map, and
adjustments were made as needed to account for differences in operational assumptions.
BBA arrived at conclusions as appropriate for the level of detail which was available at the
time of this study.

It is recognized that this study is preliminary in nature, and its conclusions may be applied
in a general manner. No specific noise modeling or aircraft operations forecasts were
performed for this study. Rather, the available data were applied, and are subject to the
limitations of the original assumptions. However, the findings of this study may be used to
gain an understanding of the potential noise effects of the described airfield development
alternatives.

CRITERIA

The Draft Comprehensive Land Use Plan for NAS Miramar, prepared by the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG), indicates that an exterior aircraft noise level of 60
dB CNEL or less is compatible with noise sensitive land uses. Residential land uses are
considered "conditionally compatible" where the exterior aircraft noise exposure is from 60
to 65 dB CNEL, and incompatible where the noise exposure exceeds 65 dB CNEL.



"Conditionally compatible" means that the exterior noise level is acceptable for associated
outdoor activities, but the interior noise level must be attenuated to satisfy a specific
standard, which is 45 dB CNEL for residential uses. For the purposes of this analysis, noise
due to aircraft operations will be considered potentially significant if the exterior noise level
exceeds 60 dB CNEL.

SETTING

The noise levels associated with current (1987) and projected future (1994) levels of
operations at NAS Miramar are described by the draft Aircraft Noise Survey prepared by
Harris Miller Miller and Hanson (HMMH) in 1989. The CNEL contours shown in the
HMMH document for 1994 were incorporated into the draft Comprehensive Land Use Plan
for NAS Miramar. The CNEL contours associated with projected 1994 operations at NAS
Miramar are shown by Figure 1.

In the HMMH report, there were no estimates of the numbers of persons affected by
different levels of aircraft noise at NAS Miramar. However, based upon the CNEL contour
map, it is possible to conclude that residences in the University City and Mira Mesa areas
are exposed to aircraft noise levels exceeding 60 dB CNEL. Some residences in the
University City area are exposed to aircraft noise levels exceeding 65 dB CNEL.

About 27% of the aircraft departures at NAS Miramar use the Julian Departure, which
involves a right turn to a 360 degree heading shortly after liftoff. These departures are
responsible for the "bulge" in the CNEL contours near Mira Mesa. The remaining
departures use the Seawolf Departure, which includes a right turn to a 280 degree radial.
These departures are responsible for the corridor formed by the CNEL contours in the
direction of the Pacific Ocean. Air traffic constraints affect noise from departures on both
the Julian and Seawolf departure paths, as aircraft elevation is limited to 3,000 feet MSL
(for Julian) and 2,000 feet MSL (for Seawolf). These constraints mean that aircraft remain
at low elevations over the nearest populated areas, and that they are operated in level flight,
typically at reduced power settings.




ALTERNATIVE USES OF THE NAS MIRAMAR SITE
Relocation of MCAS El Toro and MCAS (H) Tustin:

One alternative use of the NAS Miramar site which has been discussed is the relocation of
aircraft operations at MCAS El Toro and MCAS (H) Tustin. For this review, it has been
assumed that the MCAS EIl Toro operations would generally adhere to the current NAS
flight procedures. The helicopter operations at MCAS (H) Tustin would use new flight
procedures consistent with the constraints in effects at the NAS Miramar site.

Operations at MCAS EI Toro currently include F-18 Hornet flights. The available CNEL
contours for El Toro apparently reflect operations including F-4 Phantom flights. Although
the F-4 has been replaced by the F-18, one acoustical consultant working in the vicinity of
MCAS El Toro reports that there is little difference in cumulative noise exposures due to
the change in fleet mix.

There is a substantial difference in air station layout between MCAS El Toro and NAS
Miramar, which prohibits a direct overlay of predicted CNEL contours for MCAS El Toro
over the NAS Miramar base map. To estimate the noise exposure due to MCAS El Toro
operations at the NAS Miramar site, BBA measured the distance from the start of takeoff
roll at MCAS El Toro to the closure point of the 65 dB CNEL contour along the primary
departure flight tracks. The same distance was measured along the curved Julian flight
tracks, in a manner consistent with the operational assumptions used for the HMMH report.
The shapes of the 65 and 60 dB CNEL contours reflecting departures at MCAS El Toro
were then transferred, in scale, to the NAS Miramar base map. A similar process was used
for arrivals, except that it was not necessary to curve the flight tracks. The resulting CNEL
contours are shown by Figure 2.

The accuracy of the process described above is limited by the fact that no accounting has
been made for departures on the Seawolf departure route, and that no adjustments were
made to account for the dispersal of Julian departures over five flight paths, as done for
NAS Miramar. Thus the noise exposure shown by Figure 2 for MCAS El Toro operations
is likely to be overstated to a certain degree. The extent of the over prediction cannot be
assessed without a more thorough analysis of the proposed aircraft operations.

However, the projected locations of the CNEL contours for MCAS EIl Toro operations at
NAS Miramar indicate that CNEL contours for a relocation of the MCAS El Toro



operations to NAS Miramar would likely be of the same general magnitude and locations
as those due to the existing operations.

The published CNEL contours for MCAS (H) Tustin are relatively small by comparison to
those associated with fixed-wing aircraft operations at El Toro. It is anticipated that noise
due to the relocated helicopter operations would be insignificant in terms of CNEL values
when combined with the MCAS EI Toro operations, if operations were combined so that
the helicopters used flight paths similar to those used by the fixed wing aircraft. However,
it is possible that helicopter operations would result in air space conflicts with fixed wing
aircraft unless the helicopter activity were displaced from the main runways. There is no
way at this time to determine whether such a displacement would occur, or where the
helicopter activity would be located. Given the possibility that helicopter operations would
be displaced, it is expected that the CNEL contours due to those operations would be
similarly displaced, with possible effects on adjacent land uses.

Helicopters would also be expected to approach and depart the air station using flight tracks
which are different than those currently observed. This would result in a new noise source
for residents living near the flight paths. Helicopters commonly follow major roadways when
approach an airport, so they might be expected to approach NAS Miramar in such a

manner.

The available data do not allow estimates of the number of people which might be affected
by this alternative.

Relocation of San Diego International Airport (Lindbergh Field):

Another potential use of the NAS Miramar site would be the relocation of Lindbergh Field.
This option was explored in detail by SANDAG in the draft final San Diego Air Carrier
Airport Site Selection Study. For this study, three alternative runway configurations were
considered, describing the potential noise impacts of a forecast 40 million annual passengers,
and 398,000 annual aircraft operations. In each case, three new parallel runways were used
to address concerns for noise and airport capacity; only the locations of the runways varied
for each alternative. The potential noise effects of new runway alignments were not
considered to be pertinent to this analysis, as the current proposal involves retaining the
existing NAS Miramar runways.




The aiternative in question at this time includes relocation of the current level of aircraft
activity at Lindbergh Field to the existing NAS Miramar runways. It is also anticipated that
the Seawolf departure route would be retained for noise abatement and air traffic
considerations. It is also anticipated that the Julian departure route could be used for
eastbound flights.

To assess the potential noise impacts associated with this alternative, the CNEL contours
presented for 1991 operations in the Lindbergh Field FAR Part 150 Study were transposed
on the NAS Miramar base map, accounting for a realignment of right-turn Runway 27
departures to the Seawolf departure route. It was assumed that standard air carrier
departure profiles would be flown. As in the MCAS EIl Toro analysis, the distance from the
start of takeoff roll to the closure of the right turn 65 dB CNEL contour was measured, and
the contour was placed at the same distance from the start of takeoff roll on Runway 24R
along the Seawolf departure flight tracks. It was not possible to combine the CNEL
contours for straight-out and right turn departures, nor was it possible to account for
possible use of the Julian departure routes. The CNEL contours for arrivals were
transposed directly to Runway 24R, as no corrections for flight tracks were required.

The resulting CNEL contours as shown by Figure 3. These contours indicate that the
cumulative noise exposure of the relocated 1991 Lindbergh Field operations to NAS
Miramar would be 5 to 10 dB less than for current operations at NAS Miramar. There
would be a correspondingly lower noise exposure in the Mira Mesa area if the Julian
departure were to be implemented. The Lindbergh Field CNEL contour projections assume
relatively few touch-and-go operations, as compared to the intensive left pattern training
conducted at NAS Miramar. This difference in assumptions results in a significant decrease
in noise-impacted land area south of the runways, as compared to the NAS Miramar CNEL
contours.

The available data do not allow estimates of the number of people which might be affected
by this alternative, but it does not appear that the 65 dB CNEL contour would include any
residential land uses.

The accuracy of the CNEL contours developed as described above is limited by several
factors. The number of air carrier operations and the types of aircraft in the year 1991
which were used for the FAR Part 150 study were based upon projections prepared in 1988.
The supposed number of air carrier operations for 1991 was 139,000 per year, which may
not be comparable to current operations at Lindbergh Field. The air carrier fleet at airports



on the West Coast has changed in character since 1988, so the FAR Part 150 study
assumption of 35% Stage 2 aircraft may not be valid for current conditions. In forecasting
aircraft noise levels for future conditions, recent federal requirements should be taken into
consideration. Current federal law calls for the complete phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft in the
year 2000, which would result in smaller CNEL contours in the near future.

As noted above, it was not possible to account directly for the combination of straight-out
and right turn Runway 27 departures in the Seawolf departure routes, nor was it possible
to account for possible use of the Julian departure routes. The combined use of the Seawolf
route could result in slightly larger CNEL contours in that direction, but they would be
reduced in size if operations were assigned to the Julian departure route.

CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the available data, it appears that continued military use of the NAS Miramar
site by operations equivalent to those at MCAS El Toro and MCAS (H) Tustin would result
in noise exposure similar to that experienced for current NAS Miramar operations, except
that noise from MCAS (H) Tustin helicopter operations could be displaced to new areas to
avoid air space conflicts. In addition, it is anticipated that military helicopter operations
would introduce new noise sources along new flight paths.

Based upon the available data, it appears that relocation of Lindbergh Field to the NAS
Miramar site would result in a significant reduction in noise exposures as compared to

current NAS Miramar operations.

Respectfully submitted,

Cx Rt

Jim Buntin
Vice President
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AMBIENT NOISE
LEVEL:

CNEL:

DECIBEL, dB:

APPENDIX A
ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY

The composite of noise from all sources near and far. In this
context, the ambient noise level constitutes the normal or existing
level of environmental noise a given location.

Community Noise Equivalent Level. The average equivalent sound
level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of approximately
five decibels to sound levels in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00
p-m. and ten decibels to sound levels in the night before 7:00 a.m.
and after 10:00 p.m.

A unit for describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the
logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio of the reference pressure,
which is 20 micropascals (20 micronewtons per square meter).

Day-Night Average Sound Level. The average equivalent sound
level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of ten decibels
to sound levels in the night after 10:00 p.m. and before 7:00 a.m.

Equivalent Sound Level. The sound level containing the same total
energy as a time varying signal over a given sample period. L. is
typically computed over 1, 8 and 24-hour sample periods.

Note: CNEL and L, represent daily levels of noise exposure averaged on an annual
basis, while L, represents the average noise exposure for a shorter time

period, typically one hour.

.

The maximum sound level recorded during a noise event.

The sound level exceeded "n" percent of the time during a sample
interval. L, equals the level exceeded 10 percent of the time (L,

(BBA M




NOISE EXPOSURE
CONTOURS:

SEL OR SENEL:

SOUND LEVEL:

A-2

ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY

Lines drawn about a noise source indicating constant levels of
noise exposure. CNEL and L, contours are frequent]y utilized
to describe community exposure to noise.

Sound Exposure Level or Single Event Noise Exposure Level.
The level of noise accumulated during a single noise event, such
as an aircraft overflight, with reference to a duration of one
second. More specifically, it is the time-integrated A-weighted
squared sound pressure level for a stated time interval or event,
based on a reference pressure of 20 micropascals and a
reference duration of one second.

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound
level meter using the A-weighting filter network. The A-
weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and very high
frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the
response of the human ear and gives good correlation with
subjective reactions to noise.

(BBA -




EXHIBIT E




ENVIRONMENTAL ADVANTAGES

MIRAMAR is by far the most environmentally superior site

as compared to all other suggested site alternatives.

o Historical and archeological considerations
o Endangered and threatened species

o Water quality

o Air quality

o Coastal zone management

o Wetlands and floodplains

o Landfill and birds

Historical and Archeological Considerations

The 1990 SANDAG Air Carrier Airport Site Selection Study has
indicated that there are areas of vernal pool complexes located on
the Kearny Mesa north and south of San Clemente Canyon and
immediately to the west of Interstate 15. Also in this area are a
number of mima mounds. If not already destroyed by military
operations, the preservation of vernal pools and mima mounds are
essential and should remain a high priority. Strict coordination
to preserve fhe vernal pools and mima mounds must become part of
the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and the Multiple
Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP).

According to the 1990 SANDAG Air Carrier Airport Site
Selection Study, one of the areas of vernal pools and'mima mounds
south of San Clemente Canyon has been designed as the Miramar

Mounds Natural Landmark and has been 1listed in the National




Registry of Natural Landmarks. The National Registry of Natural
Landmarks includes nationally significant ecological and geological
features. An analysis of various runway orientations indicates
that the MIRAMAR site could be developed as a civil airport without

disturbing the Miramar Mounds Natural Landmark.

Endangered and Threatened Species

The San Diego International Airport Foundation supports the
efforts of the MCSP and the MHCP. Through this effort,
preservation of thousands of acres adjacent to MIRAMAR could be
preserved in perpetuity and protect the habitat of endangered,

candidate and other key species.

Water Quality / Drainage / NPDES

The relocation of Lindbergh Field to MIRAMAR should not
significantly impact water quality in the area if proper
precautions are taken. Potential pollutants associated with
airport operations include residual o0il and grease buildup on
runway and apron surfaces, rubber buildup on the runways, and fuel
spills. The inclusion of special settling ponds and oil skimming
ponds in the surface drainage network would prevent these
pollutants from contaminating surface water supplies. In contrast,
Lindbergh field has a far greater change to pollute the San Diego

Bay due to its close proximity to that body of water.



Air Quality

MIRAMAR would be closest to concentrations of originating
passengers and would have the lowest total vehicle-miles traveled,
fesulting in the lowest net air quality impact of the sites. This
is extremely important given the federal, state and local Clean Air
Act requirements.

The operation of MIRAMAR as a replacement of Lindbergh Field
will decrease air pollutive emissions in the surrounding areas and
the region due to several reasons not limited to:

(a) Extraordinary mass transit opportunities;

(b) Existing rail line;

(c) The underground fuel line extending from Long Beach to
MIRAMAR will save transport time, fuel costs, and burning
of fuel;

(d) Although Lindbergh Field departures are on time, arrivals
will soon begin to "cue" and thus cause increased fuel
burnage. This in turn will cause air quality impacts and

also cause unnecessary airline fuel costs increases.

Coastal Zone Management

The MIRAMAR site does not fall within five miles of the coast;
therefore, coastal zone management considerations would not be
required. Lindbergh Field is within the Coastal Zone and thus is

restricted to Local Coastal Plans.




Wetlands and Floodplains

The San Diego International Airport Foundation supports the
efforts of the MCSP and the MHCP. Through this effort,
preservation of thousands of acres adjacent to MIRAMAR could be
preserved in perpetuity and protect the habitat of endangered,

candidate and other key species.

Environmental Stewardship Example in San Diego
In the 1960’s, Camp Matthews land was redeveloped into UCSD,

which has become a significant part of the San Diego community.
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November 16, 1993

POINT PAPLR FOR MAYOR BUD LEWIS

Subject: MCAS E| Toro- NAS Miramar- Lindbergh Field

* BRAC-93 recommended that NfCAS FJ Toro be closed and that tenant units be
transferred to N AS Miramar.

* DOD's plan callad for transfer of Miramar tenant units to NAS Leemoore and
NAS Fallon in order 10 aseommodate the inove of Marine Corps Aviation unils

from MCAS El Toro and MCAS (H) Tustin.

* BRAC-93 Recommendations were passed without change by the Congress and
arz now public law.

Discussion:

MCAS El Toro and MCAS (H) Tustin are first class Aviation facilities. During the
decade of the ¥0's, over $550M was spent building barracks, hangars, housing,
maintenance facilities. aircraft parkirg ramps, supply buildings, etc. The proposed closing
of these facilities is the result of a tadlv flawed process which unnecessarily wastes
billions of dollars by targeting the wrong bases.

Closing costs for the Marine Corps {acilities and transfer of the tenant units has heen
revalidated at $1.28B. There is no moncy cither budgeted or eppropriuted for the move.
In fact. the $583M planned for housing at Miramar for Marines has been pushed back to
FY 98. BRAC is to fund for base closures, but has no money for this purpose.

The operational problems with aircraft operations at Lindteigh are well documented.
Repeated studies have delineated the hazards and shertfalls of conducting aircraft
operations there and in the future. Additionally. it is essential that San Diego be prepared
for the trading boomn associated with the passage of NAFTA and the just concluded GATT
Agroement, and the rapid growth in aircraft operations that surcly will follow.

Miramar presents 2 large open arza for expansion, existing taxiways and runways,
freeways for easy access on three sides . plus a rail head for rapid transit. While nothing is
simple, SANDAG should seize the moment by supporting avery effort that seeks to
acquire Miramar for civilian use while redeveloping Lindbergh. Resulting furds from the
development of Lindbeigh will help to defray the costs of the Navy move as well as the
construction of the requirad facilities at Miramar.

Conclusion:



The BRAC-93 process has opened a window of spportunity tc acquire Miramar that must
be seized. SANDAG should move quickly to support all efforts to acquire Miramar for a
civil airport pow '!'.
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January 7, 19%

Honorable Mayor Susan Golding
202 “C" Street, 11th Floor
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Relocation of Lindbergh Field Airport

Dear Mayor Golding:

Based upan my experience in Washington, D.C.., in both the Senate and the
Executive Branch of the Government during the past 13 years and after consultation with
the military, it is my firm conviction that an economic impact study on alternative uscs
for Miramar Naval Air Station would not send the wrong signal to the Department of
the Navy, Further, ! do not believe that such a study and/or the actual closure of NAS
Miramar would adversely impact or result in the closure of other naval military facilities

in Southern California.

BRAC 1993's decision to close Miramar was based upon operational
considerations and excess naval air field capacity. San Diego’s decision 10 look at
alternative uses for Miramar would be viewed as a responsible decision by the

Department of the Navy and 1995 BRAC members,

Sincerely,

AJP:lgr
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Present

1993

1992-1993

1989-1992

1991-1993

1988-1989

ANTHONY J. PRINCIPI
Adams, Duque & Hazeltine
401 West A Street, 26th Floor
San Diego, California 92101-7910
Office: (619) 232-1240 Home: (619) 756-2155

Fax: (619) 2321351

CAREER HISTORY

Partner, Adams, Duque & Hazeltine, San Diego, New
York, Loy Angeles and San Irancisco,

Republican Chief Counsel and Staff Director, U.S.
Senate Committee on Armed Services.

Secretary of Veterans Affuirs. Appointed by President
Bush to serve as Secretary upon the resignation of
Edward Derwinski.

Deputy Secretary of Veterans Affairs, Washington,
DC. Appointed by President George Bush and
confirmed by the U.S, Senate to be the first Deputy
Secretary, the second highest position in the newly
created Cabinet Department. As chief operating
officer I directed the day-to-day activities of the
Federal government’s second largest department with
a $35 billion budget and 250,000 employees. I
interacted with the White House, Congress, all federal
departments and the private sector to coordinate
activities for the provision of health-care services and
benefits delivery to 27.3 million veterans, their
dependents and survivors.

Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Federal
Quality Institute, Washington, D.C. The Board
oversees the Institute in its responsibility to promote
and adopt the culture of Total Quality Management
within the Federal Government.

General Counsel - Navy Broadway Redevelopment
Project, San Diego, California. Worked with city,
county and state officials in the Navy’s first public-
private venture involving real estate development.



1984-1988

1983-1984

1980-1983

1975-1980

1970-1972

1969-1970

1967-1969

1967
1975

Republican Chief Counsel and Staff Director, Senate
Committee on Veterans Affairs. Principal legal and
legislative policy advisor to Chairman and mcmbers of
the Committee on all matters affecting the VA
Developed health, benefit and facility construction
policy, formulated the VA budget, supervised
professional staff and drafted legislation for
consideration by the U.S. Senuate. Chairman - Alan K.
Simpson (Wyoming) 1984-86 Ranking Minority
Member - Frank H. Murkowski (Alaska) 1986-88.

Deputy Administrator for Congressional and Public
Affairs, Veterans Administrativn, Washington, D.C.

Counsel, Senate Committee on Armed Services.
Advisor to Chairman and members of the Committee
on all matters related to military and civilian
manpower in the Department of Defense, including
military and civilian manpower levels, health-care
delivery and programs, housing, education, military
justice, pay and benefits, Chairman - John Tower
(Texas)

Judge Advocate General’s Corps, U.S. Navy, Trial
attorney, legal counsel to Commander, Training
Command, U.S. Pacific Flect and legal and legislative
counsel, Office of the Secretary of the Navy.

Company Officer, Naval Training Command, Newport,
RL

Unit Commander assigned to River Patrol Squadron
V, Tra Cu, Republic of Vietnam.

Engineering Officer, USS Joseph P, Kennedy.

EDUCATION
U.S. Naval Academy, Annapolls, Maryland - B.S.

Seton Hall University, Sckool of Law, Newark, NJ -
3D,
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Washington Airports Task Force

Januvary 9, 1994

Mr. Douglas Manchester
Chainman

SDIAF

1 Market Place, Thirty-Third Floor
San Diego, California 92101

Dear Mr. Maachester:

Thank you for your letter of January 4th. The Washington Airports Task Force
is a community-based organization dedicated to the provision of the air service
and supporting infrastructure required by our region to sustain quelity
employment and a healthy economy in today's global market.

The attached report for your Board of Directors is based upon our experience
over the last twelve years working with the Metropolitan Washington Airports
Authority to develop a full range of air services at Washington Dulles. A key
goal was to remove the warp created in our air service capability by the
limitations inherent in downtown Washington National Airport.

Some further points for your consideration:

Cempetition and the Puture

Communities today compete for air service just as they compete for economic
development.

Creation of a full service airport is a first step; it makes you a player. However
the "Build it and they will come.” philosophy does not work for airports any
more than it works for any other forms of commerce. Washington Dulles lay
fallow for 20 years until the community became disturbed 2nd launched a
marketing program. Major carriers are seeking consolidation, not expansien,
and while the volatile nature of the airline industry can provide a major
underserved market with good opportunities for service expansicn, that is
unlikely to happen at Miramar (or anywhere else), without a sustained,
aggressive, strategic, marketing campaign.

PO Box 17242, Washingtor Dullas international Airport, Washington, D.C. 20041
OFFICE: (703) 661-8040 FAX: (703} 661-8624




Mr, Douglas Manchester
January 9, 1994
Page Two

Some suggestions; ‘_

Cet the airlines on side early - extremely difficult as the carriers are cynical of
community needs and new airport projects, and polarized by their own problems.
Credible guarantees that airline costs really will be held low is highly desirable,

Airline support would benefit everything that's difficult from getting the lowest
possible interest rates to federal funding.

A "deficiency analysis" conducted over the next few months using realistic criteria
credible to the industry would:

a) quantify the warp created by Lindbergh Field and demonstrate the importance
of the Miramar project,

b) provide a realistic assessment for initia! facility requirements at Miramar, and

c) add credibility to the project with the financial and airline industries,

Incidently, our last deficiency study in 1992 showed that 250,560 passengers moved
between Washington and San Diego in 1990, but only 139,224 were able to travel on

a nonstop flight. The remainder took connecting flights due to fare incentives or Jack
of direct service.

Recent noise legislation requires the retirement of noisier stage-two aircraft around the
year 2000. This mandate causes all the noise contours projected by the FAA's Part 150
process to move in towards the airport. The higher and best use of the land betwzen
the airpost noise contours and the existing communities is for commercial development
which generates business tax revenues for local governments.

The credentials for our comments are the results achieved. Since 1982, on the International
front alone, markets served nonstop from Washington Dulles have been increased from one to
19, passenger use from 350,000 to over 2 million, and cargo grew at 17% per year, two and a
half times the U.S, average. As a result, our businesses and tourism industry now have fifty
percent of the world's total GNP at the end of a nonstop flight, and Dulles has come from
chscurity’ to be the third largest gateway to Europe on the east coast and we vie with Newark
for the second place as a gateway to the Pacific Rim Both are based on the avaiiability of a
nonstop flight frequencies. In parallel, state and local tax revenues increased substantially,

on-airport empleyment grew from 3,159 in 1983 to 11,704 in 1992, and new busincss has
been attracted 10 our region.

'As late as 1986, Dulles was routinely referred to as a YWhite Elephant, a federal mistake;
now it is considered "a masterpicce of wise, long-range planning”.



Mr. Douglas Manchester
January 9, 1994
Page Three

A note on the Task Force, its goals and results, forms Appendix 2. Developing Miramar into
& full service international gateway will take more than ten years of sustained community and
political commitment but it can be done; if you don't do it, the San Diego area will never
reach its full potential as a place to live and work.

Your foundation and this Task Force may be the only two organizations of their type in the

nation, and as you will find it can be lonely out in front! We welcome this opportunity to
serve you and I hope that the information is helpful 10 your very worth cause.

Yours sincerely,

A{ o) g a&.{Q/\
Leo J. Schefer
LJS/ask

attachments




Washington Airports Task Force

AIR SERVICE AND THE ECONOMY

A REPORT FOR THE SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT FOUNDATION
PREPARED BY
THE WASHINGTON AIRPORTS TASK FORCE
JANUARY 9, 1994

P.O. Box 17349, Washington Dulles International Airport, Washington, D.C. 20041
OFFICE: (703) 661-8040 FAX: (703) 661-8624



In today's global market, a major city will require a full-service airport if it is to sustain
in the 21st century a vibrant economy offering attractive employment, a sound
environment and an enviable quality of life.

Despite the presence of Los Angeles International Airport, approximately 120 miles to the
north, the San Diego region will not achieve its full economic potential if it continues to rely
upon Lindbergh Field for its air service needs. Lindbergh's limitations already appear to have
caused the loss of the limited European service your community once enjoyed. The
developments we can expect in air travel will render your existing downtown facility ever
more obsolete, regardless of the convenience of its location or the excellence of its
management.

Strong parallels exist between Washington and San Diego. Washington's National Airport,
like Lindbergh Field, is downtown, largely surrounded by urban development, has short
runways and restricted approaches which are unpopular with pilots and many passengers.
While both National and Lindbergh Field offer great convenience for many short-haul
travelers, neither can provide the full range of quality air service required by the communities
they serve.

Unlike San Diego, Washington had a largely unused existing civilian facility with full service
potential at Washington Dulles.'

The Washington Airports Task Force was formed in 1982 by the business community to
attract needed air services to Washington Dulles, and we are pleased to have the opportunity
to support a kindred organization in San Diego. The Washington Airports Task Force is a
coalition of approximately 1,000 business, travel industry, civic, and government leaders in
the "gateway" region served by Washington Dulles. We are dedicated to the provision of the
quality air service and supporting infrastructure which we believe is needed to sustain our
region's long-term economic health.

This report is based on our experience gained as Washington Dulles was moved from
obscurity to the front rank of growing international gateways, and to prominence as a
domestic facility. This experience also included the transfer of the Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority, legislation which allegedly consumed more Congressional time than the
restructuring of the nation's tax laws during that same year. Results achieved by the coalition
working in harmony with the Airports Authority are given in Appendix 2.

'"The distance between downtown Washington, D.C. and Washington Dulles is more than
twice the distance between downtown San Diego and Miramar, NAS.

Washington Airports Task Force | San Diego - 1



The laws of physics work against Lindbergh Field.

While it is technically feasible to design an airplane to fly great distances from Lindbergh
Field's limited runways, such an aircraft would not be economically attractive to the air
carriers and would not sell. Aircraft are optimized in their design for safe, economic
operation over the majority of routes. Short hauls - stage lengths of up to 1,000 miles - call
for competitive frequencies in dense markets as well as the ability to operate into smaller,
sometimes restricted, air fields. Aircraft primarily designed for short and medium hauls can
operate without economic penalty from Lindbergh Field. At the other extreme, large wide-
bodied aircraft optimized for long-haul and international routes between major markets cannot
operate at gross weight from Lindbergh Field's limited runways and therefore cannot reach
their full economic potential. Other considerations apart, the small dimensions of Lindbergh
Field would so limit the economic potential of a long-haul airplane, that it would be
impractical for a carrier to operate such aircraft in a competitive air service environment. As
a result, the majority of San Diego's long distance travelers and those flying beyond North
America must drive to Los Angeles or fly via a connection at another international gateway.
Lindbergh's limitations thus deny San Diego the benefit of even single plane service to
destinations on other continents.

High tech industries pay high wages and are dependent upon air travel.

High tech and service oriented industries which represent a key part of our nation's
competitive strength in world markets have a 50 percent higher demand for air travel than
traditional industries. The output of these high tech industries typically has a high value to
weight ratio, and to keep inventory costs down, these companies also make extensive use of
air cargo.

Much of modern commerce is volatile as successful companies must respond rapidly to
change. This is particularly true of new entrepreneurial companies often built around new
products with high growth potential. Many of these companies tend to lease rather than buy
their facilities and as a result they can and do move. Around 70 percent of a region's
business growth traditionally comes from existing employers, a figure which assumes the
maintenance by the community of a favorable business environment. A key parameter today
for companies looking to expand is the availability of air transportation services, and even for
small companies that means access to international as well as domestic markets.

Also, as the airline's assets are mobile and many employees use leased space, only the region
has fixed assets.

Will telecommunications change travel habits?

The marriage of new computer science and telecommunications capabilities likely will have a
profound effect on our work, social interaction. and travel habits. For more than thirty years
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it has been argued that telecommunications advances will reduce the need for travel. To date,
the reverse has been true. The growth of travel and communications have followed a similar
upward path. The new telecommunications capabilities will increase our ability to do
business over great distances. While the electronic capability may remove the need for some
forms of routine business travel, in the author's opinion, the available evidence strongly
suggests that by facilitating business growth improved telecommunications will increase the
need for business, and as a secondary result, pleasure travel. The new telecommunication
capabilities will not reduce a major city's need for a full service airport.

Historic Pattern

The outer limits of a company's marketing outreach and delivery is defined by the timeliness
and responsiveness of the transportation services available at its location.” If a product can be
delivered only by road, the market for that product extends only as far as it can be moved to
meet schedules. It stands to reason that products moved by air are available to a much wider
market area.

Businesses other than manufacturers have similar limitations on their markets. The ability of
a company to act or react in a timely manner is a function of its ability to move its people
swiftly to the point of need.

Research into the influence of speed on transportation through the ages shows that as soon as
two population centers are brought within the span of a twelve hour journey, there has been
an upsurge in travel and trade between them and a stimulus to economic and population
growth at either end.’

As the jet airplane was progressively introduced into service after 1958, the pattern of reduced
journey time followed by growth has been repeated in many parts of the world. A notable
example is the North Atlantic. In 1958 when jet service commenced, two million people
journeyed across the North Atlantic, one million by sea, and one million by air. This year,
approximately 30 million travellers will cross the North Atlantic, and only a few thousand
will go sea for the novelty.

Global Market

Over the last thirty years the jet airplane has compressed the time and cost barriers to long
distance travel, bringing us face to face with the realities of one small world and making

’Gordan and Schefer, Economic Development Commentary. Fall 1990.

*Presidential address to the Royal Aeronautical Society by Sir George Edwards - London,
1958.
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possible a truly global business environment. Today's products are produced on a multi-
national basis, major employers are multi-national in scope and many smaller manufacturers
rely on sales in world as well as domestic markets.

The speed and efficiency of the jet airplane has catalyzed a massive international tourism
industry. In many areas of the United States, the domestic tourism market is maturing and
most growth is projected to come from overseas. Also, the foreign visitor typically spends
more and stays longer.

Today, San Diego is one of the top ten tourism destinations for foreign visitors in the United
States. However, the city is unlikely to be reaping the full potential of its tourist attractions
as it does not have direct access to international markets. For many international visitors, San
Diego is a stop on an itinerary which began and will end at another city with a gateway
airport. Most of the visitor's spending will accrue to his primary destination, not San Diego.

Transportation is an economic throttle.

A community which has the market base to attract direct international air service will relegate
itself to secondary status if it does not have a full service airport. The argument over which
comes first, a strong business base or air service, is irrelevant, particularly for San Diego. A
community won't for long retain a strong business base, nor be able to attract new business in
the modern world, without a full service airport. It is quite simple; you cannot trade if you
cannot get there, and communities which have not put themselves on the world's international
air service map by the end of this century will not for long be on the world's economic map
in the next.

Practical examples to support these comments follow. Supporting documents form
Appendix 1.

Supporting Examples

. One year after the first nonstop services had been inaugurated between Washington
Dulles and the markets served through Frankfort and Tokyo, German visitors to
Washington, D.C. and the Commonwealth of Virginia had grown by 180 percent, and
Japanese visitors had increased by 260 percent.*

‘Virginia Department of Tourism.
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° New international services attracted to Washington Dulles in 1992 and 1993 created an
estimated 700,000 and 196,000 new room nights per year for the region's hotel
industry.’

° Progressive annual studies conducted by KPMG Peat Marwick of foreign-owned

companies in the National Capital Area concluded that the availability of air service,
together with access to markets, were the two primary reasons for foreign investment
in the region.

. From 1978 through the mid-80s, Atlanta made significant gains in international air
service. A study conducted by the Atlanta Chamber of Commerce demonstrated the
linkage between new service and the creation of new international investment from the
country served. As in the KPMG study of the National Capital Area, foreign
multinationals chose to locate at a U.S. city connected to their headquarters by a
nonstop flight.

Foreign companies stand out. The corollary is that American companies with international
business also choose to locate in communities offering convenient air service to their major
markets as well as an attractive business environment. Further, companies tend to locate
headquarters and divisions with extensive travel needs close to airports. Thus, the availability
of good air service tends to attract the higher paying jobs, a further benefit to a region's
economy, culture, and quality of life.

. Three years after the first nonstop service was inaugurated between Dallas-Ft. Worth
and Tokyo airports:

- Pacific Rim investment in the North Texas region had increased nearly three-
fold, from 59 to 161 companies.

- Passenger travel had grown 377 percent.
- Trade sustained by the service was valued at $1.1 billion per year.
. According to the State of Maryland, the introduction of a KLM combined passenger

cargo 747 service to Amsterdam four days per week in 1991 had added $100 million
to the region's economy one year later.

Washington Airports Task Force Analysis
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nternational Gains by Ten Cities

The linkage between the availability of international air service and a strong economy also is
recognized by at least 30 major communities in the United States whose airports in 1989
formed a coalition to seek federal policies which would give equal weight to the economic
need of cities in the execution of international aviation agreements. The coalition is known
as the United States Airports for Better International Air Service (USA-BIAS). To support
their claims, the coalition published a study in 1990 covering the positive economic impact
experienced by ten of their members through the introduction of new international services.
The study was conducted by Kurth & Company of Washington, D.C. and it concluded that
the introduction of a nonstop daily service to a new international market generated new
economic activity worth between $265 million and $720 million per year for the region
surrounding the airport. The variation came with aircraft size and the wealth of the market
served. The extremes were a B767 service to London and a B747 service to Tokyo. Visitors
and airline expenditures accounted for $125 million to $500 million of the first year gain,
induced exports, and foreign investment for the other $140 million to $220 million.

In response to USA-BIAS, the federal government introduced the Cities Program to help
communities gain service from foreign carriers when U.S. carriers were unwilling to respond.
By October 1992, nine USA-BIAS members had gained a total of 17 new services under the
Cities Program. A further Kurth & Company analysis concluded that these new services had
added $3.9 billion a year in new economic activity and 83,000 jobs to the U.S. economy.

Canada

The value of air service to a community also can be demonstrated in a negative sense. The
current air service agreement between the United States and Canada dates from the late 1960s
and is obsolete. Air service is excluded from the trade agreement between the United States
and Canada, as well as from NAFTA. This outdated agreement reflects the travel patterns of
the late 1960s when many services still were operated by propeller aircraft and when the air
transport industries in both countries were regulated by government. As a result of the
obsolescence:

. Only 30 percent of the 264 major trans-border city-pair markets are allowed nonstop
or one-stop service today and only 8 percent are allowed competitive service.

. Canadian trans-border passenger service grew only 15 percent during the 1980s
compared to an average of 78.3 percent between the United States and the rest of the
world. The lost service and trade opportunities caused by this bilateral restriction
today is costing both countries an estimated $10.3 billion a year in lost economic
activity and 211,000 jobs. including 6.000 jobs in the air transport industrv. a source
of singular frustration to many communities throughout the United States and Canada.
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A further study by Bombardier of Canada showed that Canadian industry is cut off from
direct access to more than 100 million American consumers by this outdated air service
agreement and Fokker Aircraft concluded that an open skies agreement between the United
States and Canada would lead to a progressive requirement for 48 additional 100-passenger jet
aircraft, plus a further unspecified number of wide-body units.

International Air Service and Jobs

The National Governors Association in 1990 and the National Commission to Ensure a Strong
and Competitive Airline Industry in 1992 stressed the importance of air service to the
maintenance of employment and a strong economy. A direct measure of this linkage can be
found in the National Capital Area.

Studies and surveys conducted for the Washington Airports Task Force demonstrate that:
« For every job in the Washington region, ten airline tickets are sold each year.

. Eighty percent of adult voters in the region visit Washington's Dulles or National
Airports at least once each year.

. Fifty percent of the region's households make three or more trips by air each year.

Air transportation means cargo as well as passengers.

A 1990 study conducted for the Commonwealth of Virginia by SH&E showed that 21.9
percent by value of the mid-Atlantic region's exports were going by air. As the cost of
shipping by air steadily reduces, and the value per pound of our exported product increases,
the percentage of goods moving by air will expand substantially.

The beneficiaries however will be the communities with efficient multi-modal ground access
for their airports and an abundance of wide-body passenger or freighter service.® Cargo
activity typically accounts for 35-45 percent of the economic activity on a mature full service

airport.

Conclusion

Development of a full service commercial airport capable of sustaining a full range of today's
domestic and international air services is an essential ingredient if the San Diego region is to
sustain a sound economy and good quality of life into the next century. Without a modern

"

®Most air cargo today moves in the belly of a wide-body passenger aircraft. or in "combi
aircraft which carry cargo and passengers on the main deck.
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airport facility offering potential for growth, parallel and multiple 11,000 feet (or longer)
runways, unrestricted approaches, good ground access, and environmental compatibility, none
of which are offered by Lindbergh Field, the San Diego region will have no ability to attract
direct international air service for passengers and cargo, nor will the region be able to sustain
a full level of domestic service.

Continued reliance on Lindbergh Field will lead to the progressive slow decline of the
region's economy as the community is relegated to secondary and short-haul status in the
nation's air transportation system. The mission of the San Diego International Airport
Foundation is timely and vital.

Washington Airports Task Force /| San Diego - 8



APPENDIX 1

STUDIES PREPARED FOR
UNITED STATES AIRPORTS FOR BETTER INTERNATIONAL AIR SERVICE




APPENDIX 1

I'able of Contents

U.S. - Canada Air Transportation: A Macro-Analytic Review of Traffic Services and
Economic Underperformance

Leeper, Cambridge & Campbell, Inc. 1992 Update

Economic Impact of International Air Services Instituted at USA-BIAS Cities Since
June 30, 1989

Kurth & Company, Inc. October 14, 1992

Better International Air Service: Economic Base and Economic Benefits

Kurth & Company, Inc. June 1990



U.S. - CANADA AIR TRANSPORTATION:
A Macro-Analytic Review of Traffic
Services And Economic Underperformance

1992 Update

Sponsored by:

United States Airports for
Better International Air Service

Dr. Brian M. Campbell, President 700 N. Fairfax Street, Suite 502
Thomas E. Stalnaker, Sr. Analyst Alexandria, VA 22314
Leeper, Cambridge & Campbell, Inc. Tel. (703) 836-0522

Fax (703) 683-0345

October 14, 1992




SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Purpose

USA-BIAS invited the aviation consulting firm of Leeper, Cambridge & Campbell, Inc.
to examine the trends in U.S.-Canada air traffic, and to interpret those trends in relation
to air service constraints and measures of economic performancc The ultimate finding
is that the absence of a liberal aviation bilateral agreement’ between the U.S. and

Canada is costmg North American communities more than $10 billion annually, or $28
million per day, in lost economic benefits and 211,000 jobs.

iri i
The analysis in this study clearly supports three fundamental observations:

1. The growth in U.S.-Canada air travel has stagnated. Total growth from 1980 to 1991
was only 15%° whxlc the eleven-year growth in total trade between the U.S. and
Canada was 51%.* (Charts 1 and 2; and Exhibits 1 and 6).

2. U.S. International air travel to and from other major countries increased very
significantly during the decade of the 1980’s (Chart 3 and Exhibit 2). From 1980 to
1990, for example, U.S. international passenger travel increased as follows:

U.S. - World, Excluding Canada 78.3%
(a) Liberal Operating Regimes

U.S. - France 156.9%
U.S. - West Germany 104.2
U.S. - Netherlands 93.1

' A "liberal” aviation bilateral agreement is one which contains the major elements of a procompetitive
agreement, as postulated in DOT order 90-1-62, such as open entry and a liberal pricing environment.

2 This is equivalent to 1.2% per year.

3 Measured in constant U.S. dollars.



(b) Other Significant Markets
U.S. - Japan 179.0%
U.S. - United Kingdom 3.2
U.S. - Mexico 46.4
(c) U.S.- Canada 26.2%

U.S. - Canada scheduled capacity has increased very little since 1980, and U.S. hubs
are not well connected to the major Canadian cities.

e Only 30% of the 264 U.S. hub - major Canadian city-pair markets have non-stop

or one-stop service (Chart 6). Only 8% of these 264 transborder markets have
competitive single-plane service.

e In the top 25 O&D transborder markets, non-stop seat capacity has increased by
only 31% during the last 12 years (Chart 4).

e While the U.S. flag share of non-stop seats increased from 59% to 64% between
1980 and 1992, much of the increase has been with small aircraft.

Analysis

1.

Customarily, long term air travel growth is significantly higher than trade in general
(or total economic growth); however, the opposite has occurred in the U.S.-Canada
transborder market. Under a liberal aviation bilateral agreement, air travel growth
in the U.S.-Canada transborder market would have conservatively grown at twice the

rate for overall trade between the two countries (as it did between the U.S. and the
EC-12).

If U.S.- Canada air travel had increased at twice the rate of growth in total trade
between the two countries since 1980, scheduled air passengers would have been 15.5
million (Chart 7) instead of 8.3 million.

A liberal aviation bilateral agreement would therefore have produced $10.3 billion
more in economic benefits to airport communities in 1991. (Chart 8).

A liberal aviation bilateral agreement would have generated approximately 211,000

more jobs for communities on both sides of the border in 1991, and 6,000 of those
jobs would be in the airline industry (Chart 9).
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TOTAL PASSENGER AND CARGO ECONOMIC IMPACT

Entity Passenger Cargo TOTAL
Transatlantic 2,123,354,743 $129,245,147 2,252,599,890
Transpacific 878,042,950 $43,641,218 921,684,168
South America L7375 100 $6,714,034 180,489,134
Canada 308,328,219 - 308,328,219
Mexico 295,836,710 - 295,836,710
Total $3,779,337,722 $179,600,399 | $3,958,938,121 |
Total Estimated Job Impact 1/ 85,418

I/ Based on the study “The Economic Impact of an Open Skies Agreement between the United States and the European
Community”, by Brian Campbell, with assistance from KClnc. Exhibit 7, page 1.

Jobs generated is estimated by dividing total impact by $46,348, the U.S. GNP per job in 1989.
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SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL AIR SERVICES INSTITUTED AT USA-BIAS CITIES SINCE JUNE 30,1989

(except cargo)
Induced Total Primary & Export Time
Estimatced Avcrage Primary Downstrcam  Induced Impact Expansion Saved Total
Passcngers Expenditure Economic Econ. Impact  From Visitors (Arriving From Economic
Annual 65% Load Forcign Per Forcign Airlinc Impact with 2.5 and Airline Passcngers Forcign Nonstop Impact
Entity Scats Factor  Visitors Visitor Expenditures (Col d + ¢) Multiplicr Expenditures * $1,693) Pcr Fgn. Visitor  Service in U.S.
(w) (b) (c) () () O} (8 (h) () @) (k) 0}

Transatlantic 612,222 389,011 188,946 $239,338,833  $54,986,755 $294,325,588  $735,813,970 $1,030,139,559 $658,595,115  $424,616,849 $10,003,220 $2,123,354,743
Transpacific 190,736 123,978 88,025 138,902,920 31,483,968 170,386,888 425,967,219 596,354,107 209,895,431 69,995,725 1,797,687 878,042,950
South America 44,928 29,203 19,082 17,967,269 8,304,696 26,271,965 65,679,912 91,951,877 49,441,018 31,876,169 506,037 173,775,100
Canada 135,356 87,981 47,070 27,065,278 4,459,098 31,524,376 78,810,940 110,335,317 148,952,510 48,017,609 1,022,784 308,328,219
Mexico 138,320 89,908 26,523 $15,250,645 $11,311,855  $26,562,500 $66,406,249 $92,968,748 $152,214,244 $49,069,089  $1,584,629 $295,836,710
Total 1,121,562 720,082 369.646 $438,524,944 $110,546,372 $549,071,316 $1,372,678,291 $1,921,749,608 $1,219,098,318  $623,575,441 $14,914,355
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ECONOMIC IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL AIR SERVICES INSTITUTED AT USA-BIAS CITIES SINCE JUNE 30,1989

(except cargo)
TRANSATLANTIC
$1,150 Induced Total Primary & Export Time
Estimated Avcrage Primary Downstream  Induced Impact Expansion Foreign Saved Total
Passcngers Expcnditure Economic Econ. Impact  From Visitors (Arriving Investment From Economic
Annual  65% Load Forcign  Per Foreign Airlinc Impact with 2.5 and Airlinc Passcngers  Approx. $1,092  Nonstop Impact
To From Scats Factor  Visitors Visitor Expenditures  (Col d + ¢) Multiplicr Expenditurcs * $1,693) Pcr Fgn. Visitor  Scrvice in U.S.
(a) (b) (c) (C)) (©) 0] (8 (h) (i) 0] (k) U]
BWI AMS 54,275 35,279 18,874  $21,705,251 $5,523,350  $27,228,601 $68,071,502 $95,300,103 $59,726,924 $38,507,814 $820,231 $194,355,072
BWI TLV I/ 14,872 5200 2,782 3,199,300 2,131,074 5,330,374 13,325,935 18,656,309 8,803,600 5,675,956 120,900 33,256,765
CLT FRA 39,156 25,451 13,616 15,658,974 5,523,350 21,182,324 52,955,810 74,138,133 43,089,220 27,780,967 591,745 145,600,065
DFW MAD 89,180 57,967 23,766 35,664,197 5,523,350 41,187,547 102,968,867 144,156,414 98,138,131 63,272,720 1,710,027 307,277,291
DFW TLV I/ 14,872 5200 2,782 3,199,300 3,145,531 6,344,831 15,862,078 22,206,909 8,803,600 5,675,956 120,900 36,807,365
DTW AMS 94,640 61,516 32,911 37,847,719 5,523,350 43,371,069 108,427,673 151,798,742 104,146,588 67,146,559 1,430,247 324,522,136
MSP AMS 53,625 34,856 18,648 21,445,308 5,523,350 26,968,658 67,421,645 94,390,302 59,011,631 38,046,643 810,408 192,258,984
MCO LGW 74,880 48,672 26,040 29,945,448 5,523,350 35,468,798 88,671,995 124,140,793 82,401,696 53,126,948 1,131,624 260,801,061
MCO ORY 41,314 26,854 11,064 16,521,985 5,523,350 22,045,335 55,113,338 77,158,673 45,463,991 29,312,056 789,511 152,724,230
IAD BRU 67,704 44,008 20,420 27,075,676 5,523,350 32,599,026 81,497,565 114,096,591 74,504,867 48,035,616 1,179,404 237,816,477
IAD MAD 67,704 44,008 18,043 $27,075.676 $5,523,350  $32,599,026 $81,497,565 $114,096,591 $74,504,867 $48,035616 $1,298,224 $237,935,297
Transatlantic
Total 612,222 389,011 188,946 $239,338,833  $54,986,755 $294,325,588  $735,813,970 $1,030,139,559 $658,595,115  $424,616,849 $10,003,220 | $2,123,354,743

I/ Since these scrvices make a stop at JFK, passengers were estimated to be 50 per flight per direction for both LY flights.

Airline expeditures were reduced by basing fucl and food expenses on the milcage to JFK only.
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LECONOMIC IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL AIR SERVICES INSTITUTED AT USA-

BIAS CITIES SINCE JUNE 30,1989

(except cargo)

SOUTH AMERICAN

$1,150 Induced Total Primary & Export Time
Estimated Avcrage Primary Downstrcam  Induced Impact Expansion Forcign Saved Total
Passcngers Expenditure Economic Econ. Impact  From Visitors (Arriving Investment From Economic
Annual  65% Load Forcign  Per Forcign Airlinc Impact with 2.5 and Airlinc Passcngers Approx. $1,092  Nonstop Impact
To  From Scats Factor  Visitors Visitor Expenditures  (Col d + ¢) Multiplicr Expenditurcs * $1,693) Per Fgn. Visitor Scrvice inU.S.
B (b) © @ © 10} ® (h) 0) 0 ) 0}

BWI SCL 1/ 8.268 5.374 3147 $3.306,477 $2,781,346 $6,087,823 $15,219,556 $21,307,379 $9,098,521 $5,866,101 $112,858 $36,384,858
IAD BSB 36,600 23,829 15,965 $14,660,792 $5,523,350  $20,184,142 $50,460,356 $70,644 498 $40,342 497 $26,010,068 $393,179 $137,390,242
South American
Total 44,928 29,203 19,082  $17,967,269 $8,304,696  $26,271,965 $65,679,912 $91,951,877 $49,441,018 $31,876,169

I/ Since this scrvice makes a stop ut MIA, passengers were estimated to be 35 per flight per direction for UC,
Airline expeditures were reduced by basing fucl and food cxpenses on the milcage to MIA only.

$506,037 $173,775,100
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ECONOMIC IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL AIR SERVICES INSTITUTED AT USA-BIAS CITIES SINCE JUNE 30,1989

(except cargo)
TRANSPACIFIC
$1,578 Induced Total Primary & Export Time
Estimated Avcrage Primary Downstrcam  Induced Impact Expansion Forcign Saved Total
Passcngers Expenditure Economic Econ. Impact  From Visitors (Arriving Investment From Economic
Annual  65% Load Forcign  Per Forcign Airlinc Impact with 2.5 and Airlinc Passcngers Approx. $565 Nonstop Impact
To  From Scats Factor  Visitors Visitor Expenditures  (Col d + ¢) Multiplicr Expenditurcs * $1,693) Pcr Fgn. Visitor  Scrvice in U.S.
(») (b) (c) ) (c) U} 6 (h) () @) (k) ®
PDX NGO 114,296 74,292 52,748  $83.235,719  $15,741,984  $98,977,703  $247,444,258 $346,421,961 $125,777,033 $41,944,003  $1,077,240 $515,220,237
SIC NRT 76440 49,686 35,277 $55,667,201 $15,741,984  $71,409,185 $178,522,962  $249,932.146 $84,118,398 $28.,051,722 $720,447 $362,822,713
Transpacific ;
Total 190,736 123,978 88,025 $138,902,920 $31,483,968 $170,386,888  $425,967,219 $596,354,107 $209,895,431 $69,995,725  $1,797,687 $878,042,950
TRANSBORDER - CANADIAN
$575 Induced Total Primary & Export Time
Estimated Avcrage Primary Downstrcam  Induced Impact Expansion Foreign Saved Total
Passcngers Expenditure Economic Econ. Impact From Visitors (Arriving Investment From Economic
Annual  65% Load Forcign  Per Forcign Airline Impact with 2.5 and Airline Passengers Approx. $546 Nonstop Impact
To  From Scats Factor  Visitors Visitor Expenditures  (Col d +¢) Multiplicr Expenditurcs * $1,693) Per Fgn. Visitor  Service in U.S.
(n) (b) (©) (C)) () 0 (8 (h) (i) @ (k) ®

PDX YVR I/ 82,992 53,945 28,860 $16,594,769 $2,191,348  $18,786,117 $46,965,293 $65,751,410 $91,328,546 $29,441,453 $627,108 $187,148,518
BWI YYZ 52,364 34,037 18,210 $10,470,509 $2,267,750  $12,738,259 $31,845,648 $44,583,907 $57,623,964 $18,576,155 $395,675 $121,179,701
Canadian
Total 135,356 87,981 47,070 $27,065,278 $4,459,098  $31,524,376 $78,810,940  $110,335,317 $148,952,510 $48,017,609  $1,022,784 $308,328,219

I/ Since the mileage is considerably lower compared to transatlantic, food and fuel were reduced to 6.0% of transatlantic.

Time saved estimated @1 hour = $25.
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ECONOMIC IMPACT_OF INTERNATIONAL AIR SERVICES INSTITUTED AT USA-BIAS CITIES SINCE JUNE 30, 1989
(except cargo)

CHARTERS - TRANSBORDER - MEXICO

$575 Induced Total Primary & Export Time
Estimated Average Primary Downstrcam  Induced Impact Expansion Forcign Saved Total
| Passcngers Expenditure Economic Econ. Impact  From Visitors (Arriving Investment From Economic
Annual  65% Load Forcign  Per Forcign Airline Impact with 2.5 and Airlinc Passcngers Approx. $546 Nonstop Impact
To  From Scats Factor  Visitors Visitor Expenditures  (Col d +¢) Multiplicr Expenditurcs * $1,693) Pcr Fgn. Visitor  Scrvice in U.S.
(a) (b) (c) (d) () ) (® (h) 0] 0)] (k) U}
PDX SID 45,864 29,812 8,794 $5,056,793 $3,435,013 $8,491,806 $21,229,514 $29,721,320 $50,471,039 $16,270,277 $525,429 $96,988,065
PDX CUN 44,408 28,865 8.515 $4,896,260 $4.217,715 $9,113,975 $22,784,936 $31,898,911 $48,868,784 $15,753,760 $508,749 $97,030,204
PDX PVR 48,048 31,231 9,213 $5,297,592 $3,659,127 $8,956,719 $22,391,798 $31,348,518 $52,874,422 $17,045,052 $550,450 $101,818,441
Mexican Charters
Total 138,320 89,908 26,523  $15,250,645  $11,311,855  $26,562,500 $66,406,249 $92,968,748 $152,214,244 $49,069,089  $1,584,629 | $295,836,710 l

I/ Food and fuel were reduced proportionately to mileage as compared with transatlantic, i.c. to between 41% - 63% of transatlantic.
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ECONOMIC IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL AIR SERVICES INSTITUTED AT USA-BIAS CITIES SINCE JUNE 30,1989
(except cargo)

Notes to Table 2.

Most calculations were cstimated from the “Better International Air Service Economic Base and Economic Benefits” study which was prepared for U.S. Airports for Better International Service (USA-BI
which is referenced throughout this analysis as the USA-BIAS study.

Columns:
(a) Tablc 4.
(b) 65% load factor cxcept footnoted markets.
(c) Percent of col.(b) that arc forcign visitors:
Transatlantic 53.5% from USA-BIAS study, Transpacific 71% (rom U.S. Carricr 1-92 data for CY 90, Canadian 53.5% (same as transatl), and Mcxican 29.5% per foreign flag carrier 1-92 data.
(d) Estimates from USA-BIAS Study: Transatlantic $1,150, Transpacific $1,578, Canadian and Mexican estimated at 50% of transatlantic or $575.
(¢) Estimates from USA-BIAS Study except footnoted markets: Transatlantic $5,523,350 and Transpacific $15,741,984, and South American (same as transatlantic).
Canadian, Mexican and footnoted markets were reduced for fuel and food costs proportionate to mileage differences in transatlantic service.
(N Col. (d) plus (c).
(g) Sourcc: USA-BIAS study, Table I-A & 11-A.
(h) Col. () plus col (g).
(i) Source: USA-BIAS study, Table I-A & II-A.
(i) Based on the USA-BIAS study, we have estimated the average amount of foreign investment per foreign visitor for transatlantic at $1,091.53, for transpacific at $564.58, and
cstimated at 50% of transatlantic for Canada and Mexico and 100% of transatlantic for South America.
(k) Time savings calculated for all markets except Canada and Mexico as follows: U.S. citizens (Col. b-c) * 2 hours * $25.
Canada and Mexico calculated the same but for | hour only.

(1) The sum of columns h, i, j, and k.
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This analysis, prepared for 10 members o%.U.S. Airports for
Better International Air Service (USA-BIAS),~ demonstrates the
economic and other benefits of new nonstop international air
service. It also shows that at present most of the participant
airports’ international service is not at all commensurate with
either their service areas’ population and buying power or their
own role in U.S. domestic aviation.

N The Benefits of International Air Service

A new daily nonstop service across either the Atlantic
or the Pacific can be expected to result in measurable economic
benefits to the United States, concentrated primarily in the U.S.

gateway’s local service area, of between $260 and $720 million in
the first year.

These benefits are compounded by normal growth. For example, if

growth is a steady 5% per year, the annual benefits will double
in less than 15 years.

Visitor and airline expenditures alone, counting both direct and
induced effects, will have a positive economic impact of between
$125 and $500 million in the first year, depending primarily on
the size of aircraft used on the route and the proportion of
travelers who are foreign visitors.

Induced exports and foreign investment, plus direct time savings
for American travelers, account for another $140-220 million. In
this case economic ripple effects have not been counted.

These estimates have been derived from an analysis of two
hypothetical routes: first service to London (with a Boeing 767)
and first service to Tokyo (with a Boeing 747). They do not apply

directly to additional services in already served markets, even
London and Tokyo markets.

1. The 10 are Baltimore/Washington, Dallas/Ft. Worth, Denver,
Charlotte, Kansas City, Phoenix, Portland, Seattle, Tampa, and
washington-Dulles. In addition to these 10, Las Vegas’ McCarran

International Airport is also now a direct participant although
their statistics are not reflected in this report.




On the other hand, the London results should not vary sig-
nificantly from those of similar new service to other West
European points, nor the Japanese results, after adjustment to
reflect the smaller proportion of foreign visitors in other
trans-Pacific markets, from those of similar new service to other
points in Asia and the Pacific.

Analysis of comparable new service by U.S. carriers would show
similar benefits. Operating revenues would of course flow to U.S.
rather than foreign airlines, although in terms of national
benefits that might be offset by foreign passengers’ predilection
to fly carriers of their own nationality. From a U.S. community
and national economic point of view, the important issue is the
attraction of additional service, regardless of carrier
nationality.

BL Effect on Existing U.S. Carrier Services

First nonstop foreign airline services in markets that
previously had to rely solely on connecting services (however
described in computer reservations systems) are unlikely to have
any significant impact on existing U.S. carrier international
services. Numerous examples show that, even in the short run,
and even in markets with a U.S. incumbent nonstop, a first for-
eign flag nonstop ordinarily has only a minimal impact on U.S.
carriers. The benefits of this new service are thus not gained at
the expense of U.S. carrier traffic and revenue.

Cs The Artificial Paucity of International Service

To estimate the degree to which international service
at the participating airports has been restricted by government
regulation, we compared their share of U.S. international
enplanements with their share of U.S. domestic enplanements and
their local communities’ economic status relative to the rest of
the country. The comparison suggests that their international
service is only half what it might have been in a deregulated en-
vironm%nt. Although the 10 airports for which data has been col-
lected and thelr surrounding metropolitan areas collectively
represent over 10% of U.S. Effective Buying Income and over 20%
of U.S. domestic enplanements, they account for only 9.0% of

——————————— - —

2. See page 16 below.

3. Because Las Vegas joined the group after the project was well
under way, its data is not included here.




enplanements on flights going nonstop from the U.S. to a foreign
destination.

That 9.0% of nonstop international enplanements includes feed
traffic. Since the 10 USA-BIAS airports’ combined share of total
U.S. international originating passengers (i.e., without feed
traffic) is 9.4%, it is no surprise that while 69.3% of the air-
ports’ domestic originating passengers can fly to their final

~destination on single-plane direct service, only 47.9% at most of

their international originating passengers fly direct to any in-
ternational destination, let alone the final one. The other 52.1%
or more connect to international flights at other U.S. gateways,
with all the inconvenience and lost time which that involves.
Still other potential international travelers undoubtedly simply
do not travel at all in the face of these inconveniences.

It should be noted that the international air service which does
exist at the participating USA-BIAS airports is heavily weighted
in favor of U.S. carriers. While foreign flag enplanements in the
U.S. as a whole represented 49.1% of total nonstop international
enplanements in 1988, foreign flag enplanements accounted for
only 36.6% of total nonstop international enplanements at the 10
airports examined, i.e., one-third instead of one-half.

D. Conclusion

This study’s sponsoring communities (and probably many
others, both USA-BIAS members and not) need and could support
much more international air service than they now enjoy. Many im-
portant markets have no nonstop (or even same-plane) service at
all. If regulators allow airlines, including foreign airlines, to
initiate service in such markets, each daily trans-oceanic serv-
ice will add roughly half a billion dollars a year to the U.S.

economy, at little or no cost to incumbents serving other city-
pairs.

4. Most of the participating USA-BIAS airports are large, effi-
cient hubs, serving a much wider region than their immediate
metropolitan areas, so it stands to reason that their share of
U.S. domestic enplanements should be significantly larger than
their share of U.S. population and buying power. Their share of
U.S. international enplanements should also be significantly
larger, roughly equivalent to their share of domestic enplane-
ments. With reasonable service levels, it would be.



APPENDIX 2

Washington Airports Task Force

The Task Force's eleven-year track record has yielded hundreds of millions of dollars in
economic return for the Commonwealth and its business community, including investment and
tourism income, trade opportunities, and jobs.

These results have been achieved through a working partnership between the Commonwealth's
Department of Aviation, the Task Force regional coalition and the Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority. This partnership is unique in that it puts the purchasing power of the
airlines' customers in the private sector and the strength of the region's public sector into the
air service development program alongside the Airport's Authority. Communities compete for
international air service just as they compete for other forms of economic development,
however most regions do not work in harmony with their airport operator and consequently
do not gain the results being achieved at Washington Dulles. This partnership has been the
region's "secret weapon" in the competition for increased and improved air service.

GOALS

In 1993 with the previous goal of doubling international use of Washington Dulles between
1988 and 1993 achieved, the Task Force membership took as their prime mission the goal to
make Washington Dulles and the region "nonstop to the world". The Task Force believes
that Washington Dulles can become one of the major U.S. International gateways, offering
nonstop service for passengers and cargo to all major world markets within the range of
capabilities of existing aircraft and one-stop single plane service to all others.

But this is not all the organization is doing. In today's changed air service climate the region
will need a user friendly environment for air carriers, travelers and shippers as well as
excellent supporting ground infrastructure if, as a region, we are to reap the full economic
benefit offered by our airports. Among the Task Force's other priorities are the following;:

1. Accelerate the economic return from new air services, generate the air service
needed to position the region strategically with respect to emerging world
markets, and support the business and tourism initiatives of the region.

2. Support the Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority Capital Development
Program at Washington Dulles.

3. Work for reliable access to Washington Dulles from all parts of the region.

4. Support expansion of the National Air and Space Museum at Washington
Dulles.

P.O. Box 17349, Washington Dulles International Airport, Washington, D.C. 20041
OFFICE: (703) 661-8040 FAX: (703) 661-8624




RESULTS

Since the Washington Airports Task Force was formed 11 years ago by the Commonwealth,
the private sector and Congressman Frank Wolf to work with the Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority to attract expanded air service to Washington Dulles:

Domestic flights at Washington Dulles have increased from 47 to almost 300 per day;
destinations served nonstop increased from 24 to nearly 68.

International services increased from 10 to 180 plus per week, and international
destinations served nonstop increased from one to 19.

Since 1988 (when the Commonwealth and the Task Force set a goal of doubling
international air service by the end of 1992), international markets served have jumped

from six to 19, and international passenger use of Washington Dulles has doubled
from one to two million travelers a year.

International service increases in 1992 and 1993 created an estimated 900,000 new
room nights for the region's hotel industry.

Travelers able to use Washington Dulles increased from two million to 11.5 million
annually.

Air cargo increased from 29,000 tons to 169,000 tons (representing an annual cargo
growth rate averaging 17 percent - two and a half times the national average). As new
flights have been attracted to Washington Dulles, we have seen a reduction in the
volume of cargo diverted to other airports.

WASHINGTON DULLES GROWTH OF
INTERNATIONAL AND DOMESTIC SERVICE

Domestic

Intemational
Nonstop Markets

Nonstop Markets

May 1982 24 |
May 1988 65 7
Aug 1993 68 19




CURRENT TASK FORCE PROJECTS

AIR SERVICE DEVELOPMENT

Toronto and other major Canadian business centers
. Korea

Improved intra-Virginia services

. New European destinations

. Emerging markets, including South Africa

GROUND ACCESS

Rail and other transportation improvements in the Dulles Corridor

A new river crossing north of Dulles and creation of a western transportation

corridor running east of Goose Creek and close to the airport's western border
in Loudoun County

ECONOMIC GROWTH FROM AIR SERVICE

. A Gateways Program to showcase the region's assets to the 71,000 travelers a
day using Dulles and National

. A conference program to bring local companies together with potential
international clients

. Expanded use of the Washington Dulles Foreign Trade Zone #137




Job Growth on Airport

The air service growth

stimulated with the region's investment in th
catalyzed nearly 9,000

new jobs on Washington Dulles alone.

WASHINGTON DULLES EMPLOYMENT

Has Grown with Air Service Expansion
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Large Hub Airports
General Information Landing Fees
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Airpost City State 2 < % :'38 EUO 50_, 43 ‘6 _4'2 t—:';e ;5 36;5
Baltimore/Washington Int’| BW1 Airport | mD 9885615 | ¢ | o | 2 |226200| - | 46843 | 47 | Residoal $1.35 | 3115 | sLis
Buston Logan Int'] Boston MA | maesiess | 0 | b 1| 209905 | 163385 | 23766 | 35 | Compensatocy | - | 3169 | S169
Cincinnati/ Nosthern Keneucky Imt') | BooneCounty | KY_ | 10126819 | 2 | o | o } 45096 | 135958 | 14899 | 44 | Residual $1.35 [ 145 | SL45
Dalfas/Ft Worth fnt'l DFW Airport TX | 48198208 | 4 | o - P 550494 | 465529 | 15398 | 113 | Residual $1.75 | 3200 | $200
Detroit Metro. Wayne County Romulus Mi_ | 20704555 | 3 | L | 2 |70784 | mee3 | soan 89 | Residwal [ 35130| $2790| $270
Greater Pirtsburg Int’) Pinsburg PA w3sorts | 0 | L | 0 J252968 | 108260 | 25858 | 77 | Resideal | $097 | $1.20 | s097
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Honolule Int') Honololu W | 2222585 | 6 | L | 13 | 196097 - m| 3| o || $169 ]| s0%0
Housion Intercontinental _| Mousion X | wuzail | 4 | L | 3 famsse| s199 | 23 50 | Hybrid S1S4 | 3154 | $1.5¢
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San Dicgo Il Sen Diego CA | nanosr | 6 | v | 1 |32 | 4966 [ 209% 36 | Compenswory | 5089 { 3089 | soues
San Francisco Int'| | SeaFranciseo cA | 39729 | 6 | v | 1 [30238 | wees2 | 25195 | 80 | Residual 3075 | s089 | 075
Seattle- Tacoms tml Seactle WA | 16313289 | 5 | L 1 | 136287 . 8593 | 75 | Residual 3198 | $198 | s198
Tammpa Int'} Tampe A 9443137 | 2 | L | 3 | imae7 N YT 55 | Residual $155 | S1SS | SLSS
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_C_.mfum:nd i"_“""" Kenvucky Int”) C_ b 8891, $2 480,000 $5.887.534 $582,113 $350323 4.5% of 90% total revenue $2,688.183 $81.608 e e ¥’
DallasFt Wosth Iot’l A : $40,424,000 1 . 8% | $7.295000 { $1.085.000 2
Detroit Mo, Waync County | M S sisaseom $1.595.012 $260,000 -| s1050313 -
Greater Pesburg lotl | M 21%, 3152517 $7.074213 $1.034,603 $510.500 ] I =
Hartshield Atfants ln1'l M - $22876374 | 10%, $1.581.996 10%.336000 | 8% | 51099651 | sis2401
Honolube tac'} 3 C $6.800,000 - | 10% or$1.100.000)  10% or 3421900 _ $ivehicle . e
S b R ¥y F 317560000 | 10%, $962.000 10%, $130,000 4% | $5,025.000 e
Kenrdy bt M F g5 e S 5 Wi 200 s pge
Ls Goardia AN s -t ) f BB 13% ¥ 13% % ¥ 2 30
lasboa Retssabt | M| 36376449 | 10%.30.034,155|  10%, $115000 $150/mo fspace | $4.393 893 $9,000 o iy s
g@ E._‘____ R 5125019 $45700000 | 10% v8$3,330,000)  10% vs $1.104,000 4 __7%over Sl mil | $21.046857 | $5050529 £
McCaman Int'} A - $4.229.525 9%| 9%/mo. minis 7% $936,843 $0.76 | $1338.655
of prios year gavss
8% ar S4/coatract
Miam Int'l M . 519,000,000 $3,260,133 $1.236,062 - | $13.702,308 .
Minneapolis-St. Paul Int'l M - $15,417.321 9% (LY $1.75nmsaction | $5,546301 |  $34.360
Newark Tar'} M - - 13% 13% % - e BT
O Hare bat'l A . $36,333,192 $100,000 $40,000 $10,182,180 =
Philadefphia Il &k M - $7.981.000 10% - - | s7.500000 - =
Phocnix Sy Hasbor Int') M - $14550000 |  10%, $2,894,600 10%, $85,000 7% | $11,580000 | 3495000
Sah Lake City Int'l € { 83% of 1::3240.000, $3,710,629 $1,004.300| $246,000 $.S0caririp | $3.516,346 S 3
1% for each $30k
over $3,400,000
Sen Diego Il s - $8,134000 | 10% v $1,200000]  10% v $211.000 | 7% ioexcess of 300,000 | $6,512.913 | $1.141.990 s
San Francisco Int'] M v $32,741,240 10%]  $485,000 min for
Geaenal Reot-A-Cas % | $13917.448 | $2035976
Seatle Tacoma Int’l A 23 = $14776241 | 10%, $2.300.225 10%,3231,900 | 4% w/34D,000/mo. cxempt | $7,394.733 $1.900 e
Tawgpa tnt'] M " $9336422 | 1B3342ve 10%|  $7S001va 10% | 9% growsRcr$S00000 | $7.406.044 | S16%0325 0
T e A e e it . 00 , _yesly exemption is met
Waskingion Dadies tnl'] M 4 $8,502,161 $1,350,200 $140,320 -] sai919¢ g £
* A= Airpot
C = Conoeasion
M = Mansgemens Cootract

American Association of Airport Executives
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= 4
K
S TE Y ~ Concessions (Fee Structuee and Revenue) S A g S S T R i
5 s s g
31 g 7 § £ od £ g
g 3 E 23 Y : : 5
p3dk i3 et 883 i 51 £ 53 E
trgd i3 38 235 EH 58 EE EE 3
Balmure/Washington Int'] 60% or $540,000 | $483.482 15-20% oz $800.000 $424.604 = s - 8
Boston Logan Ent’) 60% or $385.000 | $448,500 ; -1 ssi2s347 L\ -1 36000 o - 364192
Cincisnati/ N. Kentocky Int'l 55% or $99.000 |  $135983 17-21% o $673.598 $294.375 flat rate $1,500 flat malc 14306 =
Dallas/FL Wosth Int'l 55%, $675.000 | $700.000 15-17%, $4.000.000 | $4,170.000 o « 55 D
Detroit Metro. Wayne Cousty 55% o 3269 |  $675.895 7% $1012.404 - - - L s
Greates Piesburg Ind'l 35%, $342.000 | $342.000 o 17%]  $468.162 5%, 330362 |  $30.362 - A S
Harnficld Attt Iot’) 50% | $1.400.000 25% {  $1,600,000 10% $22.000 -
Honolulu Int'} & ¥ 13% of $4,000.000 - | 5% w $50.000 & 10% : $29.441
in exoess, $1.800 min Gy
Houston bicrcantinental 100% + $5.000/mo. |  $522.000 15%, $1.050.000 |  $450,000 11%, $20004 $33.000 - =
Keenedy Im'] 67.5-72.5% - | 16.5% on alcoholic beverages - 13% - | 1.5% on currency exchange :
La Guardia 0% - 16.5% on alooholic beversges - - - | 1.5% on currency exchange -
Lambert-St Louis Int’| 55%, $250,000 | 3417097 I5% |  $716638 $12,300 $12,150 $76.70 $74.468
Los Angeles Int’l - - 15% sec ocstnuwant | $1,851,750 - A
McCarran Int'} $1,338,655 30.18 $TR.302 - - - $56.775 -
Miagu Int') 0%, $902,400 | 3945725 E A 15%, $36,470.86 $47.090 $1,650,000 $1,650,000
Minncapolis-St. Puud tot'l 65% | $535.077 | Branded Nquor 1i%, liquor 15% | 3593683 - $14.300 - $23,452
Newark Int’) 0% - 16.3% o= akobolic beverages - 10-12% - | 1.5% on cunency exchange s
O'Hare In'} 0% | $1,783066 incloded in restaorant - : . $287,000 $325079
Phifadelphia Inr") 50%, $400.000 | $400,000 18% food, 27% akcobol, |  $2,300.000 $30.000 $30,000 -
$1,750.000
Phoentix Sky Harbor a1 62%,$335,163 | $610,000 20%| 3915000 $6,000 $6.000 $340,000 $340,000
Salt Lake City [nt') 50% or $240000 |  $305,551 16% 0-3800,000, 17% ; 10% . - 2
$800,000 10 $1.000,000
San Diego Int'} T2 ve$311200 |  $462916 7% $526.231 . - $41.14/5q fiyr. $8.637
San Prancisco lar’) 2065% | 5448966 | 9.24% food, 15.24% bevernge $787.407 10% $12,603 $189.563 $189.663
Seattle-Tacoma Jat'l 6065% | $584,760 17% $851,846 12% $19,584 $.0SAransaction s14.0M2
Tampe '} 0% | $30231 10-13% | $2,701,198 - e $6,771 .
Washington Dulles In'l SI%or$15.704 | $350207 ; : 0% 82,515 $29.38%q. fiyr. sas362 .U
on $3,780.2¥me. o
Large Hub  Page 5
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_Concessions (Fee Strucoure and Revenve)

l
l
i

|
|
|
|
|
|

v g.g 3 é ® § = %
T @z g ] g : of H ] ol
s T gaz s tsi uf 2 g Ez 'é ; [
et =3 25 a3 & & &3 g 33
Airport A3 2 LE; 32 3¢ 84 23 23
Baltimore/Washington 1at'] 125-20% 67398 | 55% or $400.000 $19441 | 10-16% or (5400000 339313 12-16% or $400,000|  $758.049
Bostoa Logan Int'l - $915.588 - - - BRI E60 Soorrtn o U R T e oA e
Cincinnat/ N. Kentucky tt'] 13% s394 | . - | 1520% ar$693.280 $785.009 R R SR
Dullav/R Worth Int') 15%, $510,325 $1.189,000 = 20 202% $4699000| R e
Detroit Metro. Wayne Cousty | 15% or S85D.000%. $938,157 | S0.5% ox $24,000¢yr. $46.890 | 15% or SLO0U00OY. | 51,488,157 2 ey
Grester Pitisburg Int’l : ; 0%, $135000 | $135.000 $112,000 $112,000 $1,390,000] _ $1,390.000
Haresfield Atfasts bne') 20% $920,000 T $65,000 29% 33500000 | 29% | 34,300,000
Mosowlobwd 20%, $262,680 : " 20%, 33003000 | > 6% to $600,000, :
7.5% t0 $3,000,
i o 8.5% cxcess of $3,000,000 =E
Houston Intesconginental 20%, 31,502,000 $1.502,000 0%, no rag $19.000 77%, $2.700000 | $2.462.000 18%, 32700000  $1.070,000
Kennedy Int') _ 1525% | - - 1015% | - 10.15% e
Ls Goandin 15.25% L : : 10.15% - 10.15% »
Laobort-St Louis Int't - : s12500t | 3189483 15% $2.487.498 included in gift shop 51
Los Angeles Int') 15% less $80 mil, . 17%, $9.035840 | inchaded in gift sbop 2
bERE E A Y $7200000 =
McCasman i1’} 18% over $13.923,120 e S S
Miarai int') % . - - B% $1,909,391 05| 365701
Miancapolis-St Paul Iat'l S% st $50K, 16% over $11.368 k - N%, $70,034 $402,055 : :
Newark Int'} . > 0%| $21833 16% $1,809.910 $20/space/mo. $323342
O"Hare Int'| 1525% . - : 1015% . 10-15% =
Philadepbia [ne') 30%, $78,000 $1,444.015 50%,$100000 | $103371 |  17.5-40%, $400,000 $1.401,031 25%, 34100000 | 34459269
Phocnia Sky Harbor bl . e 2% $97,000 13-21%, $876,000 $900000| . -
Sah Lake Cicy Int't . - 35% $12,000 1% $2,590.000 18% |  $1.595,000
San Dicgo bat'l - . . - 17% 03300000, $1,509,564 - 5
18% 3mit-4 Semil
San Prancisco lat'l - -1 - - - oLt 18%|  $1,156491
Seattle- Tacoxm fat'] $20,461,421 $10,463,421 siame|  $1220% 15-20% $11,324,866 20%] $159540
Tampa st} 16% $1,957,518 : : 7% $938.962 12%| 3899166
Waskington Duliecs ('l - | 5389585 v 20% $511,124 : : 1325% $2.922 905 3

American Associaion of Airpost Executives
1991-92 Rates and Charges Survey Ao
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Concessions (Fec Stucture and Revenuc)

B i ] H
=~ £ ™ ra - ] =
i .k — R} i £
335 333 Fe f 3c 33 ESE £33
Ateport L H £53 342 8% EE a3 £s2 £3f
Baltimore/Washingion Ine'l $4.127rip $123.046 |  $2Sivehiclelys. sizooo | $i/ip 51 2 10% $620,000
Boston Logan 'l T $696.761 . . $.40%sip $598.863 2 | si300000
Cincianasif N. Kenucky Iol’l a ruze $27.536  fatae $49.625 flat rate $35595| fatrate|  $132000
Dalla/Ft Worth [at't : . % Food 3%, Liquor 5.5%,| 34,233,000
bt . A other 5%
Detroit Metro. Wayne County - -_|_10% o 5150.000ys. 5208348 b - A - £ -{ $33095%7
Greates Pussbarg Tot'] $42.394 | siever $40,000 $40.000 0%  $Im601
Martsficld Allanta [w'] - L ) - - $.50np 5120000 & e :
Honolulu In’l . ¥ $250Vvehicle - | soowipors34iooo | : % R e
Houston Intevostiaental  SAeparure | $34.000 $75twip|  $394000 | 82 75deparure | $569.000 $Tsmip) 340,000
Kennedy Int') $27Useavyr. 2 : i B s %
1.3 Guanfia $27Usesllyr. - . s . 2 e
1 ambest St Lowis hat'] $8,16%imo. 393,951 $150/mo. $63.000 $30mo fvchicle 346,440 : :
Los Angeles Ins't $1.50%ip $263.190 $32 At | 3606689 $.SMip $349.347 $1.050/mo. $600,000
McCama Int'} 0% $926.647 $200/vehicke $18.05) . 60vip sewwe | 5) S
Miami Int'l - - - Slnip $820,000 . e
Minneagolis-St. Pyol Int*} Prxed ret $18,554 15% $37.640 S : I 3
Newark lar’] $27Yseatiyr. - % L - g - - i x| -
O Hare Ikl z £ . % : N . $1,6%0000|  $1.750000
Philadelphia Ina'l . $650.000 $25/mo. $3,000 - $6,000 -
Phocnia Sky Harbor bnt'l $300'yrvehicle $190,000 $4004wivehice | $190,000 $200/yr Avehicke »_ $190,000 . i 75
Salt Lake City Int'} 5 . . $78.816 . 3 ’ r
San Diego bu'l R . . . : . - 2
San Rraacisco Int'l $iarip $192.525 Simip | s3743® $1.50nrip $836,149 $599.999+5% gross $992.267
Seattle-Tacoma lac'] $2/tip, Downtown $280,000 $ D9¥ip $40,000 $1iwrip $200,000 | .
Airpoct 20%
Tampe Int'l a $323,650 : $90,000 = $231,79 5.60%
Washington Dultes Int'] . : - $293.562 $311354 4.5%-10.5%, 3468 400 850,508

American Association of Airpert Executives
1991-92 Rates and Charges Survey g,
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Concessions (Fee Structure and Revense)
A : : .2 : :
23 zi E §= T 1 p & £
82 i - - <3 S 2 E &
g E LIE TR N . : .2
3z g5 o 23 2 - 58 52 28
Alepent 28 ~< 2< E< S ag ad a3s 6%
Raltimore/Washington Inf'| 10-13% or 3800000 |  3845.620 %] %1559 v 3 . g :
Baoston Logan Ind’l - $632,151 -1 $1,163202 - - Vending Machines -] 3202548
Cincumti/ N. Keatucky Jnt’) McDonalds BB or |  $644,580 7-8% or 3502468 |  $1,284.347 2 % : i
$120,664, Concession
Air 10-12% or $673.598 f
Dallas/Pt Worth Iot] i 1% 178 = - - - ) Clothing t5-18%|  $195.000
Detroit Metro. Wayne County - | swenes2 14% | $3.206,646 . - Lockes Rental 0% $9.974
Greater Pittsburg Ine'] 12% | 1001262 9.5%. 82,175,440 | $2.535,340 - 2 Bus Transpertation s1000]  $18.000
NHartsficld Atanca Ind'l 3% | 36,100,000 L . . x . y
Honolula lot'] 8%, $4,000,000 s 5% of gross - - . Packaged Foods| 20%, $4,008,000] .
Houston Intercontinenéal 10%, 51,050,000 | s1.018000| - - - -  BaggageCant 1% s29.000
Kennedy fot') 125%-2% -] 8% on-airport, 10% off : 5 5 Employee Cafeteria 5%
La Guardia 12.5% food and 3% on-airport. 10% oft . - - Emgloyee Cafeteria 5% £
‘ non-alooholic beverages
1 ambert-St Louis fo') 10% | 31199672 w™{ S149138 . . Shoeshine $683%mo.|  $63.498
Los Angeles Ina'l MBA5% of lastyrs. fee | $5.848500]  10% except sig. nislines . S L . . : 3
McCavan Int'} 10% | S1.078.335 % | 31701205 > . Gaming | sis139.714
Mismi Ini'l ) S - - . - Ramp Service | $2.144292
Minnespolis-St. Paul Lot') - | sssez0 5% | 340550 -1 seana Telephose min)  $454,300
Newark Ind'l 12.5% food asd . o 5 . : - 4 3
won-aicobolic beverages
O'Hare Int'l 12-17%, $11,000.000 | $10.745.721 2%, 593,300 34539 - s tamoance 1%  s3zan2
Philadelphia Int'l = : 3% | s2500000| $35000( 335000 Tavellnsaance|  15%, 360,000]  $60.000
Pboenix Sky Harbor bot’l] 1% $2,800,000 7% | $2.040,000 - - | Air Cargo Commescial Tenants -|  $530000
Sait Lake Gity Int'? 10%, 5% branded foods | $744.876 8% coirport, 35 off |  $2.046,717 | $120000 |  $108.000 Public Telepbase | 21% 0r$304,000]  $315.914
San Dicgo Int’l 12% $821,173 7% | $1371,863 - - Ensurance, mo neymo.ves 10% $8.991
Sap Francisoo bw') 9.24% food, 15.24% bev.| 33,149,626 | 33.58 acres @ S4dlhacreyr. | 314,775 3% | sssu60 Catering $100/mo.| _ $107.206
Scartie- Tacoms Int'l 128 | s1360n 8% | 352651219 - 2 Candy Stoce Bs| S6om
Tampe ta] $1.164.303 . 5% | smses - - TeleTap| 1013%|  $17.29
Washington Dulles lof'l 121%, $1244530 | $1,109.763 - siszan . . Candy Swre|  13%,3561.066] 576,092

American Association of Airport Executives
1991-92 Rates and Charges Survey A
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e

Total Annuat Revenue from

Cancessions (Foe Structure and Revenue) __Air Carriers and Regional Airlines (CY 9 _i}) =
3 : % B
] g HiT 3 Ap|
k:| g [~ § g & - e o E<% e
.3 - .7 | 5 .3 ggz ¥ I j¢s °
© - © ® o on o =2F® ‘g . 28
Sk 33 S S8 58 g 43 R 8 %38 o
ad o o< ad os d< <R <ot o <A ai
Baltimore/Washington Int'] - : - - A -| $10.200,000| $11,70000| $3,000,000 | $24,900000
Roston Logan Int't - o L - B, - -| s26537.07a| s33.007.600f $10723.735| s70268409 T
Cincienati/ N, Kentucky Int’) . - - - 5 -| s3orspr2| $13286908| $2.594746| $19856726 =
DallavFt Worth Int') Specialty Foods 1720% |  $314000|  Telephone Companies 1223% | $2039.000| $16987.000| $71.296,000| $25757.,000| $114.000000 T
Detroit Metro. Wayne County | Vending Mackines | 27 25% or $21.000yr. 386,547 Cant Rental 10% $9,088 = - - - 3
Greaicr Pitisburg ko'l Book Store 12%,341393 | $192m g : -] s10530264{ s12.605816| $7,528099| $30664079 T
Hartsfickd Atlanta Int') . ', S P e ) | sonmrapse{ samesrazs| " sweris| sasisr )
Honololy In'l Icwlery & Shells 20%, $1.440,000 £ Sundsics|  20%, 31,440,000 . 2
Housion Intcrcontinental Moncy Exchange | persq R perannum | $20200 - - -] s082969| 324210004] s1mBERs| $57.112068
Kennedy lot') - - - - s - - - - -1 $321,000.000
La Guardia Travel lnsurance e | - r - i . - -] $136.000,000
Lambert-St Loais lut'] Vending Machines $2.196Mmachine | $46,566 Baggage Carts 10%,314400|  $28,326| $15270950| $23.952747] $2571635| $41.196,332
Los Angeles Int’l - - - - - -] $31,067.788 | $20.490062| $26,669833 | $78.227.684
McCusman Int'L - - - - - -] 344319644 | SI4320824| 34.279080| $63.419548
Miami Ina'L Drug and Sundsics | 35%, $13420004 |  $219.520 Storage Locker| $27locker S10vkey | $180256] $12.008944| $31.916,034 - -
Mizncapolis-St. Paul InCl Lobby Fees |  $Udomessic, $3int1 | $1,028,280| Term Bidg (non-sirlines)|  $17.99%q. friye. | $1.205001]  $7.609.664| $13.952.466] 520020019 | 41,582,149
Newark ta') - - - - - - . - -| $191,900,000
O'Hare Int'l Tetephooe 25% | $2472235 CartServices{  20%.341,645|  $68.585| $117.606.217 | $103,119,118| $18,058,030 | $238,783,365
Philadetphia Int') Veoding Machines 20%, $326,000 | _ $326,000 . - -] $29300000| $21,113.000] $5515000] $56.428.000
Phocnix Sky Harbor bar’] Building Rentals - | $1.970000 Pay Tekcpbones -| 3280000 $38500000| $16540,000| $280,000] $56.020,000
Sab Lake Gity Int'L ; - : . 3 -| siz4967| $2.008.580| sasvmaso| s20931.307
Sas Dicgo lat') - - : : - -| sss68067| 35955614 -] snsnes
Sas Francisoo bnt'] ServicoStation | $OXgal + 10-15% |  $102206| Other terminal services -1$1510137] $27,490.035| $20.624,428] $10.693437 | $58,297.900
Seaitlo- Tacoma ht*] Employee Cafeteria 6% |  342484| CoinLock & Veoding 15%|  3as0es| 335,582,153 $29.156059] 32331936 367070148
Tanpe Int') - - - - -| 811189728 | 36,312,601 -| si17.502.33
Washingioo Dulles Tot') Book Store 10-16%, 595979 | S1I39%4 . . -] 816946784 | $15069.898| $16,695960| $48.712,641
Lt
é—%
American Association of Airport Executives Large Hub  Page 9
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8
Total Annual o
i e gt/ Central Aviation (CY 91) Landside Revenuc (CY 91) 7 4
: : B 3 | s
- - g g .g' E f <
l 3 | 3 ig | I_ 3 3% 24 2 Seite
E Sas 3 s S s 3 s GEs 3 o B3 &
5555 Eiﬁ §§g 53 g§§ 5; 3 £g g 5 3§ o
LEF IR £ & o& BAd id i 3k 8k 3 LK =
Bakimose/Wushingion Iar’l | $423,108 [ $66871 | $581.339 -{_S1e8i.1M | $12.400,000 $3.900000|  $300,000 |  $5.900,000 -| $22500000 %
Boston Logan Int') $70268.409 | $1.005946 -| si9m | 510437153 | 813417326 | $35391.767| $10,404,657 | $5.049.982| 38235583 | $59.089.549 D
Cincinnasi/ N. Kentucky Int'} -{ s | sise3n -] sws7a | ss.680.334 $2.769.791 $63.131 | S5A44.725 |  $575.002| 314240203 =
Deliaa/PL Worth It} g : : . - | 340424000 $3230,000| 35,022,000 | $10.532000 | $11.081,000 | $76.339,000 N
Greates Pittsburg It} 31005405 | 318255 -] 35068497 | 36002957 | $7.074.20 $1.805,783 $262.152 | 37433690 ) 3352874 | S1a9nz
Hastafe}d Almnta Inc"d 3637839 -1 sm9m -] smisi2 | 322876374 | $11,183,082 $521.738 | $16.428375 |  $101.134 | $51,109.653
Honolaku Int'l - . - - - . . - - - -
Housson Intevcontinenial $200,709 - {$3.036047] s4a5370| 382126 | 317706913 ssoe272| $1200594 | 39654375 | $399491 | 34201165
Kennody Tot'l - - - - - - - -1 - -|_$5000000
La Guardia - - -1 - - - st - - -{  $34,000,000
Lambent-Stlouisiw’d | $SIB383 | $307041 | $530071) 115001 | 3187219 | $6326.449 $430895|  $130000 | 39742881 | $1.909097 | s:2352412
Los Angeles nt'] $147,000 - | $1,600.712|  $4050¢ | $2169216 | $50.120000 |  $26,197.000|  $1,219.225 $97,800 -1 s17.634.005
MoCaran Int'l $320.752 - | se0ms3|  s207.092| 3608807 | 54229528 470808 | 31738676 | 525281787 | 7014286 | $43114082
Miaami Lat'l _ . - | 58159259 - - | s19900.000 -] s1.310,000 -] $1.355000| $22.658.000
Minncapolis-St. Pacl 'l $754328 | $933573 | $336638| s77a4in| $2199450 | S1sAan $5,601.261 3644640 |  $5243370| 33677350 | 330583772
Newakfatl | - - - - - . - 2 - -] ss4.000.000
O'Hare bu'l $100.093 | 3634667 | $589.010| 35364422 | $6748.192 | $36313,192 | S10,182180|  3430.000 | $26.165.000 | $11436,761 | S$84SSLI33
Philadelphia bnt'l 3903000 | 328000 | $440,000 -| $1371000 | $7.931.000 $7.900000|  $659.000 -$36000 | 5290000 |  $16816.000
Pbocnix Sky Harbor 1at'] $555000 | $373000 | $982.000 | $2.770.000 | $4.662,000 | 514550000 |  $12,005.000 $570,000 | $15058,000 | $2.598.000 [ $44,851,000
Salt Lake City Il $147,730 -] sssas4|  s496372| $999386 | 83,710,629 $3.516.346 $73,816 - -] s1305.791
San Dicgo Int't $150282 | $17.190 | S775656| $290592| $1.33.720 | 38,134,000 $7,654.903 3589010 | 34356302  $169620 | $20.903,835
San Pranciseo Int') 3397573 - |  $92490 $64465 |  $554878 | 3327241240 | SIS9.464| 32913763 | $42414.770| 34066470| $98.089707
Seattlo Tacoma Ine'l 379207 | - -| swass|  s3s6362 | si47i6241 $7.394.735 < S| s1ssssas| suaemsm
Tampe Int'] i - - - | 9553712 | 11205458 $9.821,055 $D1.796 | $5601,798 | $3,652,380 | $35.517.487
Washingion Dulles bot'l $1.217616 | 3651112 | $26981 -| 1895009 | seasim 34232394 $339.946 |  $5,106686 | $9.443.408 | $27574.620
R
ry
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Tatal Annual Revenues and Operating Expense (CY 91)

| 4
§§ i 3 3 &
1385 9§ L5 It
FLER 333 I i 2
Baltimore/Washington Int'} $26,000,000 $22.500,000 - | s48.500.000 | $34,500,000
Boston Logan Lox'l S8 685735 | 59,089,347 - | s1s2775284 | $84.261,000 il
Cincianadi/ N. Kentucky far'] $15.881.654 | $20269.124 - | 6151378 | s16951.67
Dalfaa/PL Worth Int'} $121,663000 $76.339,000 - | si9a.002.000 | $198,002.000
Degroit Metro. Wayne Coznty - - - $16866532 | SP7ISNS
Greases Pitsbarg Int'l 336756336 | $18.93.712 -1 ssses0048 | 355.690048 5
Hartsfietd Atianta Int'l $42,103,689 - . ; x i
Honohulu bnt's 2 L ’ . .
Housion Intrroontinental $60,934,194 |  $34,201,165 - | $95.135339 | $42.789,952 §
Keanedy Int') $320.000.000 | $75.000.000 - | $378,000000 | $241,000.000 B e
La Guardia $136.000,000 | $34,000,000 - | 170000000 | $125.000.000 o] e Ay
Lambert-St Louis Int'l $41796332| $22352412 - | ses e84 | 353466674 g
Loe Angeles In'] $80.396900 | $77.634.005 - | si1se.030925 >
McCarran Int'} seamess| $43114082 $107,142437 |  $40.913,160 : :
Miams Int'l < L : - : FEERR
Minncapolis-St. Pecl Inc'l $43,080.599 | $30.383.772 - | sr3es371 | ss7359000
Newark int'l $191,000,000 | $54.000,000 $245.000.000 | $127,000,000 5 g
O'Hare bl $245.531,557| $84,551,133 - | $312.330,000 i 7
Phiadelphia Int'| $36,049,000 | $16.816,000 $102.865000 |  $85.004,000
Phoenix Sky Harbor Int'l $65.384,000| $44,851,000 $110.235,000 | $82,200,000 e 5
Salt Lake City '] T $24.931307| $20055.953 S I87260 | $18437.719
San Dicgo Int'l $14.157.401| $20.993,835 $33.061236 | $23.288.500 =7
San Francisco Int'l $59352.718 | $98.089.707 $157.442.485 | 3120722975
Seatio-Tacome I’} = 2 $91,606430 | $48.140.731
Tamga bl $20282113| $3),920937 $59,203050 | $29,257.928 ’ PG
Washingion Dulles " $50,608350 | $27,574,620 $78,182971 . ST <)
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