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I: Data on Service Quality:  

Punctuality data 

Year Punctuality 

2016 77.31% 

2017 78.50% 

2018 76.93% 

2019 77.93% 

2020 84.82% 

2021 80.89% 

2022 64.59% 

2023 65.19% 

2024 68.50% 

2025 77.77% 

 

 

  

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

80.00%

90.00%

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Heathrow Punctuality

Punctuality



 

 

Heathrow Airport – Response to CAP3195 – Data Annex 

      

 

4 
 

 

II: Passenger experience rating  

 

QSM: 

 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Mean Score 4.22 4.19 4.20 4.24 4.26 4.32 4.19 4.31 4.33 4.37 

Excellent 31% 28% 29% 30% 33% 40% 30% 39% 40% 41% 

Good 62% 65% 64% 64% 61% 54% 62% 55% 55% 55% 

Average 7% 7% 7% 5% 5% 5% 7% 5% 5% 4% 

Poor 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 

Ex. Poor CM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

 

ASQ: 

 

  



 

 

Heathrow Airport – Response to CAP3195 – Data Annex 

      

 

5 
 

 

Net Promoter Score: 

CAA Passenger Survey - Passenger Experience Net Promoter 
Score      

CAA Passenger Survey 2016 - September 2025        
            

   2016 2017 2018 2019 

C
O

V
ID

 

2022 2023 

Jan - 
Dec 
2024 

Jan - Sep 
2025 

(Provision
al Data) 

Heathrow 
Airport 

Detractors (0-6)  16.5% 15.3% 13.7% 9.7%  12.2% 10.1% 10.3% 8.9% 

Passives (7-8)  29.8% 28.3% 28.4% 34.0%  36.6% 37.1% 36.8% 37.1% 

Promoters (9-
10)  53.8% 56.4% 57.9% 56.3%  51.2% 52.8% 52.8% 54.0% 

           

NPS Score  37.3% 41.1% 44.2% 46.6%  39.0% 42.7% 42.5% 45.1% 

Gatwick  
Airport 

Detractors (0-6)  16.4% 12.6% 12.2% 9.4%  9.8% 6.5% 8.1% 8.3% 

Passives (7-8)  31.0% 30.9% 30.4% 38.9%  42.1% 45.9% 46.8% 55.8% 

Promoters (9-
10)  52.6% 56.5% 57.4% 51.7%  48.1% 47.6% 45.1% 35.9% 

           

NPS Score  36.2% 43.9% 45.2% 42.3%  38.3% 41.1% 37.0% 27.5% 

Stansted 
Airport 

Detractors (0-6)  28.2% 24.5% 24.6% 16.2%  12.1% 12.9% 12.5% 12.1% 

Passives (7-8)  29.7% 33.1% 35.3% 40.2%  41.8% 41.6% 41.4% 41.2% 

Promoters (9-
10)  42.1% 42.4% 40.1% 43.5%  46.0% 45.5% 46.1% 46.7% 

           

NPS Score  13.9% 17.9% 15.6% 27.3%  33.9% 32.6% 33.6% 34.7% 

Manchest
er Airport 

Detractors (0-6)  16.3% 18.1% 21.6% 19.0%  23.7% 14.6% 12.3% 12.8% 

Passives (7-8)  37.0% 39.2% 38.8% 42.4%  40.5% 39.8% 40.5% 40.7% 

Promoters (9-
10)  46.6% 42.6% 39.6% 38.6%  35.9% 45.6% 47.3% 46.5% 

           

NPS Score  30.3% 24.5% 17.9% 19.6%  12.2% 31.1% 35.0% 33.8% 

Luton  
Airport 

Detractors (0-6)  28.9% 23.2% 22.0% 12.2%  7.3% 12.5% 21.0% 20.5% 

Passives (7-8)  41.2% 43.8% 33.3% 33.2%  32.4% 40.1% 47.9% 50.8% 

Promoters (9-
10)  29.9% 33.1% 44.7% 54.5%  60.3% 47.4% 31.2% 28.7% 

NPS Score  1.0% 9.9% 22.7% 42.3%  52.9% 35.0% 10.2% 8.2% 
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Summary NPS table (Large English Airports, 15 mppa+) 

Year Heathrow Airport Gatwick  Airport Stansted Airport Manchester Airport Luton  
Airport 

2016 37.3% 36.2% 13.9% 30.3% 1.0% 

2017 41.1% 43.9% 17.9% 24.5% 9.9% 

2018 44.2% 45.2% 15.6% 17.9% 22.7% 

2019 46.6% 42.3% 27.3% 19.6% 42.3% 

2022 39.0% 38.3% 33.9% 12.2% 52.9% 

2023 42.7% 41.1% 32.6% 31.1% 35.0% 

2024 42.5% 37.0% 33.6% 35.0% 10.2% 

Q1-3 
2025 45.1% 27.5% 34.7% 33.8% 8.2% 
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III: Capital Efficiency Further Information 

 

1. Heathrow Terminals 2 and 5: 

1. Delivered on time and within budget, Terminal 5 is widely recognised in academic and institutional 
literature as a success story. 1 2 3 4 5 6 This has been attributed to the following features:   

▪ Client led risk retention and systems integration. BAA deliberately departed from traditional 
fixed price contracting and retained programme level risk, acting as the single systems 
integrator. This approach avoided systematic risk pricing by suppliers and reduced duplication 
of contingencies across contracts, thereby improving aggregate cost control. 

▪ Programme level contingency management. Approximately £100 million of contingency was 
held centrally and allocated dynamically across the programme, rather than fixed prematurely 
at project level. OECD analysis highlights this as a key mechanism in achieving price certainty 
and maintaining overall budget discipline. 

▪ Relational contracting and incentive alignment. The bespoke T5 Agreement aligned Tier 1 
suppliers around programme outcomes, significantly reducing claims, rework and adversarial 
behaviours that are widely cited as drivers of cost escalation in major infrastructure projects.  

▪ Disciplined cost management practices. Academic case studies highlight the structured 
application of earned value management, integrated baseline reviews and realtime cost 
reporting across more than 1,000 work packages, enabling early identification of cost pressures 
and timely corrective action.  

2. Despite significant technical and interface complexity, and construction taking place between two 
active runways and their associated taxiways, Terminal 2 was delivered on time and within budget, 
providing robust evidence of - and lessons on – cost efficient delivery in a highly constrained, live 
airport environment, as consistently recognised by industry and academic sources. 7 8 9 10 Key 
features of Terminal 2 construction and governance included: 

▪ Adaptive risk management - Detailed research shows that T2 moved away from compliance 
heavy, audit focused approaches toward adaptive, learning based risk management practices, 
helping to limit late stage change and costly rework. 

▪ Integration of operational requirements into design decisions – Peer reviewed analysis 
demonstrates that embedding operational considerations throughout planning and delivery 
reduced downstream modification and early life remediation costs, improving whole life value.  

 
1 Davies, A., Gann, D. & Douglas, T. (2009). Innovation in Megaprojects: Systems Integration at Heathrow 
Terminal 5. California Management Review. 
2 Brady, T. & Davies, A. (2010). Learning to Deliver a Mega-Project: Heathrow Terminal 5. Routledge. 
3 OECD (2020). Heathrow Terminal 5 – Infrastructure Governance Case Study. 
4 Flyvbjerg, B., Holm, M. & Buhl, S. Underestimating Costs in Public Works Projects. Journal of the American 
Planning Association. 
5 Cizaire, C. & Valerdi, R. (2014). Heathrow Terminal 5: Cost Management for a Mega Construction Project. CRC 
Press. 
6 EC Harris (2009). Terminal 5 Cost and Value Management Review. 
7 Zerjav, V., Edkins, A. & Davies, A. (2018). Project Capabilities for Operational Outcomes: The Case of Heathrow 
Terminal 2. International Journal of Project Management. 
8 Vine, R. (2023). Riskwork in the Construction of Heathrow Terminal 2. University of Sussex / SSRN. 
9Arup (2014). Heathrow Terminal 2: Programme Integration and Delivery. 
10 Major Projects Association (2014). Heathrow T2: A Lesson in Value and Cost Efficiency. 
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▪ Whole programme coordination and testing discipline - Industry evidence indicates that 
systematic coordination across design, construction and transition phases reduced uncertainty 
at later stages of delivery and supported efficient cost management at programme level.  

▪ Capital cost discipline and delivery approaches that reduced the likelihood of unplanned scope 
change and escalation. Structured application of earned value management, integrated 
baseline reviews and real time cost reporting across more than 1,000 work packages, enabling 
early identification of cost pressures and timely corrective action allowed T2 to achieve strong 
value for money. 

2. Capital Governance – Current Model: 

1. Heathrow’s capital delivery model is supported by embedded programme and project management 
processes. A key feature is the role of Programme Sponsors, who act as single points of 
accountability for operational requirements. They guide strategic outcomes, oversee programme 
change, and ensure alignment with business needs, enabling delivery teams to maintain a clear 
execution focus. Central to Heathrow’s governance is the Heathrow Gateway Lifecycle (HGL), 
which has been in place since 2014. HGL defines the stages through which projects progress, 
ensuring control of cost, schedule and outcomes. It maintains alignment between individual 
projects and overall programme objectives, particularly in delivering tranche-level benefits. 

2. Although further developed for H7 as a result of the CAA’s move to Outcome Based Regulation 
(OBR) and via the introduction of Delivery Obligations (DOs), the current governance model that 
Heathrow has developed, provides only a foundation to build on for expansion. The greater scale 
and complexity of the programme will require broader coordination across a wider set of 
stakeholders, including multiple government departments and regulated functions beyond 
Heathrow’s direct control. The programme will be dependent on multiple government policies and 
processes, the delivery and content of which are outside of Heathrow’s control. If these are not 
executed in line with current programme assumptions will impact both the cost and timescales of 
delivery. These include but are not limited to: airspace change, slot reform, mitigations included in 
the DCO and multiple consents beyond the DCO approval. 

3. This is acknowledged in CAP3195, as the CAA flag that the “present focus of the capex incentives is 
on a project-by-project basis”, and that “it may not be practicable to adopt this approach for a major 
capital programme”. This corroborates CAA’s conclusion in H7, supported by the independent 
review undertaken by Arcadis, that while ex ante incentives were suitable for the bounded and 
controllable risks of the H7 capital portfolio, that was not the case for capacity expansion, which 
involves materially greater uncertainty and risk: “In the context of a programme that HAL is 
expecting to deliver over the next four years, and in the absence of programmes like capacity 
expansion, we are of the view that there are no significant parts of HAL’s capex plan that are not 
suitable for ex ante incentives”.31 

 


















