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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 

Foundation 

Douglu F. Manchester, 
Chairman 
John Seymour III, 
Executive Director 
Soou Alevy 
Richard D. Alexander 
David W. Anderson 

David Armstrong 
Hon. George Bailey 
Stephen A. Barnard 
Hon. Jim Bartell 
Ned Baumer 
John Burnham Benjamin 
Harvc:y C. Berger 
Vincent Benstead 
Hon . Brian P. Bilbray 
Eugene M Bischoff 
Thomas A. Blackman 

Buddy Bohrer 
Dirk Broekema, Jr. 
C . Terry Brown 
Casey A. Brown 
Mac Busby 
kffn:y H. Byrnads 

Chris Callipari 
Raymond Carpenter 
William F. Chana 

John R. Chesire 
Josef A. Citron 
Lenore S. Citron 
Dallas Clark 
Ben Clay 
Phillip Cleary 
Hon. Brian Cochran 

Dr. John Comito 
Gen. Richard M. Cooke 

Craig Corn.:ll 
L.J. Cornick 
Maruice P. Correia 

Hon . Greg Cox 
Mi.:hael Crom 
Rug Cunningham 

Gina Zanotti Cunningham 
Gerald M. Dallas 
Jeffrey Davis 
John de Blanc 
Matthew DeLine 
Neil Derrough 
Tom Driscoll 
Molly Eldredge 
Martin Fenton, Jr. 
Tom Fetter 
J . Todd Figi 
Dr. Anita Figueredo 
Ed Fike 
Ferdinand E. Fletcher Ill 
Douglas J. Forseth 
Douglas Foxworthy 
Murray Galinson 
Rick Ghio 
Todd Ghio 
Richard V. Gibbons 
John M. Gilchrest 
Gail Stoona Gill 
Bernard W. Gilmore 
Karsten Gjcmr~· 

Michael E. Gleason 
Sanford R. Goodkin 
Murray H. Goodrich 
Dan Greenblat 
John Hadivi 
Ronald E. Hahn 
David Hale 
Jerry Harris 
Dr. Author Hughes 
Richard J. Hughes 
Edward B. Huntington 
Karen Hutchens 
Hnn. Diann~ Ja(·nb 
James D. Jameson 

Gordon Johnson 
Keith Johnson 
Scott Jones 
Roger A.P. Joseph 

Members 

John P. Keating 
Richard W. Keatinge 
Gen. Victor H. Krulak 
William R. Kuntz, Jr. 
Mitchell L. Lathrop 
Roy Lessard 
Skip Lewis 
Robert J. Lichter 
Michael D. Liuzzi 
John T . Lynch 
Hon. John MacDonald 
Hon. Art Madrid 
Hon. David Malcolm 
Ricard Manter 
Joseph Martinez 
Maureen Maughan 
Joseph A. Mcinerney 
Herbert Meistrich 
George J. Mitchell 
DanielS. Mitrovich 
Bruce Moore 
Hon. Leonard Moore 
Janice Mulligan 
James F. Mulavaney 
Dan Mulvihill 

Bill Munster 
Gen. Michael Neil 
John C. O'Neill 
David L. Osias 
Nancy Palmtag 
Robert Payne 
Michael J . Perez 
Alan R. Perry 
Matthew Peterson 
Robert Petrossian 
Keith E. Plank 
David A. Potter 
Douglas Price 
Anthony Principi 
Philip Pryde 
Bradford N. Raulston 
Gary C. Reif 

Dr. Vincent Richiutti 
Dr. Mark J. Riedy 
Leonard A. Rifldnd 
Dr. Dennis P. Riley 
Dr. Daniel A. Rivetti 
John Robbins 
Hon. Donald Rodee 
Fred Rogers 
Scott Rogers 
David R. Samppala 
G. Bradford Saunders 
Dr. Edward L. Schechter 
Dr. James Schultz 
Jerry Schultz 
Dr. Louis Schwartz 
Neil Senturia 
Lawrence W. Shea 
Craig Sherman 
Jay Shumaker 
Dean Spooner 
Daniel Stanford 
J .F. Stillwell, Jr. 
Steven M Strauss 
Ed Strui.ksma 
Chris Sullivan 
Alman J . Taranton, Sr. 
Thomas W. Turner, Jr. 

Denis K. Vanier 
Hon. Juan Vargas 
Victor Vilaplana 
Frank Warren 
Robert J. Watkins 
Mitch Weiss 
James H. West 
Dr. Maura Wiegand 
Bruce H. White 
Harvey White 
Col. Leo J. Whited 
Hon. Leon L. Williams 

Gary B. Wood 
Richard A. Wright 
Larry Yeakel 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

PART 1: PROJECT INTRODUCTION 

San Diego's Solution to the 21st Century ...... ........ ............................ .. .... I 
Vision Statement..................................................................... ... I 
Mission Statement. .......................................................................... I 
Preface ... .............. . ................................ .... . .............. . .... ... .. . ......... 2 

PART 2: THE AIRPORT ANSWER 

Executive Summary ..................................................................... . .. . 4 
Miramar Meets Aviation Demand .......................................................... 6 
Forecasts of Air Passengers from 1987-2010 ................................ ....... ..... 6 
Miramar Can Accommodate Long-Range Aviation Demand Right Now ............. 7 
Lindbergh Field will never be Adequate or Safe ......................................... 8 
Miramar will Reduce Noise Levels ...................................... ... .. ............. 8 
Miramar will be Safer. ....................... .............. .......... ... ....... .. ...... ... .. 9 
Miramar Reduces Capital Costs ... .. .. ............ ......... ... ..... ............. ..... ...... 9 
Miramar Conversion has Financial Advantages .......... .... .. ........ ... ... .. ........ 11 
Miramar will have a Positive Effect on Property Valuation .............. ... ....... ... 12 
The Public will Welcome Miramar. ....... .... .... ...................... ............ ..... 12 
Miramar has Environmental Advantages ....................................... ...... ... 13 
Miramar would Alleviate Aircraft Delays ....... ...... .... .............................. . 13 
Miramar has Minimal Airspace Conflicts ... ... ....... .. ............................. .... 13 
Miramar has Improved Ground Access ......... .... ..... .. ... .... ................... .... 13 
Implementation Feasibility ................ ....... ................. ............ ....... ..... 14 

pART 3: WHY MIRAMAR? THE EXPERT OPINIONS 

Airport Economic and Feasibility Study: ZHA Inc ...... .. ....... .. ........... Exhibit A 

Safety Implications: The San Diego International Airport Foundation 
"A Pilot's Eye View of Lindbergh Field" ... ..... ..... . Exhibit B 

Ground Access Report: Federhart Engineering ................. ........... .... Exhibit C 

Noise Contours: Brown-Buntin Associates Inc ...... .............. .. ......... Exhibit D 

Environmental Impact: The San Diego International Airport Foundation ... Exhibit E 

Military Advisement: General Richard M. Cooke, Former Commandant of USMC 
El Toro .................................................... Exhibit F 

Anthony J. Principi- Former Chief Counsel, U.S. Senate, 
Committee on Armed Services ... ........... .. ......... Exhibit F 

Financial Consideration: Washington Airports Task Force ... ... .... .. ... .. Exhibit G 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PART ONE: 
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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 opportunitie 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. 
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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 fmanced 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 we 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. 

2 
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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. 

3 
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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 

4 
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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. 

5 
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MIRAMAR MEETS AVIATION DEMAND 

Forecasts of air passenger demand through the year 2010 have already heen 

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 I 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. 

6 
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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 

1987 
10.1 

Forecast 

l.22.Q 
11.7 

1995 
13.7 

2000 
15.8 

2002 
17.8 

Million of Annual Passengers (MAP) - Total passengers (enp1anements and 
deplanements) . 

2010 
19.8 

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. 

7 
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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 1-

805 would have the same or less noise impact that current military use allows. Any 

residential area west of 1-5 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 r-educed 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 six times 

further awa)!., 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 

8 
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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 

9 
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I plus passengers without any passenger growth demand. The projected revenue from the 

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

the life of the bonds. 
Table 2 

I Feasibility Analysis for Funding of Project 
Costs Fed. & State PEC'S Bonds Airline Fund Tota11'rnject Cnst 

I 
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 

I 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 s 124.200 .000 

I Total Project Cost: $797,850,000 $132,850.000 $43,500,000 $594,500.000 $27,000,000 $797 ,850 .000 

I 
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 

I TOTAL COSTS: $880,355,303 $132,850,000 $42,500,000 $677,005,303 $27,000,000 $880 ,35:'-303 

I REVENUES 
~OURCE AREA RATE REVENUES 
Airlines 648,649 $48 .75 $31,621,639 

I 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 

I 
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 

I 
Property Lease 200 $6,500 $1,300,000 
Inti. Flights 845,000 $4 $3.380,000 

Total Rates & Charges $88,650,164 

I Passenger Facility Charge $15,204,330 

TOTAL REVENUE $103,854,494 

I EXPENSES 
OPERATION & MAIN1ENANCE 
Terminal $28,350,000 

Airfield $5,250,000 

I US Site $6,615,000 
TOTAL EXPENSES $40,215,000 

I 
NET OPERATING INCOME $63,639,494 
DEBT SERVICE AND COVERAGE s~~.sss.~9o 

NET INCOME $1,084,204 

I 
COST PER PASSENGER: $6.65 

I 
10 
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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 (fRACON) 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 1-5 and 1-805 at Miramar Ave., 

access would be available from all sides of the airport 
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The newly expanded 1-52 and the projected extension of 1-125, 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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WHY MIRAMAR? 
THE EXPERT OPINIONS 
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January ll, 1994 

Mr. Douql~3 Manche~ter 
chairman 
San Diego International 

Airport Foundation 

ZHA 
"KOI WOH ..-\T F D 

one MArket Place, 33rd Floor 
San Diego, CA 92l01 

Re: Preliminary Analysis 
New san Diego International Airport at NAS Miramar 

Dec:tr Mr. Manchest.e:r:·: 

r am please~ ~o transmit to you our preliminary analysis on a new 
San Die9o International Airpo:r:·t at NAS Miramar. We have reviewed 
a great aeal ot information in the last month and a half to prepare 
this report and from our preliminary analysis would recommend the 
city of ~an Diego, the San Diego Port Authority, and the 
surrounding communities favorably suppor~ this project. 

~~rrent conditions at San Diego International Airport at Lindberqh 
Field are considerably constrained and passenger traffic is off 
substantially from passenger fcrecasts completed in 198B. Wh~r~ 
passenqer growth was projected in 1993 of lS,ooo,ooo, you will only 
achieve approximately 11,888,000. This results in an annu~l CJrO'Wt.h 
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 ni~qo's ability to 
increase its tourist market because of the poor conditions at the 
airport at Lindberqh Field. 

The airport operations at Lindbergh FiAln ~ubjQct ~or~ than as,ooo 
people to airport noise (41, ooo within the irornediate airfield 
exPosure) and will continue to havP. ~ n~~ative impact on vertic~l 
growth of downtown. This is unfortunate because allowing a 
downtown area tc grow vertically ~~nerally roducee the growth in 
costs of government-provided services; thus keeping taAes down • 

.Relocating san Diego International Airport to UAS Miramar would 
provide an o~~?~tunity fn~ the airport t~ be built to ~cco~~odate 
up to 20 m1l .:. ~on passeng·ers and p.rov~de a real recovery of 
passenq(;r gro._rth in an ut~const:rained manner. 

OW~·JER REP:::ESENTk :·;'Jl:; SERVICES· t:ROGRAt-1 r-.1!\'~t-GEMJ;·ri 

1 :~~·:'r;, ~rl- C~: '1: or ! .. · ,~· . ~<2 fJ E. Rob:r.co, &t . S . .t::~ ·.3E:IJ . C> - il.·,CcJ. r;urlc~ .. JCOOl -4(.) ;' . .4Z:! · ;~7 FJ,.. ;,;;. 4'::i ··1 Z?.-7:.1 · ~ 

_ . r.£;·
1 
... :~ · ~ ·lf1t: ... : ~""; ·~crpc·~rt=. :-:~:1:;;~ i , S2£.•J r1 . :.fv 79ih Cvv:o-;. 2L·te 1 OS r·/·~'· ' : ~~:-r,:s ~L 33C IE 3·J; - t:~9-J7C7 1-.l J: :1:~~- ::!~f.-JE!f. 8r~· "'' "-' .. ~ 779 3055 
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Mr. Douglas Manchester 
JantHtry 11, 1994 
Page 'l:"<ilo 

Our preli:~ninary foa!;ibility analysis intllcates a new facility with 
a design capacity of 20 million, constructed at a cost of 
$S80,355,JOO, and providing !j-4-airc.raft gates can be operated the 
first year wi.th surplus revenues. In the year 2000, the first year 
of operation, revenues are generated with a rate st.ructure that 
will be very competitive in the u.S . We project cost per passenger 
to the airlines to be $6. 5~. 'Xhis can be compared to the new 
Denver Airport, opening sometime this spring, at a cost per 
pa£con~er of $14.45. From ou~ discussion with PaineWebber, this 
project can be financed at investment grade ratings without any 
pledge of taXpayers' revenues from the City of San Diego or 
surro·unding communi ties. 

The environ:mental concerns, noise, and the sanitary landfill 
adjacent to NAS Miramar are legitimate concerns and can be managed 
acceptably. our review of the noise conditions s~tgqests noise 
l~velo ln the surrounding community by a co~ercial operation at 
NAS Miramar will be significantly less than the current military 
uperation. The current program for managing bird accumulation at 
the sanitary landfill, provided by the City ot San Dieqo and thQ 
Navy, has been successful for ~~e past two years with no additional 
hazards over normal and natural conditions. No bird strikes havP. 
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 help significantly in revitali:?.i ng current 
stagnation in passenger traffic and could open February, 2000. 
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS 

SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
AT 

BAS MIRAMAR 

JANUARY 4 1 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 
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2 000 , 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. 

Design capacity 

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 
Terminal Capacity 
Ground Access 

62 to 75 operations per hour (IFR) 
54 gates (370,000 passengers per gate) 

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 
Terminal Capacity 
Ground Access 

46 operations per hour (IFR) 
30 gates (314,000 passengers per gate) 

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 
New Denver Airport 

New san Diego International Airport Scope 

42,500 sf per gate 
53,570 sf per gate 

When creating the scope of a new international airport, providing 
improvements for a balance in capacity of airfield, terminal and 
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ground access is necessary to efficiently use capital for a new 
facility which is cost competitive with other new airports in the 
a ir 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 utilizatiqn 

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 safetyjsecurity 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 . 
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• 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. 

Proiect Costs and lUDdinq 

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 
Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs) 
(Collections during const~ction only) 
Airport Revenue Bonds 
Airline Funds 

Total 

$132,850,000 
$ 43,500,000 

$677,005,300 
$ 27.000.000 

$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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Airli ne l anding fees • 
Airline apron fees • 
Fueling charges. 
Property leases (catering facilities, 
maintenance, FBOs, and other on-site airport 
International flight processing fees • 

aircraft 
services) 

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 
Airline landing fees 

Preliminary Peasibility 

$48.75 per sf 
$1.03 per thousand pounds 

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). 

Landing Fees 

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 f or 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. 

Analysis 

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 Pacility Charge (PPC) 

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 International 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 seeped, 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 feasibi.lity 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. 

Proiect 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. 

sanitary 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 regulation of 
sanitary landfills up to other environmental agencies. Their 
involvement in the inspection is to ensure bird populations do not 
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accumul ate 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 o~ 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 faci;ity 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 ma i ntenance expenses, and provide 
a surplus in excess of $1 million. First year comparable costs to 
other airport are: 

-9-
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Airline terminal space rental 
Airline landing fees 
Cost per passenger 

$48.75 per square foot 
$1.03 per thousand pounds 

$6.55 per passenger 

These costs are most attractive when looking at other major 
airports in the United States. In 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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Jan. 4, 1994 

HISTORICAL PASSENGER TRAFFIC 
PASSENGER FORECASTS vs ACTUAL 

********************************************************************** 
Year Forecast Actual Forecast Actual Revised 

1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

1994 
1995 

2000 

2005 

2010 

PAX PAX Growth Growth Forecasts 

11,000,000 
11,800,000 
12,800,000 
13,400,000 
14,100,000 
15,000,000 

15,800,000 
16,700,000 

19,900,000 

22,300,000 

24,000,000 

Notes: 

5,630,343 a. 12. 10% 
6,547,439 a. 16.30% 
7,173,272 a. 9.60% 
7,937,806 a. 10.70% 
9,084,438 a. 14.40% 

10' 101 '030 a. 11.20% 

a. 10,705,006 b. 8.90% 6.27% 
a. 11,047,178 b. 7.27% 3.20% 
a. 11,194,694 b. 8.47% 1.34% 
a. 11,344,840 b. 4.69% 1. 34% 
a. 11,776,842 b. 5.22% 3.81% 
a. 11,888,000 b. 6.38% 0.94% 

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

a. 13,514,960 

a. 17,916,005 

a. 23,029,427 

a.Source is Demand Forecast Report dated 
July 1988 by P & D Technologies, Inc. 

b.Actual passenger traffic reported. 

c. 
c. 

c. 

c. 

c. 

c.Preliminary revised forecast based on constrained 
growth until year 2000 with new terminal opening. 
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San Diego 
lindberg Field 

Fad Sheet 

Traffic I 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1Q~ 

Enplanement 
(000) 

4,480 
4,989 
5,328 
5,467 
5,488 

% 
Change 

11.4% 
6.8% 
2.6% 
0.4% 

Average Day - Peak Month • 
Average Day • Peak Month, Peak Hour· 
Average Day· Peak Month, Peak Hour­
Peak Hour Overall • 
Peak Hour Commercial Traffic • 

I Ajrfield I 
Runway 
Annual Capacity 
Hour1y Capacity • VFR 
Hour1y Capacity • IFR 

I Teqnjnal 1 
Gates Wide Body 

Narrow Body 
Commuter 

Area 

Tennlnal Curb 

Parking PubUc On-sHe and Remote 
Public Off-site 

FIS 

Total Public Parking 
Employee 
Total 

Passenger/Hour Capacity 
Total Area 

Aircraft Operations 
(000) 

35,600 

164 
193 
206 
207 
212 

2, 730 Enplanements 
2, 1.0 Oeplanements 

4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
5:00p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

9,400 (9-27) 
224,900 Operations 

54 Operations 
.a Operations 

8 
22 

5 
35 

432,000 s.f. 

4,530 l.f. 

3,796 
3,120 (Pr1vate Operators) 
6,916 

869 
7,785 

240 
4,000 s.f. 

RAC Hertz, Avis, & National On-site using 4 Acres Total. 

Interesting Information 

Gate Capacity • for 1990 
Holdroom Area/Gate 
Daily Gate Use 

I 
314,000 paxJgate 

1,557 s.f. 
6.9 turns/day 

Exn~o~t ti 

% 
Change 

17.7% 
6.7% 
0.5% 
2.4% 
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-------------------
COMPARABLE AIRPORT COSTS TO OPERATE 

Jan. 4, 1994 
**************************************************************** 
Location Data Total Landing Terminal Cost per 

Year Traffic Fees Rent Passenger 
----------------------------------------------------------------
Orlando 1993 
Maimi 1993 
Tampa 1994 
Pittsburg 1993 
Wash.D.C. 1993 
Philadephia 1994 
Chicago 1994 
Baltimore 1993 
Las Vegas 1993 
Phoenix 1993 
Ft.Lauderdale 1993 
West Palm Bch 1994 
Sarasota 1993 
New Denver 1994 
Lindbergh Field 1993 
Lindbergh Field 1994 

New San Diego 2000 

21 ' 14 7 '888 
26,483,717 

9,562,839 
18,748,884 
26,764,421 
15,986,500 
69,065,311 
8,839,987 

20,913,054 
22,111~555 
8,344,138 
5,023,963 
1,713,939 

31,300,000 
11,588,000 
12,000,898 

13,514,960 

$2.09 
$0.99 
$1.12 
$1.35 
$1.49 
$1 . 31 
$1.89 
$1.38 
$1.23 
$0.91 
$1.05 
$1.39 
$1.85 

N/A 
$0.89 
$1 . 19 

$1.03 

$55.00 $7. 10 
$33.00 N/A 

$120.53 N/A 
$118.54 N/A 

$55.49 $4.40 
$46. 17 $8.50 
$65.00 N/A 
$35.00 $6.71 
$73.29 $4.05 
$40.00 $4.54 
$22. 15 N/A 
$51.05 N/A 
$43.07 $10.11 

N/A $14.45 
$41 . 00 N/A 
$39.68 N/A 

$48.75 $6.55 

Note: Greater Orlando Aviation Authority is source of dat~; 
collected from contacting each airport directly. 
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-------------------
PASSENGER FACILITY CHARGE (PFC) PROJECTED COLLECTIONS Jan. 4, 1994 
San Diego International Airport Amount: $3.00 
*********************************************************************** 
Collection Annual Annual PFC% Projected 

Year Year Enplanements Passengers Collected Revenue 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

1st 
2nd 
3rd 

New terminal 
4th 
5th 
6th 
7th 
8th 
9th 

10th 
11th 
12th 
13th 
14th 
15th 
16th 
17th 
18th 
19th 
20th 
21st 
22nd 
23rd 
24th 
25th 

1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 

opens 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 

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 
12,585,777 
13,120,672 
13,652,060 
14,177,664 
14,688,060 
15,187,454 
15,673,452 
16' 143' 656 
16,587,607 
17,002,297 

TOTAL PFC's: 

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 

Average PFC collection annually: 

0 
0 
0 

75% 
75% 
75% 

75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 

$0 
$0 
$0 

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

$15,204,330 
$16,116,590 
$17 '06 7 '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' 1 7 1 '024 

Exhibit E 



-------------------
PRELIMINARY PRQJECT SCHEDULE 
NEW SAN DIEGO IN~ERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

Jan. 4, 1994 MIRAMAR 
************************************************************************************************ 

Start Finish 
Year Quarter Activity Year Quarter 

1994 2nd. Select general consultant for project. 1994 2nd. 

1994 3rd. Analyze site, prepare program and scope documents. 1995 4th. 

1995 1st. Prepare master plan, new airport layout plan (ALP) 1996 1st. 

1995 4th. Prepare passenger facility charge application (PFC). 1996 3rd. 

1995 3rd. Prepare environmental assessment report (EA). 1996 2nd. 

1996 1st. Select design teams and special consultants. 1996 1st. 

1996 2nd. Design new airport and prepare final construction documents. 1997 1st. 

1996 3rd. Environmental remediation (if required). 1999 4th. 

1996 4th. Bid and award 1st. phase of construction. 1996 4th. 

1997 1st. Construction. 1999 3rd. 

1999 4th. Tenant fit-up, occupancy and relocation of operations. 1999 4th. 

2000 1st. GRAND OPENING. February (least traffic month of year). 2000 1st. 

Exhibit F 
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JanWU')' 4, 1994 

Mr. Richard Zipperly 
ZHA, Inc. 

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS, INC. 

Landmark Center Two 
225 East Robinson Street, Suite 660 
Orlando, FL 32801 

Reference: Miridnar Noise Exposure Review 

Dc4L 'i'vl.i. Zip~rly: 

We have reviewed the infonnatioil you supplied to us related to the Miramar facility and 
Lindbergh Field. You have asked us to review the available information and indica~ · to you 
the noise 1elated opportul'Jties and constraints associated with the possible relocation of 
comme"J"cial service irom Lindbergh to Miramar. 

Miramar Noise Contours (Military versus Commercial Activity) 

Miramar is currently a naval facility opernting a variety of military .fighter jet and transport 
aircraft inlt' and out of the facility. Noise contours prepart!d by the San Diego International 
Airport t•oundation, using th~ CNEL descriptor. wexe provided to us as well as an overlay of 
noise contours for the use of Miramar i:tS a commd"Cial facility. The relationship indicates a 
reduction in CNEL noise exposure with the comme:n..;al facility compared to the military 
operation. The CNEL noise de.scriptot tak?.s into account the number of average daily 
operations, the peak noise level resulting from departure and anival by the individual aircraft 
und \\'eights th~ evening (7:00pm-10:00pm) and r.ighttime (10:00pm-7:00am) operations as 
being more annoying than the~ which occur during the daytime (7:00am to 7:00pm 
nmetrame). 

The cause of the reduction in noise exposure with commercial activity is likely to be the 
. significantly reduceti noise exposure at th~ SCJ£rce (most indiviciuai commercial ailcrctit being 

significantly quieter th&n the military fleet :nix). The commercial tleet has been required t.o 
phase out the noi~er Stage 2 ain;raft 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 
:Jircraft has also occlll!'ed, the milit.ary fleet is not .. rubject to the Phase out requirements and 
most military aircrctft remain much noisier tban their commercial counterparts. 

Since the airfield at Mhcu-nar is active, airsp9ce has been reserved for its use by FAA's Air 
Traffic ControL It would be tnticipated that with commercial service at Mircunar, similar 
flight corridors could be utilized by the commercial fleet and new :ueas of land would not 
need to be exposed to flyover activity by the commercial fleel 

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 CouncH of Governments in October, 1990 (and amended on September 25, 
1992). This plan was prep~-red 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 
Miramar. 

In summary, the relocation of commercial service to Miramar would appear to result in smaller 
areas of CNEL noise exposme 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 FieJd. 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 comme.tciat 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 ~-posure arc-.a:; L-ound Lindbergh Field. 

The relocation of Lindbergh activity to Miramar and closure of Lindbergh would also release 
some surrounding property from land use r~ctions imposed primarily as a result of high 
noise exposure. Other properties in the City, currently affected by FAR Part 77 height 
restrictions, 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 c01nmercial 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 evaluation process to use Miramar as the region's 
commercial facility, one of the initial :!I'I!as of review should be to consider additional 
operational and land use possibilities to f.mher reduce· the long tenn noise exposure on 
affectect conununities and to review whether the constraints on time of day of aircraft 
departures f9r cow..merci&l aircraft. now cnfcr.;ed at l ind~gb wonl(1 "'main at the new site. 

Should you need any additi"nal information at this time, please do not hesitate to con~ct me. 

Sincerely, 

Richard D. Alberts, P.E. 
Principal 

RDA:ar 

• 
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P.u1w\\d1lx·r ln,·•rl>-•r.m:.J 
i 1S~ ;\,~·nUL' ·•t rh~: :inwn• ·" 
, ,.,, r .. rk. :'1- , . tu•n·~ 
~! ~ "J .~.;INIII 

January 6, 1994 

.­-·. 

San Diego International Airport Foundation 
One Market Place 
33rd Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Gentlemen: 

PaineWebbe1 

Paine Webb« Incorporated hu, over the past several years, underwritten billions of dollars 
of airport revenue funds in coMection with new airports and also with renovations of 
existina airport &cilities. 

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 pusen&er cost pursuant to proposed financing is below the current 
market. It is also our opinion that if the currem passenger aetivity level at Charles A 
Lindbergh Airport were to transfer to NAS Miramar, the debt for the project would receive 
an .. A" ratina from Moody's and Standard k Poor's Corporation. 

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

Sincerdy, 

C"u.. \. ~ l -~. c 'llAi '-.t.l ~ 
Carol Smith Canfield 
First Vice President 81. Manager 
Airport Fmance Group 

CSC:n 
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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, April1990 

"I'll tell you something my company doesn't want you to know and the FAA doesn't wa11t 

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, April1990 

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 24.00() 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 (AlA). The total population within this area is approximately 

86,800. According to the Lindbergh Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan, the AlA 

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. 
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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 "202" and "203". However, both fail to meet safety criteria 

set forth in the FAA standards regarding safety for several reasons not limited to: 

a. There is no l.()Q()..foot Object Free Area (clearway) at the ends of existing main 

runways; 

b. There is no Runway Protection Zone. 

c. 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. 

d. 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 I is the minimum standards anywhere in the world. Lindbergh Field 

lacks even Category 1 status. 

e. 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 
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separation between runway and taxi way and limited wing-tip clearance on 

some taxi ways and ramps are safety problems. 

f . In a letter from the Airline Pilots Association (ALP A) to SANDAG on October 

25, 19989, ALPA states, "ALPA has called Lindbereh Field an accident waiting 

to happen. It is a hazard to wide-bodied airliners. To propose that this field be 

retained for major commercial traffic is not only absurd. it is daneerous." 

g. Lindbergh Field will continue to lack Category 1 status even if MCRD is 

acguired and the Midway Post Office is demolished. 
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J A ~ - 11 -9~ TUE 08:4 G SUF.LEON_L.WILLIAMS 619 ~85 2~52 

A Pilot's-Eye 
View of Lindbergh Field 

Landing at San Diegu's tiny, poorly located airport can 
n1~ke 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 W£lli! you to know and the FAA dc·e.sn't want you 10 

know, and that is that my main job is this: staying alivt . My company dctsn 't want that attitude to 
bct.:ume pttblit· lucuwled8e becm4~t! it puts the dem~nt cf danger in air tra,rel. They wont ym.1. tn 

beli ... ·ve you are sitting in your living room. Howt1:er, if l stay alive, you stay alive." 
-Lindbergh Field-based air lint pilot with 35 years of aperiena 

1b no one's surprise, it was a typical San Diego City Council Monday. Ptogres5 on the Scpt,;mbcr 
JJ. 1989, ag,.n.d::. w~~ he.hinrl 1\chedule, and the chamber's populatior: ebbed and flowed with the 
approach and the completior~ of each item. B_ut by midaftemoon. the number of spectators was steadily 
dedining with each vote. As they left through the. foyer, they passed three men who Hood 4uietly, 
Wiitchir.g the proceedings around them and in the adjoining (.hamher. 

There was no:h ing particularly unusual about the appearance of the trio. They looked &.bout 50ish. 
Each was well but n<>t overly ~ssed. What was most unusual was their demeanor. 'l'hcy did not pace or 
wan~cr About. Nor did thc.y stand with their bonds 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 c::~pedatly distjuguisbed them could not be seen: Among th~m. they had more than 111 ~ars 

of flight experience and were about to addrc6s the City Council on the shortcon1ings of Lindbergh Field. 
Captain Tom Carroll stood between the othe.r two, his white hair contrasting with his dark-blue . ( 

suit. A S8-year-<>ld native of San Diego .'tNilh 34 yC<U~ of commercial flight expclicncc, Cnnoll's 
expertise is the jumbo 747s he fe1ries regulat;ly across the Pacific. Today, however, he was appearing as a 
representative of the 60,000-member Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA). 

[Editor's nou: Robtrt \-buzl-.n Y<>ung is coatJh~r of· "TM Interpe-l Connut:'on, •·G book pro!Jin8 tl:e practices of tht lntanat:C'n~l 
CrintirAI Pc!ict Org.:~nitat!o11 . ln prtparing this anicu, Yo;( !'It illten·itwed 1Uarly o dot~ ~·lttrafl air lir.c pilots, each wi:h 8 to 3U 
y£ars of aptritnctft:~int into Undb11rgh Fida. Mo.s~ o/tht piro:s. howrvtr, requuu d tht;·r T:aJIIts n~·t IJ, uud.} 
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J~N-11-94 TUE 08:47 SUP.LEON_L.WlLLl~MS 

Airport Manager McDonald 
insists Lindbergh's runway 

is adequate. Pilots 

disagree. ''It's JikP. a glass 
of beer with a head of 

foam;' said one. "You have 
a fuJI glass but you can't 

drink the foam. At 
Lindbergh, you have 9,400 
feet, but a lot of it is foam!' 

Ou his ldr was Capuin Charley 
.lcn:;co, o prof•!Uion:ll p(lot with 37 years 
io che air. Jcn!;en 's expertise is the Boeing 
757, sM 767~ he flic~ U'·' out of Lind­
betgh to cities like Chicago and Dallas­
Full Wc>tlh. Jen~n was f(pNsentin! th6 
7,000-membtr AUied Pilots Association. 

Th: thin! ut.n wa' Captain Neal~ 

''Snuffy'' Smith. who had recendy re· 
ilred aft~:r4) yean h• the "vo.:li.;.•:t. Hi:~IAsl 
30 ytars had b!en spent flying oul of Lind­
t>ergh Fkld. 

A \\-OmJ.Il stepped up to the trio. 
'"1)(1 you ttair:k v.e'll get on?"' C11rro!l 

asked hu. She nodded and e.,pl<~incd tha1 

they would go on d:.Jring the publt.: com­
ment xction ot tb tnd of tM a,enda. Sbt­
loc,ked at her warch and back to the cha~ 
bee. It <~VU now atll:r 4 o'dock. "Ho~· 
full)' it "'ill be &oon," she said. 

The u~eu uodded and continued thek 
patient viail. 

Mer a few mht.,lc:), - tall, ~l~nd(r 

man in a dark suit left the chi.mber. As he 
paSSCd the pilotS,~ 0( them (,"itlbJ UU(, 

''You shoald stick around a.'\d hear us." 
l'he ttli man apparently knew the n«­

Mc of the trio's "isit, for he replied, "I 
\l.'atcb them take otl all the t1me. I haven't 
Ken one f.all yet." With hardly a glan~ .. 
dle man strode on to the e!ev1tor B.l the 
tno looked at each ocher and gave itnper· 
ce~ib~ shrugs. 

Someooe standing next to the Jiilots 
watched the odd ex.changc and asked, 
·'Who wu that?" 

"John Win, the ci!y attorney,'' Jensen 
rerfied matter-of-factly. 

At about 6 p.m., a woman stepped into 
thr. lrf>•t-r And spCtke to the thre~ pilots. 
They nodded a'\d followed her into 1he 
City Council ~h•mher. rnovinl to the 
from row. There wu r.o problem with 
uat ~lection ~r.s there w~:rt. nnly a h2lf­
doten s~ctaton and five cour.cilrr.em­
oors left 

It was dose to 6:30 r.m. tr.·hen Coun· 
cilmernbcr Jud;t McCart)' anr.ounctd 

there coulo be ' '" rurther business be­
\:llihl: the.-c was n~ lo11su a quor~m 
prese:tt. 

Auu 1d\;t-son, chair of ~he P~ninn~l~ 

Community Plao11ing B~ard, stepped 
quiclc.iy to ~h~ ua:·:tc·phone ::.nd vbjected. 

There u·a.s supp-csed tc b( z puNic corn· 

mtnt section, she stated . When Sad~son 
wM reminded tht:rt was actual!y no quo­
nam aM chat it was setting late, she io­
•isttd thr.y h~td waited patieniiV for the 
public comment section and had a right to 
be hurd. 

MtCart)' cor.~edec:l, with tne proviso, 
that th•y cure to take no mor,.. than three 
minutes. 

Cr.rroll went fit'$t. In hie alloca~d min­
ute, C&troll uid he had provided the 
CJu,,ciJ ~ •th cop\c3 of ALP/\ ·~ basic re­
qui~rnents fer a sa~e ai:pon. and that 
Urll.llx:tJS!' 's safety ~tondards ore: not up to 
what rilots wan: and expect. Alth01.1~h he 
files i!lto Hun, Kvug, 'oMidercd ro be 
ont ot the most dangerc;us airports in the 
world, M said t&( would nllli~l n1 1hat 
airport than Llndber~h. 

"A!nerica·s t'inest City has America's 
worst airport," he told the four council­
members. 

As CarroU started to step a-way from 
lhe microphone, Councilmcm~r .Hob 
Filnec a~bd if the pilot considered the 
ai!J>OI1 unsafe. Canon rumed and paused. 
"No comment," he replied pointedly be· 
fore Stlting down. 

Jensen was ne.xt. kefe"ing to the steep 
hi! is on each side of the tirport. he said 
that pilots are forced to land "in a tea­
cup'" and are "inc~:easingly <lisappointtd 
anl1 an2t)' concemin~ the intrtia dis· 
played 'Jy succes~ive admini~triltions 
about m.:~ving I .inrthc~rfh to a safer loca­
tion ." 

Sn·.:rh cbs<:d by notine th:ll in hi!; 30 
)'tar$ of f1~ ing Lin1!bergh, · ·allchat w;~~ 
e·:er cl011e w;u a Band-Aid appro,,rh" t~ 
the prot.lems of the field . 

?.U4 
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:AH-11-94 TUE 08:48 ~UP.LEOH_L.WlLLl~M ~ 61'9 68'5 225:2: P.es 

Wl~t:u SJUith baj u~ up his 60 sec· 

ends, tht Council officiall)' retired. The 
pilocs and four olhen whu ll.cu \l.,~W!J 
remained smiled v:urifully at nch other 
and nealled ror the elevator. 

''Do you think it made ~ny dJfer­
u,ce·r one of them aske.j . 

"We'll su," ceme a reply. "'At least 
it's a stact." 

"If we could <'nly ttl the;niO su Lind· 
bel'&h fro:r. the pilot's pt.r~pecti·1e," Car­
roll said. "they just rtitht t:nderstaod 
why we talk about safety." 

''J'll tell you what it's 
like to land at Lindbergh Field. 
Jmagme coming do·wn Laurel 
Strnt in nn IP.-whuler at 150 

miles an hour with no brakes." 
-A Lindbergh Fie!d-based 

airline pilot 

''1\1.•<>-four-thcee, r~uce speed to two­
oM-:uro then d~,e•nd to ar.d ma\ntain 

eight thooswi." 
F'light 2..13 j, about nine minutu and -10 

miles from touchdown when the captain 
is told by Snn Dieso Approo.c.\ Control to 
slow and chtn descend 10 8,000 feet. Af­
ret t.c &ivc~ 1'\t\ ec:lcno..,.lc:dam(nC, the fmal 
ched·Jist bc&ins for la:.t<lir.g at SAN, the 
~ffici:J bbbn.vi~tiM for S!UI Dicto':s Lind· 

t.::rgh Field. In the process. he reaches 
V\>Cl iiUll fl!~~~ llJC U\)-)tU•;J\.ili:S ~i~ll vff 

and back on 
Inside tt.e c:stin or th~ ec-ein,g 767 , 

rno~t po:~~nsers b&3r the chim« out f~~· lindbe•&h's "white k.nuct<le" approach u 
see the sl&n lla$b. Fewer know that i: i~ a seen frcm the cockr.it. Beeinning at left, tr>e 
ai&n«l to th~ fll&ht nttendo.ntc &teril~ tirliner :s··'fOOP' ewer the U.S. Naval HoJf)iUI 

cockpit. no pen'>n or communitition in Balboa Pari< at 800 f~et and $1\irb tha 
Jllll)' eutc::1 uuJ~~ it c•:mcc.rus lb.: IClldia& fi'H!tOC'l!\ naar ti'IE ~rosoace Must;um and 

the Sblrtignt Bowl be for" roarir.g «illEr r'X>f~ 
or t}',e safety or tht flight. Until then, a on lhe outsklrt~ of dow~tOW;'I San Diegc. 
simple reqt:est sac.:t. ~ il~lioJ& that a "ina:Jy. tM &ircraft pa~ses as close as 78 
whul<;hair be waiting at rhe gate wou!d feet to thf top of the Laurel Travel Center 
have been rtlayed as a -cowte)y. Bul110t ;rc;,urtt, r-ncto. center) t.c.forc tou~l\ing 

aow. All attention is on the ufety of t'le down r.early 2,000 :eet from u·,e end or 
lalidlng. th"' 11irr.M's short rum'f.IY. It is a tandin~r 

c.tvceoure tnat !'iiots s~y allows little room 
The -:~ptair. and his \icst offictr hc;\'e rcr error. 

pic~ed up the latest wuther infc-rmation -----­
!rom the Air 1Taffic Information Systc.m 
(A TIS) that h•dud~s the temperature, v;~- but you can·• dnnl<: the foam . At Lioo· 
ibilitya:1d wind directioil ~t Lindbergh. !t Oergh, you have 9A'IO teet, b:J! a lot of Jt 
gl...es them good news az.'d bad news. is foam." 

'.(be good Jle\I>S is tilat the rUn that •. According to offacial approach maps 
was reported rarlier has stop~d. and for the lirport, t!lere are 7,590 feet of 
there is seven miles of visibiliti' witb a ustble runway wh~ landin~ froo the 
10-k.not breeze coming in off the ocear., east, not 9,400. Landing from the west, 
which rr.ea!ls they \\iU be able to lc.nd thete are only 7,200 usable feet. TJte dis­
into the wind. cttpancy has to do with the angle$ of 

The bad new~ is that the runway is descent large jets must use to avoid obsta­
still wet, and me ceiling has dropped to cl« when landing at Lindbergh from e.i· 
750 feR thtr direction. 

Lindbergh's run•.s.•ay is too short to be· \\'hen the Pmway is wet from fog or 
gin with. l!.vM nrtrifo.r ic11'-Al conditions . rain. a mixture of water, oil, fuel, dirt and 
Airport Manage.r Dud McDonald insists rubber covers the same surface where 
tht Lindb.Mgh •, 9,400 f~t k Ml".qu,tr:, ~rr.e.onr Wll.nts t(' drop a quarter-million­
but the pilots who fly it disagree. As one pQ\illd airp!ane tod 200 people at 150 
pilot !l~~d , '"It is lik~ )'(IUS' pay venus mllM 11n hour. Wher. it's wet. pilots de­
ta.'\.es . What t.iey say they pay you aod scribe Lindbergh's nJnway in graphic 
wb{o: you f:.rir.lo home or• two diffe:ent tenns: "slidt~r than snot oo 11 t1o:"r1cnoh."' 
things. In this case, what they S<'Y th£.y A 750-foot ceiling rneans that altho::gh 
ue giving yoll in J'\lf\Wr.y kn~th is OM one can ue for 5>!\'tn n1ilts .,t,~n n~nr:l­
amount, b:Jt what you a<;tudly g~ anc! lng on the r>Jnv.·ay, a: 750 feet and higher, 
1.:41' ::.•fdy l)~e h anc:.>th,r." vi~ibili;y ie :terc . Thi& is not l probl~m at 

Another said, "It's like a tla$S of beer mos< airports because they are at;Je ro 
wi th a head of fu~rn . Yvu hiS't: ll full gla$3 offer dcctron1C' &\lid.1n~e onto tbe run-
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Most airports are able to offer electronic guidance onto the runways. At 
Lindbergh, however, a landing method as old as car.vas-winged airplanes is u5ed. 

wo.y& or dcw11 to altitude.' u lo'" as 100 
f«t. At L!ndberlh . however a landing 
m'thod ·~· old Ill com'~~ '' inged :~lr 
plane!' is u~f'd, co.nd Flig; ~ , 243 '"ill have to 
e~ttploy it . 

"Two-four·thre.e, reduce ~p.!ed to cnc­
t:i~lll-~t : v il!lll 0::;,\;.C;u:J 1 •J ~ix thou.s<\nd , 
heading two-four-zero and intercept Ic ... 
t'llliz~r ~unway two-seven:· 

The admowledgrnent is given ar.d the 
l~tronles pulled back. The plane W8.l'\lS to 
drop, but the pilot lifts its nose to hold tM 
t~ it;tude until ll:SO knots 1s r~llt~. Tnen 
the descent 10 6.000 ftet begins. the 
rniles btiow sl1pping by as t}l( checlc.hst 
continues. and the !hght attendants gatli­
er the h!ot few cup~ and ensure mat every­
thing is $ecUte . 

The pz~enge..-s can feel the lur.J to the 
wts: a.ud be~r the wbine as the plane's 
flaps dig mto tht atu:osphere. They a:e 
bcin& brought A~:ound 1n a curve to inter­
cep! the "localizer," or.e of che olde.St 
me mods of oaviRation: An e:lectronic si~­
nal !s sent.dONn the runway so plane~ can 
rell if :hey are too far to the left or tbt 
right as they approach. The proolem is 
that there ili no vertical ruidanc£ to tell 
them if they are too high oc low. 

n.-~~it~ ~~""-"f."· ~tth:\!'\C"M in IAnt'line 

u:chniques, the terrain lO the east c..f Und­
berah trt'JCr.U tnythJ:~g rnor~ mGdtm.lll 
stand~d Federal Aviatio:~ Adrl'jmstcation 
(fAA) terms, Lindbergh is :11 "r.on·preci· 
sion appr~ch ,' ' somtthing rartlY found 
i(\ eirporu today. 

"uoe~liztt intercepted ," the pilot caDs 
u thG ncc.dlc. swin~~ - He. bc.sins ~c. pull 
the crdt w the wc$1, watchmg th£ nee.ile 
4S it •ll~ves to ()',e .:ealtet' of tJ,e di~l . Tt~y 

are no.v c•n a diret:t ~ourse for lindbergh 
Fi c:IJ, Ruu \ofiiJ 27, 21WU I 17 wile:) llt ;J )iA 

rn i r11m~ from tQUChdown. 
Or. a vid.:o $Crcen before the pilot, a 

rMp is d : sp; ::~ycd Shi)Wil'lg their location 
c.na (leshnal;On. 

1(12 

··n .. •ofour-thre~, desce11d 

a .'1d maintain four thousand. 
Cross VYDDA fo;,.r thousand. 
Cleartd lo.:aliur. two-se\.•cn 
approach. Contact Lindbergh 
over SWA1T one-one-eight­
point-three. G'd.u/' 

Unlil 11uw. th:y i. JII-.~: beet\ uodc.r the. 

CMtrol of San Diego A~proach , the t. i~­

traffic tacilily t'f Miramar. But tl •ey ~c: 
now or. their own, clez!.~d to follow tr-e 
localizer and to b(ogin a series of step­
downs , lowering cheif altitude at very 
precise, ~.redetermwed lx:&tions . Each 
iocation is named on air-:rafficrr.aps wi:h 
a fiYt-letler d~signation that has no stg· 
nificance except that it is the cnl)' lo­
cation with those letten i'l the Ur.itcd 
States. 

the ficst location is VYDDA (prc­
nour.ced as one v.-ord, ~· vydt~"), which 
must be crossed at 4,000 fer.t. The ne\t is 
SWAIT, which must t-e intercepted at 
3,600 feet . The last is REEBO at 2,0C() 

feet. Each of the three locations art. oo fl 

direct line iniQ Undbergh Field. Aight 
243 has also been told to call Liodber~h 
Tower on frequency 118.3 l\'ben they 
Tl'.llr.h SWATf. 

Flight 243 is 1\QW four minutes from 
touchdown. Thr pi aM hils ~ac:h~ 4,000 
fut. buc there is uro vhibiliry. The pilot 
b rdying m:.inly en a video screen chat 
shows a map and their cou~e. a needle 
d~ignr.tin~ th~ Jocoliz~r nnd it\~tl'\l:nen~ 
showing altirude and speed. 

On the ' ·ideo screen, the loeotion 

marked as VYDDA turns from nu'tgent• 
lo white , ! ignifyin! thot VYDDA has 

been pas~d . They a:e ova- the Sar. Mi­
gcd Moum .. in~ lill<l t l .. V~ lv ·· ~Lt;v uu· ... u" 
400 feet ':ly the time they reach the rat 
location, SWATT, in 1.? nautical mile~ . 

The no~smokin~ si~n flashes ~s the aJ\· 
oounctn'Jeln is made, "flig~t atte~:dants 
ru~rure for la.&dini ." 

The attendAnts make a ~ast check o)f 

s~at~ :.1\li tro~~y tAhleJ. s~ they mo•e 10 their 
positions and stnp th<!mstl-..es firmly in. 

SWA'M''a loca.tic:..n on rivo. ~irlM ~een 
turns magenta at exactly 3,600 feet. Pet­
feet. They sre o~r til- s"'~~rwaru Re-.~r. 

voir, about 11 miles to gc·. lhey n!lW tell 
the Lindbergh Control Tower they are at 
SWATI. 

"Lindlxr!h tower, two fcur thr61, 
SWATT." 

' 'Twu-fout·lluee. Cle(,r to la:~d . Wind 
at two·oine-oh a! tell. Braking action 
poor:· 

The ten-knot ~reeze f~m the oct:an is 
ho1c:lt0i but the braKJ.ni prcblma , OO;iuse 
o: the we: runv.-ay, calls fo:- (WO cacrics: 
Get the- bird down as tasr as possitle to 
g:ab as much runway as possib!e. and 
then reverse the engines t~st and h!!.rtt 
Csuall)· a pilot bas a ebcice between ap­
plying brtlet·S mana.;ally or setting thtm to 

work for him &utomatically, as soon ~ 
the wheels rouch . But not with a wet 
runway. The pilot of flight 243 sett thtlll 
on automatic. He wuts brak.in& as soon 
as he hits Runwt~y 27. 

But first, he tus to get ooto Runway 27. 
The plane has 6 mil~s to 10 until 

F.EEBO, the last navigatk-nJl mlllt th;~ta 
pilor b•~ ~forr. l~~nctill2 at l .indbu&h. It 
is .S.l miles from rhe end of the run~ay, 
ju" a few blocks southeau of thlo. illtf'.f· 
section of the 94 and 805 fr~eways. Tnese 
l~st ~w mUec •~ the ~ne• ril<.t(c uy th~y 
<!isli.ke the most. Although th¢)' are !lying 
~ot:-<>f-thc ut jet$, when bnc:ng at San 

Diego frorn the east. airline pilotS must 
r:.ly on the. "time. hack ," a mc!hod of 
dead-reckor;ing navigat10n that origt­
uat~ klu6 l~fofe r~dic dirc.c.ticnDI si&­

r.als \:.'ere invented, and which relie, 
:;imply VII ll I,;U1Up4)~ 1111d 4 d ock 
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in tt:e J9lJs, a lime luck :o rin.l an 

•irJiOft mitht hav' read: "\oVher. you in­
t(t«pt l"te o,·er, t:.!rn OOfth and follow it. 

When ~·ou eros! the cover~.d bricge, fly 
tor ti"w't rrt:r•U\c.s r.nd lhu; tum W cegrces 
to the r.gt-.t and climb to .500 feet. ('Thtre 
are .some tall uets you may not see in the 
fog.\ Ay for six minutes, and ti:e.n you 
e~n &sceod unt:l you see h.r.d. If it is not 
too l(•~n, )'OIJ willS« the airport on your 
ldt after r.assin£ two red ba:na." 

Jncrtdible as it may sum, that sty~ of 
navigat;on is .itill used to land from the 
east i: Lindbergh Field ''-'hen it is over­
cast or foggy and the runway cannot be 
setn. Tht Liodberth time hack be£ins at 
REEBO, 5.1 miles from the end of the 
n•nway. It lr.vo:ve• ollly the~ ele.meots: 
speed, time and altitude. 

S(leetl The pilot will ~elect a ~d 
that he will \lse to cc:scend from REEBO 
to tllr: •irr.('!rt. fl'll' u~mr-lr.. 14.') k..nor~ . 

lime. As part of his approach map, he 
h.ts a arid that wi:t tell him how loog it 
will take to fly 5.1 miles •t 140 k:nct3. 

Altitude. The lo"'•ut th.2t a pbne ca:t 

~ftly descend when landing to the west 
i~ 660 fee:, bec-'u~e ufBnlboo. PD.~ ttecs . 

When t~y pass REEBO, tl:e stop­
watch wills~rt Alon~ w.itlt the dc.$c.cnt. If 

the aiJVlane brea\;.s thcough the dou<i 
(.vvte; t~fvu: (i(j() fe:«, tl1.: pilvt l.:i&tl lt-~d 
out and ~ook foc the aiq'l()rt. Just as tJa¢y 
l!i\1 ir. the 1~20s, high-ttdl jets must go 

locking for Lindbergh Fidd. 
If the pilot ~ees the airpott , t.e automat­

ically has visut~l clearance to lard. If he 
. cannot S(.e the auport b~ the tame !\e 

re..\ches 660 feet, he must level out l.'ld 

cc·ntinue .his CO'Jrse. He knows after two 
minutes and ll second$ that M· is over the 
enJ of the runway and can inform the 
control tower v.•hat his next step is. He 
might want to try again (known as a "go 
arount!"), or he might choose to ~o to 
another airpOrt. 

Flight 243 is ap~roacbing REEBO. 
Sreed •.s 140 knots Alt!rode 2.COO. The 
,.,heels go down . The s1~dd.;n thun.\c star­
t!u so;ne passrogm. Th~ ?ilot r.ot~ the 
three green li,~m rh~t mean the three 
gears are dvwn and locked. 

"RF.F.~O." r.N~t".< tr.~. ~"11 T~ ... r.l(rlc 

is star.ed. The time hade begins 

Down thtoUih me overcast. steadily. 
watching the speed and the altimeter, 
pulline h~tt:k nn rhe thron1e~ :&nd then 
~asing it foxwacd to bold the 140 kno<s 
-.·hiJ~ dr<ipping a! q-'kkly u f<I)S~hl,.. 

Flight 2.43 is desc~nJing at alx.•ut 1,000 
feet ptt' ruioate, nearly IS mil€S an hour, 

but the ground is actually ccmiog up fast­
er bece~u~ the hill} c.rrain of Balboa Pa..oir. 

is rising beneath them. 
Thi$ combination o£ a risin& 11\ncl JnAS3 

tnd a swiftly sinking plane sometime~ 
"W vrf A safety devic-e KtlOWU &J the 
Otound Proximity Warning System, which 
~utomatic.lly ~uunw ¥ rewrUcd '*vi~ 
alert. Mten the 'ystem detecb that the 
&routld is -rproaebing too rast, a te­
corded \'0\ce will 5bout, '·Pull up! ~ 
up'" wh1ch can SWtl' not only p;lots but 
fifSt-cla$s pmeogers .., wtll. (When the 
wheels are down, the system says, • 'Sink 
rate! Sink rate!'') 

When approaching San Diego from the 
east, che worst offender islbe San Miguel 
Mountains. So many automatic alerts 
nave been 5et off while planes are de­
scending that W. FAA has se.ot out oo-­
:icts to all pilots ro wam them about the 
situation. 

Fli~ht 243 hasn't bad any alens 'let . 

''S!NK0Nf.1HOUSANO. oo:bebuv." 
:he first officer calls out, :-ignaling th<'t 
they lire': l<inldr.z at 1,000 ~u: a minu~e. 

and the:r $peed is what \\'45 ret with the 

The ~u,..l Tre11el Cent.,•t loC'~tiM within tl"#. 

final approact. pattern fiX Lil'dber&h Fie:d 
forced •irr«t official5 tn d1anie their 
Iandin& system when pilots disco~-ered the 
old sysie:n could cause a 747 jumbo jet to 
stnl>:e tne parlelni structure. Pilots lil ifl :il1y 

the ~ildil"€ is a hurd 

marker, or "bug." 
At about 800 f~et. th--.y ~~tro>. h~o~cy . Tt-e 

plane d~ceods btlow the cloud CO\'t .r. 

Blllboe~ Park and the Naval Hospital au 
below and the runway dead ahca<!, about 
ODf. minute IWLy. 

As they continue thc.ir descent, the 
llwhliu'' of down:own Sa.n !);ego t~[c or. 
the left aod Mr. A's, ;he bnmt of cockpit 
humor, is uu lhe •iJShl. Pilot~ like to rc.· 

made 1hey bow they &nat the right all.i­
«ude wh(n they are at eye level willa 
diners at the re5taurant. 

tlight Z4J no Jon&er has to complete 
ib time hack as it is now on visual ap­
proach. But thue is more: the tanal v1sual 
slide path, the Laurel Ttavd Center and a 
too-short. Wd runway. 

The visu&l gliJe path is Utually rnea· 
stmd in degrees, the angle that t.'l._ plane 
is corning ir.to the runway. Most airports 
opera:e at 2.5 degrees C't a rruu.irm:m of 
3 aeg~u. Boeing Aircraft's manuals for 
the air carrie.rs and the pilors cont.e in 
computati'>nS and recommendations 
based on a ,t;de path of 2.5 degrees or a 
ma~jum of 3 de~rces . 

. CG"i11f11l.:f-OON PJ./3!.. 2'~ 
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i hey do n(l( offer figures for a 3.5 
sim ply be<:J\l~c :t i3 non;,tondnrd :Utd 

highly unusuli. t>ord~r :ng on th~ 4-de· 
&•ee 1lide ~lor-e :o$«1 ht comba:-attack 
aircnrt. However, the vh:ual glidt path 
iutv t.imJ~: t;ll Fidll i~ 3 .S \k.g .e~. off 

tr.e scale of the IT'anllll~. It is, in brief, 
steeper man most a!lp)rts ill l.hc: r:u1h c 

\lo'(lrld. 
h5se.ngers in the c.abin ca.1n~t See the 

Tnvel Cer.ter, but it new ~gins t~ locm 
1nto tt.e p1lot s v~w. ~1tuated near tt.e 
inler!oe\:U('In of Laurel Str~~t and Pacific 
Highway. the building b;u been curseG by 
every pilot who r.;es Lindl.>eegh. Besides 
its obvious belie t.r.d general posture for 
arrivin& flights. few San Diega.ns knew 
hew close !he/ -n~re to an actual dis~~tet 
until the Air Line PiiQts Assoctation 
st~pped in. 

Located only 710 ft¢t from t~ tnd of 
lhe runway. the six-stort Laurel TnYel 
Centet' was opened in Mav 1986. Al­
though 1t '~~.'aS directly in the flight path 
anrl was 94 feet hi&.'~.. the FAA rule.d that 
it was "no hazard'' to aviatiQo . For a 
still-ur.u.piained r~ason. ALPA was nev­
er tlotified of it~ ccnstr:uctioa. Building 
tJV.rifir~tion-. ""· nnrm11!1y pmvirlr>1 to 
that c•rga.rdzation with adtquate lime for 
th!!m to refpond ::~.nd mu.c- nconunend:a-­

tions. Blit or. this occa~ion, !he structure 
w:a c:omp:etc.d wit!lc:.ut the n2tio.:~al of­

fice !n H~a..'l'f'ldon, Virtinia, bewg told. 
When Dick Ru:s~cll, ALPA's regiOnol 

s3fety coordinat<•r In Los Angeles. ~gao 
to f(.Cci~ rt..por:$ fron• pilcts about the 

s<rocture. he decided to investigate. He 
l!~lo.d Caphun J'\1 S~o:J;It:gd, wiJu lin.:s iu 

Del Mar, to JooJr.. inti) the matter. \\"hen 
.Russell uw Schlegel's photographs. he 
quickly c~.l1td Mike ~foore of ALPA's 
Engineering and Safety ~partment ln 
Htarr'd,a. 

Moore tound there was an:>tbu clc.­
n·.ent of danger bt:si.des U1e bcildin~ it­
sdf. The othct element \lt"M a series of 
lights that piJ~ use fc.c guidaoce onto the 
n.nw~y. called VASI or Visual Approach 
Slope lncl ,ca:or. Th! VASI lets an ap­
proaching pi!ot kr.ow if he is teo t.igh 
o~ too !ow in t.is approach to the run­
way. n .e iights can be seen from several 
miles av.·ay. 

21)0 

LJ:"'DDti\.CH llSLD 

rr the p!C!ne is comio~ in too high . tht 

lightG .:arpur to be ~II white . JC r,)('l k w , 

thty &f"pe3.f tv bt all r~d . Jf d~ plane is 
desc:cnd:n! At the C:{'rr~ sn~;le. or "on 

path," the lights will be red ar.d white . 
T1'e VASI ,.- ~~~ instsllcd And 4prrvved by 

the FAA in 1971 
Mwr~·~ ~tudy fouoJ that if~ pilo! of 

a DC-10 jumbo jet correctly used the 
VASI system to lttwl ill LUad!JetJh ri~ld, 

his l1nding gear v.ould clear the Laurel 
Travel Cen!erby on1y 3.!12 !ttL n:c: !!at 

of an L-1011 jumbo W('\Jid miss by only 
1 . ~ tut . Most disturbi:lg was Moore ·$ 
disc;,very that the landing gear of a 747 
would •ctually l::it the tra\·et ~ntcr on a 
VASI-~~~ided approach. 
On~ pilot later do'll.'Tlplayed Moore's 

findings by inshting that the VASI sys­
tem was never set up to handle ji.lmOOS 
such as the 747s. But Russell n:tortcd that 
it didn't make any diff~tnce. • Jf it's 
there, ~ilOiS wlll fly it." he said. 

On January 6, 1988, ALPA provided 
the FAA with d(tail~ of its investigation 
and chall~n~e-1 the ruling ~f ''no haz­
Ard.' ' ALf'A called the si!uation at Lind­
bergh "8.!'1 amdent waiting to happer.:· 
They uid d''· huiJrl ine ~hmtld either come 
dow11 or a n~w slope indicator sh(lvld be 
ir.tblled. 

Oe$pite ~ evidenc.e, the FAA dragged 
its bu~ucr~tic r~~t . Ao. <'ne former offi­
cial exph:.ined it. somebody in the FAA 
wu ttyin! to "~vo face" d~cpite tht­
danger. Mea.'lv.·itilt, AU'A was getting 
ISlet~ out to pllou, y,•aming them that 
jumbo jets should not use the VASI and to 
give the "D'ilvc:l Ct:ulc.t wnJc: IJQth. 

~~oore stayed on the issue, however, 
douing fAA ornctals uatil he fowlll ~· 
official who was willing to help. On May 
~. lYtslS. the FAA finally responoe<l. 
They explt.ined the fi~·e-mor.th lag by 
1aying, "The scope ot tt,e satety evalua­
tion has necessitated a delay in our re­
ply .•. " Ho\\'ever, they diet concede that a 
new lighting system would ' 'mitigate the 
problems." 
~ ~w system, a Preds!<m Approa<".h 

P"c1 th Indicator (PAPl) , was finally in­
stalled in November J9li8. lt ensures n 
fe.c:t of clearance on a glide path o(3 .5 de-
11Jets. But Rus5el1. Schlagel and Moore 

h<l'le :IQt chang('d th:ir bJ~rc view6. The 

new PAPI. they naintain. make~ ir st~fer 
to clear th~ Travel c~nter. but the safest 
~lution is stiil to ee: rid of the buildir.g 
altogether. 

TO THE WET of lotema:e S, fli~ ~. : 
2<43 iJ :~l i ding down IM lc.~~ appr<lxh as 

the farst officer calls out the de•atit:\n: 
'"foiV< hurtdrcd.'' 

Th~ captain is watching the runw~y , 

UJC: aal-&uu-wbite lishu of the. f'Af\l , and 

th~ l iSAir ar.d American fl ights waitiOl: 
tc· t?.XI ontotb<: lUil"'"Y T"tK.)' rue alightly 

fO tht It:fl anc Nlow wt.ere he is going 
t(l be touching dO~n. but he mu~L ~Lill 

watch. just in :ase a mi5talce is made . He 
hold$ the tnro<Ut.s flrml)· now, ready to 

give the engines full power should a last­
minute emugency requ1re :t. ths trip i~ 
•o tight thilt the 5kin across 'lis k.'Ulckle! 
is white. 

"Thru hur.dred." 
The rhrottles a.ce pulled b:lck and the 

plane sinks sliihtly, so he gives it more 
po~·er. The plane SUrles and thc:ll lift! 
Jlightly as an u~<ir1ft hits. Back on the: 
throttl~, jock::ying, balancing, using ev­
ery pcrcep~Qn to ftel tht dips and rolls 
and vibrat ions of the 767. 

"Two hundreil ." 
The stetring is z.s gocod as one can 

u .p.•r.r for a qu~tif'r-miilion pounds Cit I 50 
miles an hour, 

"Ont hundred ." 

They can read the license pi a!es of cars 
puked on the top of the L~u;d Tr&vel 
Centu u they cross QVU it at ISO miles 
an hO'Jt with 85 feet t? 11p..,... l"h~ plane 

drops ovu the gas statil)fl, the crov.ckd 
ultt:4MXtiOil, the bb3t rc.n~ a!\d a smDII 
block building. 

lbc ftfX.:~ ;u!IJ UYi1Jiu~ lt11vc; dfHII!l 

complaints, being at the end of the run­
way. Tile ftflce is non·ftangible, me.sn­
iog it is oot built to e.asily brealc apart 
wMII ht! to not oaru2ge the airplane or 
ClU$e injl.!rle$. The StU<:CO building 10 
Cut bchir,d the tence is an a:rport sewage 
dump that airport staff call " the summer 
cottage." It is very non-frangible. Airpo:1 
Man!ger McDoMid sh.r.1gs of! any com­
p!aint&. He said 'ji.nce tl.e. blast fe r.cc is 
needt.d to protect Pacific Highway. it 
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\v')u!d be: ' ·:siUy' : >, ~ITXIVt the buiiding 
if the fe nt::f: is goinl to Stily . 

.4.ccording to FAA regulatiCins. there 
cannot be anr nor .. fr:msil:-le £tructure~ 

within rhe safety arc& of tt.e kirport, 
\v!lk~. is blSiC.llly the entire a.r.::A whc:rc 

ai:-planes operate. This is reitef:lted :o tl\e 
Ai'1)0rt Ccrtifi,ation Manual, whJC.h was 
si&ncd by McDonald on December 29, 
J98&, .and ~t••uV('d a~ ''F.~ ~v•v"c~" 

on Ma) 8, HS9. That manual specifi­
l'o:lly ~, .. ,~ 1~re are nCI non-frangible 
st~ct11res in :~-;e area . However, a map 
mat Is pan or the manual stow$ that the 
bour.dary of the ·•safety area·· eoes up to 
the foot of tht blast tence and stops, ger­
rymandering the fen-:e a~d building our 
of th~ MA's jorisdicti.>n . 

Ellsv.'Onb Chan. manager of the FAA's 
Regional Brarl(b of Safety and Stan­
dards , which approved the mM~Jat, was 
asked if he kn¢w about the fen:e an·i 
building. Yes, he satd, h~ kn~ws ofthem. 
' 'That's where they bring the 'hooey­
bud:ets.' ·· he said d the sewege dump. 

Asltro why the boundary ofthe safet;· 
a:ea was drawn :o stop 1t the base of the 
non-ffll:1gible fence or. the nmway, Ota.'t 
reJilied: "If ;·ol! inchl·1~ the fence end 
slructu~. 1t wouldn't be a s;&(ety area.•· 

Whe'l a pil.)t wiTh V) )l':Ar~: f'a:r.t.rit.r..-.r. 
was told about O.an·~ uplanation. he 
!1111f.hr.rl "Th,·, how tM FAA ~·orks! 
Remen·.ber, tt1t:y ' re the ones who ap­
p.-o"Jtd the Laurel "!i'avel Center, too." 

flight 243 is ovu the end of Runway 
':1.7, rushin.; P'-St d\{1 p!o.ne!i that Arc lined 
up, w&Jting to u.b off. There ue three 
p:onc:, corry log a total or <400 t? soo pe-o­
ple. The FAA predicteci the.re wiU be con­
aidc.rab!y more plAnes lined UjJ iu tl~ 
coming years. 

lu tln;i• "Au •rw Orourlt! De!l!y Sr:udy: 

lmptct of Increased Operations al Und­
l>c.rgb Fie:d" of Septernbei 1989, they 
estimated a 25 percen! iocctase in lrafrtc 
with no changes in Ule autle!d Wlll create 
''chronic delays" sutpusing the busie$t 
airpo£1$ . 

The study w:u driven homo: with a 
com;Jut~r presentatior. to S'U\ Die go of­
f"teials. A cc.mputer program was able 
g~phiClilly tc depict wh.at ;ra(fk would 
lcok m:e a.t Lir.dt<:rgh Fielci 81 the num-

2()2 
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l:er of f!igt.ts continued to zrow. Small 
t:-lip1 of light ::m ~ c'-•l..,r mc.ru tor r~pr~ · 

sented the p:ane.s waiting to leave on tht 
Ol.itlittes of Lindb~•sh Fi~!d . The lir.e 

waiting to lez.ve finall)' gr:w Wltil tt.ere 
..,.·.:re 20 planes qucu~ to ta.'-c cff. 

The FAA offiCial e.~tplained how !his 
affcae.d pf.$$CO!tr wauir.,; nmc . automo· 

bile traffic inro t.'le airfort, and fuel con· 
~uu.pd.l..iU u IIIC yl<~ : H::~ '"1ilw iu liuo:; . 

After the detMnstra:ion. Ca~\lain Thm 
C!rroll. ?Olnted ou1 bo"' t."'ere was not one 
w-:>td about safefy o:- the eif~t that 20 
fully IOC&\Ied ptane5 mlfht have ir. an 
acc.ident . 

' 'Remember ltlat Lmdbergh hu only 
one airstrip," he said . " They can' t being 
in an emugency or. a"other runway. So 
imagine a Oit:ht in tr<.>Uble, $trious trou· 
ble. He can't ~teer ~ell , he may have on I)' 
one engine, thert are ::oo people on boaro 
ar.d he bas only one ch.an.;e :o land. He 
~11.11't circle fcc hours . 

"He has to come in now, end you have 
20 fully lo4ded plams lined up !ike sitting 
ducks . There is oo way you can get them 
out of there :n time. Yc.u have pethep~ 
4,000 peopl-; and encuf.h fuel to cover 
Lind'xn1h ankle deep. 1'i1i.nk about that 
potential disa5te:, ar.d you'll see if this 
airpc.rt continue~ to nplnd that there 
is more &.t stake than somt.one getting 
homr btr. " 

On top of that, wber. planes star1 to get 
in line at tir.dbergh. Boeins 747s ~:ill 

have a particular pro)I'Ull, said Carroll. 
wh'> flies 747s. The wins~pan of the 
jumbo plane~ 11 simply tOO wide for 
Ufldlxrgh'a t1Jtiway3, which 'f't'I:.I'C. origi· 

nally built fa the twin--prop DC-3s of 
t}\e 1930s. 

Wbtn a 747 move$ down the t~way, 
lvw~(} P.4l.ific Higl:way, the engine$ srlr 
up so mucb din aong the right-hand side 
that the engines em that sidt have to be 
shut off so rtey will not suck in dl.n\aging 
objecu . 

When the 747 reach~ t.'le Teledyne 
Ryan AerotJautief.l b~.;ild !ng, the 747 has 
to alter its taxi becau~e it cannot safely 
pass the bu:Id!ng and it> f(ocin~ . The size 
of the 747s is not fully to blarr~ for tttis; 
the Ryaa ooildine aciul11y protNde& int.o 
a prohibited zone that is supposed to be 

cicar~ fer air.:r.ift. The. Port DiHrict's 
Ail"p('rt f .11ynut J'111n m!p ~how~ the pro. 

tr10sion ~ross zm · 'obtacle line." 
McDonal1 adr.-.ia lhl!' lar\c of \f•,,.'- i'­

one of the non~andard ~spects of the 
:~irport that ' •cr.rly ~ont.inuu to ex:u. 
The tack of tax iway space is nol noted in 
the FAA uppro .. -ed !\irport Certific::~tion 

Manual. 
In order l? r~th lh~ ood o{ the n.nw11y 

so it can take off. a 747 must tum at the 
RJII!I llu1hliug •nd .; •on the rur. wAy. 
There it cootir.ues ust until encour.tering 
the $1llallt:r fllln:~ pcut..~J (Ill the utiH::t 

side, and tmn again 1t must cross the 
runway a seconct tirnt \O tul to a takeort 
pcsitior.. Airline safety upt.rts agree th&t 
a tuuy Joaoe<l/4; crossing a bUsy runway 
twice just to get inU> p.Jsition is far from 
optimum . 

ln 1917, two 747s collided on an air­
suip in Tene1ife, l)fi the C..r.acy Islands, 
w!\en o:Je jet began wiing across the 
runway as another began its takeoff. 
Nearly 600 peor!e died. 

If planes-crossing and planes-in-wait· 
i~ aTen't enough of • fuel haurd, the 
Pert District pfOpO.)td on May IS. 1989, 
to t -uild three above-~rQund tanlcs-each 
capable of holdir.g or.e million gAllons of 
t,irhlY explosive fuel --behind tM con­
trol tower at Lindbe£8h FJeld. 

That ~!:In w~~ quickly oppo!:ed by 
safety officials, including S!n Diego Fire 
Chit£ John ~cb, who t.x~sstd .. coo­

ceros rega.zding the safety of the tanks at 
thit location ~use it u a high-rid' area 
for aircraft ctashes." 

The Pe-n h" tompOtarily oholvtd the 
plan and h looking at option: that will 
reduce the fud $torcd ~ ~ncl in tbc:; 

skrtleloettion to "only 500,000 gallons.'' 
ll•t: •l~u•tiv~ miglil to.:; : oc~Jy tu lM: 
released t.'Us month 

Since tuel fires are one ot the most 
serious d!r.gus in an air cra5h, the FAA 
~uires that airportS coodoct " hoc dnJis" 
where flam:nllb!e rr:aterial is ig;;ited in e. 
·'burn plt" so tire--fighting pcrsonnei car: 
sirr.uJate fighting a bu.rning air,>lane. 
H~wever, San Dit.go no }o:.ger doe.s these 
drills and is asking the FAA to be e-.;· 
ernpl~d from the regulation~. ALPA is 
objecting snd i:J~bting the r:eg;;lation be 
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!'?!low~c. 

EIIJW';rth C::h~n said chc PAA n:ally 

can't dQ ar.ything about jt btcause tht 
pr(ltleau ~ttan~ fn;,1,1 tl~ Ec" iJviUI~ullll 
Protection A&ency ar:d the San Diego 
Cuuuly A•• 1\.•ll•Jlivu Coal!ul Dbtti(.;l, 
who ha\-e regulations ag!inH the type of 
air pollution that sucn clritls create. Chan 
said there have also txcn complaints 
about soil pollution because. of che.:nical6 
that are a sed to pUt I)Ut the pra~tice fires. 
He sa1a a solubon 1s to tmd a tac11Jty 10 
each aru v;here airport ~rsonnel can go 
200 train. 

·• i'lt-l Y ... ~AKKS the tirst otticer. 
The pliO{ pulls back on the throttles 

and lifts the nose . The ~udden arresting of 
the ~escem to 'reate a soft landing i' 
caiJcd the ·'flare" or "l'-Coopir,g it out." 
but that takes up a lot of runway, some· 
time.! ar.olha 1,000 ft~t before toucbin& 
down. Today, F1igbt 243 oeedsconcrete, 
and si!)(e safety comes before comfor1, 
rhe pilot pulls back on ll:.e throttles and 
dro~l$ the n·:-.~e slightly to s•Jddeniy in· 
cr..ase the descent. 

''Forty-dlirty-twenty .. . " 
'The nurr.bel'$ are alm<>:St too fast forth~ 

first officer to ra!tle. 
"Sink ratt! Sink rater · 
It is the automatic Grou~ Proximity 

'Warning Sy~rt:m, hat lvfn~?. ·ir r..oo h:~rr. 

a£.ain, the wheels hit ;he rJnway with a 
thunk. Oood aircrafi.camoir lal"dinJZ, ac 
one Liodbergh pilot describe! such ar· 
rivals. He flew 170 ccmb:u mic.!:ions for 
the Navy and said h~ doesn't consider 
flyinl a eomm.erciQ} airliner .into Lind­
bergh all tbat tough. ''Of course, it may 
have helped that I modG 400 uet.ier l•nd­
iogs,'' be uid. ''After that mtny. Und· 
~rsb looks yu~HJ l.li.g." 

Flight 243's automatic b:Uts grab ln­
~h!ltl.J n the nose g~ar drops and lhe 

pilot reverses the en&i.ots. 
A! rhe en&ine.s roar i.o1o life, the antJ­

al:id devil:e senses that ~ tires art ski~­
otng on the slick runway and releases 
momentarily and grab a!ain to give the 
tirc.s a chance to gcun traction. But the 
tirt-s cai. not grip the. runway. They are 
literally hydrC'planin.& a~ss ~slippery 

LJNDDti\CH IFl~lO 

oi!-water·rublx:r mixture i i ~e & wale~- Qce;.n When weather is ,.e,y b::.d, •hey 

$l<.i~r on o lake, and tit• d~vic~ :riu !o 

compensa!e by rapidly r~k.as:ng :~nd 
!rabbin«;. rdcuing end !rnbbin!· ~e!'\d 
ing a vibration through t~ plane d:at 

'uu..e ytUt&~geas ''"·fed. Vuy fc ·wknow 
the \ibration meani that tt'.ey ha\-e no 
bra.kts. 

Uthts at the edge of the f\1:\WlY are 
nuhing by at about HO mi!es lln hwr. 
The plane is s!owing but not u fast a.' 
they would lilce . More power !sa~~ ro 
the reversed engine~. 

lbe li&hts along the edge ot the rJn­
wa)' are now al~roatir•g red and \\'bite, 
w1ming that !here are only 3,000· 1~: to 

go. Engin~ a:~ Jt full-reverse. The skid· 
dlng has 5topped. The frictioo betwe~n 
tire and runway is holdng. 

"E.i&bty!" tht. first off Jeer c&.lls . narn· 
ing their ground speed. Er.gi~ shouldn't 
be held this long in reverse; bu: they are 
hdd just a bit longer as the fence at the 
end of the 1'\I.DWay grows nearer. On the 
other si6e of th~ fence is al~~r;oon. 

Evety airpr·rt is required to b:.ve an 
Emer~enc:; Pian to deal with r.atural di­
sasters and aircraft a'~idents . Federal 
A\·ia:ion Ree;ul.atior: (FAR) 139.325 ~s 
tha~ lhe plan is tc include provisions "for 
thto. rPVIW. nf 11irrf'l ft M'l"i~.nr victi me;. frnm 
significant bodici Clf Wlter or rJarshl!nds 
:adjac~nt to th~ airpc·rt which an t:rosv.d 

by t~.e approach and departure flights or 
the N.r co.triff&." 

The regulatior. defines a body of w'ttr 
as • '•igniticat•t" if it "c.J!.ccc.lb one qutr· 
tu square mile and cannot be travased 
by conventtonal vehicles." 

Lindbergh Fie!d's Airport Certitic&· 
tiOtl 1\fw~ •lAy~. "Siu~e thea: ~t: uv 
significant bodies of water adjacen: co the 
llrpe-n whJch are crossed by app~­

lngldepast.ing aircani~r6, no water rescue 
pian is inclUded;' 

Uodbergh Field sits on the shore of 
San Diego Bay. At the end of R•mway 27 
is a small saltw1ter Inlet. Accordin6 to 
1he Port•s Airpo~ Layout P:sn, mo~ of 
the "clear tone" atthe end of tt.e sma!l!r 
Runway 13 tXttnds into the bay. A:W 
&S pasSt"nge~ know, most flight! lu.v· 
ing San Diego take off ove:- the. P.-cific 

also come in over the or..t!-J.Il 

Wh~n EIJ~worth Chan was asked ho.v 
liaJberth Field eo~o~ld be staOlPI!d "FAA 
Appro,·ed'' with ''no signific·ent bodies 
of water ~djcccnt to the c.irpon," he 
laughed and said his assistant, Roo Si;np­
~"'''• ml£hl k.no¥>·. Aflc.r ~vera! d•J3 of 
calls and messa&es failed to produce the 
juuivt, Ch1111 :oaiJhcdidu'l hJve•n upla· 

nation . ·'It could be possible th!t t~.c Port 
hll~ an agrumc:nl wi.h the ~~v,.," l~e: 

said. "It would bav& to bo explcrej," 
AJ.rpOrt Manager McDonald said, "My 

attitude has alway' been that the ocean or 
the bay ts a <..:oast (;uard tu~tion . J cion ' t 
know ifth( Coast Guard knc·"-s it . But if 
a plane crash!s a halt'-m!le ott the Ocean 
Beach Pier, lhat is really not an airport 
fttnction any more than when that PSA 
flight creshed ill Nt-tth Park." 

McDcnald did offer !hat tbere.,. ill be a 
water plan to ha:~dle the smalllag:>~n at 
the ecd of the runway "in the not-too­
distant future." 

If an airpo1t doesn't mC¢t F.t.A stan­
dard~. it may not have to. Oupite th-: San 
Diego airport's shoncorr.ings, the FAA 
has agreed in the Airport Certification 
Manual for Lindbergh Field that the air· 
ronrt "i<~ net ~nhject to :my exemptions or 
limhatl~ms to [Fedual .-\viation Regula­
tion) Part !39," ~. s~r.ti(ln d,..~ling with 

airport cettification. 
An u.planation can b~ foucd in tbc 

comments section of FAR 139, whert it 
,ay& thd "c~rtific11~ holdero ·• {in thi~ 

case t.~e Port District) "should not be 
rc.quin.d to upEr11dc sllf~.ty Att!IJ csch 
time the FAA changes its ccitctia." The 
FAA ~itY~ il Uli6J IIUl lx; " 1-'llll..lil·d.IJ]c; d· 
ther physically or economica!ly." 

"I've never requested a waiver in my 
22 yurs hue," M.:Donald said. "Things 
that reqaire waivers are ancic.ot hl\tory." 

This attitude is exemplific.1 throughout 
FAR 139, w~ere the )(ey term is " . . . tc. 

the extc:nt practicable . . :· For exunple . 
runways n:us: meet FAA crit~r:a " to tht 
extent practicable." Ligl•ting mu$l tl¢ ac· 

· C<roing ro FAA s~andards " to the ex rent 
practica·,le." Rescue vehkles she>:•h1 be of 
a ctrtain size "to the extent practicabie." 
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Tile W'Xdir.g upl:ins why IM;e ce no 
waivm or e:<eznptlOfls Cot lhe too-.;hort 

rur,ways. too-narrow taxiways at.ci too· 
1tcep •I'f·>Otch slt~pe it Liodt~r&b fi(ld . 

FAA Air Ttiffic Manager Robert 
Vaughn was ask~ at a panel c.1isamion if 
an airport \\"ere built today with the stan­
dards of Undbt.rgh field, would the fAA 
~t:atifv it? \'auphn u.id no, becau!lC air­
port standards are bilher t~y . 

When asktd if It Wtr~ trJC that the city 
co1Jd have built the Lautel 'Ibvel Center 
40 atonu fli1h and the FAA would :tot 
ha1c stopped k. Vau£hn said it was uue 
~~~"' "~ (rknl ~nvr~.nr (~!; 
DOt set ioYOlvtd In uy local laMi-use 

LINDBERGH FlELD 

1ssues. It as a Jt.lC11. ~·JC.' ' 1-.11 th~ FAA 
can do, he said, h d\V~ge lt.t tfp•·oath 
ancle. 

IS LINDEERGH FIElD a sd!e ai(poct? 
Scme of the most experienced pilots in 
San Diego will agree that Lin.;l1)etgh 
field is, •t best, "marginal," and that it is 
stretch~ to the "ragged edge" of safety. 
So:ne S&)' it is "an accident \lo!Uting to 
happen. ll is only a maur of when ." 
M~t agru that pilot skill, mc·re than 

any olhtr fact«. tau kept Lin6ber.ah feu 
of fatalitit$ . 

··~ixty." 

Tbe pilot pulls back oo the throttles, 

rt~ucing the. tlJUst. The b':'llk« are hold­
tng no\". the plilllc iS stewing nictly. n.e 
:artain &~d fiut of~.::er can see the masts 
!It" the Ullb<.ltS in the lagoon at the eO<i or 
the ru:tw1y. 

The automa:ic brakes a:e swtt-:.hed to 
manuai, and the captain teble$ his grip 
;)fl the. throttles. His icnu:ldes art no lor.a­
tr wh:tt. Tbe &irplanc continues to slow. 

The 767 is moving slowly oow. h t\•ms 
gcctl)' at the lut e~t and moves tow&r~ 
the la.\iway and che terminal. 

ln the cabin . the attendant turns on the 
public addtess sy,tem. 

lt's time to v.-elcome p:~ssengers to Siln 
'Oiegc's Lindbergh field o 

!'-· • 1 1 
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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 dose-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 1-5, 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 1-5 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 1-5 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 
1-5. 

As you all know, the Port District is planning to implement a Lindbergh Field 
Immediate Action Program (lAP). 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 lAP 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 -



Existing Traffic Distribution Percentages 
To/From Lindbergh Field 

As Per SanDag Series 8 Forecast for 1990 

FIGURE 1 
~------------------------~ E NT R A N C o.....---__, 
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Existing Traffic Distribution Percentages 
To/From Miramar Naval Air Station 

As Per SanDag Series 8 Forecast for 1990 

Clairemant 

Balboa 

MIRAMAR NAVAL 
AIR STAT/OJ 

FIGURE 2 
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especially when it is realized that I-15 is already carrying 3,000 to 4,000 ADT traveling 
to I 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 mcludes 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 1-805 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 1-15 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 1-805 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 Feder hart, R T.E. 
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INTRODUCfiON 

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 d~scn"bed 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 
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~'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 descnbed 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. 
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ALTERNATIVE USES OF THE NAS MIRAMAR SITE 

Relocation or MCAS EI 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 El 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 El 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 E1 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 prolubits 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 descnbed 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 El Toro operations at 
NAS Miramar indicate that CNEL contours for a relocation of the MCAS El Toro 
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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 El 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, descnbing 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. 
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The alternative 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 Undbergh Field FAR Part 150 Study were transposed 
on the NAS Miramar base map, accounting for a realignment of right-tum Runway 27 
departures to the Seawolf departure route. It was assumed that standard air carrier 
departure profiles would be flown. As in the MCAS El Toro analysis, the distance from the 
start of takeoff roll to the closure of the right tum 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 Undbergh 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 Undbergh 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 Undbergh Field. The air carrier fleet at airports 
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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 Taro 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, 

Jim Buntin 
Vice President 
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APPENDIX A 
ACOU~CALTERMINOLOGY 

AMBIENT NOISE The composite of noise from all sources near and far. In this 
LEVEL: context, the ambient noise level constitutes the normal or existing 

level of environmental noise a given location. 

CNEL: 

DECmEL, dB: 

Community Noise Equivalent Level. The average equivalent sound 
level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition of approximately 
frve decibels to sound levels in the evening from 7:00p.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 micro newtons 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 7:00a.m. 

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

Note: CNEL and Ldn represent daily levels of noise exposure averaged on an annual 
basis, while Leq represents the average noise exposure for a shorter time 
period, typically one hour. 

L_.: The maximum sound level recorded during a noise event. 

L.: . The sound level exceeded "n" percent of the time during a sample 
interval. ~0 equals the level exceeded 10 percent of the time ~ 
LsOt etc.) 

r " 

BBA~ 
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NOISE EXPOSURE 
CONTOURS: 

SEL OR SENEL: 

SOUND LEVEL: 

A-2 
ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY 

Unes drawn about a noise source indicating constant levels of 
noise exposure. CNEL and ~n contours are frequently 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. 
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ENVI RONMENTAL 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 the 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 listed in the National 
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Regist ry of Natura l Landmarks. The National Registry of Natura l 

Landmarks i ncludes nationally significant ecological and geological 

f eatures . An analysis of various runway orientations indicates 

t hat 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 I Drainage I 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 oil 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 

say due to its close proximity to that body of water. 
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Air Qu a lity 

MIRAMAR would be closest to concentrations of originating 

passengers and would have the lowest total vehicle-miles traveled, 

resulting 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. 
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We t lands and Floodplains 

The San Diego International Airport Foundation supports the 

e fforts 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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i'\ovemh.;:r 16, 1 99.~ 

PO!l\T PAPER FOR Jf . .UOR BCD LEWIS 

Subject: MCAS El Ton."~- :SAS ~tiramar· Ljndber~h Field 

* BRAC-93 reoomm.::nded that .MC.AS El T 0ro ~ c!o~~ 3.nd that ten:u!t units be 
transf:;rr~d to?\ \S Miramar. 

* DOD's plnn c!lH~J for transfer of \firJmnr t~unt units to K\S Le~moore and 
~AS Fallon in oruer lu :t~;\..UI!ltnodalc:: th~ J:lO\·~ uf?\1arin~ Corps .-hiatiun unil~ 
from MCAS E.l Toro :md \fC.\S (H) Tustin. 

• BR.l\C-9.1 Re.:ommendatiom: were p:\ssed without change by the Ccmgres~ a11d 
ar~ now public law. 

Discus'~>ion: 

~IC.-\S El Toro and !\I CAS (H) Tustin are first class _-\ viation facilities. During the 
decade ofth~ ~O's, o\·er S550M was ~po.mt building barracks, hangars, housing, 
maintenance facilities. aircraft par~u:g ramps, supply buildings, etc. The proposed closing 
ofmese facilities i~ th~ re~ult of a bdly flawed procc!S'> which Untleces~arily waste-; 
billions of dollars by brg~ting th~ wrong bases. 

Closing costs for the Marine Corp~ f.'lcilities and tramfer of the ten:tnt units bas ~~en 
revalidated 11t $1.28B. There is no m.:mcy ~ith.;r budgeted or r.ppr0pri11t.:d for the move. 
In tact, th~ $583M plaru1ed for hou~ir.g lt ~Iiramar for ~Iarin~s has been pushed back to 
FY 1}~ . .l:lRAC is to fimd for base closures~ but has no mon~y fer this purpose. 

The operational prc,Olems with lli.r~r;lft c.pcrnTions at Lindbergh arc well documcmted. 
Repea1~d :;tudi~s have delineated th~ hazards and shortfalls of CO!lducting aircraft 
"~rations there and in tbe fhture. AdditionalJy, it is essential that San Diego be prepared 
for the trading boom ass<X:iat~d with the passage of ~AFfA and th~ just concludl!d GAIT 
.-\gr~cmcnt, and th~ rapid growth in aircrAft opcrutions that surely will follow. 

Miramar pres~ts a large open ar~ for expansion. existing taxiways md runw:1ys, 
freev.ays for easy access on thr¢e sid~s . plus a rail h~ad for rapid transit. \Vhi]e nothi11g is 
si.rnple, SA .. "\DAG should seize The moment by supporting every effort that seeks to 
:tcquire Miram3.T fi,r civilian use whit~ redev~loping Lindbergh. R~sulting fiu~ds from th~ 
deYelopment of Lind~rgh \\'i ll help to ddi·ay t!te co~ts of the :'\avy ulo\·e a~ wdl as the 
constructi<.'n of th~ rl:!quired fac iliti<!s at Miramar. 

\.nnduslun: 
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Th::: BRAC-93 procl:!~; has op-.!n,•d a \\·indow •Jf ";pportunity t0 l\:.:quir<.! ~liramar that must 
be ~iz..;d. SA:r\DAG should m0' ¢ '{ttick)y to support all eft~)rts to acquire ~ ... liramar for a 
c.ivil airport nn\\ '! ~. 
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I.OS Atj"ti.U, CA.. I F"C:.I'INIA t0017 
T&~C.~DNC (••~ ) e&:J· Ie •O 

,. .... ~~·~l ····!1!100 

!ICO WAS,.. INGTON $T?IIE£T 

••.:Tloo F"LOO!t 
SAN ""-"foiC!SCO. CAI. IrOANIA $4 1ol 

T~Lt,.MON~ ("'1!1) e&lt-11"'0 
~A ... c-.os ; o aa-o•3:> 

ADAMS, DUQUE & HAZELTINE 

TWCI'OTV ::; Ill ... '' 1"'-00,., 

511\N ;)IEGO, CAL..I I'OF"N I• ~2 1 0 1 

T£'-£"'""'0 NE (6 18 ! Z~Z· t i14Q 

~,...,. rG: t l &3<!-13 s1 

January 7, 1994 

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

Re: Relocation of Llndber&h Field AirpoJ1 

Dear Mayor Golding: 

NE'N '1'0Ail. OI'"F" I;E 

CITICCRF" CENTII" 
1$3 EAfi• !1)- STili:G;T 

TW£"YT· &•aT"' J"I.OO• ., ,.W .. ~ ..... N- vO!tO. lOCI!~ 

T£:..£,.1-'0"1£ (ttl) YSO· ' l.o&O 
rM t 212) ........ . 7Z7 

MI:N~T OUOI.iC (•e0-4•1971) 

~"'" .. e. •-""o t•o•s: • •e~, 
1-EI"&EII'I't S. HAZCI.TINE (1 907•1 9;):31 

Ha.~ciupnn my experience in Wa.~hington, D.C., in hoth 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 $tudy on alternative. u~es 
for Miramar Naval Air Station would not send the wrong signal to the Department of 
the Na·t')'. Further, ! do not believe that such a study and/or the actual closure of NAS 
Miramar would ~dversely ;,p~ct or r~S\llt iJl the closure of other n~vRl military facllitie4\ 

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 to look at 
alternative uses for Miramar would be "iewed as a r~~pon~ibl~ decision by the 

Department of the Navy and 1995 BRAC members. 

Sincerely, 

4-llr:~w><d]&~.pv-· 
Antbouy6!i-r~pi 7 l 

AJP:lgr 
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Present 

1993 

1992-1993 

1989-1992 

1991-1993 

1988-1989 

ANTHONY J. PRINCIPI 
Adams, Duque & Hazeltine 

401 WesL A Street, 26th Floor 
San Diego, California 92101-7910 

Office: (619) 232·1240 Home: (619) 756·2155 
Fax: (619) 2..12-13~1 

CAREER IDSTORY 

Partner, Adams, Duque & Hazeltine. San Diego, New 
York, Lo~ Au&elcs and San Franci.Ko. 

Republican Chief Counsel and Staff Director, u.s. 
Senate Committee on Armed Services. 

Secrewy of VeterGm A!fliirs. Appojnted by President 
Bush to serve as Secretaty upon the resignation of 
Edward Derwinski 

Deputy Secretary of Veterans Affairs, Washington, 
DC. Appointed by President George B~ aud 
confirmed by the U.S. Senate to be the first Deputy 
Secretary, the second highest position in the newly 
created CAbinet Department. ~ chief operating 
officer I directed the day-to-day activities of the 
l•ederal govemment•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 coorditate 
activities for the provision of health-care services and 
benefits delivery to 27.3 million veterans, their 
dependent~ and mrvivors. 

Chairman of the Board of Directors of the FcderlU 
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 

... . · ·~· . . 
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1984-1988 

1983-1984 

198().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 ~visor to Chairman and members of 
the Committu on all matters affeaing 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. Scna~ Chairman· Alan K. 
Simpson (Wyoming) 19~ Ranking Minority 
Member. Frank H. Murkowski (Alaska) 1986-88. 

Deputy Administrator for Congressional and Public 
Affairs, Veterans Administrcltiun, Washillgton, D.C. 

Counse~ 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 
j~tice, pay and benefits. Chairman • John Tower 
(Texas) 

Judge Advocate General's Co~ U.S. Navy. Trial 
attorney, legal counsel to Commander, Training 
Command, U.S. Pacific; Fl"t and lcgnl nnd legislative 
counse~ Office of the Seaetary of the Navy. 

Company Officer, Naval Training Command. Newport. 
RI. 

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

Engineering Officer, USS Joseph P. Kennedy. 

EDUCATION 

U.S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland- B.S. 

Seton Hall University, School of Law, Newark, NJ. 
J.D. 

- 2 • 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



0 
> 
"<' 

Washington Airports Task Force 

January 9. 1994 

Mt. Douglas Manchester 
Chairman 
SDIAF 
1 Market Place. Thirty-Third Floor 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear :Mr. Manchester: 

Thank you for your letter of January 4th. The Washington Airports Task Porce 
is a community-based organization dedicated to the provision of the llir service 
and supporting infrastructure required by our region to sustain quality 
employment and a healthy econorny 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 Ahports 
Authority to develop a full range of air services at Washington Dulles. A key 
goal was to remove the waxp created in out air service capability by the 
limitations inherent in downtown Washington National AUport. 

Some further points Cor your consideration: 

CQ1D~tition ,md.~Furure 

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

Creation of a !ull service airpon is a tlrst step; lt makes you a player. However 
the "Build it and they will corne." philosophy does not work !or airports any 
more chan it works for any other fonn of commerce. Washington Dulles lay 
fallow for 20 years until the community became disturbed a.nd launched a 
marketing progr:un. M:!.jor c:urjers are ~eking consolidation, not e~pansie:t, 
and while the volatile nature of the airline industry can provide a rnajnr 
under.o;erved market with good opportunities for service expa.'1sicn, that i~ 
unlikdy to happen at Mir:tmOll (or anywhere else}, without a sustained. 
aggressive. strategic, marketing ~paign. 

P 0 6Q~ 17:;4~ . Wa:;nt'lgtOfl Ou!los tnterr.atioi'IJI Airport, Wa~hl1'19ton. 0. C. 20041 
OF~=" ICE : {703) 66'·8040 FAX: (703) 66! ·8624 
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:Mr. Douglas Manch~er 
January 9. 1994 
Page Two 

Some suggestions; 

" Get the airlines on side early - extremely difficult as the caJTie.rs are cynical of 
community needs and new aixport projects, and polarized by theit 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. 

o A "deficiency analysis" conducted over the next few months using realistic a'iteria 
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 Initial facility requirements at Miramar, and 
c) add credibility to the project with the financial and airline industries. 

Incidently, our last deficiency study jn 1992 showed that 250,560 passengers moved 
between Washington and San Diego in 1990, but only 139,224 we.re able to travel on 
a nonstop night. The remainder took connecting flights due to fare incentives or lack 
.2f.direct servi"· 

• Recem 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 between 
the airport noise contourg and the existing communities ls for commercial development 
whlch generates business tax revenues for local govenunents. 

The credentials for our comments are the results achieved. Since 1982, on the international 
front alone. markets served nonstop from Washington Dulle.., have been increased from one to 
19, passenger usc from 350,000 to over l million, and cargo grew at 17% per year. two and a 
h~lf times the U.S. average. As a resuh, our businesses and tourism indu~try DO\V nave fifty 
percent of the world's total GNP at the end of a nonstop flight, and Dulles hns come from 
obs~:urity 1 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 Ftim Both are based on the :.vailnbility of a 
nonstop flight frequencies. In parallel, state and local tax revenues increased substantially, 
on-airport employment grew from 3.1S9 in 1983 to 11.704 in 1992. and new busincs:; hall 
been attt:~.cted to om region. 

1As late as 1986, Dulles was routinely referred to as a Vlhite Elephant, a federal mistake; 
now it is considered "a masterpiece of wise, long~range planning". 
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Mr. DousJas Manchester 
Jitnunry 9. 1994 
Page 'nlree 

A note on the Task Force, its goals and results, forms Appendix 2. Developing Miramar into 
a full sen·ice 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 ful1 potential as a place to llve and work. 

Your foundation and this Task Porcc tn3y 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 to your very worth cause. 

Yours sincerely, 

ko c;~ 
Leo 1. Schefer 

LJS/ask 

attachments 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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 
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n 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 Joss of the limited European servic.e 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. 

1The distance between downtown Washington. D.C. and Washington Dulles is more than 
twice the di stance between downtown San Diego and Miramar, NAS . 

Washington Airports Task Force I San Diego - 1 
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The ~Q(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 air<.~raft 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 lll!Y-high wages i!rulare dependent .YWID...!lir..trayel. 

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 modem 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 th ir ty years 

Washington Airports Task Force I San Diego - 2 
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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.2 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.3 

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 
wil1 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 

2Gordan and Schefer, Economic Development Commentary. Fall 1990. 

3Presidential address to the Royal Aeronautical Society by Sir George Edwards - London, 
195R. 

Washington Airports Task Force I San Diego - 3 
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possible a truly global business environment. Today's products are produced on a multi­
national basi s, 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 il.mLeconomic 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 frrst, 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 frrst 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.• 

4 Virginia Department of Tourism. 

Washington Airports Task Force I San Diego - 4 
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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.s 

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 

Washington Airports Task Force I San Diego - 5 
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International 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 
eJtperienced 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 carne 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 NAFf A. 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-horder 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 job~ in the air transport industry . :• ~ource 
of singular frustration to many communities throughout the United States and Canada . 

Washington Airports Task Force I San Diego - 6 
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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 .i!llil1Qh§ 

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 gggQ,..M..~.ruLPassengers. 

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-moda1 ground access 
for their airports and an abundance of wide-body passenger or freighter service.6 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 

6 Most air cargo today moves in the belly of a wide-body passenger aircraft. or in "combi" 
ai rcraft which carry cargo and passengers on the main deck. 

Washington Ailporrs Task Force I San Diego- 7 
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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 decJine of the 
region's economy as the community is relegated to secondary and short-haul status in the 
nation's air transponation system. The mission of the San Diego International Airpon 
Foundation is timely and vital. 

Washington Airports Task Force I San Diego - 8 
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SUMMARY A'W CONCLUSIONS 

Purpose 

USA-BIAS invited the aviation consulting fmn 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 performance. The ultimate rmding 
is that the absence of a liberal aviation bilateral agreement 1 between the U.S. and 
Canada is costing North American communities more than $10 billion annually, or W 
million per day. in lost economic benefits and 211,000 jobs. 

Empirical Obsenations 

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%2 while the eleven-year growth in total trade between the U.S. and 
Canada was 51%.3 (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 

(a) Liberal Operatin2 Re2imes 

U.S. - France 

U.S.- West Germany 

U.S. - Netherlands 

78.3% 

156.9% 

104.2 

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. 

-i-
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(b) Other Si~ificant Markets 

U.S. - Japan 179.0% 

U.S. - United Kingdom 73.2 

U.S. - Mexico 46.4 

(c) U.S. - Canada 26.2% 

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

• 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. 

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

• 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). 

2. 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. 

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

4. 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). 

-ii-
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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 
Transpaci fie 878,042,950 $43,641,218 921,684,168 
South America 173,775,100 $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 II 85,418 

I/ Bnsoo on the study "The Economic Impact of nn Open Skies Agreement between the United States and the European 

Community" . hy Brinn C11mphcll, with nssistnncc from KCinc . Exhibit 7, page I. 

Jobs gcncrnlcd is cstimatoo hy dividing totul impact by $46,348, the U.S. GNP per job in 1989. 

--



- - --- - - - - - - - - -
SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL AIR SERVICES INSTITUTED AT USA-BIAS CITIES SINCE JUNE 30,1989 

(except cargo) 

Induced Total Primary & Export Time 
Estimated Average Primary Downstream Induced lmpnct Expnnsion Suvcd 

Pnsscngcrs Expenditure Economic Econ. Impact From Visitors (Arriving From 
An nus( 65% Load Foreign Per Foreign Airline Impact with 2.5 and Airline Passengers Foreign Nonstop 

Entity Sc.nls Factor Visitors Visitor Expenditures (Cold+ c) Multiplier Expenditures • $1,693) Per Fgn. Visitor Service 
(n) (b) (c) (d) (c.) (I) (g) (h) (i) (j) (k) 

T rnnsnllnnl ic 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 
T ronspncillc 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 
Soulh Amcricu 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 
Cnnudn 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 
~texico 138,320 89,908 26,523 $15,250,645 $11,311,855 $26,562,500 S66A06,249 $92,968,748 $152,214,244 $49,069,089 $1,584,629 

- -

Total 
Economic 

Impact 

in U .S. 

(I) 

$2,123,354,743 
878,042,950 
173,775, 100 
308,328,219 

~295,836,7 1 0 

Torn I 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 $14,914,3551 $3,779,337,722 1 
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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 T ota1 Primary &. Export Time 

Estimated Average Primary Downstream Induced Impact Expansion Foreign Saved Total 

P11s5engcrs Expenditure Economic Econ. Impact From Visitors (Arriving Investment From Economic 

Annunl 65% Loud Foreign Per Foreign Airline Impact with 2.5 and Airline Passengers Approx. $1,092 Nonstop Impact 

To From Sent~ Factor Visitors Visitor Expenditures (Cold+ c) Multiplier Expenditures • $1,693) Per Fgn. Visitor Service in u.s. 
(n) (h) (c) (d) (c) (I) (g) (h) (i) G) (k) (I) 

OWl MIS 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 
llWI TLV II 14 .872 5.200 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 1/ 14 ,872 5.200 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 ,CHO 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 

1\ISP MIS 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 
~!CO 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 1,131,624 260,801,06 1 
MCO ORY 4 1,314 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 
lAD llRU 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 
lAD 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 $48,035,616 $1,298,224 $237,935 ,297 

Trnnsntlnnlic 

Totnl 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 s1o.oo3.22o 1 $2,123,354 ,7431 

II Since these services mnkc n slop at JFK , pnssengers were estimated to be 50 per flight per direction for both LY flights . 

Air line cxpcd it urcs were reduced hy basing fuel and food expenses on the mileage to JFK only. 

N 
N 
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ECONOMIC 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 Estimnted Average Primary Downstream Induced Impact Expansion Foreign Saved Passengers Expenditure Economic Econ . Impact From Visitors (Arriving Investment From Annu11l 65% Loud Foreign Per Foreign Airline Impact with 2.5 and Airline Passengers Approx. $1,092 Nonstop To From Scuts Fnctor Visitors Visitor Expenditures (Cold+ c) Multiplier Expenditures • $1,693) Per Fgn . Visitor Service {11) {h) {c) {d) (c) (I) (g) {h) (i) (j) (k) U\VJ SCL I/ 8.268 5.374 3,117 $3,306,477 $2,781,346 $6,087,823 $15 ,2 19,556 $21,307,379 $9,098,521 $5,866,101 $112,858 lAD liS II 36,660 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 
South Amcricnn 

Totul 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 $506,0371 

II Since this service rnukes 11 stop nr MIA, pnssengcrs were estimntcd to be 35 per flight per direction for UC. 

Airline expedilures were reduced by hosing fuel nnd food expenses on the milcngc to MIA only . 

- -

Total 

Economic 

Impact 

in U .S. 

(I) 

$36,384,858 

$1 37,390,242 

$173,775.100 1 

0 
...... 
()\ 
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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 Average Primary Downstream Induced Impact Expansion Foreign Saved Total 
Passengers Expenditure Economic Econ . Impact From Visitors (Arriving Investment From Economic 

Annuul 65~ Loud Foreign Per Foreign Airline Impact with 2.5 and Airline Passengers Approx. $565 Nonstop Impact 
To From Scnt5 f-nctnr Vi5iturs Visitor Expenditures (Cold+ c) Multiplier Expenditures • $1,693) Per Fgn. Visitor Service in U.S. 

(a) (h) (c) (d) (c) (f) (g) (h) (I) 0> (k) (I) POX 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 
SJC NRT 76 440 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 

Trnnspncific 

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 $1,797,6871 $878,042.950 1 

TRANSBORDER- CANADIAN 

$575 Induced Total Primary &. 
Estimated Average Primary Downstream Induced Impact 
Passengers Expenditure Economic Econ. Impact From Visitors 

Annunl 65~ L011d Foreign Per Foreign Airline Impact with 2.5 and Airline 
To f. rum Scats Fnctor Visitors Visitor Expenditures (Cold+ c) Multiplier Expenditures 

(n) (b) (c) (d) (c) (f) (g) (h) 

Export Time 
Expansion Foreign ·saved Total 
(Arriving Investment From Economic 

Paascngera Approx. $546 Nonstop Impact 
• $1,693) Per Fgn. Visitor Service in U.S. 

(i) 0) (k) (I) 

POX YVR 1/ 82,992 53,945 28,860 $16,594.769 $2,191 ,348 $18,786,117 $46,965,293 $65,751,410 
BWJ YYZ 52,364 34,037 18,210 $10,470,509 $2,267,750 $12,738,259 $31 ,845,648 $44,583,907 

$91,328,546 $29,441,453 $627,108 $187,148,518 
$57,623,964 $18,576,155 $395,675 $121,179,701 

C11nndinn 

Totnl I 35,356 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 1 $308,328,2191 

'"d~ 
I» I» 
OQO' 

CD t-' 
CD 

-"' 
N 

1/ Since the milcnge is considcrnhly lower comp11red to tmnsatlantic, food and fuel were reduced to 6.0% of transatlantic. 
Time •u"cd estimntcd @I hou r = $25. 

0 
1-t, 

(j\ 
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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 
E~tim11ted Av.:ra~;e Primary Downstream Induced Impact Expansion Foreign Saved Total 

Pas~ngcrs Expenditure Economic Econ. Impact From Visitors (Arriving Investment From Economic 

Annunl 65% l.nnd Forei~:n Per Foreign Airlin<: Impact with 2.5 and Airline Passengers Approx. $546 Nonstop Impact 

To From St.:lltS Fnctnr Visitors Visitor Expenditures (Cold +c) Multiplier Expenditures • $1,693) Per Fgn. Visitor Service in U.S . 

(n) (h) (c) (d) (c) (f) (g) (h) (i) 0> (k) (I) 

PDX SJD 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 
POX PVR 48 .~8 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 

l\1exicnn Chnrtcrs 

Totnl 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 1 $295,836.7 10 1 

I/ Fond nnd fuel were reduced proportionately to miiCllgc 11s compared with transntlnnt ic, i.e. 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 T11hle 2 . 

- -

Most cnlculntions were cstimnted from the "Better lntcrnntionol 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 nnnlysis ns the USA- BIAS study. 

Columns: 

(n) Tnhle 4 . 

(h) 6S% lund foetor except footnoted markets. 

(c) Percent of col.(h) thnt arc foreign visitors : 

Trnnsntlantic S3 .S% frum USA-BIAS study, Transpacific 71% from U.S . Carrier 1-92 data for CY 90, Cnn11dinn S3 .5% (snme as transntl), nnd Mexican 29 .5% per foreign flag carrier 1-92 data . 

(d) Estimntcs from USA-BIAS Study : Transatlantic Sl, ISO, Transpncific $1 ,S78, Canadian and Mexican estimated at 50% of transatlantic or $S75 . 

(c) E~timntcs from USA-BIAS Study except ftx>tnoted mnrkcts : Tronsotlnntic $S ,S23,3SO nnd Trnnspncific $15,741,984, and South Amcrlcnn (snmc as transatlantic). 

Cnnudion, Mcxicun nnd footnoted mnrkcts were reduced for fuel nnd food costs proportionate to mileage differences in transatlantic service. 

(f) Col. (d) plus (c) . 

(g) Source : USA-BIAS study, Table I-A & II-A. 

(h) Col. (f) plus col (g) . 

(i) Source: USA-BIAS study, Table 1-A & II-A. 

OJ B11sed on the USA-BIAS study, we have estimated the aver11gc amount of foreign investment per foreign visitor for transatlantic at $1,091.53, for transpacific at $564.58, and 

estimnted at SO% of transatlantic for Cnn11dn nnd Mexico and 100% of trnnsatlnntic for South America. 

(k) Time sovings colculnted for nil mnrkets except Cnnndn and Mexico as follows : U.S. citizens (Col. b-e) • 2 hours • $25 . 

Cnnado nnd Mexico calculated the snme but for I hour only . 

(I) 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. 

A. 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 aqdition to these 10, Las Vegas' McCarran 
International Airport is also now a direct participant although 
their statistics are not reflected in this report. 

1 
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On the oth e r 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. 

B. 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 examples2 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. 

c. 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 their 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. 

2 
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enplanements on flights going nonstop from the U.S. to a foreign 
destination.4 

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. 

3 
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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: 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

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 . 

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

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

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 
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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. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

May 

May 

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. 

1982 

1988 

WASHINGTON DULLES GROWTH OF 
INTERNATIONAL AND DOMESTIC SERVICE 

Domestic International 
Nonstop Markets Nonstop Markets 

24 1 

65 7 

Aug 1993 68 19 
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CURRENT TASK FORCE PROJECTS 

AIR SERVICE DEVELOPMENT 

s 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 
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Job Growth on Airport 

The air service growth stimulated with the region's investment in the Task Force has 
catalyzed nearly 9,000 new jobs on Washington Dulles alone. 

WASHINGTON DULLES EMPLOYMENT 
Has Grown wirh Air Service E.zpansion 

Thousands of Emplovees 14 - . 
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Grc:ala PinsbwJ lnl'l ~No=t----1-·--· -t-::...:N.::..o-1 Ya _ r $t.:.:}:..::..):.;;7--l~----+-----t-·S4"-=S-"'.~!.. ...____ - ·-----I----- _....;1;..;."-"~~-----"""2G"-'JI,--'-+----"-'S9'-.7S-" ___ . 

~Kuu==~~~~~~~~~m~f~'-----~~N~o+---~------~....;No~1--'No~-+-----~------+-----·r------r-----1------1---------~'•~..,~t--------·~•~a ... ~--~S?~----
•-~_c_o_~~~lni~·•---------~~N~Q~----+-------t-~No~+-.::..No~-r~sn~j0~-r~~~~~~=-r-----rs~»~-3~--~~·~s~.1D~ - 15W. - -
~-Jomt.on _ ___ T __ .u __ r_oor_ltil_·_,m_ld _____ t-N __ o-t-----t--------t--No- ~!._ .~~:~ _S_l8_.9S._.._S_t9_.ns. _ _!!9?0 _SI~~ _ SII.7J S._lllla_ pl_•_**'*"'~ _.!.13lh~iii-l-·--~7.00 _ ___ . 

_Kc_ll_nal--<-y __ hl_r_·• - ---------t--N_o ----t------ 1-~'--N_o _ _ l---·-4---- r- __ t-- ·--i·r------1------ ·· - r--·--------1--- ·-- --- _ 
LaGuardia No - - No No - - - - - - ~ · 
=..:. .=~=-----------~~~---+-----ir--'~~-...:..;..:;.._+------+--~----t---·--t----+-----·1--·-- ·--- - · -· -- . . --·-· --
Lamllat-SLLoWs. lal'l ·-- _N_o t----t------t-Y_cs_ ~- . :::S34..:...:.:::9..:.1--t.....:S:.::26..:.·..:.91=-i_.:;::S3G:...:.:.:.91=t~~:.:::..;;.:-:::..9l=---t· . _S2S.=;Q;~_J21.=::..:l..:.9t-- ___ ~ ~- _ _ --~ t- $10.!!._ _ 
to. bp:les lat•l No - .. No No !19-'6 $6.51 $11.07 $29.61 $l.SI StUD - - $12.00~-- . 

Mt£anu lnt'1 No • - No No SI!J.ll Sl9.11 $19.71 Slt.71 $30.00 - 25,._ S.OIIninulr. 
--------------t---t----i------+--~r---~~~~+---~-t-~--~----t-~-~---~-----------t------~---~------------

Millmi bt'l • - - Yes • SM.OO - S6Ul0 S41UIO S32.00 $40.00 ATAT J6'J(,OD s~.oo 

all ails, S.. Bdl 

I1'JI, toe.~. lj'J, 

_loti& dillaN:c 

:..:M:.::iiU1C!JIO=:x.;:.;lis.-::::. -=St.:.::..::.PIIu=l-=lnt.::..'.;..l ---~--"No=t----f------~-=Y-=cs~,__:..:N;::.o __ t .1_17.99 - SD::::-.::...W=-t-~S:.:l7~.~994 -----=-1-----
Newall [nc'l No - • No No - l5'JI, 

o·~ 1m11 No - - No No - - - - • - ;uw. 2511o ss.oo 
l'tUbdclpbialllt1 No • - No No Sl07.00 M.21 - W.OO $71.74 - J7'JI, ll"'lr.S1,1CIO.Il50 SO.IJ 
~Si:yllatlorl.-.'1 No - - No No SS1.72 Sl192 S41.12 $51.12 UJ..92 $41.12 - - SS.04 

Sil&l..U.e City &nt•l ______ 1_:...:N=-o t-·-·· t------t--=-Ya~t--:::..N:::o--11-::::cS1l=~=-+U=7-=.00~1-----a.....:S5=1 .. :=10~--S4=7.~ r--·-·:. ~!<5 or~=-.;;.~·000=-+-----__ . ___ - .__.....:~=~:=------
San Di£go Eol'l No - - No Yes $41.14 SJ2.21 - $41.14 $32.21 - 20'* 

S..~-:-Prancital-=--· _rn-:-r'....,l :----- ·-- --:No-+---+-------t--No-+-----1f--$44-.0-l-+-*--·O_I4 _J44_.0_I-+-S.;;...J_l_.O_I +--$.:...22_.D-iti-Sl!I;__.09-lt--3S*___:•:...:$_~...:.1J00.____111111_· -1- _1l_ .. _.S_l_SI..::.~-IDIIe-111Ul_·--t---~-~_-_fll _ __ _ 
Scaii.Je.T~~ea~Wfnl'l No • - No • $60.00 • UO.OO $40-'0 SJ9.00 139.71 27~. 23 ... 

- -· - ·-----·-- 1--- ·-- - -- --t----t 
Tampabll'l No - -
Wulin110J1 Dulles Tnt'l No 

American Association of Airport Executives 
1991-n 1t11~ lllld Clmga Swvc:y ~ 

No 

No 

-·· · •---t---t---i~----t-----+----+-----s_:z:m~.ooo--+-- ~I------­
No 
No 

St79.oa Sl19.fll $119.81 $147.74 

176.13 - $69.19 

S11'9.40 SUU7 22-76.~w. sn . .w I--·;;_;_ _ ___ _ 
16'1r Sl330 
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- - - - - - - - -
Packing 

Airput 

~~l~m~~&1M (nl'~ - __ c 9M> - - -
Bm&Cin l,Qllln lnl'L A -
C~~~ Nonbarl KCIWUdy 1111'1 c 1&.91 ... 12,410.000 

. -
Dal!asJR. Wonh IJICI A --- ·--- -------- ---- -
Delroil Mcuo. w_,nc c-nty M --. . --· 
~ Pirubu~ IJ!l_'l _ _ - - - . M 2.1'J,,SJ52.ll7 

lluufirld AlfUII:II rtn'l M -- - --
llonolut. lnr"l c u.sm.ooo ---- -· - r-- ---
Hous&un ln!oooruinanal A -----
~nncd~ ~!·~ - --- M -

---- - --
l.a~ M ---- -
u1111iom-St.~i.a~--- M -
Los Angeles lllr'l --- M SJ'B.019 

Mc:Ca.mmlni'J A -

·· · --
Niamilnn ~~ -
Nirulupclis-SL Paul Jnt'l M -
NcwaBhi'J M -
O'Jian: 11111 A --.----
l'tlilaSdph.a lnl'l M -- .. 

f'hoellii :Sky Haltlow ~·· M -
Sah Lake City lD t"l c ll'lr af hi $2AO,.OOO. 

l,.lar Cld SJOk 

Ollll:f S3.400,CJOO 

s.noqorm1 M ---s.n Fnncisco lnl'l M -
--- --

~Tac.oma lnl'l A --------
TP~p~~lnl'l M -

- - --- t---- --· - -- -- -----·· 
w~ DuSJa lnl'l M -

• A •Airplft 
c =Coocarioo 
M =~Ulalnct 

American Association of Airport Execuliva 
1991-92 Raks and Char'cs Survey .At,., 

$1~.000 a..s~. J,t06;Jn 
-

$35,391,767 ·~ ·- f-· 
SS,S&1.B4 Sll2,lll 

$40.424.000 ----
SIS.3S6,031 Sl-'~.012 

$7,074,213 SI.O:W,60:J 

Sl:l..S76.374 1K.SI.$1U,996 -- 10'5 ar$1.100.000 - -·-
S17,SM,OOO lO'Io. $962..000 .. 

- 13'1> 
·· · - --.... -- IJ'J, 

.. - · - -----
S6,3l6,«9 10'1>. Sl.l 14.1SS 

S4S.100.cm &0'1. ,. S3.l10,000 

$4.129.52.5 "' 
······ 

SJ9.000.tm $),21i6,133 

SJS,417.121 -J'l> ·--- - Jl'J, --· 
S36.):Jl.192 $100.000 

S1,9SI.tXD 10'£ 

SI4.S.54>.tm 1010, Sl,l94,600 

$3,710,629 S1.oc4.300 

-- -- --
$1,114,000 10'1> w $1,100.000 

Sll.741,1AO 10'£ 

SI4,n6.Ut 10'£. $2.300,.225 

S9;J:JM22 13J.)Cl ... 10'£ 

. - - -· 
$3.$02.,161 $1,3.5CI,l00 

- -
Rental Cars 

sa.~. $100,000 $2S/wltide SJ,900,000 $100 --· - ---- -----· . ... 
ao-. - S10.404,tiS7 -

·-- ---- - -·- ------ --- - -
$350,323 4.S11t of~tolal n:vcnuc $1,688.111 $81.608 ... -------------- . - ·-

- "' S7,19S,OOO SIJ185,00D ----
$260.000 - SJ.mo.au -- . -- -------
SSIO.SOO - _ SJ.I0.5.7BJ -

IO'Io. $36.000 "' _!!-'J99.6S~ !~111.~!_ -- ---- ----------- -
r01' « S41IJJOO S2JQ/vcfUcle - ----- - .. ------- .. - ------ ----- -- --

10'1>, $110,000 .... $.5,02.5.000 ------- ---- · -- ------1------------
13'1> .... - ----- --------- -- - --- -
I]'J, ... - --- ---

1ft, SllSJJOO SJ,..,mo.lap~!- _ S4.J9),19.S $9,1100 
·---

• .,.. ~sJ,J~M.ooo J,.DW:r$1 mil S2J.I46,157 15,050.$19 ·---- - ·------ ... - -------· ------·--- - -·---- -- --
ftlrM. Jllia ls7'L $936,843 10.76 SU3B,6SS 
gr piiDI' yar pon 

l'lr or SCioo.Jrut 
$1,236,()62 - Sll.iUUOI -, .. Sl.l5annsuliart SS-546,901 SSt.lW 

13'£ ... - ------ ·- ·- -- ·--· ... --
$40,000 - $10,112,110 - -- - S7,WO.,CIOO - -

1.,._ II.S,OOO -nr. Sll,.510,fl00 ~.1100 ----- -- ------·--
$246.000 s.,..,cuhrip S3,16,346 -

·-- · - . -- ·· - -- - -
10'1. ~· $211.000 7'1r iDacaaafSJOO.OOO S6"'1l.,9J3 SI.J41,990 

$41.S.OOO min rar 

Gaicn1 Keot-A-Cu 1" $13,917,448 $2,0l5,916 - -- ---- --- ------ -· -10'5. Sl31,900 -4'1r wJSAD,CIOOiblo. ncmpt S7,l94,73.S suoo - - -------
m.m1 - ID'l> 9'lr poullftcr $300.000 S7,.t06,l44 Sl.610.l'B 

yady aanf'li:oo is II'ICt ·------- - . ·- - .. 
$140.ll0 - $4,191,946 -
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lfln 
~~~a~ 

IWrimurefWMhingtoolnl'l - fiO'I, or SSCO.OOO 

BOIS&Dn Lo&u lnt'l fiHo or S3113,em 

Cillciluulil N'. Kn~_lnt'l ss~ ar $99,000 

DaUaslft WGith 1111'1 _ __ ss~ S67SJIOO 

IJdnlil Mdnl. Wayne 0Mnry S"'or$1.69 
Orufa l'iRsburJ In&" I 3S'Ii 5342.0011 

twnlic:lll Atlanca 1111'1 '"' H.lnofotu Jnl'l -

HoostcJn ml&nla•nmtal JOO'J, + SS.OOOimo. 

~I!Mdy fnt'l 67..s-ns~ 

l.aGwldia ~ --- --
Lambat-St.l.AUs lrll'l ss-5 sno.ooo 
U. Anada ln1'l . 
McCamm lnt'l St.D8,6SS 

MWnilnt'J IO'll'o. $W2.400 

M~Sl.l'lld l!M'I 6S .. 
Newatklnfl 1M. 

O'Huelnf'l m-. 
Pl!tf.td phia 1111, ~- S4CJOJIOD 

Phoenix Sky Hubor ld'J 6'1'!1rt, S.S:H-163 
Sa.tt l..aU Cily fnl'l JOI, 01' $240,000 

--
SaDqolnt'l 72.,... ,. $Jl3,2Dl 

Sin l'rancisc;o 14.1'1 ~s~ 

SaaJe-T1100ma Jar 'I 60-(,S,. 

Tampelnf'l ~ 

WuhiD&fDII Dulks lnr'l 5111. or S15,'104 

American Auocialioo of Airport Exuutives 
•"-""• ,.,..... .,. _. ,. -- .,..... ______ c.•~ ----~- ~ 

- - - - - - - --- - - -
---- --- - - -- Ccnccssion~ (Fee SIIIICIUR ~Revenue) --- ·--- ---· .. .. J ! :I i 5 i ..... .,9 .. a 

3 3 e-= .. -•• ~ 
o• ::11 • cu .. ..c:! .au .. 

-IIC ~ IL~ ~ .: Vlu ~QC ti ..: 
i!• ~=-· ... ~ tj f • u::ll ~-=-

:i 5 ti t= "Sg ~= i:t .. a ao::llu 
;!~ .;J "GQ .:.3~ << IQ < IQ~ olll< all-< 

$483,432 IS:~ or$800.000 S4l4.f04 - - - -
$«8,500 - - ~12,.947 - S6.000 - S64.192 - - - ----- ---
$13~,931 17-11 .... ~ S29431S liar Pll! Sl~ fb( Dill: S14JOO -- -

.• $100,000 _ IS:~?'Jo. 1(,000.000 $4,110.000 - - - -- ·· -- -~ . .. --
Sfin.I9S I 'No $1.012,404 - . -- ·- - ----· 
Sl4l.CIOO 11'11. $468,162 IS'5, ll016.1. SJ0.362 - --- -- ·- -. 

Sl,Q.OOO 7!5 .. $1,6110.000 JK m..ooo . --
- ll .. af$4,000.000 - H. 1D SSO..OOO a JK - $1!',441 -

in CllrzN. $1,8110 miD --ssu.ooo IS'Ii, Sl.D30.000 S4SOJIOO II~ S20..(1(M $33,000 - -
- IUW. .. ulcmofic ~ - IYio - • . ,. OD C:UDPC.Y CIICM~ -
. I Ut'o on alalholic kvr.:nf&CS - - - l .ft UIIQII'liii:I\C.Y -

S417J)97 IS~ $716631 S11,300 SI21SO $76.10 514,-4611 

- 1 S'l> ICIC n:tllnlralll Sl,ISl,no - - - . 
- - -- -- ·-

scua S1l2.3m - - - S56.11S -··---- -
S.9U,12S - - 1~. SJ6,410..86 S47.1193 SI.6SD.OOO S1,6SO.OOO 

SS:U..077 Bludcdiq- u-..fMluar as-. S$93.fl] - SI«,JJO - m.-u2 
- 16..SS oe akcJftotil: - 10-1111> - I..S'!Irt 011 am: -

tJ ."JJl.D66 illcllllkd in----· - - - $217.000 sm~ 
SQl,OOO 1n fGOII. n-.aJco~~oJ. $2,300.000 SlO.OOO $30.000 - . 

$1.7l0.000 

S610,CIOO 20'1. 915.000 S6.000 S6.0ID SJ4G.OOO $}40,tl00 

sm,sJl l6 .. ~.J'No - lK - - -
$80),.000 .,., $1.000..000 

·-
5462.916 ·~ m6,.DI - - $ot1.14fwl. ft.¥. S&.m 
S448.966 9.~-.roocl. 15.2415>~ Sli7,4CJJ lOW. Sl2.fi0l Sll9.66l 11&9,663 
SSI4,JCIO 17'1t SUI.B46 12.'11 $19~14 ~li ... SI...,-n 
$30.231 1~13 .. $2,701,191 - - $11i.771 ------

$350.207 - - IO'IL SUrJ $29.llfaq. IUJr- S41.362 

w SJ,liO.l.ll1110.. 

Large Hub PageS 

-
..... 
D' :z 

~ 
D 
D 

1\J w 
IS) 

lJ 
..... 
01 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
--· --·-- ·- ·--·- - · --· _ff:!ncessions ~~cur.: ~d Re~nue~ __ ·-

-. .. 
~ u ~ z: g ... 

l;-G." ou 
Airpcu1 6A~ &Ill-

&llirn.arUWaslliii&(Oo lnt•J J2.S-2Mo 

lhlll04 LoJ;n lic'l -·- f- · 
CirteintWil H. K.enrud]r rnt'J JJ'Io -
DllllaJR..W«tho h'l 1---· 1S'Io.~l0.]2S 
Ddrait Mc:tm. w.,ne ColUIJy tS1' orSISD.OOO/yl. 

Gtaacr Pilbhtq Inl'l -
IWulidd AIJ&~~talnc'l 2G'f, 

· - ·· -- . . 
Hclaotula lns'l 201>, $262,680 

- ·-
~ lnlaal-nc-MI 2K. Sl.!SQ2,000 ---· -
KcnrtccSy lnl'l JS-2S~ - ·--·· 
t...Goa.rda 15-25~ 

Lambat-SL Uuis blt'r -
.._Angeles lnl'l lS'Iolcu 580 mil. 

·--· .. 
McCanan lnt'l Jl'loovu IIJ,.!J23,12G 

Milmilnl'l -~ 
Mil!ncapol~ Paul lat'l S'lo hi~ f6'f.GWT 

NC1Qit lnl'l -
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Amcric.an AslioOCiation of Atrpost Exccutive3 
l991 -921Uk:sand0wg~Survcy ~ 

• Clio :I 

.8e 
~~ II). 

!~ 
':~ '"'~ 

~:i s· 
"'! Q~ 

S67,J91 SS'I> « S.00.000 
-
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-f--·----··· 
- -
- SJlj,OOt 

- -
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c: .. Q 
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!ju S9 
(,)~ ~~ c.:>< 
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-1--·---- ---- SJ,Ol!ii.C6S -
- ---· -=- . I S-2~ or $691.2!!_ $115,009 - ·--·----

.:.. 1--·--
2.0-21 .. $4.699.000 
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. ~- ---
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S6S,OOO 29'lo S3,jOO.,IJOO 
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r-- -

-- ·----·--
$19,000 77'"£. !2-lOOJJCID 

t--- · 
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S7,200,CIOO - - - --
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- 11 .. SlO.lD4 S402.0S5 
Slll.l31 16'1. SI.IIII»,9t0 

- 10..., .. -
sun:m 17.~.1400.000 SI.40J,Oll 

$97,1100 13-27~. Sl16.000 $900,00) 

SI:Z,OO» II'Jr $2,s90J)OO 

- 11'1. 1D SJJJOO.JlOO. $1,!09.f64 
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- ·-- - -
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-
- ··- -- - - .. 

iP - :» .. ! .. 
"02 .. 

-a~~~: 

~~ ;1 
l! .. .:! ;z;. ..... 
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------ --·- t-. - - -

- . - -------- - - --
....:. -··-- ·---·-- -

$1,390,000 Sl,l90.000 -
19~ $4,300,000 

·- ·· · ·- ·-- ---
6'1o lo 1600.000. -
7 _j'Jl. to S3.000. 

I.S~ c:u:eu of Sl.OOO.OOO 
f--- -
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UH5'lr . 

16-IS'Io -
included in can •hop -- -·- ---

·------- --
-
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- --
SlOII{*lrlmD. $321,342 

I C.. IS'~. -
2S'Ir, S4,1CIO,OOO S4.·4S9.269 - - -

11'1. SI.BJ.OOO 

- -

IH Sl.1S6.491 

20'Io SIS9,s4l 
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s.1~e Sl~~ ~--- ~1.51~~ SS69.,1Ul 

--···· - - - -... ·- -- -----
- - - -

SISQ'mo. $61,000 SJUinlolvdlicle ~ 
s .31.-.Aikin:ul SQJ6.UIJ S.SMrip S349.341 - .. --- . 

S21n'nt.ick SIB.mJ S.601rip S6ID,400 
. - $1/lrip srno.ooo .,.. SJ1,640 - --- . - . -- -- . . - ·-· - . 

- - - --·· - -- . -
$ISimo. $3.cm - M.OOO 

S4owyr~re Sl90,000 $28Yyrlvdlic'lc . $190,000 - .... --
- $11.116 - . 
- - - -

Slllrip SI'H.S9J sr~ Sll6,149 

S.DWtrip $40.000 SJ/trip $100,000 

.. 
$)2J.650 - $90.000 -

- - $193,.162 S3JI.,lS4 

- - -
" :I 

.!!it ~u 
~:I .!: o- 0~ 

-=~e a:~-
OuW: Ou ~ e-o .. e-- c 
<::t~ ~~.: 

)~ S620.000 ---- - . . · ··--
- 51.300.000 -- -----------

flar me _ _!!~~.000 
Food J'l>, LiqUUT S.S'Io, S4.233.000 

Olhcr~'IJ 

- SI .~~J1 --· 
10'1> SJ8.601 ... .. -------

- ----- - -· -
- -- ------ -. 

S:?~P S40,000 
6-'J, -- .. . --- . 

- -
- --

SIJl';Mno. ~.CIOO 
. -------· 
- -.. · - - -- -- ··- . --

6'lo ---- --------
su;~ooo SJ ,7SO,CIOO 

. -. 
~- ---- f--- -----.. 

- -
- -

"99-~S._, JF01S $W2.261 
. -

Sl31,796 ~ 

.. _,.._10.5 .... $468,«8 SISO:;ol 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ceoc:asions (IU S~n~c:e~&arul Rcven~~e) 

'U 
-~ c:-
;" !I~ 

Alrpcart u:: «::::. 

Raltil7l«r..Washincton lnfl 10-13 .. or saoo.ooo -
BoliO I) l.o&lll 11'11'1 -
Cincilll'll.til N. Ku.lucky Jnt'l McDoruald-.n. « 

$120,664, Coruzssian 

Ai6 10-12 .. or S61J~91 --
l>;dlulf\ WOf1h 11111 II"i(, 

-
O.:lnlil Mt:lrD. Wqoc CoWI1y -
G~ Jia" fU1sburJ Inc' I Jl'S 

ll.uficld Atlanta 11'11'1 111& 

tlonolnla ~l'l ..... $4.000,000 . 
HoiUlnD ln!aconlin~:nul ~~. St.ll50.000 
Kr~ylal'l 12.5~-22 .. 

-~· - . 
LaGuudia 12.S"i(,fuod and 

--akloholic tJcvcn&a . ·-·· 
l.ambcrt-St.Lauis la&'1 10'5 

Loc Anpa Jna'l 11•11~ .. oflutpa. fcc --
~kC&rrm 1111'1 lD'Io -
Miani lnl'l -------- --··· --- --
Mi!!~-.Sl. P&uJ bt'l -
Nc:watt lnl'l 12..5~focdud 

~ic~CI 

O'Jfamlnl"l Jl-171', su.ooo.ooo 
~aiDt'l --
I'!Jocnd Sky H.tlor 1111'1 n .. 
Salt LaU Oty lal'l 1ca, H.lltadl:d r-r. ---
Sm Diep lor' I IB 
Sao lftaci:KlD ..... 9.:M11i food, JS.2611i beY. 

ScallJo. T K~D.~~Inl'l 1:5 

Tampelal1 SJ.I64,m 
W.stri!!plo Dullea Jn&'l 12.111i,SI.l4C-'l0 

Americ.ao Associaticn of Ai.Jpod Euctatives 
1991 -92 Raw and Clw-ges Survey 4'f;,_ 

.. .. 
:II ~~· Q 'E ~! u 

_ .. 
i! ., .. .ac :.c~ 

~1 _:g 
-~ .!c .q..a-
~:I •-= E:~= i!< CC< :;z~ 

$14~.620 1 .. 191:5,539 -
S6l2.1.51 - Sl,l63,2m -
$644..S&O 7-ft orS.SIXP,-461 SI.2J4.]47 

- · - s .. --- -
s1,6n.m2 J4'11 JU]6,646 

St.OOI,4Q 9.s-.. $2,175,440 SUJS.J40 
- ·---· 

S6,100,1XXJ - -
- s._.crr,rosa -. 

SI.OJI,OOO - -
I'S on-ailport. 100'5 orr ---- r---
H oa-alrpan. 10'1. olf -

SJ.I99.611 5'1. suw.m 
SS.B41,m JO'I.~"I'CMJ.IIiltiaa -
Sl,071j" I'S 11,101,205 

se6'.l14 - -
SBM.zro S1lo s.cm,so 

- K -
. 

$1Q,74S,l:ZI ~S!n,.300 $4,539 

- -~ sum.ooo 
$2.100,000 '1'lt $2.040,000 

S74C.S76 K.,...Qpllt.l'I.Gft S2.fM6.711 
S821,173 .,.. SJ,.l71,16l 

$1149,616 3:J.,..aao - SJ4:m 
SJ,367.1D ·~ SUSJ.l19 

- ,,. ma.m 
11.109.761 - $1.SU.411 

----

:a..! Ill -jJ 
ua .. c: 

!E ... .. ;o. a I Pi .. 1 <~ <.: 
1- 'il'j .. ~ .:~ 

A~ 
... ., ... 5112 ~.! ad s: 0~ ... __ 

0~ 

- - - - -
- - VCDdinl Mdinc:s - S202.S41 - .. 

- - - - -

- - Colhi .. rs.Jaw. .$J~.OOO ----- - lecb:r ltmea:l 30'10 S9.974 -- --- ----- - --
- - Bae-TIUISpeiUIWn $11.000 SIS,OOO ---·-- - . - . 
- - I'Xkapl Foeda 2.0'1(,, $4,001,000 -
- - Bap~p:Cart 10'1. 519.000 ··- . - - ·---------- - &npiOJm c.fdai:~. S'J, -. - . . -- ·---!- .. -- - !qloJ« Clldcria S'l. -

-
- - Shucshillc S6.11Yme. $6],498 ---- ------ ------ - - - --- -- - o.mia& - Slf.T.J9.7J4 

- - ~Saviec '1'lt SU44.292 -
- $144.714 --- --~t..e rm. $4~4~ 

- - - - -

- - fll.awxe 1311i $]3.112 

m.ooo Sl5,DOO "llam:l "'- IW. $60..000 l*lDOO 
- - AlrCiapo.ma..rlll T-11 - U3Q.OOO 

$llQ.tll) SlOI,GOO PldJtic 1'dcpbaac ll*orPM.OOO S31S,914 

- - ......_,_nqrmo.var 10\!. SI.~J 

u .. SIS,160 Caaaia& SIOO'mo.. SJ«rJ,l06 

- - CandJS'r.clca 13'6 SJ6Jm 
- - Tcfll-Trip ~1:3'5 Sl7,2!n . - --- r---·-- - CaodyStole IY6. S61JJ66 576.D92 

Large Hub Page 8 

(Sl 
()1 

(Sl 
I\) 
lJ 
3 

~ 
D 
D 

3 
D 

N 
w 
lSI 

p 

l.D 



- - - - - - - - - - - -
Con.:cssions (Fee Sb1lctwe ad Revenue) 

--------

"E 
8 3 

u 

.. I .. g 
-5~ .s· 

Alf'P'M1 0~ o8 
IWiirnon:/Wasflii!EfOn lnt"J . ----
~U!Jalnfl . 

-·-· ----------------
Cinciii.Raolil N. KcnDKky IM"I . -
~WIFLWCICib lnl'l Spetiafcy Foods 17-20'11> 

Ddroit Mdro. W•yt~e c-nty VcncfnJ Macr.i11r:s r7 .l.S'Io « S21JJOO')Ir. 

Gtura Pitlsbura blt"l 8oakSIOr'e 12'll>, S41,J)J - -- ·-·- -- ~-- ·-
Hutsfielcl A1Ianta lfli"J -- -
Jlonolnlu lnt'l lnolery A Shdb ~. $1.440.000 

Hawaon Jll(aa)~tinenbl Monc:.y P.ltcfw~F pel' ~ ft. per IJIIIUIR ---1--· --
Kmnrxlylat'l - --
LaGuanli.t Tnvdlalu~ 13'11> 

~...stl.Aiois IDI'I Vcndin1 Mac lUes $2.1961maclinc 

Lee Anp Jnt'l - -
Mc:Cunolnfl - -
Milmi lnl'l nn., ud S'uzNirir:s » ... $1 1001).04 

Miancapoli..SI. PaaaJ fn(l LdlbyFca $1/domcscic, S31lnt'l 

~wu:tbl"l - ----------
o·~~.oa·t Tcfqlllouc ~ -
Pflibdl:lphja lni'J VaJda.& Ma:bims 20'15 $]16,000 

~Sky Hlltlor lllt'l BuiJIIq Rma.ll -
SaJI Lab: City IPI 'I - -
Su Diqo tat'l - -
Su FrllxUoo b&'J Senial~ S.Ollpl + 10-IH 

Sal&-Ta-oma ht"l cm..cn. 6'1L 

Te~.-rm·a - -
W&1biJrlloo Du.lla Jill' I BootS~ 10-16W.. 195,9'19 

Americao Association of Airport &ecutives 
1991-92 btes and Char-Res Survey Aie_ 

---------
u 
:J 
a -t -.. g ~ ..: 

.. i .... .. 5 .:s uu •• -59 .S:i -5 .. 
0< ou 0~ 

. . ---~ - -
- . --- -· ---- - -

Sll.t.OOO TelcfllcJne Compaaics 12-D'JI, 

$116,547 CmRaul 101. -
S'J9.201 - --- -- ------ - ---- ----- ---- -· ·--. S\lncfries lO'llo. s '· 440.000 
$20,lll) . -r-- . - ------- - -- --
$46,566 Baa•Outl JK,SI4,G 

. - -
- - . 

5219,520 Slanp I..uc:m S1J!oclrcr Sliney 

S1.D28,ll0 Tt:n~~ Blcfa (11ort-11Jdincs) $11.9!Usq. ftlp. 

- - -
S2.4n.DJ Cut Sll'lix:a 20'llo. S4 J .646 

sm.ooo - -
$1.J10,000 '*1 TclqiHJncl -

- - -
- . -

SIOUG6 OdJ«IIDiiu.IICIYicla -
$42,414 cmm Ladt ~ VcudiJlc .,.. 

- -
Sll3,974 - -

- -- - - - -
Total Annuat Revenue from 
Air Ouriers and Regjonal Airliocs (CY 9 J) 

l r·-=--------- -- ::--• :s 
a ~ ! ~~:! • .. • ""' ·-~ .:Ill 011 ~ ... v ~!~::; .. ] ]«~' :1 

o a ti u~-'"' 
~5 .:: : 9:g! .. !l>o s:: .. oo ... -5~ <~.!~ 0~ < ... ~ ~ •• uJC 0.:111 

J) · 
:z 

- $10.200,.000 $11.100.000 ll.CIOO.OOO SM.~.ooo ---- -- 1---- ~- -
- S26..5J7.014 $33.001.600 $10.723.7~ Sl0..168.41)1} -----
- $1.911.012 $13.,216,901 S2.S94.746 SIUS6.12.6 

$2,0]9.1100 SJ6,917.000 $71,.296.000 S2S,717,000 SJ 14.000.000 ---- --~--- - ---
S9.011! . - - ------ SJO,.Sl0,7164 Sl2,60J,IJ6 S7,S21,[)99 $30.fi64.J19 ------ . ------ r--- ---. S2U,824.0Sl SJ.0.6~7.1l23 S467,7Sll S41 .11U77 

f-.- - -- -- - r--- ·- -- ---
- $31,(112,969 S24.2J0.414 SJJIJ B.6'8S $}7,112.068 

. - - . Slll.OOO,OOO --- - - - SJJ6,000,000 

S21,ll6 SIS,271.9SO $23.9.52.141 S2.Sll.63.S S41.196,33l 

- ~1,067.1111 Sl0.490,()61 $26669.133 Sl8.2Z7.6&4 . 
- S44.319.6M SJ.C.820.82A S4.719J)IIO S63,419>4B 

- ·· 
S110,2S6 $J:Z.a.944 $31,916,034 - . 

Sl.lDSJIOJ $'7 .6111 /J6A Sll.9n.466 S10..112GJJJ9 s-.t.SI2.149 

- - - - $19JJ)OO,OOO 

S6I.SI5 Slll,606.211 St03.119.1 II SII,GJI.IOO W1.183,36S 

- Sl!I.BOOJXD Pllll.GOO ~IJOOO $S6.-421.000 
SIIO.OOO S38,800.cm Sl6,9t0,000 S1IIO,OID ~~.020.000 

- SIUJ4.96l $1.()98.- S4.m."HO S2A.9JJ.,J07 

- 56.961.067 SJ.9».614 - .SJ:Z.923.611 

SUJO.Jl7 S21,490,1DS S20,6l4,GI SIG.,68l,4l7 $38.197.900 

S41JM4 SlJ.512,13l Sl9.1~.M9 Sl.J31 ,936 S61.CI10,141 

- $11,119,119 $6.312,601 - Sl7.502.JJO 

- $16,9'6,714 SJ5.069.&W $16~.960 $48,712.641 
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- - -- - - -- - - - - - --
~ -

Total Annual Rc¥enue from Total Annual 
Fixed Base Opuatioos/Geacral Aviation (CY 91) Landside Rcva.oe (C'Y 91) 

i!ij 
---- · --l ~-- I 

----····-- ·-1 '"'l 
..,a a .. Qo 

§-! ~~ 
::J ::J D 

j1 .. l! I • 9 a .. et! 0.; .. 
P! .... 

i!!f • -< .. :1:; e &.3 )B v• 

!iJ ~11 
:t 

~i~ !:I ipC 
~tl t!J .. :;! sJ • :.1 ! ~ -!1"' ~~ g !!r!,. o.:l ~ ... - .... a~ ~ ... 

BallimmUWahinpn lal'1 S4ll.IO. $66..171 N1,339 - SI,OII,IU Sll.400,£m s:uoo.ooo $300,000 n900JIX) - $22.D.OOO 

llllllGO l..&>p1 Int'l S70.U&.409 Sl,lm,946 - SI.9M.l%7 Sl0,4.17,1.Sl SJl,.411,.326 W.391,761 SlO,GM,6S1 $5..IJ49.912 sa.m.sa1 SS9.089.S49 -
OncinJurif N. Kenlu~ ~:! ~__:__ Sli..JJJ $1110,311 - $201,714 SS.IIl.Slot 12.78,791 S6l.lll S5.4M.'lll SS75,Dl2 $14,740,201 

-· 
Dlll1a&IPL Wunb lnl'l - - - - S40.42A.OOO $1,2.10.000 s~ooo SII.D2.000 Sli.,GII,.ID) S16.J39,000 --- - --------- -- -- ---
Deoail MdJD. W&JIIC Count_r . . - . - . . . - - ---- -
Grurer l'illst.IIIJ h'l SI.OOS.40S Sll.2.55 - SS,G611,497 S6J)IJ2.J57 S1,.DH,JO Sl.IOS.71l $]62,)$2 S7,433,690 SlS7.174 S11,93l.112 --- --
tbmlield All mill. lnl'l S6JU39 - Sll,91l - sn1.111 S2U76.374 Sll,lll.Ml ~1.131 Sl6.411.l1S SJOI.l!!. $.51,1~.611 - r---- -----
I Jonolalll lnl'l - - - . - . . - . - -------· - -
HouiDl lnraaJnDicnw UJO.lOIJ - $3.JJ6J)n S4U.l10 Sl,ll2.126 St7.106,!11Jl $J,OJ.2.'JJ2 SJ.21f1.S94 S9,6St,l7j $!99,A91 SJ4,20J.l6S ----· ··-- ·-r- --
ICcMCidy mE~-- ·-- - - . - - - . . $15.1100.1100 -- -- --- r--- -- - -- ---
l.aGulldia - . - - - - - - - - Sl4.000.1100 -- --- . --
umbat-SLlmlillnt'l SSIUil Sl07J)41 $.5)1.171 sns.4101 SUJ2.196 $6.326.449 $4.Jt3.&95 SliO,QJO S9,T4l,lll St,11B,G97 SWn.412 --- -
~ Anam rn1'1 $147.000 - $1.601,71~ . ~ Sl.169.116 ~.120,000 S76,19l,Gil St,2J9,m $91~ - Sl7,614.0H ·-- - --
McCarren lnl'l SJ10,752 . $18.163 SZ107,19l S601.107 $4,219,525 $4.T4!J.IDI S1,7ll.616 S1S.211,717 $7.114..2116 S4l,ll4,.1)12 ----
Miuri la.l'l . - sa. IS9.,2.S9 - - $19.1100.000 - $1,]10.000 - $1~ S22~.000 ---------· 
MW!dpQii.s-St. Pad h'l S7S4..128 SJ3l.57l Sll6.6ll $174.411 ~~199.-tSO SUJII1.1ll $5,601,761 $644.648 $5.241.310 S:U'71..310 SJ0.58l.112 
Ncwuk ha'l - - - . - . . - - - $S4,CIOO,OOO ---- ------ - ·----· -- .-:---

-"".OU) O'HaR frll'l SIOOJ)Ill S694,667 $SJ64,422 $6,741,191 S36.lll,l!a $10,112.110 S4lDJ)OO S26.1e.DOO $11,436,761 $84.S51.1)) . - - . ---
l'llibdclplria lnl'l S90J,(O) S23,000 $440,(100 - $1.171.000 $1,9)1 .1100 17,900.000 ~ ·$l6J1110 $2!IOJIOO SJ6,116,.1D) 
ftoctWI Sky lladlcw ht'J sn5.ooo S37J,OOO $912.(0) S~110Jm $4.611,000 $14,.5jO,CO) SI2,1J15.000 SSIO.OOO 11.5,051,1100 $2.591.000 $4.4,1SI.OOO 
Sell Lab CIIJ Iat'l $)41,130 - $.155.184 ~96.112 S9»,lll(i U.11G,629 SJ.S16.,3C6 $7&,116 - - $7,305,191 

San Dirp llc'l SU0.212 $11,1~ $775,656 S291U92 $1,2)1,12& S8,134.000 S1~.a SSB9,GIO S4.J16.302 $169.6l0 S20,9CO,I3.S 
s.n Ptulcisco lnl'l $397..51] - S91.480 $6«.465 SSS4,111 $32,741,24CI SIJ,91l.~ Sl.9Jl,763 $42...tl4,71G $4,.066,470 SCJI.DB9.107 .. -
~T-=umaJ .. 'I S19,l01 - . $117.15.5 $366.361 $14,176,241 S1,394,7.JS - - $1.,993,944 $1.4,168,!1120 ·-
T•mJ»e 111~1 __ ·- ---- - - . . SIJS1.]12 SIJ,li!J.4" S9.121.BS5 $2)1.196 $1,601.791 S8,6S1,310 SJ5.S17JNr1 
Wufri11po Dulb bt'l $1.117.616 Wl,l12 S~WI - s 1,19S,1m SI.4SZ,111 $U12,39t $339.5146 $5,1116,616 $9,40,401 Sl1 .5'14.620 

American A5soc:ialion of Airpod EllcaJiivcs Large llub Page 10 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -

Bllrifl1fJtdWuhinJ10n btl'l ~DOO.IDI $22.!1100.000 - S4B.DJ,IDJ $34,.500.000 --- - ---
IIDSUln Up8 la.l'l sa1.61~.m ~.OI!U47 - SJ42.71S.lM SIU.l61.1Dl -.... CiDcinn.ol N. IDI"l $15.111,654 Sl0.26J,1l4 - Sl6.m.J78 Sl6.9lJ ,671 

Ddllll't WCII1ft lal'l Slll,W.OOO S'l6.D9.000 - Sl91.002.000 $198,002.(100 -
Ddnlit Wctro. Wqne Onml.y - - - S16.166SJ:Z $1l,71S,71S 

-· 
an:.. Halturf TN'I $36.~.136 Sll.9ll,712 ---· $S~,600,1M1 SS~MO.IMI 

·-- ------- - -- -
Hmbfield Atlmla Irc'l $0,110,619 - - - -- -- -- . - .. ·- --
llonclulu lnt'J - - - - - - ·-
HOUSial Inllrlt~ontiulcntal .$1!0.934,194 $34,20I,16S - S9:Uli.lS!I $12,719,952 

- -- .... - ---
Knncdyblt'l SlliJI)I),OOO $7.S,OOO.OOO - S378,CIOO.OOO hti,OOU.OOO -- --- --- -- -- -
LaGuardia Sll6.000.000 $34,0011.000 - SI10.000JD) SllJAMJO.GJO 

- - -
t.mbat-SLI..Hillnl'l S41,196,132 Sll.UJ,.412 - ~ ..... .,... Si3,466,674 ----- -
U. Aqdn rntl SIO.l96,900 $17.61-t..lm - SUI,030,92J - - - -- - ---
M~lna'l $6t.Dll..ll5 S4l,ll4.812 - $101,14}.417 S40.9ll,MG ----- - --- . - - -
Miamilnt'l - - - - -- -- - . ... - -- ---
~St. r.aJinl'l S4l,lll.l99 SlO.!!BJ.m - $14,365..371 $51,.]S9JDI . . - -- - --- · --Newvklnl'l $191,000,000 $54.000,(100 - $245..000.000 $12],000,000 

O'J~h'l SlU.5lUn S84,.55l,IJ3 
- ----- ---- - SJI2.330.000 --

P!Wdelplja lllt'l $86.049,000 $16.116,000 - Slll2.86S.OOO $15,024,000 - - -
~ Slr:ylfadlorlut'l .$6"5.384,000 $&4,851.000 - $11D.lJS.000 Sl2,200,t100 
i;iiiab c;q lnt'J - -:----

f-• 
$.14,911,.307 $20.0SS,Ul SC4,ft7.UO 

-· -- Sl8.481.719 -----
SaR DKao lnl'l $14,1J7.401 S20.90UJ~ - SU.tl6t.D6 SD,211~ 

San Fnocis.co lnt'l SS9.352.17B SW,DI9,707 - SI57,442.41S Sll0,7229JS --- - ----
~TKOIN Inl'l - - - S!JI.606,4JO S4B.l40.7ll ----·-- -· $20,ll2.11] Sll.920,9l7 

- ---- - ·-· . - - -- - ---- ----
T~lut'l - su.m.mo $19.257,921 - · - - --Waltinpn Dulla Tr4'1 $SO,Q,350 Sl7,5J4,620 - S1ll,IS2,971 -

ArnericaJJ Association ol AiipCrt E:xc:cu.lives 
'll91-92 R3t~ and C1uupe,; S11rvev ~ 
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