Multimodal Investment Network (MIN) Statement

Eastern Virginia Airport
I. Introduction
A. Overview, purpose, and issues for consideration of the multimodal system

The Eastern Virginia Airport System Study (EVASS) was an analysis designed to help the Commonwealth identify a system of airports to best meet eastern Virginia’s air transportation needs in the year 2030 and beyond. EVASS findings provide guidance

for enhancing the efficiency and competitiveness of air transportation in the region and will contribute to the economic vitality of not only eastern Virginia but the entire Commonwealth.
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Figure 1: Search Area for a New Eastern Virginia Airport
The two-airport system of RIC and a new airport provides:

· A consolidated market, resulting in improved non-stop air service and a greater ability to attract international service.

· A reduction in total trip time resulting from improved air service.

· Economic impacts resulting in nearly 75 percent more jobs, increased economic activity, and tax revenues.

· A strategic plan for future consideration.
The search area for the two-airport system consists of three sub-areas within the catchment area for the Norfolk/Newport News/Williamsburg/Hampton Roads metropolitan area, as depicted in the above figure. This is due to the necessity to avoid the

Great Dismal Swamp, other obvious wetland areas, and existing developed areas. The westernmost sub-area (C) is bounded by Route 460, Route 258, Route 10, and Route

32. The center sub-area (A) is bordered by Route 460, Nansemond River, and Route

191 extended north. The easternmost sub-area (B) is described by Interstate 64, Route

407, then following the Chesapeake and Virginia Beach City line to the Intracoastal Waterway over to Route 168, then down to the Town of Good Hope, and over to the

Town of West Landing and Route 17.
 Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
B. Sponsoring agency, participating agencies, non-public participation, with points of contact
Virginia Department of Aviation and the Federal Aviation Association are the main sponsors of this study.

Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
C. Distribution list of agencies, organizations, others from whom comment is solicited
Virginia Department of Aviation, Federal Aviation Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, the Capital Region Airport Commission, the Norfolk Airport Authoridty, the Penninsula Airport Commission, and the airlines and general aviation operators serving the Eastern Virginia Region.
Source: Eastern Virginia Aiport Capacity Enhancement Plan

D. References, web sites, etc.

Virginia Department of Aviation, “Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II”.  2001.
 “Eastern Virginia Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan”.  May 1994.  Prepared jointly by the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, the State of Virginia, Department of Aviation, the Capital Region Airport Commission, the Norfolk Airport Authority, the Peninsula Airport Commission, and the airlines and general aviation operators serving the Eastern Virginia Region.
II. Need and purpose of the multimodal system 
A. Provide summary of the need and purpose, including assessment of intermodal connectivity

The Eastern Virginia (EVA) Region represents a land area of about 6,840 square miles with a 1991 population of about 2.8 million persons. Projected growth within this area will result in increased demand for improved and expanded aviation services. The region is currently served by three air carrier airports: Richmond International Airport, Norfolk International Airport, and Newport News/ Williamsburg International Airport.  Unless improvements are made in capacity, these three EVA airports may not be able to accommodate the forecast levels of demand from locally generated traffic without experiencing serious delays.

In order to provide the airport facilities necessary to support an airline hub in the future or to become an international gateway, any one of the three existing airports may be expanded, or a new site may be selected for the construction of a large domestic/international air carrier airport to provide an international gateway.  
Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II

B. Identify relevant goals, objectives, performance measures, stakeholders

TBD

C. Identify strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats (including socio-demographic trends)
Advantages to Hampton Roads

The Hampton Roads area is attractive to investors for a number of reasons, including the labor force and intermodal transportation facilities. The military provides a constant

stream of attractive employees as its personnel leave the service. Due to the military presence, the population is young, with a median age of 30 years. Hampton Roads and the Southside, in particular, can generally boast low wage rates, operating costs, taxes, and energy costs. The intermodal and port facilities are attractive to businesses concerned with logistics. For example, distribution facilities are particularly drawn to the area surrounding the Port. Large distributioncenters for businesses, such as WalMart and

QVC, have been attracted to the area.

Disadvantages of Hampton Roads

Ironically, while transportation is a major asset of the Hampton Roads area, it is also an important limiting factor for economic development.  The interstate system, I-64, in Hampton Roads’ urban areas (the Peninsula and Norfolk/ Chesapeake / Portsmouth /

Virginia Beach) is extremely congested, and will continue to be congested with future

improvements, particularly at the crossings. The current level of air service also hinders

efforts to attract businesses to the area, as current flight choices and typical layovers

require a significant amount of total travel time to destination. VEDP is aware that

Southeastern Virginia has been eliminated from several business site selection

“competitions” due to lack of direct air service. Therefore, if a new consolidated airport

provided international air service for the Hampton Roads area, was located in/near

the identified search region, and had direct access to a new interstate, the area would

benefit from enhancing economic development opportunities.
Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
D. Identify precedents and lessons learned

The following characteristics have proven predictable with regard to initial development around new airports:

· If an airport is located in line with existing growth (e.g., radiating from the central business district), speculative development (e.g., multiple-tenant offices) occurs much later. The first series of developments is usually owner-occupied and owner-financed (e.g., a build-to-suit warehouse) if growth is not toward an airport.

·  correlation exists between the volume and range of airport activity and the magnitude and type of development. For example, international service may help drive a multi-national corporate presence or other high-end commercial uses.

· A specific sequencing of development also occurs: lodging, single-user (owner financed) commercial buildings, small speculative buildings, large speculative buildings, and restaurants and retail.

· Based on the size of commercialindustrial parks at similar airports, the range of land developed around a new airport in eastern Virginia is estimated to be between 1,000 and 3,000 acres.
Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
III. Rationale for the selected alternative 

A. Provide summary rationale for the selected alternative, e.g., benefit-cost evaluation
B. Identify alternatives, including the no-action alternative

One-Airport System
Option A - Consolidated service at a New Central Site between Richmond International Airport and Hampton Roads.

This demand management alternative assumes that air service is concentrated at a new centrally located airport capable of accommodating Future 2 activity(Future 2—430,000 operations).
· A new site would allow “ground-up” construction of a state-of-the-art facility without the need to integrate existing facilities.

· A new site would be more centrally located with respect to the eastern Virginia region than any of the existing commercial airports.

· Activity concentrated at a single site would generate more non-stop service and would be more likely to attract an airline hub.
Two-Airport System

Option B - Consolidated service at Richmond International Airport and Newport News/Williamsburg International.

This demand management alternative assumes that regional commercial air service is concentrated at RIC and PHF, and that these facilities would be expanded sufficiently to accommodate the expected increases in demand. It is assumed that both airports would be expanded to accommodate regional Future 2 levels of activity. 
· The facilities are largely developed.

· Much of the required land acquisition and construction has been accomplished.

· The sites together have the potential to accommodate Future 2 levels of activity.
· This alternative provides access from an interstate highway within 5 miles of the Richmond and Hampton Roads areas.
Option C - Consolidated Service at Richmond and a New Airport Site.

This demand management alternative is similar to proposed demand management Option 2, with the exception that the Hampton Roads area would be served by a new airport. 

· It would reduce the required size of a new facility.

· A new site would allow “ground-up” construction of a state-of-the-art facility without the need to integrate existing facilities.

· A new site would need to be located near a major roadway to provide quality access.

· The alternative provides more convenient access to the Richmond and Hampton Roads metropolitan areas than could be provided by any single site.
Three-Airport System

Option D - Development of Richmond International Airport, Norfolk International, and Newport News/Williamsburg International to meet future demand levels.

This option assumes that a new airport will not be developed in the region and that the existing airports are developed to capacity.

· Most of the facilities required to meet future demand levels are in place.

· Ground access to PHF must be improved to accommodate demand.
Based on the foregoing analysis, the two airport system comprising RIC and a new airport yields superior economic impacts to the Eastern Region and the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

No Action – Do not do any further developments on any of the airports and continue with the status quo.
Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
C. Identify alternatives not explored below and explain why 

Consolidated Service at only one of the airports.

VDOA and FAA made the decision that consolidated service at one of the existing airports was not feasible, therefore, it was not analyzed.
Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
D. Contrast alternatives with respect to goals, objectives, selected measures
Passenger Service:

One-Airport System -Consolidate at New Site

The one-airport system provides passenger service at a new airport site located somewhere between Petersburg and Suffolk.  Passenger service would be discontinued at RIC, PHF, and ORF. A new airport would serve both domestic and international passengers, however, less than a two-airport system. This is due to a portion of the market likely driving to the Washington airports rather than to the new airport.

Two-Airport System – Option A, Consolidate at PHF and RIC

The two-airport system considers consolidating passenger service at two of the existing airports: Newport News (PHF) and Richmond (RIC). Approximately 60 percent of the domestic and international passengers would use PHF, and about 40 percent of the passenger traffic would use RIC, based on travel time and population centers.

Two-Airport System – Option B, Consolidate at RIC and NewSite 2

The second option for the two-airport system consists of Richmond International and a new site southwest of Norfolk. Approximately 60 percent of the region’s domestic and international passenger traffic would be accommodated at the new airport, and the remaining passengers would be served by RIC.

Domestic Air Cargo:
One-Airport System: A single new regional airport into which commercial air carrier service will be consolidated from all three of the region’s existing commercial airports.  The single new regional airport could handle all the air cargo traffic currently shared by RIC, ORF, and PHF, depending on whether the existing airports continue to serve in a non-passenger role. Consolidation of air cargo traffic and absence of noise constraints could promote development of a cargo hub as well.

Two-Airport System: RIC plus a new regional airport in the eastern part of the region to provide commercial air carrier service to the Norfolk and Newport News areas. The eastern airport could be PHF.  In a two-airport system, RIC continues to have the largest share of domestic air cargo market from the region. Additional air cargo is consolidated at Newport News/Williamsburg International or a new regional airport in the eastern part of the study area, while the existing airports continue to serve cargo operators.

Three-Airport System: A continuation of the development of the region’s three existing commercial air carrier airports.  During the forecast period, the domestic air cargo

(freight and mail) enplaned tonnage is expected to grow by over 4 percent per year, with air freight growing at almost twice the rate of air mail. In this scenario, RIC continues to realize the largest share, nearly four-fifths of the total market, of air cargo from the catchment area. Similarly, Newport News continues to capture a minimal share of the market.

International Air Cargo:
One-Airport System: A single new regional airport could adequately serve as an international facility for transatlantic traffic. The potential new air cargo traffic captured by the regional airport would depend on the site selected and passenger markets developed.

Two-Airport System: A regional airport in the eastern part of the study area would likely have more international passenger traffic and would, therefore, be more likely to generate growth in international air cargo. The distribution of the international air cargo market between the two airports would be based on the level of international passenger traffic at Richmond and the new airport.

Three-Airport System: Currently, there is no direct international air cargo service in the region. The Phase I study estimated the potential for international air cargo (enplaned tons) in the eastern Virginia region by applying national relationships of international air cargo enplaned to total personal income to forecasts of regional income. Based on this analysis, the international air cargo in the region could grow to exceed the total domestic air cargo from the area airports.

Cargo Hub:

One-Airport System: An air cargo hub is most likely to develop in the eastern Virginia region in a one-airport system. Consolidation of passenger and cargo traffic and proximity to an interstate and multimodal facility will fuel development of the hub. Ultimately, the air cargo hub development will depend on the site selected for the new regional airport and cargo facilities available at the airport.

Two-Airport System: Development of a primary cargo hub is more likely under this scenario than under the three-airport system. Segregation of air cargo traffic between RIC and PHF or a new airport makes it a less than-optimal scenario for cargo hub development. Ultimately, the air cargo hub development will depend on the sites selected and proximity to residential areas due to potential negative noise effects during peak periods for cargo activity. A new airport site would be less affected by noise considerations.

Three-Airport System: In this scenario, no air cargo hub is expected to be established at any of the three airports. Lack of consolidation of cargo traffic from the region may not generate economies of scale for a new carrier to establish a primary or secondary cargo hub in the region. While the runway lengths are adequate and instrument landing systems are present at these airports, they border residential or downtown areas that may be affected by noise problems from cargo activities.

Industrial Park:

One-Airport System: With a single-airport system at a new site, there would be sufficient nearby developable land to accommodate an industrial park. The potential site would need adequate utilities and highway access. A new site would probably offer lower land prices but may be less accessible to labor markets. Consolidation of international passenger demand at a single site would increase the chances for the development of an international cargo facility, which would provide an attraction to industries relying on international suppliers or customers.

Two-Airport System: Both two-airport system scenarios (Richmond and Newport News/Williamsburg, and Richmond and a new site) would provide adequate nearby land for industrial development, although the second scenario would provide more land at lower prices. Utilities and highway access are marginal under both scenarios, although the second scenario may result in reduced access to labor markets. More international traffic is likely to be consolidated at PHF or a new airport as stated previously, so internationally oriented industries would be more likely to locate there. These international industries are more likely to find adequate land under the second scenario.
Three-Airport System: The three existing airports have adequate access to labor markets, utilities, and highways. Developable land is available at Richmond and, to a lesser extent, at Newport News/Williamsburg. Norfolk is the most limited with regard to additional developable land. Because international markets are unlikely to be consolidated, an international cargo facility is less likely to develop within the region, and it is less likely that industries with an international orientation will be attracted.
Commercial Activity:

One-Airport System: By consolidating passenger originations, a one-airport system would make more nonstop markets viable and would increase the possibility of attracting an airline hub. A high level of airline service would increase the immediate region’s viability as a location for both corporate headquarters and convention centers. Depending on the site, a new airport may have reduced access to the amenities associated with population centers in the short term, but would have more land for the construction of new office, hotel, and other commercial facilities.
Two-Airport System: As noted in Phase I, an airline hub would still be viable under a two-airport system, although the number of markets with nonstop service would be reduced and the attractiveness for convention centers or corporate headquarters locations slightly diminished. The scenario including Newport News/Williamsburg would have access to major tourism areas but would be slightly less accessible to the labor markets across the river in Norfolk. Under the second scenario, and depending on the site, a new airport may have reduced access to the amenities associated with population centers but more land for the construction of new office, hotel, and other commercial facilities.
Three-Airport System: A three-airport system is unlikely to consolidate sufficient demand at any one location to attract an airline hub, thereby diminishing the prospect of attracting additional convention centers or corporate headquarters. The existing sites have adequate access to highway facilities, labor markets, and other infrastructure requirements and amenities.
Research Park:

One-Airport System: A single-airport system would increase the number of accessible non-stop markets for a research park located near the airport and thereby increase opportunities for interaction with other research facilities. The ability of a new site to stimulate the development of research centers would depend on its location with respect to universities and other sources of technical expertise. High-technology industries are time sensitive and may require immediate access to critical electronic components and other supplies at a moment’s notice. Therefore, to the extent that cargo service is consolidated under a single-airport system, it would enhance the prospects of a research park/high-technology center; however, no proximity to existing universities.

Two-Airport System: Under a two-airport system serving both Richmond and Hampton Roads, the biotechnology research potential for the Richmond area and the aerospace research potential for the Hampton Roads area would both be promoted. The total number of domestic and international non-stop markets would be less than under the single-airport system, so the opportunities for interaction with other U.S. and international research facilities would be slightly more limited for the area that would have been served by the single-airport system.
Three-Airport System: The reduced number of non-stop markets that would be served under the three-airport system would reduce the potential for interaction with other high-technology centers. Also, without the focus for development that could be provided by an international airport, technology centers in eastern Virginia would be more likely to be geographically dispersed, and would be less likely to achieve the critical mass necessary to be recognized as a national research center.

Residential Development:

One-Airport System: Residential development would follow employment under the one-airport system. A single airport at a new site would serve as a focus for residential development to the extent that it generates employment and the extent to which it is accessible to existing employment centers and housing stock.
Two-Airport System: Under a two-airport system, airport-related employment would not be concentrated at a single site and, therefore, the residential development impacts would not be as pronounced. If an airline hub were to move to one of the locations, residential development would increase following direct and indirect employment.
Three-Airport System:  A three-airport system is unlikely to shift residential development patterns from current trends except due to land use planning.
Economic Diversification:

One-Airport System: A single-airport system is likely to create the conditions necessary for the development of a tradeport. It is most likely to consolidate the international passenger traffic that would attract the wide-body service that could transform the airport into an international air cargo facility. Both Richmond and Newport News/Williamsburg are near existing rail and interstate highway systems. Richmond would have more land available for development as a tradeport than Newport News/Williamsburg. A new site, however, is most likely to have the large tracts of land necessary for an expanded tradeport but would need new infrastructure and utilities.
Two-Airport System: A two-airport system is likely to generate less international air cargo service than a single-airport system, but would retain many of the other tradeport advantages of the single-airport system, depending on the ultimate site of the primary airport. Again, land availability would be an important factor, and a new site would be most likely to have adequate amounts of developable land.
Three-Airport System: Under a three-airport system, passenger and cargo service would continue to be dispersed, and it is unlikely that there would be sufficient international cargo service to encourage the development of a tradeport.
The following table gives a summary of the catalytic impacts of the three alternatives.
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Table 1: Summary of Catalytic Impacts
Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
E. Contrast alternatives by cost

The following table contrasts the alternatives with respect air service provided, travel time, cost, operational factors, cost per enplaned passenger, flexibility, environmental factors, economic impact, catalytic development, and implementation factors.
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Table 2: 2030 Factors Summary, Alternative Airport System

Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
IV. System integration and implementation plan
A. Provide summary of the integration and implementation plans

TBD

B. Identify constituent projects of the multimodal system

Linking different modes of transportation such as highway, rail, and air travel for future facilities and existing facilities improvements is an important part of the planning process. The main transportation modes to be linked to the systems alternatives include highway, light rail, conventional rail, and high-speed rail. Water transport is not likely a direct multi-modal link to the airport alternatives, however, the ease of transport between port facilities and airport facilities must be considered in evaluating the alternatives.
A two-airport system will require surface transportation corridors that will be adequate to minimize travel time, which will depend on more convenient vehicle and commuter rail. Conventional and high-speed rail may be the optimum mode of travel for passengers farther away.  Future expansion of the local roads serving the Richmond International Airport is possible. The I-64 highway improvements to be proposed in the MIS will help congestion problems for traffic from the southeast. Charles City Road can be used to reach the airport from the southwest direction via I-295 and future I-895. Proposals for improving bus service include expansion of the existing service area and a cross-town bus connection in the airport area. A proposed transit transfer center near the airport would provide connections between trunkline services, express bus services, cross-town connections, and a proposed nearby park-and-ride facility. Light rail transit is a long-term possibility in the Richmond metropolitan area. The renovation of the Main Street Station in downtown Richmond will impact the airport by allowing intermodal passenger transfer such as from proposed high-speed rail to light rail, automobile to rail, or conventional rail to bus/taxi to the airport as a destination. Rail cargo to the airport is currently served by a spur of the CSX track. Future service may be improved with the study of highspeed rail. Transportation of cargo from the Port of Richmond Terminal is primarily accomplished by truck traffic, however, CSX maintains and operates a track to the terminal.

A new airport located in the Hampton Roads area would need roadway improvements with adequate capacity to serve a new airport. The Transamerica Study evaluated Route 460 to determine the feasibility of upgrading this route. The addition of a new crossing will help improve travel times to a new airport from the Peninsula. Some of the proposed alternatives for the new crossing may parallel I-664, which could provide easier access to Route 460 and the new airport. The existing Norfolk Southern track located parallel to Route 460 would provide the main means for passenger and cargo rail transportation to a new airport. In Suffolk, near the junction of Route 460 and Route 58, Norfolk Southern and CSX tracks cross and continue to Norfolk and Portsmouth, respectively. High-speed rail may be a possibility along this corridor. The FRA is planning to standardize railroad signal systems from Baltimore to Richmond to Raleigh to Charlotte for CSX, Norfolk Southern, VRE, and the MARC commuter system. The new signaling system would probably be a wireless signal system. It is expected that the rehabilitation of the CSX rail line from Richmond south to the Virginia/North Carolina boundary will be studied in the future.
Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
C. Describe government, private, stakeholder coordination and source(s) of funding and resources
Several major sources of revenue can be used to fund the preferred airport system, including PFCs, FAA AIP funds, other FAA funds, Virginia entitlement and discretionary grants, revenue from airlines and other tenants, and the airport’s CIP reserve balance. PFCs and airport revenue can be leveraged by issuing bonds. The preferred airport system projects, plus the ongoing capital projects, are assumed to be funded from the following sources:

· Federal AIP entitlement/discretionary funding - $422.3 million or 29.6 percent

· PFC funds - $145.1 million or 10.2 Percent

· State funding - $114.3 million or 8.0 percent

· ther - $19.9 million or 1.4 percent

· Airport - $725.5 million or 50.8 percent

Source:  Final Report Eastern Virginia Airport System Study – Phase II
D. Describe progress/status of environmental approvals
TBD 

E. Describe milestones, schedule, expenditures/resources, and project interdependencies
The following table outlines the predicted expenditures and resources for the new airport through the year 2020.
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Table 3: Summary of Facility Costs through 2020 for Two-Airport System 
F. Describe interim assessment and evaluation plans
TBD

