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Background

Deregulation gives airlines
freedom of choice and more
volatility to airports.

Airlines have the most mobile of
assets (aircraft), but airports have
the most fixed ones (runways and
buildings).

Many LCCs’ business model
requires airports that are cheap,
simple and free of congestion.

Airport competition is thus
becoming an increasingly
important aspect in the aviation
industry , especially for regulators.
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Aviation network

»

* The set of routes and
destinations (airports)
offered in a set of
airports in a given
moment, by all the
airlines operating
therein.
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Aviation network evolution (1/8)
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Aviation network evolution (2/8)
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Aviation network evolution (3/8)
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Aviation network evolution (4/8)
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Aviation network evolution (5/8)
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Aviation network evolution (6/8)

e FSC Summer 2001 e LCC Summer 2001
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Aviation network evolution (7/8)

e FSC Summer 2010 e LCC Summer 2010

11



NARDEV

Airport Development

Aviation network evolution (8/8)
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Airport competition: drivers

Competition
between
airlines

I3

LCC
growth

/
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Airport competition: the airport client

Tade  lassengers  lothes

Airlines Scheduled (FSC and LCC) Tenants and concessionaires
Tour operators Charter Visitors

Travel agents Business Employees

Freight forwarders Leisure Local residents

General aviation Transfer Local businesses

Graham, A. (2003). Managing Airports: An International Perspective (2nd ed.). Elsevier - Butterworth-Heinemann.
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Airport competition: conceptual framework

Client Type of competition

/" Full Service Carrier
Regional Airline
Low-Cost Carrier

Cargo Airline/Integrator
Charter Airline
\__ Business Jet Aviation |

Passengers

Others

Grants
Taxes
Subsidies
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Conclusions

Marketing and commercial decisions are more related to the way the aviation
network evolved, than decisions regarding capacity expansion. However,
spare capacity is a vital factor to satisfy clients needs.

A tighter relationship between marketing and infrastructure planning is
necessary.

Many «new» airports are eager to attract LCCs to be more attractive to other
customers. Established airports are favoring LCC development as well.

Common ownership is not a barrier for airport competition. Airport marketing
to address competition.

The network provision in the air side and the access to low fares are the main
kind of competition between the Portuguese airports and between them and
their Spanish neighbours. The scope competition (for tourism attraction) is
the strongest form of competition faced by Faro.

If managers are aware of competition and are able to match good commercial
deals with the proper, efficient, infrastructure, their airports will be more
competitive.
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