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Newsletter 1, September 2009

Welcome to the first edition of the (hopefully) quarterly newsletter from air transport industry consultants
Big Pond Aviation. We intend to bring you a broad selection of interesting and thought-provoking news and
analysis from around the world in each edition, with an occasional dash of humour.

Winnipeg’s Terminal With A View

Winnipeg, home city of Big Pond Aviation’s Canadian Partner, Martti Raito, is proving to have one of the country’s
top-performing airports and it will soon have a new state-of-the-art terminal.

New terminal work-in-progress
Source: Winnipeg Free Press

In the second quarter of 2009 revenue was up by 6.6%, EBITDA (Earnings before Interest, Tax, Depreciation and
Amortisation) by 5.5% and Net Profit by 9.0%. By comparison the larger Canadian airports at Toronto and Montreal
reported EBITDA reductions in similar periods. Generally speaking, Canada has not been as adversely affected by the
economic recession as has its larger neighbour to the south.

The new CAS$585 million terminal building at the Richardson International Airport is two-thirds complete (see above).
It has been designed in such a way that passengers will be able to see the nose of their plane from the time they park
their vehicles and will be able to observe landings and take-offs from anywhere in the building. And for the first time,
International passengers will have a view of downtown Winnipeg and nearby landmarks.

Perhaps the biggest difference that passengers will notice is the departure area, which will be on the second floor and
completely separate from the arrivals area on the floor below. The customer flow there won't be as confusing. Today
they're both on the same level and often passengers bump their luggage. Gates will be shared by whichever carrier



needs it at the time. Signage will be dynamic and the logos and messages will change depending on which carrier is at
the gate.

The breakdown of concessions will be reversed from the current set-up - where 70% of food and beverage providers
and retailers are pre-security and 30% are airside - in order to conform to post ‘9/11’ security regulations.

The state-of-the-art facility is scheduled to open sometime in 2010. The current terminal building will be demolished
in 2010 or 2011 once the new one is up and running. The Winnipeg Airport Authority has received a number of
suggestions for a send-off, including a concert, a social, or even to use it as a movie set. Let’s hope its fate is
determined quickly, unlike that of, for example, Berlin’s Templehof Airport, or Bangkok’s Don Mueang. Local media
suggestions include that it could become an aviation museum.

Manchester Plays Hardball With Ryanair

manchester

airport

The second feature this month comes from Manchester, home to Big Pond Aviation’s UK partner, David Bentley and
where recent events might indicate how airports might be getting tougher in their dealings with low cost airlines. The
lowest cost airline of all historically is Ryanair (actually, just now, it is Malaysia’s AirAsia) and airport charges are often
negotiated away to nothing by Ryanair management, especially when they are dealing with secondary and tertiary
level airports that are run by local municipalities that can be swayed by Ryanair’s potential to bring in lots of tourists to
swell the regional economy. The airline is not averse to pulling the plug on airports that, for whatever reason, choose
to review the deal. Few have the nerve to stand up to it.

But in August this year, the management at Manchester Airport, the UK’s fourth largest, took the unusual, some might
say suicidal, step of refusing an offer by Ryanair to augment its 10-city network with an extra 28 flights a week in
return for the application of zero passenger charges. The current charge is GBE3 (USS5) per passenger according to
the Manchester management, which described it as “an offer we could refuse”, and did. As a result, Ryanair cancelled
or transferred nine of the ten services, leaving only Dublin, a market it cannot ignore because of the high proportion
of Irish nationals living in the Manchester city-region, who would probably flock to Aer Lingus, which Ryanair wishes to
take control of.

In doing so Manchester was replicating a position take by Pittsburgh Airport in the U.S. several years ago when US
Airways, which was changing from a hub & spoke carrier to a lower cost one with more O&D flights, asked it to lower
charges. It chose not to. As a result, traffic at Pittsburgh has more than halved over the course of five years.

Manchester is not a low cost airport per se. Neighbouring Liverpool is; also Blackpool and Doncaster-Sheffield airports
and increasingly Leeds Bradford Airport, where the LCC Jet2.com, one of Britain’s leading budget airlines, has its main
base. All are within 50 miles (80 km) of Manchester, which continues to set out its stall as the alternative international
gateway to Britain that avoids London (as Munich is to Frankfurt for example) even if that can barely be justified
momentarily after three successive years of falling traffic. But it has successively lowered its charges over a period of
years to the degree that they bear no relation to those of the London airports. Using that yardstick alone, it has
become a Low Cost Airport.

For the reasons mentioned above, plus the fact that it believed that too many of Ryanair’s routes were unsustainable,
the Manchester management refused to, as they put it, “trash the market”. It would not “prostitute itself” to Ryanair,



which retorted that the flights should be retained and offered as a “loss leader” as if the airport were a discount retail
factory outlet.

Interestingly, the reaction of consumers came down firmly on the side of the airport management. In a poll in the local
business newspaper, 95% of respondents supported the airport’s position, even though it meant the loss of flights to
airports such as Girona (northern Spain), Frankfurt Hahn, Marseille and Bremen (north Germany) which are not likely
to be filled by other airlines. This must give Ryanair, the global leader in its field (cost cutting), some pause for
thought. It is possible, if unlikely just yet, that other airports will look seriously at the decisions taken at Manchester
and wonder how much longer they too will continue to “prostitute themselves”; language that has never previously
been heard in this context. If they decided to come off the ‘game’, so to speak, the low cost model could begin to
unravel.

The next ‘test case’ may well come at London Luton airport, the UK'’s fifth largest, where the municipal council, which
owns the airport but leases it to the operator TBI/Abertis, is coming under direct pressure from easylet to insist the
airport operator lower its charges with, again, the implication that to fail to do so may mean the withdrawal of
services.

Aviation Security Back In The Spotlight

The recent conviction of three terrorists for planning to assemble and explode ‘liquid bombs’ on board up to ten
transatlantic flights between the UK and North America in late 2006 has thrown aviation security back into the
spotlight. The key point is that it underlines both the ingenuity and tenacity of terrorists and their obsession with the
air transport business. A natural obsession perhaps, because it is a global business with global clients and a global
economic and social impact. The economic and social impacts alone of a failed attack alone like this one can be seen
each time we try to check-in for a flight and have to wait in lengthy security queues and especially if we have more
than 100 millilitres of liquid in any one container to take on board.

Over the course of two decades we have lurched from bombs in hold baggage (Air India 182 in 1985 and Pan Am 103 in
1988) to aircraft used as missiles (2001), to bombs in shoes (also 2001) and on to ingredients in carry-on luggage to be
assembled once on board into bombs. In fact the 2006 plot was a re-run of the so-called Project Bojinka, which aimed
to down 10 US airliners transiting East and Southeast Asia in 1995, the chief architect of which was Ramzi Yousef, who
bombed New York’s World Trade Centre the first time around in 1993, who had already experimented with in-cabin
bombs and used hollows in shoes to hide component parts and who also planned to crash planes into buildings like the
Sears Tower in Chicago and the CIA Headquarters in Virginia.

Rightly or wrongly, some aviation authorities have been accused of ‘taking their eye off the ball’ and focusing on what
has gone before rather than what might come in the future. What, for example, is to stop terrorist resorting to
machine gunning check-in queues, as they infamously did in Rome and Vienna in 19857 There is hardly any government
on earth that will, for reasons of political correctness, resort to the ‘profiling’” of potential terrorists before they enter
the airport buildings. But that may be the only way to stop a sudden and dramatic attack that employs guns.

At least there is some welcome news on the potential for relief from check-in queue fatigue. A number of trials are
under way of X-Ray Chromotographic hold baggage inspection machines that use similar technologies to those already
in existing medical applications and which can identify the liquid component parts of potential bombs. The one we
have seen in action is from Rapiscan and the potential exists for a cabin baggage variant to be available in a few years.
But these things come at a price — upwards of USS1 million per unit, and it was the cost factor that helped kill off
thermal neutron activation (TNA) technology a decade ago, another remedy to the terrorist threat that never realised
its potential.



Boris Plans A Big New London Airport

London (UK) Mayor Boris Johnson’s scheme for a huge new airport in the Thames Estuary to replace Heathrow is
making waves. With a change of national government imminent the choice is becoming clear — Heathrow, the world’s
busiest international airport, or the new Estuary airport. The GB£40 billion airport could be ready within 10 years. But
there are indications that a low key one or two runway airport might be constructed in the first instance. Would that
be practicable? - Almost certainly not.

Unlike most British cities London has an elected Mayor who wields considerable power and he is supported not only
be his own national political party, which is in opposition for now, but also by the incumbent government. A former
planning minister, Nick Raynsford, stated he would support an Estuary airport and admitted “growing unease” in the
government ranks over a third Heathrow runway. It has recently been announced that BAA’s plans for a third runway
at Heathrow will be subject to a public hearing this autumn, following a High Court decision on 6" August that ruled
the issue has “significant public interest.” The government will have to get past a coterie of seasoned eco-warriors at
the enquiry including Greenpeace, World Wildlife Fund-UK, The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (which is
against the Estuary airport as well) and the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England. They might also be joined by
Plane Stupid, the most active of protest groups, who typically invade airport runways en masse and chain or super-
glue themselves to any appropriate object.

The Estuary airport would eventually have four runways across two islands in the river and be linked to terminals on
the mainland by either tunnels or bridges. Apart from the fact that it would be in a river, there are immediate and
obvious parallels with existing offshore airports like Chek Lap Kok (Hong Kong), also Kansai (Osaka), Central Japan Air
Terminal (aka Chubu, Nagoya), and Kitakyushu — all in Japan. All are on reclaimed land or on offshore islands. There
are also some parallels with the proposed new offshore airport for Amsterdam from the company Royal Haskoning,
which suggests an offshore (20 km) airport with floating rotating runways to be the 24/7 ‘Gateway to Europe’ when
Schiphol Airport reaches absolute capacity around 2025 (the latest, as with London, of several such proposals).
Indeed, Royal Haskoning was quick to comment on Mr Johnson’s initiative; a spokesman stating that building the
airport would be "a piece of cake”.

It would be powered by giant water turbines that rely on the energy created by the rising and falling tide. Engineer
Doug Oakervee claims the airport will be easier to build than the revolutionary Hong Kong international airport he
helped to construct, which was built on a largely artificial island. Mr Oakervee believes that air quality in London
“would be completely imperilled by a third runway at Heathrow. “

It would involve sinking 60ft blocks of concrete into the riverbed to form a dyke which would then be drained of water
and filled with bricks. The new airport would then be built on top. However there are fears that the adverse impact on
the flow of the River Thames could lead to erosion, flooding and the loss of marine habitats. Mr Johnson has angered
environmentalists and, critically, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, which wields almost as much power as
he does and which has an unbeaten record on preventing new airports and runways being built anywhere near large
collections of birds, of which there are an estimated 200,000 in the estuary. So far, no one has mentioned the
potential effect of the birds on the health of the aircraft they would likely fly into.
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Boris Johnson’s plan for a new airport in the Thames Estuary

Source: This is London
Apart from the birds, there are a number of other impediments, both physical and economic, to the scheme:

1. The instability of previous models, especially Kansai Airport, which is known for its worrying propensity to
sink, an unwelcome feature that first appeared in 1995, just one year after it opened. Within five years the
airport was at sea level. Not only was the terminal sinking into the island; the island itself was sinking into the
sea bed. The total cost of the airport to date is reputed to be in the region of US$20 billion, with a large part
of that cost being taken up by work to combat the sinking, in addition to the original land reclamation,
terminal, two runways and facilities. The work has reduced the sinkage rate from 50cm/year to less than
10cm/year but some floatation issues remain to this day and it is possible the airport, for all its aesthetic
praise, will never be profitable. Servicing the debt alone runs to several hundred million USS annually. Kansai
is not alone in this respect. Hong Kong’s Chek Lap Kok airport, another USS20 billion offshore facility (a figure
that seems almost alien in the current economic climate) opened in July 1998 and for six months was
plagued, by mechanical, technical and organisational problems that led to the partial reopening of Kai Tak
airport to handle diverted cargo flights

2. The London airport would also need to avoid the estuary’s five shipping lanes. Although London’s docklands
(now coincidentally the location of London City Airport) have largely been replaced by other port facilities, for
example at Tilbury — a matter of a few miles from the likely site of this new airport — and Felixstowe, there is
still a great deal of traffic on the river

3. The potential for severe flooding of the Thames. The Thames Barrier, built between 1974 and 1982
downstream at Woolwich to defend against flooding of the City and West End of London is now considered
potentially to be inadequate. In 2005, as ‘global warming’ became the buzz word du jour, a suggestion was
made public that it might become necessary to supersede the Thames Barrier with a much more ambitious
16 km (10 miles) long barrier across the Thames Estuary from Sheerness in Kent to Southend in Essex, where
the estuary opens out into the North Sea. Again, this is no great distance from where the proposed new
airport would be built.

From an economic perspective analysts (the author is one of them) have been quick to point out other
inconsistencies. Paramount amongst them is the theory in Mr Johnson’s office that the new airport could initially be
constructed as ‘Estuary Airport Lite’ with only one or two runways, to be expanded to four runways later. As long as
Heathrow Airport remains the world’s busiest international airport significant amounts of its traffic are going to be
connecting through it, be they from the British Isles or anywhere else on earth. Such hub airports simply do not work
with one or two runways as the sardine tin-like Heathrow proves so why replace one failure with another? The lesson
of Bangkok’s Suvarnabhumi Airport, where traffic exceeded capacity from the day it opened appears to be lost on the
Mayor.

London already has five airports — Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted, Luton and City — and seven if you count the
peripheral Southend and Manston facilities; the closest to the proposed new Estuary airport. It does not need yet
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another small stand-alone airport catering primarily to point-to-point traffic. Gatwick, Stansted, Luton and City already
do that, each catering to its own niche. It is a case of either this airport is built to replace Heathrow (which would not
go down at all well with companies that have purposely located to the west of London and in the M3 and M4
motorway corridors), or not at all.

Suddenly, and for all its lack of popularity, adding a runway and another terminal at Heathrow begins to look like the
'least-worst' option, especially if Heathrow can be connected into the national rail ‘grid’ as the plan intends. The bad
news for Southend and Manston airports is that, whatever the merits of their unused capacity, they simply aren’t on
Mr Johnson’s radar at all.

(A longer version of this article first appeared in AV News Latin America, August 2009, author David Bentley)

COP 15 - Good Cop or Bad Cop?

An argument in favour of a targeted local low cost micro green aviation tax - an alternative
method of allocating tax revenues generated by the aviation business in the UK and that might
be adopted by other countries.

‘COP 15’ The United Nations Climate Change Conference set for Copenhagen later this year will spell good news for

one airport at least...Copenhagen. With thousands of delegates, support staff and journalists set to converge on the
Danish capital (the majority by air transport), the role conferences play in generating air travel and all the associated
carbon output that goes with it reminds us all of the irony that exists within the climate change debate.

As if to set a yardstick, John Prescott, the new Council of Europe’s ‘Rapporteur’ on climate change, just jetted half way
around the world and back to a conference in China to lecture delegates on the need to cut their carbon emissions.

So while COP15 offers some short-term relief for the beleaguered selection of airlines that serve Copenhagen, not to
mention adding some commercial relief to the depleted CPH commercial till, the message for the airline and airport
community is clear...consider short term spells of success as “Commercial Binge Drinking!”

Since the inception of low cost aviation across Europe, airlines and airports in general have been enjoying the good
times. So 11" September 2001 bought some prohibition back, but we soon recovered and, but for minor hiccups such
as SARS and flu (avian and swine), generally the last ten years of positive economic growth has helped airlines,
airports, the aviation value chain and consumers all to enjoy the benefits of what cheap mobility can deliver. The
aviation industry has grown a ‘beer belly’ and so have consumers.

But a fast crash diet arrived in the shape of the global financial crisis and the fallout - recession - a word not normally
associated with the low cost sector which since its inception within Europe’s aviation scene has for the first time
began to taste the flavour of this bitter form of diet pill.



Low cost has found itself to be better placed to cope with recession than the cost-burdened flag carrying legacy sector
where premium paying passengers have been the first ones to disappear during the slump and possibly may not all
come back.

Clouds are also gathering on the horizon though for low cost. Many airports over the last ten years have lowered their
passenger charges, i.e. their premium income, in order to stimulate volume and grow their commercial revenue, i.e.
their marginal income. Low cost airlines have been very good at driving airport costs down in order to help them drive
their ticket prices down, which was necessary to maintain their biggest marketing draw: low price. This approach,
backed up by the ancillary revenue drive, forms the core business model of the low cost airline industry.

But environmental taxes currently at work in a number of countries directly threaten the low cost model because as
an airline reaches a point of maturity in generating ancillary revenue, and one where cost is under maximum control,
the only economic area left exposed is the ticket price, the biggest consumer draw in the marketing mix. If taxes force
the ticket price up, then this scenario seriously threatens the entire low cost business model.

When governments run out of money - and many of them are - they often look for cheap mass market tax collection
devices to bail them out. A convenient rescue package for those governments has come in the form of cool new
“Green Taxes”. But when they are directed towards airlines, airports and the sensitive economic relationship that
exists between the two, the fall out is divorce.

In the last few weeks we have seen Ryanair and easyjet, two of Europe’s biggest low cost airlines, announce severe
capacity cutbacks in Britain and Ireland. In both cases Green Taxes or ‘Tourist Taxes’ or, officially, “Air Passenger Duty”
(APD) has been identified by Ryanair and easyjet as the single most important reason why capacity has been reduced.

APD was introduced by the British Conservative government in November 1993 and instigated a year later. According
to the then Chancellor (Treasury Secretary), Kenneth Clarke, ¢ I A NJ { NJ -tx8dfcompaded tdnfher Sebtdrs of
the economy. It benefits not only from a zero rate of VAT (Value Added Tax); in addition, the fuel used in international
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countries and GB£10 for other flights.

In his November 1996 Budget Statement, Clarke clambered back on to his bandwagon saying, "air travel has also been
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then went on to double APD to GB£10 for flights to most European countries and to GB£20 for other flights from
November 1997. The rot had set in.

Twelve years on, from 1% November 2009 the new APD starts at GBE11 on tickets to destinations within 2,000 miles of
London (which, as ever, is used as the UK base point), then GB£45 on flights up to 4,000 miles, GB£50 on flights up to
6,000 miles and GB£55 on flights over 6,000 miles. From November 2010, the charges go up to GB£12, GB£60, GBE75
and GB£85, respectively. All these sums are doubled on premium class tickets, even including ‘premium economy’. If
there was ever a reason for Ryanair to back off from operating transatlantic flights, this is it.

The problem with “Green Taxes” such as APD is that they are ill-conceived and fail to fit with the new economic model
at work within the airport-airline setting. “Air Passenger Duty”, a name that implies it will be spent on something that
benefits passengers who travel by air, when collected actually goes straight into the UK treasury central collection pot,
where it is directly exposed to all the inefficiencies at work within the government machine and is allocated to tasks as
divorced from aviation as shoring up the massive, Guinness Book of Records- standard national debt and paying civil
service pensions.

There appears to be no direct accounting correlation between the tax contribution airlines and their passengers are
delivering and the core reason why today such tax is charged, i.e. to mitigate CO? and the measures required to do
that such as the implementation of engineering solutions, renewable energy and the transition to a low carbon
economy. If we are correct and APD is now seen by the Government as a “Green Tax” then the aviation industry has
its work cut out in getting it removed or reduced.



APD is in reality a national macro tax that does not recognise the micro economic impact that it can have on different
airport and airline combinations.

The idea of aviation contributing something towards helping the world move towards a low carbon economy is more
than idealistic; it is pragmatic. The fact is that aviation should play its part. The big problem is that airlines and airports
have made the classic mistake and have attacked government and the tax policy directly. The solution is not to attack
the tax, but for airlines and airports to help create a local micro low cost green tax. A tax that can live with the new
economic model at work within the airline-airport setting.

Such a tax could then be used efficiently to implement renewable energy schemes that visibly demonstrate that the
aviation industry can play its part in flying the world towards a low carbon economy.

The formulation of a local lower cost locally-collected tax, which is managed locally by either the local council or
municipal economic development unit and then delivered back into the /ocal economy to help stimulate and
implement real engineering solutions directed towards renewable energy schemes, would be a much better solution
than what we have today.

Imagine a regional airport handling five million passengers annually, two million departing, all paying just GB£2 for a
European flight and say just GB£4 for a long haul journey. Pretty soon you would have a locally-created sustainable
and efficient pot of money to implement a range of visible carbon reduction measures, all delivered directly by
aviation.

They might come in the form of wind turbine and solar power schemes. In fact we believe that every new home in the
country should be built with such devices installed. If Ryanair and easylet are so desperate for publicity that they want
their names inscribed on those devices, so be it —they would be the ones paying for them.

The passenger profile of the airport and the type of traffic it handles would directly impact on how big or small the pot
of money it creates would be, so the bigger airport with the bigger environmental impact would contribute more
locally to delivering a low carbon solution. At a stroke, airline and airport growth could no longer realistically be
viewed as a ‘bad thing’. One further stage would be to create a tax that better reflects the type of airport it is applied
to. Such a system would, if adopted properly, better fit with the current airport-airline economics now at work.

Ryanair and easylet cutting flights and openly saying APD is the reason why they chose to do have played right into
the hands of Government. The Government now thinks “The APD must be working. These airlines are cutting flights
and by association lowering their co’ output. Job done”.

Airlines and airports really do not get it when it comes to Government relations. Attacking tax imposition is not the
answer and neither is openly saying that the tax is working either. Both are costly mistakes.

We have seen some countries such as Belgium, Spain and The Netherlands scrap these “Tourist Taxes” so we may be
wrong; the lobbying could be working. However, it remains to be seen what COP15 will bring.

Environmentalists no longer live in trees or tunnels under projected airport runways, like the infamous 1980s and
1990s eco campaigner ‘Swampy’ in the UK. They have desks at the United Nations and hang out in the coffee bars of
Brussels entertaining Commissioners. The game has moved on.

Airlines and airports need to think of a low cost green tax solution and be positive, not negative. Aviation could be one
part of the solution to creating a mass market shift to a low carbon economy. The aviation industry needs quickly to
work out a plan on how to do that. COP 15, where it will come under intense scrutiny, is the place to be innovative
and forceful, not a shrinking violet. Let’s hope we get the ‘Good COP’ routine there.

(A version of this article was first printed in various media by the publisher Centre for Asia Pacific Aviation in September
2009. Authors: Andre Morrall and David Bentley).



Private Equity Isn’t Dead

A guest communiqué from an associated company - Stick Capital

For smaller companies, where have all the investors gone?

One year after the collapse of Lehman Brothers and the ensuing domino effect on global equity and credit markets,
there are far fewer investment bankers on New York’s Wall Street, London’s Threadneedle Street and Toronto’s Bay
Street. With the mass consolidation that occurred and the failure of many other lesser known investment banks it is
surprising that corporate finance survived the first anniversary.

Although the industry cannot actually yet be defined as thriving, since the equity market lows of March 2009 private
equity deals, corporate debt issuance and IPOs have steadily been on the rise. There is one major difference from the
‘glory days’ of 2005 and 2006: more than 50% of all deals are being done by a select few global investment banks. So
unless your company is truly global in scope and size, it is still extremely tough times to find the capital necessary to
grow your business.

Warren Buffet once wisely said, “In the business world, the rear view mirror is always clearer than the windshield“.

If you are a small to mid-sized company there is the idiomatic ‘light at the end of the tunnel’ though as the trillions of
dollars sitting on the sidelines across the globe are ever so slowly starting to move. It just hasn’t made its way to your
company yet!

If you run a solid business there are still many smaller private equity firms, solo investment bankers and deal makers
who are helping companies get listed on stock exchanges, find strategic investors or in a myriad of other ways to turn
on the windshield wipers and navigate the road ahead.

With the ability to help companies get listed on the appropriate
stock exchange in your jurisdiction, Stick Capital is a Canadian based
firm with a vision to become not only one of the premier Private
Equity & Venture Capital firms, but also a leader in other boutique
services. With experts in aviation, oil & gas, agriculture, technology

& the financial sectors, Stick Capital comes with over 100 years of

S T I C K C A P ' TA L combined expertise in assisting both sides of the private equity

equation. Contact: www.StickCapital.com

Thank you for reading this edition of our Newsletter. If you wish to register to receive future editions
please do so through the website.
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