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Heathrow’s average passengers-per-gate is almost 30% higher than JFK and LAX, which 

reflects the efficiency of managing gate capacity as airport-wide common-use facilities, under 

the control of a single airport managing body. Heathrow delivers approximately 655,000 annual 

passengers per gate, compared to 504,000 at JFK and 506,000 at LAX. 

 

Gate Throughput for Passenger by Airport Terminal1 

 

 

Cost and Revenues 

Hypothesis: Multi-operator airports have higher operating and capital expenditure, and greater 

commercial risks compared to single-operator airports. 

Key Findings: Limited evidence to support or challenge the hypothesis. Qualitatively it can be 

stated that the more efficient use of capacity at Heathrow will translate into lower capital costs 

(or a higher throughput for a footprint-constrained airport). Greater traffic and revenue risk from 

competing terminals has been recognised by rating agencies but is difficult to quantify. Like-for-

like comparison of commercial metrics is challenging given JFK and LAX do not have 

consolidated accounts for the entire airport, given a proportion of terminal revenues do not flow 

through the airport operator accounts. Operational costs for multi-operator airports will be higher 

due to multiple operations centres and a significant number of additional interfaces. 

 

Quality of Service 

Hypothesis: Heathrow, as a single, integrated operator, is able to achieve and sustain greater 

consistency and higher levels of perceived customer service than the comparator multi-operator 

hubs, JFK and LAX. 

A range of ASQ attributes were analysed to test the hypothesis, as part of this study, a snapshot 

of which is shown below. 

 
1  Passenger volumes for this assessment are based on rolling 12-month totals from November 2024 to October 2025, 

using the latest published traffic statistics for LHR, JFK, and LAX. The stand numbers used in this analysis refer 
only to pier served stands/gates, defined as positions connected directly to the terminal concourse via a jet bridge, 
ensuring a consistent standard of customer service. Remote stands are excluded. For LHR, passenger numbers are 
based on number of passengers using these pier served stands. For JFK and LAX, 100% pier service levels are 
assumed (so gate throughput may be slightly overestimated). 
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ACI ASQ 2025 Q3 scores LHR / JFK / LAX 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

  

 

Governance and Coordination Challenges 

Hypothesis: The governance and coordination of multi-operator airports is more challenging 

given the interfaces between the airport and terminal operators, which negatively impacts 

resilience. 

Key Findings: Multi-operator airports require an overall airport operator responsible for core 

safety, security, landside and airside operations. Each independent terminal operator will have 

their own management team and control centre, to manage their own operation. Multi-operator 

airports require significant contractual governance and procedures to deliver a reasonable level 

of resilience. This additional governance requires resources to monitor, manage and respond to 

the contractual requirements. Due to operational fragmentation and a lack of common systems, 

there is less interoperability between terminals when a single terminal is unexpectedly closed or 

where an overall downturn shock occurs. 

For hub airports operating at near-capacity, performance during irregular operations is a central 

performance metric. The ability of the airport operator to have overall control with access to 

integrated and interoperable systems across the whole operational asset materially reduces the 

impact on the consumer and all stakeholders. It should also be noted that when there are 

outages at major hub airports such as Heathrow, JFK and LAX, this can impact consumers and 

stakeholders around the world. 
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Competition and Market Access 

Hypothesis: At a multi-operator airport, large incumbent airlines own, control or significantly 

influence the use of terminals and apron capacity. Such undue influence can lead to anti-

competitor behaviours such as seeking to block new entrant competitor access, inconsistent 

terminal charges that lack transparency or a level-playing-field, and incentives for incumbent 

airlines to oppose timely investment in capacity to meet overall airport demand. 

Key Findings: In the context of the Heathrow expansion, terminal and apron capacity limitations 

(rather than runway capacity) are likely to be the primary constraint on airport and market 

access following the opening of a third runway. Incumbent airlines have incentives to limit new 

entry and growth of other airlines in favour of using new runway capacity for slot retimes and 

punctuality/resilience improvements.   

For the comparator airports, JFK and LAX, the slot allocation process is fragmented (separate 

runway and terminal slots), lacks transparency, and does not allow the efficient allocation and 

optimisation of schedules within overall airport capacity to achieve efficient use of scarce 

capacity. Large incumbent airlines have incentives to “hoard” airport capacity, such as retaining 

leased gates by ensuring some use of the gates at peak times but overall under-using the gates 

they hold. This is evidenced by the lower gate utilisation achieved at JFK and LAX than 

Heathrow. 

Additionally, most large and medium sized US hub airports have majority-in-interest (MII) 

clauses in their use and lease agreements. The MII clauses give signatory carriers (i.e. airlines 

that have entered into a long-term lease agreement) the ability to delay or prevent airport 

capital-development projects that would benefit new entrant and smaller air carriers. This 

behaviour has been identified as a barrier to entry by the U.S. General Accounting Office. 

Therefore, multi-operator airports may require more regulation by the CAA rather than less. The 

evidence from US airports is that any inter-terminal competition due to separate ownership and 

operation either fails to occur in practice or is insufficient to protect against potential anti-

competitive behaviours by incumbent airlines. 
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This report has been prepared to support HAL’s response to this consultation, particularly in 

relation to Options 5-8 in the regulatory models shown in Table 1-1. These options introduce 

competition in the delivery and operation of infrastructure at the airport. 

This report focuses on a comparative analysis between Heathrow and two US airports: John F. 

Kennedy (“JFK”) International Airport and Los Angeles International Airport (“LAX”). These US 

comparator airports are two of the larger multi-operator airports globally, and represent different 

variants of the multi-operator model, as explained in Section 1.2. JFK Airport is specifically 

referenced in the CAA working paper under Regulatory model 7b: Direct competition for airport 

operation services. 

Comparative analysis has been undertaken across a number of dimensions of airport 

development, management and operations: 

• Capacity 

• Costs and Revenues 

• Quality of Service 

• Governance and Coordination 

• Competition and Market Access 

For each of the above, a hypothesis is stated, and a view is provided on the extent to which the 

hypothesis has been supported with evidence (or otherwise). Wherever possible, quantitative 

analysis has been undertaken. 

 

1.2 The Multi-Operator Model and Comparator Airports 

Multi-operator airports comprise terminals that are funded and operated by different 

organisations either exclusively or in some form of hybrid. Multi-operator airports are 

commonplace in the US where the funding mechanisms as well as competition between airlines 

have encouraged such development since the early years of commercial aviation. The scale of 

the domestic US market is unique in aviation which results in the major carriers having a 

comprehensive hub and spoke model service through hub airports, where they are often the 

dominant carrier. The domestic market represents 87% of passengers handled by US carriers.  

US carriers invest in their facilities generally for their own use to meet their own business 

requirements, which for domestic hubs is centred around connectivity, and the business case 

for the investment is part of the overall airline model. 

A small number of larger airports, particularly those with more international operations, may 

have a number of major carriers with hub or semi-hub operations. Chicago (United and 

American), Los Angeles LAX (Delta, United and American), Seattle (Alaskan and American), 

Boston Logan (American and Delta), and New York’s JFK (Delta, JetBlue and American) are 

examples. 

Airline Developed Terminals 

Airline-led terminal investments use their own financial facilities, with close coordination with the 

main airport operator for airport charges. The airline will normally have exclusive or preferential 

access to maintain their market share. The priority of airline developed terminals will be to 

maximise the operational efficiency of the aircraft operations with revenue streams coming from 

ticket sales in competition with other airlines. This model will often result in aircraft being parked 

on gates for longer to deliver those efficiencies with little benefit in allowing 3rd party airlines to 

take a slot. Airline developed terminals will usually have bespoke operating systems that reduce 

resilience in the case of irregular operations.   

Airlines who have developed their own terminals do not pay a passenger service charge, 

reducing the marginal cost of increasing throughput. However, this creates a price disadvantage 

for visiting airlines and can encourage anti‑competitive behaviours that limit consumer choice 

and value. 
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Private-sector Developed Terminals 

These terminals, such as the New Terminal One (NTO) and Terminal Six at JFK rely exclusively 

on the revenues derived from airlines using the terminal and commercial sales to passengers. 

To maximise revenue the terminal is incentivised to maximise the number of passengers and 

yield from each extra flight. Additional governance is required to ensure that the terminal does 

not become overloaded (and potentially need to offload airlines to another terminal). Where 

there are no fixed charges and there is more than one terminal accepting a range of airlines, 

such as JFK, there is the opportunity for one terminal to undercut the pricing of another to pull 

airlines across and maximise profitability. Governance of this internal free market environment is 

challenging.  

Some major airports will develop common-use facilities to prevent any one airline gaining 

excessive control. Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT), the primary international terminal 

at LAX, was developed by the airport operator LAWA, as an example to prevent market 

dominance by one carrier group.   

JFK has a mix of US airline developed terminals, foreign airline developed terminals and third-

party privately financed terminals. Each of these have different business plans and operational 

objectives. Each terminal is a mini-PPP and exists in their own business case with revenues 

derived from the airlines that they serve as well as commercial revenues. There are defined 

limits of operational responsibility and payments to the airport operator under the lease, as well 

as mechanisms for revenue sharing. 

To facilitate financing for multi-operator airports, terminals must secure long-term operational 

commitments through contracts with anchor airlines and provide evidence of these agreements 

to potential funders. These anchor airlines may also serve as the developers. They are likely to 

receive preferential rates and priority in positioning compared to airlines contracted at a later 

stage. While the airport operator may retain certain reserved rights, the contractual relationship 

exists between the terminal operator and the airline, meaning any unilateral action by the airport 

operator could result in liability for compensation. 

 

The JFK Multi-Operator Model 

JFK Airport is operated by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (“PANYNJ”), a bi-

state agency, as a long-term master lease from New York City that runs until 2060. The Port 

Authority enters into sub-leases for individual terminal sites and other facilities across the 

campus while retaining the role as the overall airport operator. This is the basis for the multi-

operator model at JFK – long-term leases granted by the Port Authority for terminal operators to 

independently develop and operate their terminals. 

This model has been in place since the mid-twentieth century, when the ‘Terminal City’ 

approach was adopted with up to ten terminals operating at any one time. Nine of the ten were 

developed and operated by airlines with the International Arrivals Terminal (now Terminal 4) 

developed by the Port Authority. Historically JFK was the showcase for US airlines who 

developed their own terminals. Since the 1990s there have been terminal developments by US 

carriers, foreign carriers and private developers, each fully responsible for investment and 

operation of terminals. The terminal developers pay the Port Authority substantial sums through 

lease and revenue shares that contribute materially to the Port Authority’s operating margin on 

their airports business. There are no traffic guarantees and, provided that the airline has a slot 

and the terminal has capacity, airlines can move between terminals. The new terminals (One 

and Six) due to be opened in 2026 both comprise of consortia of investors that do not include 

airlines. 

It should be noted that the model, built up over decades, is mature and bespoke to the New 

York airports where the Port Authority runs 4 commercial airports that have 12 terminals of 

which they only operate one.  The model is also continually refined to enhance performance 

and include new practices to apply across their many leases and developments. This is known 
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to require significant and continuous governance and interface effort both for the Port Authority 

as well as for each of the tenants.  

Currently, five terminals are operating at JFK, and a summary of the terminals is found below. 

 

JFK Terminal Overview 

JFK International Airport is comprised of five passenger terminals (Terminals 1, 4, 5, 7, and 8), 

all operated by separate entities, in a Central Terminal Area. The terminals are linked by a 

roadway network and an automated people mover (“JFK AirTrain”). All terminals can 

accommodate international arrivals and departures.  

Terminal 1 opened in 1998 and was developed and is operated by TOGA (“Terminal One 

Group Association”) an airline consortium made up of Air France, Lufthansa, and Korean Air. 

(TOGA also previously included Japan Airlines). The terminal area is approximately 58,000 

square meters, including 10 gates. Terminal 1 currently handles a significant number of 

international airlines. It is scheduled for closure and demolition once the first phase of the new, 

under construction Terminal 1 opens in 2026.   

Terminal 4 opened in 2001, with subsequent additions opening in 2013 and 2023. It was 

developed and is operated by JFK IAT (a subsidiary of Schiphol Group) and Delta Air Lines. Its 

current occupants include Delta, Virgin Atlantic, Aeromexico, LATAM, Singapore Airlines, 

Emirates, Etihad, El Al, Avianca, Air India, and others. The terminal area is approximately 

227,000 square meters, including 47 gates. Terminal 4 is an important hub for Delta, and they 

have exclusive use of most of the gates. 

Terminal 5 opened in 2008, with a subsequent addition opening in 2014. It was developed and 

is operated by JetBlue, who is its main occupant as its main base. The terminal area is 

approximately 76,000 square meters, including 29 gates. 

Terminal 7 opened in 1970, with several additions and renovations occurring since then. It was 

developed by British Airways until their transfer to Terminal 8 in 2022 and is now operated by 

JFK Millenium Partners (JMP, a consortium of Vantage Airport Group, RXR, and Vantage 

Airport Group). Its current occupants include Aer Lingus, All Nippon Airways, LOT Polish, 

Frontier Airlines, Air Canada, and others. It is scheduled for closure and demolition once the first 

phase of the new, under construction Terminal 6 opens in 2026. The terminal area is 

approximately 50,000 square meters, including 9 gates. 

Terminal 8 opened in 2007, with a subsequent addition opening in 2022. It was developed and 

is operated by American Airlines. Its current occupants include American Airlines, British 

Airways, Cathay Pacific, Japan Airlines, Qantas, Qatar Airways, Iberia, Alaska, and others. The 

terminal area is approximately 151,300 square meters and includes 31 gates. 

 

The LAX Multi-Operator Model 

Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) operates using a different variant of the multi-operator 

model from JFK. LAX is owned and operated by Los Angeles World Airports (“LAWA”), a branch 

of the City of Los Angeles. LAWA enters into leases with airlines for the exclusive or joint use of 

terminal facilities. With the exception of TBIT that is operated by LAWA, the leases can be for 

specific gates, though for major tenants, for entire terminals. An overview of the terminals at 

LAX is shown below. 
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LAX Terminal Overview 

Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is comprised of nine passenger terminals (Terminals 1, 

2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and the Tom Bradley International Terminal, or TBIT), located in a Central 

Terminal Area. The terminals are linked by a roadway network and pedestrian passageways 

(both pre- and post-security). While international departures may occur from any terminal, only 

TBIT and Terminal 7 are currently able to accommodate international arrivals. Across the 

airport, there are 144 pier-served stands at LAX distributed among the terminals. 

Terminal 1 opened in 1984, with a subsequent addition opening in 2021. During Summer 2025 

(the date of the schedule analysis), its main occupant was Southwest Airlines. Note that other 

smaller carriers process passengers in Terminal 1 and then bus them to gates at the TBIT. The 

terminal area is approximately and 59,000 square meters, including 13 gates. 

Terminal 2 opened in 1962 and was subsequently torn down and rebuilt between 1984 and 

1988. It has undergone various renovations since. Its neighbour, Terminal 3, opened in 1961 

and was later torn down and rebuilt between 2020-2022. The two terminals are effectively linked 

and are considered as one terminal for the purposes of this study. Their main occupant is Delta 

Air Lines, though Aeroméxico and Virgin Atlantic process departing passengers here, and then 

direct passengers to proceed to gates at TBIT. The combined terminal area is 111,500 square 

meters, including 27 gates. 

Terminal 4 opened in 1961, expanded in 1983, and has undergone several improvements 

since. It is currently under a phased renovation. It is occupied by American Airlines. Note that as 

of Summer 2025, a shuttle linked Terminals 4, 5, and a Regional Terminal (“Eagles Nest”) 

comprised of gates for American Eagle (regional flights). Terminal 4’s area is approximately 

32,600 square meters, including 15 gates. 

Terminal 5 opened in 1962 and was renovated most notably between 1986-1988, with other 

subsequent improvements since. While it remained operational at the time of the schedule 

analysis for this study, it has since closed to allow for a full reconstruction on its footprint. As of 

summer 2025, its occupants included American, JetBlue, and Spirit. Terminal 5’s area was 

approximately 32,600 square meters, including 16 gates. 

Terminal 6 opened in 1963, was expanded in 1970, 1982 and 2011, with other various 

improvements since. It is currently under a phased renovation. It is occupied primarily by 

Alaska, Hawaiian, and Air Canada. Terminal 6’s area is approximately 32,600 square meters, 

including 9 gates.  

Terminal 7 opened in 1962, was expanded in 1970 and 1982, and renovated in 1998 and 2017. 

Its neighbour, Terminal 8, does not contain passenger processing functions. Terminals 7 and 8 

are effectively linked and considered as one terminal for the purposes of this study. The 

terminals are occupied by United. Their combined area is approximately 67,000 square meters, 

including 20 gates. Terminal 7 includes a Federal Inspection Services (“FIS”) facility, allowing it 

to accommodate international arrivals. (Note that a sterile corridor connects a number of 

Terminal 6 gates to this facility as well.)  

The Tom Bradley International Terminal (TBIT), opened in 1984, and has been modernised 

and expanded in phases from 2008-2025. The first and second of these phases included the 

construction of the “Great Hall” and new concourses; the third phase included a new midfield 

concourse “West Gates”. A southern extension to this midfield concourse (“Midfield Satellite 

Concourse South”, or “MSC”) opened in 2025. The terminal is occupied by most international 

carriers, though some domestic carriers including Delta, American, and ULCCs, use gates at 

TBIT while processing passengers in other terminals (similarly, some international carriers, 

including Virgin Atlantic and Aeromexico, use gates and arrival facilities at TBIT while 

processing departing passengers in other terminals). TBIT’s area is 195,000 square meters, 

including 40 gates. 
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2 Efficient Use of Capacity 

A core argument for retaining a single, integrated operator at an airport relates to how airport 

capacity is managed across terminals. In this section, a number of different metrics have been 

calculated in relation to capacity to test this hypothesis. 

 

Key Hypothesis 

Multi-operator Airports lack the incentives/ability to allocate airlines across terminals in an 

optimal way to balance demand and capacity utilisation, compared to single-operator airports. 

 

2.1 Efficient Distribution of Traffic Between Terminals 

A single operator managing all terminals at an airport has a strong incentive, and the ability to 

optimise the distribution of traffic across those terminals. In contrast, airports with multiple 

operators and multiple terminals dominated by incumbent airlines may find it more challenging 

to fully benefit from economies of scale. The lack of coordination limits the ability to balance 

demand and improve efficiency across the airport system as a whole. 

A key metric for assessing airport operational efficiency is how traffic is distributed across 

terminals on a typical busy day or week. This is because terminal facility requirements, 

especially for bottleneck processes such as check‑in, security screening, and immigration, are 

driven by peak‑hour demand rather than total daily volumes. When traffic flows are fragmented 

across several terminals, each terminal tends to experience its own distinct peak periods. These 

individual peaks collectively drive higher infrastructure requirements compared with a scenario 

where the same traffic is consolidated into a single terminal. The difference between these 

scenarios represents the systematic inefficiency created by the airport’s operating model. 

The analysis below illustrates the traffic profiles across all terminals at JFK, LAX, and LHR 

during a busy week in 2025 and quantifies this inefficiency by looking at the difference between 

the sum of individual terminal peaks and the airport wide.  

The analysis is based on published flight schedules for the peak week of 28 July to 3 August 

2025 for JFK, LAX, and LHR using Cirium SRS schedule data. Busy hour passenger volumes 

were estimated by applying the average July 2025 load factors – 88% at JFK, 89% at LAX, and 

88% at LHR – to scheduled seat counts. For each airport, the “Sum of Peaks” was calculated by 

adding together the busiest hour observed in each terminal, and this was compared with the 

“Airport Wide Peak,” defined as the busiest hour that would occur if all traffic were processed 

through a single consolidated terminal. The ratio between these two values forms the 

“Inefficiency Factor,” which quantifies the additional hourly terminal infrastructure required due 

to fragmented terminal operations. A further metric, “Relative to LHR,” expresses each airport’s 

inefficiency factor in relation to LHR’s, highlighting the extent to which JFK and LAX require 

greater peak hour capacity to serve the same level of demand. 

As shown in the results, LHR has the lowest inefficiency factor, 1.25, reflecting its more 

coordinated operating model. JFK’s factor is 1.38 and LAX’s is 1.62. This means that, relative to 

LHR, JFK is approximately 11% less efficient and LAX is 29% less efficient in terms of traffic 

distribution. These higher inefficiency levels translate directly into greater pressure on terminal 

processors and higher infrastructure requirements. 
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The analysis below compares gate throughput at LHR, JFK, and LAX as an indicator of overall 

airport capacity performance. Pier-served stands/gates are critical airport assets that can 

determine the operational success and marketing positioning of an airline.  

To compare the airports on as a like-for-like basis, only the throughput of pier served 

stand/gates was considered.  U.S. airports tend to avoid bussing to remote stands and use such 

stands for aircraft parking only.  For LHR, MPPA/Gate was calculated based on the number of 

passengers that received pier service in each terminal3.  For the U.S. airports, it was assumed 

that 100% of passengers operated through a pier-served gate (which may be an overestimate – 

the actual passengers-per-gate at JFK and LAX may be slightly lower).   

Among the three airports, LHR delivers the highest throughput, with its 120 pier served stands 

supporting approximately 655,000 annual passengers per gate. Its most efficient facility, 

Terminal 5, reaches around 673,000 annual passengers per gate. 

By contrast, JFK and LAX, both operating under multi-operator terminal models, achieve lower 

throughput levels of 504,000 and 506,000 annual passengers per gate, respectively.  

Heathrow’s average passenger-per-gate is almost 30% higher than JFK and LAX, which reflects 

the efficiency of managing gate capacity as an airport-wide common-use facilities under the 

control of a single airport managing body. This contrasts with the model in JFK and LAX where 

many gates are under long-term leases to airlines and the multi-operator terminal structure, 

reducing the flexibility of gate use. Incumbent airlines with long-term gate leases are 

incentivised to spread their operation to make somewhat full use of the gates to prevent use by 

competitor airlines and to retain the gates for their own potential future growth. They are not 

strongly incentivized to make efficient use of the gates they control.   

Figure 2-2 Passengers per Gate Throughput Efficiency – by Airport and Terminal4 

 

Source: MM analyses of airport traffic statistics for LHR, LAX, and JFK, accessed Jan 2026 

 

3 LHR pier service levels (2024) were T2 99.27%, T3 95.52%, T4 99.93% and T5 86.70%. Comparable data for LAX 

and JFK is not publicly available; however, based on operational benchmarks, coaching operations are minimal, so a 

pier service level of 100% was assumed. 

4   Passenger volumes for this assessment are based on rolling 12 month totals from November 2024 to 
October 2025, using the latest published traffic statistics for LHR, JFK, and LAX.  

    The stand numbers used in this analysis refer only to pier served stands/gates, defined as positions 
connected directly to the terminal concourse via a jet bridge, ensuring a consistent standard of customer 
service. Remote stands are excluded,  
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Figure 3-1 Operational Interfaces6 

 

 

 

3.3 Delivery Models and Commercial Risks 

A large-scale programme of investment is currently underway at JFK airport. This includes 

developing four terminals and airport-wide infrastructure works. The total cost is estimated to be 

USD 19 billion, of which USD 15 billion is private finance and the remainder is public financing 

from PANYNJ. One of the key components in this programme of investment – the New Terminal 

One (NTO) project – provides a contemporary illustration of how the JFK multi-operator model 

works in practice. 

NTO is being delivered under a Public-Private Partnership (PPP), specifically a Design, Build, 

Finance, Operate and Maintain (DBFOM) arrangement. The lease agreement is between 

PANYNJ, the airport operator, and the Project Company JFK NTO LLC, owned by a consortium 

including Ferrovial (the lead investor), Carlyle, JLC Infrastructure and Ullico. To date, over USD 

5 billion has been raised for the project, primarily bonds. The Project Company has the 

responsibility of repaying the debt and making payments to PANYNJ in line with the obligations 

defined in the lease agreement. 

The key point to note here is in relation to risk. Under a multi-operator model, there is a transfer 

of risk from the airport to the individual terminal. For the NTO project, the risk is transferred to 

the Project Company, JFK NTO LLC. 

From the perspective of providers of debt, the risk of repayment is then concentrated in a single 

terminal rather than being distributed across multiple terminals at the airport. Importantly, there 

is competition between terminals in a multi-operator model, which increases traffic and revenue 

risk. This risk has been explicitly identified in rating agency commentary on the bonds issued for 

New Terminal One (NTO) at JFK: 

‘Under a constrained capacity environment, NTO will have a strong market position targeting 

JFK’s international operations but will face competition from other JFK terminals.’7 

Where there are airline-led terminal developments at a multi-operator airport, this creates a risk 

around the continued ability of the airline to operate. As discussed in Section 1.2, airlines use 

their own financial resources to develop terminals (‘Airline Developed Terminals’).  

 

 
6 AOC – Airport Operations Centre, NATS – National Air Traffic Services, ANSP – Air Navigation Service 

Provider, CBP – Customs and Border Protection (USA), TSA – Transportation Security Administration (USA), 
FAA – Federal Aviation Administration (USA) 

7 Rating Action Commentary, Fitch Assigns 'BBB-' Rating to New Terminal One at JFK Sr Rev Series 2025 
Bonds; Outlook Stable. Online here 
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These terminals have been developed to serve the needs of the airline, i.e. to maximise the 

operational efficiency of their aircraft operations. Airlines will customise terminals to align with 

their business requirements, including their operating systems, and will tailor branding and 

passenger experience. This raises the question of what happens to the terminal if the airline no 

longer exists, e.g. due to bankruptcy or acquisition.  

 

An example of where this has happened is the British Airways acquisition of BMI from 

Lufthansa. In 2009, the old Terminal 2 at Heathrow was closed and then demolished, and 

construction of the new Terminal 2 commenced, with construction taking place between 2009 

and 2014. British Midland International (BMI) was the largest airline due to move into the new 

Terminal 2. BMI ran into financial difficulties and was acquired by British Airways in 2012.  

 

In this example, midway through its construction, the terminal lost its largest airline. If Heathrow 

was a multi-operator airport, and Terminal 2 had been independently developed by the airline or 

a third party, then this would have significantly impacted on project revenues and financing. 

With HAL as a single operator, the change was able to be absorbed. 
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The most recent ASQ scores (Q3 2025) were used for a high-level view comparing Heathrow’s 

performance against LAX and JFK across all service quality areas, to summarise and illustrate 

the top-line variances. 

This approach leverages historical data for robust trend analysis, whilst using the latest scores 

for an up-to-date snapshot for the findings. 

 

4.1 Headline Results 

 

 

Table 4-1 ACI ASQ 2025 Q3 scores for LHR, JFK and LAX 

Source: ACI ASQ data 2025 
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Figure 4-4 ACI ASQ Overall Satisfaction 
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4.3 Service Quality Across the End-to-end Passenger Journey 

Delivering great quality of service is not about focusing on a single area or journey step—it 

requires consistently understanding and addressing passenger needs across the core service 

elements that underpin the entire passenger experience. These include elements that influence 

most journey steps including cleanliness, human interaction, digital / technology, walking 

distances and terminal ambience. 

 

 

 

  

  

 

Cleanliness Cleanliness of 

washrooms / toilets 

Terminal Ambience Courtesy and helpfulness 

of airport staff 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-6 ACI ASQ Cleanliness 
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Figure 4-9 ACI ASQ Courtesy and helpfulness of airport staff 

 

 

 

   

 

4.4 Operational Fragmentation  

Wait time performance is a function of many factors including active resourcing, queue 

monitoring and management, operational and digital / technology enhancements, as well as 

clear and accessible information on process and regulatory requirements.  

To evaluate the above, the following ACI ASQ scores were assessed:  

 

Waiting time in check-in queue / line Waiting times at border/ passport control 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 
8 mti-report-H7-Nov25.pdf 
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Figure 4-10 ACI ASQ Waiting time in check-in queue / line 
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4.5 Airport Wayfinding and Public Website Branding 

Wayfinding is a key satisfaction driver of a passenger’s experience. Great wayfinding supports 

all passengers in experiencing an efficient and stress-free journey and prioritises the airport 

operation (IATA ADRM). A negative wayfinding experience—clutter, confusion, inconsistency of 

information, etc.—can create a lasting negative impression, adversely impacting the overall 

airport experience. 

 

 

 

   

  

 

Ease of finding your way 

through airport 

Signage to access the 

Terminal 

Ease of making connections 

with other flights 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. 

 
9 LAX Terminal Wayfinding Standards October 2017.pdf 
10 Airport Standards Manual for Pedestrian Signing & Wayfinding 
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Figure 4-18 Skytrax ranking variance 2019-2025 

 

Source: Skytrax data 2019-2025 

Improvements in Skytrax rankings are often driven by major new infrastructure, such as in the 

case of RUH, IST, FCO, CDG airports, which can instantaneously elevate an airport to top 

rankings. The real challenge, however, is maintaining that level of quality year after year. This is 

an area where Asian airports consistently excel, and where Heathrow, as a single‑operator 

airport, has similarly demonstrated long‑term strength: delivering a more reliable and higher-

quality passenger experience than LAX and JFK, both overall and at the terminal level, 

consistently over time. 

While major new terminal projects may temporarily boost rankings at multi-operator airports 

such as LAX and JFK, the long-term improvements at Heathrow suggest that a unified operator 

model delivers sustained service enhancements across all terminals, rather than pockets of 

excellence confined to individually managed facilities. 

Heathrow’s single‑operator model enables a consistently higher quality of service compared 

with its multi‑operator counterparts. This is reflected in the Skytrax global rankings, where 

Heathrow places 22nd significantly ahead of both LAX and JFK. The underlying reasons for 

these variances are further illustrated in Table 4-10, where airports with substantial new 

infrastructure programmes (e.g., Istanbul, Riyadh) show rapid upward movement in the rankings 

due to step‑changes in terminal quality and customer experience. 
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5 Governance and Operations 

This section looks at different governance arrangements between single and multi-operator 

airports, and the implications of these arrangements on operations. The ability to respond to 

external shocks is illustrated using case studies. 

 

Key Hypothesis 

The governance and coordination of multi-operator airports is more challenging given the 

interfaces between the airport and terminal operators, which negatively impacts resilience. 

 

5.1 Governance Arrangements    

Multi-operator airports require contractual interfaces between the airport authority and terminal 

operators. Each interface carries costs and risks, and requires strengthened governance 

compared to a single-operator model.  

Governance needs to be set down in the original agreement which will require 30+ years 

foresight so a potential inhibitor to flexibility and change.   

These challenges become even more profound during an irregular operation / adverse event, 

where rapid, coordinated decision-making and a unified response to the incident are critical. 

This can also impact the ability to deliver cross-airport policy such as on sustainability and 

resilience. 

Multi-operator airports still rely on the airport operator for access to the airside (taxiways and 

runways), hard stands, landside roads, etc and will be exposed to the demand, operations and 

potential inefficiency of other terminal operators as well as needed common development work. 

The following diagram shows the difference in levels of complexity between Heathrow and JFK. 

Figure 5-1 Complexity in levels of governance LHR model vs JFK model16 

 

 

 

 

 
16 AOC – Airport Operations Centre, NATS – National Air Traffic Services, ANSP – Air Navigation Service 

Provider, CBP – Customs and Border Protection (USA), TSA – Transportation Security Administration (USA), 
FAA – Federal Aviation Administration (USA) 
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Case Study 2: Response to Winter Storm Grayson (and subsequent LaHood inquiry) and 

Terminal 1 fire 

Winter Storm Grayson 

In January 2018, JFK was hit by storm Grayson, a powerful ‘bomb-cyclone’ that ravaged its way 

across the US East Coast. The storm, which delivered hurricane-force winds, heavy snowfall 

and icy temperatures, plunged the busiest airport in the New York City metropolitan area into a 

three-day crisis, bringing operations to a standstill.  During Grayson, operations at JFK were 

“severely and disproportionately impacted by the storm as compared to other airports in the 

Northeast Corridor”, a four-month long investigation led by former US Department of 

Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood concluded.  

The top recommendation was the need for strong command and control centre that includes all 

JFK stakeholders.  A Command Canter – with capable leadership at the top, a clear chain of 

command, and effective SOPs. This would enable the Port Authority to take over control of any 

area of the airport in the case of operational failure. This would also permit the airport general 

manager to make cancellation recommendations and not the terminal operators.   

Recommendation 8 identifies that JFK generally runs at or near capacity, leaving little margin for 

disruption. Certain JFK terminals regularly lack gate availability sufficient to meet demand. This 

issue is compounded by JFK’s existing taxiway configurations and privatised autonomous 

terminals. An effective gate management program will alleviate gate congestion issues arising 

during normal operations. This will also help prevent capacity constraints from reaching a 

breaking point during a weather event or other IROP.  JFK management should implement a 

gate management system that tracks flight activity and potential gate conflicts across terminals 

on a single platform.  This would enable airport management to have control of all gating, 

regardless of terminal operator constraints. While this is being included in the new terminal, the 

existing terminals with their bespoke systems are unable to provide a common use 

environment.   

“One thing was made clear,” LaHood wrote in the report’s introduction. “All had a desire to 

change JFK for the better. It is my strong belief that JFK can and will do better. What it needs 

are the critical tools to help each of the stakeholders perform seamlessly under even 

treacherous conditions.” 

The Airport has been criticised for its terminal structure, on the basis that this can lead to “silos” 

and a lack of coordination and communication. 

Terminal 1 fire 

A minor fire in an electrical switch room in Terminal 1 resulted in the closure of the Terminal with 

only 13 of the 64 departures re-accommodated in other terminals.  Terminal 1 handles just 5% 

of operations at JFK.  An example of the disruption was the need for Air New Zealand’s flight 

from Auckland to turn back to Auckland 8 hours into the flight resulting in nearly 15,000km of 

flight, a very negative passenger experience and negative headline news around the world. 

This is an example of lack of interoperability as different terminals have different operating 

systems, and the five individual terminals do not have the same collective resilience as a single 

airport operational model.  Terminal 1 did not have operational resilience in power and data 

resulting in whiteboards being used in place of FIDS. 
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6 Competition and Market Access 

This section considers the impact of having competing airlines operating terminals at the same 

airport, including on market access, anti-competitive behaviour and the slot allocation process. 

 

Key Hypothesis 

There is a lack of transparency or consistency in terminal charges between competing airlines, 

and overtly favourable terms for large tenants. Incumbent airlines can block new entry and 

growth by competitors, particularly in the context of a new runway where terminal/apron 

constraints are the primary limits on market access and competition. Incumbent airline 

incentives to limit traffic growth with expansion, in favour of using new runway capacity for slot 

retimes and punctuality/resilience improvements. There is a fragmented slot process (separate 

runway & terminal slots) which prevents efficient allocation and optimisation. 

 

6.1 Fair Market Access 

In the context of Heathrow Expansion and the development of a third runway, Heathrow will 

remain a very capacity-constrained airport.  During phases on the development, following the 

opening of the new runway, terminal and apron capacity limitations are likely to be the primary 

constraint on airport and market access.  This is very different from the current situation where 

scare runway slots are the primary market access constraint. 

The established industry process for managing access to an airport where there is an imbalance 

between airline demand and airport capacity is the slot allocation process.  This is set out in the 

Worldwide Airport Slot Guidelines (WASG) and in the UK slot regulations (derived from the EU 

slot regulations). 

The key principle of slot coordination is that slots are allocated “…in an open, fair, transparent 

and non-discriminatory manner by a slot coordinator acting independently”21.  These principles 

are embedded in the UK and EU slot regulations and are implemented in the UK by the 

appointment of an independent slot coordinator (ACL) and through transparent declarations of 

airport capacity by the airport operators. 

In contrast, at busy US airports operating under a multi-terminal operator model, there is a 

fragmented approach to managing airport access.  Runway slots are allocated by the FAA 

independently from the terminal and apron capacity. 

This fragmented approach can lead to less efficiently allocation and use of scarce capacity.  

Currently at Heathrow there is a single transparent process for the assessment and declaration 

of runway, stand and terminal capacity by Heathrow Airport and a central coordination of these 

capacities by ACL.  This allows schedules to be optimised between the runway and 

terminal/apron pinch-points.   

At slot-controlled JFK airport, airlines must obtain a runway slot allocation from the FAA submit 

schedules and enter into terminal use agreements with one of the JFK terminals.  The table 6-1 

below illustrates who airlines must submit their commercially confidential schedules (taken from 

the PANYNJ Application Guidebook for New Entrant Carriers, 202122 and the IATA contact list 

 
21 Worldwide Airport Slot Guidelines, para 1.2.1(c) 

https://www.iata.org/contentassets/4ede2aabfcc14a55919e468054d714fe/wasg-edition-3-english-version.pdf  
22 New Entrant Air Carriers at John. F. Kennedy International Airport 
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