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DELTA'S 5-YEAR SEATTLE HUB-.IV£RSARy

HOW DELTA BUiLT A GLOBAL HUB AT SEA-TAC

GROWING WITH SEATTLE

"Delta helping to drive roaring Sea-Tac traffic’

–Seattle Times

Delta has big plans for growing Sea-Tac hub"
–Seattle Times

’'Delta's next irtit;ative: The Seattle hub"
–Aviation Week

“Delta expanding again in Seattle

–USA Today

COMPETITION CREATES

OPPORTUNITY

’Delta attacks SIIICon v8ney-to-satile route with A22C) launch'

-Ttte Paints Guy

"Delta Air LInes CEa Ed Hast ian panes progress of InternatIonal ArrIvals

FxHity at Sea-Tac Aifpart'
–Puget Sound Business Journal

"De tta to brIng rnore optIons to Seattle tnns-PacifIC flights thIS summer

–Travel Pulse

"Aaromextco aFfil,ate of Delta Air LInes to launch nonstop

Seattte'Mex ico City flights"

-Puget Sound Business Journal

"Air France returns to Sea.Tac Airport with BoeIng 777 nIghtS to ParIs'

-Puget Sound Business Journal

Why Delta IS addIng new natback screens WhIte other aIrlines

get rId of them'
-Trave t + Leisure

Delta defIes trend. keeps adding seatback screens to planes

–Conde Hast Traveler

"Delta announces firsl Airbus A330-90C)neo routes to

ShanghaI, Tokyo and Seoul this summer
-Forbes

"Delta Sky Club at Sea.Tac Avpo4 wtns award for

North America's leadIng lounge’

-Puget Sound Business Journal

INVESTING IN

OUR PEOPLE & COMMUNITY

"Delta's Seattle-based employees get $47 million

in bonuses’

–Seattle Times

"Seattle Sounders FC stays onboard with Delta

–Atlanta Business Chronicle

"Delta Air Lines, Habitat for Humanity kick off final

blitz build of veterans community"

-Auburn Reporter

'Fty an 'Seahawks Air? Hawks, Saunders team up

with Delta"

–Q13 FOX

"Delta Air Lines courts Seattle football fans with

new perk-filled program

–USA Today

"Delta Air Lines, YMCA spread holiday cheer at Sea-Tac

for dozens of Washington students"

–(33 Fax

"Seahawks partner with Delta to offset the team's
travel emissions"

–Climate Action

"The North Pole exists in a Delta Air Lines hangar’
–Seattle Refined

US 1)aT ddt& iron !)ilo foi the av£riIfe total fare oil beat'::..'.orl8'.:latIn}; domestIC fIIghtS offered by ,lii carriers to: the pe.':od of 2013 compared to 20283 CLIff
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Delta has grown ItS SEA team
from 2.200 to 3,500

employees from 2014 to 2019

More than 10,000

volunteer hours spent bv

employees in the Seattle
cofTlmunlty
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More than 100 employees
have volunteered at the

Mobile Canteen during
SeaFafr Fleet Week
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Nearly 300 employees have
walked in AIDS Walk Seattle
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76 to 174

+ 129%

Peak-Day

Departures

450,000 sq. ft. International Arrivals Facility

offerIng faster passport checkpoint clearance and:

+ 66%
International

Gates
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fIIght attendant

lounge

New

Airbus A220 and

A330'900neo
aIrcraft

Nearly $240 million in
profit sharing has been paId

to SEA.based employees
since 2014

Delta nas built 6 Habitat

homes and 5 KaB00M!

playgrounds in Seattle

Employees have helped

package rrlore than 2,000
care packages in partnershIP

v/lth usa Northwest

Nearly 700 employees have

taken part in Seattle

PrldeFest and Clean Sweep
festIvitIes

3431< in 6901:

+ 101%
Tota!

seats

New in 2020

•H-R

4 to 7 1,200 tc 2,caa

t 136%+ 75%

Passenger

Capacity

Baggage

Carousels
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The most seat.back

entertainment of any

other carrier

Wi.Fi

on

all Nights

Delta supports the city's
beloved local teams

Seahawks and Sounders FC

Delta employees have

donated nearly 1,000 pints
of blood across more than

30 Delta.hosted blood

drives in Seattle

Nearly 500 employees have

volunteered at Hottday in the

Hangar events in Seattle

Delta partners with 3 Seattle

community colleges to prOVIde

career help to aviation
maIntenance students

For more information visit news.delta.com A DE LTA
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This publication provides aviation data users with summary historical and forecast
statistics on passenger demand and aviation activity at U.S. airports. The summary
level forecasts are based on individual airport projections.

The Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) includes forecasts for active airports in the National

Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). The Federal Aviation Administration’s
(FAA) Forecast and Performance Analysis Division, Office of Aviation Policy and Plans,
develops the TAF. As its primary input, the TAF initially used the national forecasts of

aviation activity contained in FAA Aerospace Forecasts, Fiscal Years 2018-2038. The
final TAF considers the forecasts and assumptions contained in FAA Aerospace
Forecasts, Fiscal Years 2019-2039. Beginning April 25, 2019 the tables for the national
forecasts can be found at:

http://www.faa.gov/data research/aviation/aerospaee forecasts/

The TAF is available on the Internet. The TAF model and TAF database can be

accessed at:

http://www .faa,gov/data research/aviation/taf

The TAF model allows users to create their own forecast scenarios. It contains a query
data application that allows the public to access and print historical (1990 to 2017) and

forecast (2018 to 2045) aviation activity data by individual airport, state, or FAA region.

The FAA welcomes public comment on the forecasts, as well as suggestions for
improving the usefulness of the TAF,

Roger Schaufele, Jr.
Manager
Forecast and Performance Analysis Division

Office of Aviation Policy and Plans
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Loc iD
ATL
LAX
ORD
DFW
DEN

JFK
SFO
LAS
SEA
CLT

EWR
PHX
MCO

MIA

IAH

BOS

MSP

DTW
FLL

LGA

PHL

BW !

SLC
DCA
IAD

M DW
SAN
HNL
PDX
TPA

Total

“Percent of total US enplanements.
**Annual compound growth rate.

Table S-'1 Enplanements at Large Hub Airports (in thousands)

Region
ASO
AW P
AGL
ASW
ANM

Airport Name
HARTSFIELD - JACKSON ATLANTA INTL
LOS ANGELES INTL
CHICAGO O'HARE INTL
DALLAS-FORT WORTH INTL
DENVER INTL

AEA
AWP
AWP
ANM
ASO

JOHN F KENNEDY INTL
SAN FRANCISCO INTL
MC CARRAN INTL
SEATTLE-TACOMA iNTL
CHARLOTTE/DOUGLAS INTL

AEA
AWP
ASO
ASO

ASW

NEWARK LIBERTY INTL
PHOENIX SKY HARBOR INTL
ORLANDO INTL
MIAMI INTL
GEORGE BUSH
INTERCONTINENTAL/HOUSTON

GENERAL EDWARD LAWRENCE LOGAN INTL
MINNEAPOLIS-ST PAUL INTL/WOLD-
CHAMBERLAIN
DETROIT METROPOLITAN WAYNE COUNTY
FORT LAUDERDALE/HOLLYWOOD INTL

LAGUARDIA

ANE

AGL

AGL
ASO
AEA

PHILADELPHIA INTL
BALTIMORE/WASHINGTON INTL THURGOOD
MARSHALL
SALT LAKE CITY INTL
RONALD REAGAN WASHINGTON NATIONAL
WASHINGTON DULLES INTL

AEA

AEA

ANM
AEA
AEA

CHICAGO MIDWAY INTL
SAN DIEGO INTL
DANIEL K INOUYE INTL
PORTLAND INTL
TAMPA INTL

AGL
AWP
AWP
ANM
ASO

2017
2017 Percent*

50,422
40 ,908
38, 169
31 ,433
29,574

29,504
26,483
23, 1 06
22,450
21 ,694

21 ,205
21,116

20,996
20,490

19,557

18,508

18,336

16,964
15,331

14,439

14, 162

12,761

11 ,527
11 ,477
10,947

10,901
10,889
9,703
9,399
9,354

611,804 72.27 635,531 709,787 1,085,356 2.07

2018

51 ,358

42,388
39 ,775
32,890

30,850

5.96
4.83
4.51
3.71

3.49

3.49
3.13
2.73
2.65
2.56

29,890
27,895
23,633
23,700
22,316

2.50
2.49
2.48
2.42

2.31

22 , 564
21 ,488
22,407
20,733

20,694

2.19

2.17

2.00
1.81

1.71

i 9,649

18,414

17,346
16,843
15,050

1 _67

1.51

1.36
1.36
1.29

1.29
1.29
1.15
1.11

1.10

1 5, 125

13,343

12,068
11 ,458
11 ,414

10,774
12,001

9,565
9,715

10, 184

2022

56,460
46,612
44,814
36,837
35, 133

33,970
30,360
25,813
27,367
24,645

25,908
23,488

26,027
22,645

23,544

22,432

19,603

18,545
19,983
17,080

17, 152

14,023

13,462
13, 190
12,893

11 ,331

13,859
9,956

10,901
11 ,753

Airport ranking
Rate**
2017-
2045 2017 20452045

84,069
73,212
67,017
54, 537
51 ,487

1.84
2.10
2.03
1.99
2.00

56 , 168
49,563
39,273
44 ,944
37,632

2.33
2.26
1.91

2.51
1.99

44,936
34,639
40,312
36,367

36, 183

2.72
1.78
2.36
2.07

2.22

35,563

28,513

25, 188
35,416
19,938

2.36

1.59

1.42
3.04
1.16

23,831

19,857

20,480
17,373
19,792

1 _88

1.59

2.07
1.49
2.14

1.65

2.58
1.16
2.23
2.52

17,247
22,206
13,383
17,446
18,785

1

2
3

4
5

6
7
8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16
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18
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29
30
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Graph S-'I Enptanenrent$ Growth Rates for the Large Hub

Airports Fiscal Years 2a17 ta 2045
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Table S-2 Airport Operations at Large Hub Airports (in thousands)

Loc ID
ATL
ORD
LAX
DFW
DEN

CLT
LAS
JFK
SFO

iAH

EWR
PHX

MSP

SEA
MIA

BOS
DTW
PHL
LGA
M CO

SLC
HNL
FLL
DCA
IAD

BW I

MDW
PDX
SAN
TPA

Total

*Percent of total US operations.
**Annual compound growth rate.

Region
ASO
AGL
AW P
ASW
ANM

Airport Name
HARTSFIELD - JACKSON ATLANTA INTL

CHICAGO O'HARE INTL
LOS ANGELES iNTL
DALLAS-FORT WORTH INTL

DENVER INTL

ASO
AWP
AEA
AWP

ASW

CHARLOTTE/DOUGLAS INTL
MC CARRAN INTL
JOHN F KENNEDY INTL
SAN FRANCISCO INTL
GEORGE BUSH
INTERCONTINENTAL/HOUSTON

AEA
AWP

AGL

AN M
ASO

NEWARK LIBERTY INTL
PHOENIX SKY HARBOR INTL
MINNEAPOLIS-ST PAUL INTL/WOLD-
CHAMBERLAIN
SEATTLE-TACOMA INTL

MIAMI INTL

GENERAL EDWARD LAWRENCE LOGAN INTL
DETROIT METROPOLITAN WAYNE COUNTY
PHILADELPHIA INTL
LAGUARDIA
ORLANDO INTL

AN E
AGL
AEA
AEA
ASO

AN M
AW P

ASO
AEA
AEA

SALT LAKE CITY INTL
DANIEL K INOUYE INTL
FORT LAUDERDALE/HOLLYWOOD INTL

RONALD REAGAN WASHINGTON NATIONAL
WASHINGTON DULLES INTL

BALTIMORE/WASHINGTON INTL THURGOOD
MARSHALL
CHICAGO MIDWAY INTL
PORTLAND INTL
SAN DIEGO INTL
TAMPA INTL

AEA

AGL
ANM
AWP
ASO

2017
2017 Percent*

885
859
703
656
584

552
544
454
453

452

441
432

415

414
409

401
394
372
366
332

325
312
306
298
294

258

252
229
205
193

12,789 13.14 13,025 13,769 19,757

2018

890
893
707
664
595

0.91
0.88
0.72
0.67
0.60

0.57
0.56
0.47
0.47

0.46

0.45
0.44

0.43

0.43
0.42

0.41

0.40
0.38
0.38
0.34

0_33

0.32
0.31

0.31

0.30

0.26

0.26
0.23
0.21

0.20

2022

935
873
753
705
621

548
537
456
473

463

596
580
497
493

474

451
431

410

434
418

474
462

413

498
433

468
401
400
371
390

423
395
375
368
349

335
311
330
298
30 1

364
322
371
307
311

268

245
232
222
204

271

253
258
251

223

Rate**
2017-
20452045

1 ,357
1,187
1 , 152

997
860

1.54

1.16
1.78

1.51

1.39

876
825
775
762

674

1.66
1.50
1.93
1.87

1.43

754
665

571

800
644

1.93
1.55

1.14

2.38
1.64

2.04
1.07
1.28
0.27
2.04

706
530
531

394
586

511

412
61 1

308
424

1 _63

0.99
2.50
0.12
1.32

369

357
393
391

335

1.29

1.25
1.95
2.33
2.00

1.57

Airport ranking

2017
1

2
3

4
5

2045

1

2
3

4
6

6
7
8
9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21
22
23
24
25

26

27
28
29
30

5
7
9

10

13

11

14

18

8

15

12
20

19
24
17

21
23
16

30
22

27

28
25
26
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Graph S-2 Airport Operations Growth Rates for the

Airports Fiscal Years 2017 to 2045

Large Hub
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Forecast Highlights {2019'-''-"'2039)

Since its deregulation in 1978, the U.S. com-
mercial air carrier industry has been charac-
terized by boom-to-bust cycles. The volatility
that was associated with these cycles was
thought by many to be a structural feature of
an industry that was capital intensive but
cash poor. However, the great recession of
2007-09 marked a fundamental change in
the operations and finances of U.S Airlines.
Since the end of the recession in 2009, U.S.

airlines revamped their business models to
minimize losses by lowering operating costs,
eliminating unprofitable routes, and ground-
ing older, less fuel-efficient aircraft. To in-
crease operating revenues, carriers initiated
new services that customers were willing to
purchase and started charging separately for

services that were historically bundled in the
price of a ticket. The industry experienced
an unprecedented period of consolidation
with three major mergers in five years. The
results of these efforts have been impres-
sive: 2018 marks the tenth consecutive year
of profitability for the U.S. airline industry.
Looking forward, there is confidence that

U.S. airlines have finally transformed from a
capital intensive, highly cyclical industry to
an industry that generates solid returns on

capital and sustained profits.

Fundamentally, over the medium and long

term, aviation demand is driven by economic
activity, and a growing U.S. and world econ-
only provides the basis for aviation to grow
over the long run, The 2019 FAA forecast
calls for U.S. carrier domestic passenger
growth over the next 20 years to average 1.8
percent per year. The uptick in passenger
growth since 2014 will continue into 2019
driven by generally positive economic condi-

Hons in the U.S. and the world. Oil prices av-
eraged $64 per barrel in 2018 edging down
to $61 in 2019, and our forecast assumes
they will increase beginning in the early
2020s to reach $98 by the end of the forecast
period, After a year of solid economic growth
in 2018 for the U.S. and generally around the
world, conditions are beginning to gradually
ease. Some headwinds that have been pre-
sent over the past few years rernain, such as

the uncertainty surrounding “Brexit” and the
difficulty China faces in managing the slow-
down of its economy. Meanwhile, new head-
winds have developed, including a broad
slowdown in global trade, political tensions in
several countries, and economic slumps in It-
aly and Germany. The U.S. economy is
showing signs of moderating from the above-
trend pace in 2018 as the expansion is
poised to become the longest on record.
Growth is expected to ease back towards
trend with domestic demand supported by

positive financial conditions, a strong labor
market, and continuing effects of the 2017
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act.

System traffic in revenue passenger miles
(RPMs) is projected to increase by 2.2 per-
cent a year between 2019 and 2039. Do-
mestic RPMs are forecast to grow 1.9 per-
cent a year while International FRPMs are
forecast to grow significantly faster at 3.0
percent a year. System capacity as meas-
ured by available seat miles (ASMs) is fore-
cast to grow in line with the increases in de-
mand. The number of seats per aircraft is
growing, especially in the regional jet market,
where we expect the number of 50 seat re-
gional jets to faII to just a handful by 2030,
replaced by 70-90 seat aircraft.

Although the U.S. and global economies saw
solid growth in 2018, a combination of higher
energy prices and labor cost increases re-
suIted in profits for U.S. airlines falling further
from 2016’s record levels. The FAA expects
U.S. carrier profitability to remain steady or
increase as solid demand fed by a stable
economy offsets rising energy and labor
costs. Over the long term , we see a cornpet-
itive and profitable aviation industry charac-
terized by increasing demand for air travel
and airfares growing more slowly than infla-
tion, reflecting over the long term a growing
U.S. and global economy.

The long-term outlook for general aviation is
stable to optimistic, as growth at the high-end
offsets continuing retirements at the tradi-
tional low end of the segment. The active
general aviation fleet is forecast to remain
relatively level between 2019 and 2039.
While steady growth in both GDP and corpo-
rate profits results in continued growth of the
turbine and rotorcraft fleets, the largest seg-
ment of the fleet – fixed wing piston aircraft

continues to shrink over the forecast.
Against the stable fleet, the number of gen-
eral aviation hours flown is projected to in-
crease an average of 0.8 percent per year
through 2039, as growth in turbine, rotorcraft,
and experimental hours more than offset a

decline in fixed wing piston hours.

With increasing numbers of regional and
business jets in the nation’s skies, fleet mix
changes, and carriers consolidating opera-
tions in their large hubs, we expect increased
activity growth that has the potential to in-

crease controller workload. Operations at
FAA and contract towers are forecast to grow

0.9 percent a year over the forecast period
with commercial activity growing at five times
the rate of non-commercial (general aviation
and military) activity. The growth in U.S. air-
line and business aviation activity is the pri-
mary driver. Large and medium hubs will see
much faster increases than small and non-
hub airports, largely due to the commercial

nature of their operations.

1



Review of 2018

An improving economy at home and solid
growth abroad translated into another good
year for U.S. aviation in 2018. Airlines
posted their tenth consecutive year of profits
as they boosted revenue growth at the fast-
est rate since the recession. Revenues grew
as the U.S. airline industry continues to shift
its emphasis from gaining market share to
seeking returns on invested capital. U.S. air-
lines are continually updating their success-
ful strategies for capturing additional revenue
streams such as charging fees for services
that used to be included in airfare (e.g. meal

service), charging for services that were not
previously available (e,g. premium boarding

and fare lock fees), as well as for maximizing
fare revenue with more sophisticated reve-
nue management systems. At the same
time, the U.S. airline industry has become
nimbler in adjusting capacity to seize oppor-
tunities or minimize losses, helping to raise
yields for the first time in four years. These
efforts secured industry profitability in 2018
even as energy prices and new labor con-
tracts lifted costs higher.

Demand for air travel in 2018 picked up again
after cooling in 2017 as economic growth in
the U.S. accelerated. In 2018, system traffic
as measured by revenue passenger miles
(RPMs) increased 4.8 percent while system
enplanernents grew 4.7 percent. Domestic
RPMs were up 5.4 percent while enplane-
ments were up by 5.0 percent. International

1 Network carriers are : Alaska Airlines, American 2 Low cost carriers are: Allegiant Air, Frontier Air-
Airlines, Delta Air Lines, and United Air Lines. lines, JetBlue Airways, Southwest Airlines, Spirit

Air Lines, Sun Country Airlines.

3

a

+

FY 1997-2000 that operations at FAA and
funded towers have increased for four con-
secutive years. Air carrier activity increased
by 4.3 percent, more than offsetting a decline
in air taxi operations, while general aviation
rose 3.3 percent and military activity de-
creased 2.1 percent. Activity at large hubs
rose by 1 .9 percent, while medium hub activ-
ity increased by 3.5 percent and small hub

airport activity was up 1.5 percent in 2018
compared to the prior year.

flat performance last year), U.S. billings in-
creased 9.0 percent to $11.6 billion. Gen-
eral aviation activity at FAA and contract
tower airports recorded a 3.3 percent in-

crease in 2018 as local activity rose 5.2 per-
cent, more than offsetting a 1.8 percent de-
cline in itinerant operations.

RPMs increased 3.4 percent and enplane-
ments grew by 2.8 percent. The system-
wide load factor was 83.8 percent, up three
tenths of a percent from the 2017 level.

Total operations in 2018 at the 518 FAA and

contract towers were up 2.9 percent com-
pared to 2017. This marks the first time since

System yields increased for the first time
since 2014. In domestic markets, expansion
by ultra-low cost carriers such as Spirit and

Allegiant, as well as by mainline carriers such
as United, helped to keep a lid on fare in-

creases despite rising energy and labor
costs as yields were unchanged. Interna-
tional yield rose a strong 5.6 percent as both
the Atlantic and Latin regions gained sharply
and the Pacific region reversed course after
years of declines and posted a solid gain.
Despite rising energy and labor costs, U.S.
airlines remained solidly profitable in FY
2018. Data for FY 2018 show that the report-
ing passenger carriers had a combined oper-
ating profit of $17.6 billion (compared to a

$21.5 billion operating profit for FY 2017).
The network carriers1 reported combined op-
erating profits of $12.5 billion while the low
cost carriers2 reported combined operating

profits of $4.5 billion as all carriers posted
profits.

The general aviation industry recorded an in-

crease of 9.2 percent in deliveries of U.S.
manufactured aircraft in 2018, with pistons
up by 5.5 percent and turbines up by 12.8
percent. As the higher priced turbine deliv-
eries improved significantly (as opposed to a
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THE AIRPORT eON GESTION PROBLEM

Following federal deregulation in thc 1970s, airlines incrcascd their use of hub-and-spoke

operations. Rather than offering a nonstop route. flights connect through hub airports.
Deregulation allowed airlines to set their own routes, service frequency, and type of aircraft.

As a result, fares fell, services incrcascd, and the dclnand for air travel surged. Increased flight

frequency at hubs. however, created congestion and exacerbated environmental impacts such

as noise, air pollution. and greenhouse gas ernissions. While airlines can bone lit from expanding

hub airport capacity, it is unclear whether it is the best long-tcrm solution to airport congestion .

One alternative is for ail1)OI'ts to manage dcnrand.

Ailports aInt the Federal Aviatir>It Adlninistl'ation (FAA) currently have two strategies to

lnanage demand: 1) caps on flights and 2) congestion pricing. The FAA has sole authority to

cap the number of nights at an ailport_ FAA lmbcy, however, does not support caps as a long-term

solution, stating that caps are not in the public interest and should be imposed to alleviate air

traffic delays only after other alternatives have been tried.

As an alternative to caps, the FAA allows air:)orts to charge congestion fees for landings

during peak hours. Congestion charges encourage airlines to 1) shift theil- nights from peak to

off-peak hours. 2) use larger aircraft to consolidate nights, 3) shift traflic to other airports in the

region, or 4) eliminate flights altogetilcr. While the FAA allows congestion pricing, the agency
does not promote it. stating that such pricing should be elnployed only when “airport

development projects cannot be built in tilne to prevent congestion.” Furtlrerlnore. the FAA

limits the total rcvcnuc that airports can collect from congcstion charges. No US airports

currently charge congestion fees.

FAA policy is clear: building cal}acity is preferred to either congestion pricing or night caps.

As stated in the FAA Authorization Act of 1994, “It is FAA policy that projects that increase

Iairport ) capacity be undertaken to the maximum feasible extent so that safely and efficiency

increase and delays decrease.”

Manage
Airport

FlightDemandor
Buil

fAA policy is

elear: huilding

capacity is

preterred to

either congestion

MEGAN S, RYERSON AND AMBER WOQDBURN

A irports can rnana9e air traffic congestion in two ways:

1 ) add infrastructure or 2} manage flight demand. The

environmental and economic implications of these options,

however, often conflict. New runways have significant financial

and environmental costs, but they can aiso stimulate economic

dovelopm ent and increase a city’s appeal to businesses.

Managing demand saves construction costs and encourages Fuel

eFficiency but may limit opportunities for regional growth. Our

research finds that airports in the US underestimate or ignore

these tradeoHs and, as a result, frequently fail to consider

managing demand as an alternative to building new runways.

pricing Of

tlighf caps,

DEF/iAN!> FJIANAaLLq£ fQI' !!\! AlppfJI IT PLAniN! iva

Aitports have two opportunities during the planning process to evaluate the tradeoffs
between adding capacity and rnanaging demand. The first is with an Environmental Impact

Statement (EIS) . When an airport sponsor–usuatiy a city government or an airport autholity–
proposes to construct a new runway, it must prepare an EIS in cooperation with the FAA. An EIS

includes a detailed description of tIle proposed project’s cnvirollnrcnta1 and socio-cconolnic

ilnpacts, as well as the impacts of a\\ feasible project abel-natives and the no.build scenario. An

EIS is required for airports to comply with the National I':nvironruental Policy Act (NEPA) and

to nlaintain eligibility for fedcral fulrds

To complete an EiS, the FAA and airport sponsor must craft a Purpose and Need Statement

to define project objectives and the overarching problems that motivate the project. The EIS

nlust also include alternatives to the prcfcrrcd project design. Alternatives may include different

runway conJigurations. demand management strategies such as congestion pricing, or other

actions that satisfy the project objectives, Aiqnrt s begin ale analysis by evaluating whether the

alternatives are technically and economically possible and whether they satisfy the EiS’s Purpose

and Need Statclncnt. The akcrrutivcs that are donned feasible advance to the next stage for a
fun environmental review

Another opportunity to evaluate tradeof fs octnrs during regional planning efforts. The

FAA helps regional planning organizations pmi>am a Regional Airport Systems Plan (RASIJ)

RASPs generally study the regional outcome of demand n\anagement (e.g., How will regional

night demand change after demand management policies are in place at a major airport?). >

:-:' t:++;&+; v:-:4&II.

;\{cpd n S. Rycr gon 18 /\,99frf,in f Professor in the Depart tuc nt$ of (fIIp and !!cgI,luo$ Plantlina ca III
l:lcrlrit',tI d IIi Spr!=INg linginerT;rIg at tIn ir,'F£it7 of JknRgytc, in id (in rperft'lt q1 Jurist11.upr11 n ,cJu/.

Ambrr Wbc Jbutn ;$ a l>ortot aI t:and iJaI? in fIIP I)epartntent of City and Regional Pln4H ing at
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FURTHER READING PQliCy Conflicts and Uncertainty
Four of the eleven EIS documents that initially considered demand management cited

legal uncertainties as a reason not to advance it as a feasible alternative. Of these. three

airports–Fort I,auderdaleHoll)'wood, C}licago (O’Hare) , and Philadell>hia–discussed how

federal law explicitly promotes increasing capacity. Additionally, the FAA restricts airports

from generating rcverluc in excess of their costs. Thus some airports–Cleveland, Charlotte,

aId Fort laudprda le-Ho IIpvr>nd–asserted they could not clrarge a congestion fee high enough

to encourage airlines to shift flights from the peak hours without violating this revenue cap.

In short, dcnrand management is legal and possible to implcnlcnt. yet airport sponsors can

refuse to advance it as a feasible alternative bY citing FAA policy and pro-build language. In

contrast, RASP efforts call Ile ip circumvelll policy conflicts since these are exploratory planlling

studies that occur outside the NEPA process. Unlike in an EIS. where the underlying mission

is to build inf!-astruct-urc, FAA pro-build policy does not ilnmcdiatcly deter RASP planners £rollr

exploring alternatives to new runways.

Jar I Brtre(kner. 2009. ''AirF>nrt Congestion

P.4lanagement: Prices or Quantities?’'
ACCESS , 35: 1 o--15 .

Megan S. Ryerson and Amber Woodl>url)
2D 14. "Btiild .Airport Canac ity or Manage
flight Demand : How Regional Planne:'s
Can Lead American AviatIon into a New

Frontier o’f Demand h4an3garrrent,'
Journal of the Arnericarr P 3ann ing
AssocIation ? 88(2) : 1 38-- isa .

A int>el bq?occlburr\, Megan S. Ryerson.

and b'ISh trail Chester. 2043. '’f:tta!]enge$
to Ana:ys is of Air and iRail AlternatIves
in Goverrrntent Environlnental itnpact
Review Processes,’' Tr3nsport ai inn
Research Record a 2336 : 9..' 17,

Economic Devetopmext and Airline Hubs

The link between airports and economic development in the US has roots from the 192 Os.

In her look al the history of US airports, Professor Janet Bcdnarek at the University of Dayton

writes that "a citv had to have jan ailportI in order to achieve its 'desLined' growth and

development to match or, better, overwhelm its urban Hvals.” Such urban competition remains

today, as seen by airport EIS documents that argue in favor of airport expansion to preserve

the city’s hub slalus.

Across all reviewed ailpo rt EIS docunrents, the most frequently cited reason for increasing

capacity was to enhance the airport’s ability to accommodate flights and, in some cases, remain

a hub airport. The sponsors of eleven hub airports (three of which are no longer hubs as ol

2015) explicitly cited a desire to protect the hub operation of their prinlal'y airline. Eight airports

considered dentand management but cited their hub status as a reason not to advance it as a

feasible alternative. There is limited research on whether expanding capacity helps airports

maintain their hub status, or on whether the environnlenta1 impacts of constructing a IaI'gel'

airport are offset by the promise of business growth. ’l’llerefore. the tl'adeoffs between

increasing capacity and managing demand remain unknown.

CoNCLusioN

Demand nlanagenlent holds great potential for airline and air1)ort cost savings and reduced

environmental impacts. Strengtllening the role of regional planners in the airport planning

process would I dad to greater consideration of demand management and may bring innovative

solutions to airport congestion. We recommend that I) the FAA play a more direct rok in

funding regional airport planning and creating regional airport planning coalitions; 2) regional

planners collaborate early in the airport EIS process; and 3) planners encourage the FAA to
make demand management a mandatory alternative in an EIS for increased airport capacity.

With some creative thinking. airport planners could create a regional planning process

that ilbproves the value of EISs, inspires changes to FAA polio', and explores critical alter.

natives to increased capacity. EIS methods in aviation planning are not set in stone; if new

idc-as and new pro jlk: come to the table, mort' ('nvironmcntally innovative solutions to airport

congestion may arise. +

This article is adapted from "Build Airport Capacity or Manage Flight Demand? How Regional

Planners Can Lead American Aviation into a New Frontier of Demand Management," originally

published in the Journal of the American Planning Association
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