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Document Information  

This report has been produced in collaboration between the Cayman Islands Airports Authority (“CIAA”), its Prime Consultant, 

Stantec and the Financial Consultant, KPMG in the Cayman Islands (“KPMG”). Services have been provided in accordance with the 

terms of the Prime Contract for the Outline Business Case (OBC) and Master Plan for the Proposed Airports Development in the 

Cayman Islands (Tender No.: PPC-2021-CIAA-059), signed on 26 May 2022 (“the Engagement Contract”) between Stantec and the 

Cayman Islands Airports Authority (“CIAA” or the “Client”). This report is subject to the terms, conditions, qualifications and 

restrictions contained in the Engagement Contract and herein. 

The information presented in this document reflects the substantive findings from the research and analysis to date; however, this 

information may be refined, as research and analysis continues, applicability of potential options for CIAA are assessed, and as work 

advances and an action plan for implementation is developed.  

Stantec and our subconsultants’ observations and insights included in this document are based on interviews, consultations, working 

sessions, comparison and analysis of information provided to Stantec and its subconsultants by members of the Steering Committee 

and other stakeholders. Stantec and its subconsultants have relied on these representatives for the completeness, accuracy, 

appropriateness and reliability of the information provided.  

Stantec and its subconsultants neither warrant nor represent that the information contained in this report is accurate, complete, 

sufficient or appropriate for use by any person or entity other than the Client or for any purpose other than those set out in the 

Engagement Contract. This document may not be relied upon by any person or entity other than the Client, and Stantec and its 

subconsultants expressly disclaim any and all responsibility or liability to any person or entity other than the Client in connection 

with their use of this document. 

The Client is responsible for the decisions to implement any recommendations and for considering their impact. Implementation of 

these opportunities will require the Client to plan and test any changes to ensure that the Client will realise satisfactory results. 

This report is subject to a series of limitations:  

➢ The financial analysis presented in this report is preliminary, based on the best available information as of the report date. 

Many of the input assumptions used in developing the financial analysis will change with the passage of time and as the 

Projects progress. These changes may have a significant impact on the anticipated cost of the Projects. Accordingly, the 

financial analysis should be reviewed from time to time as the Projects are further defined and as conditions external to 

the Projects evolve; 

➢ The financial analysis presented in this report depends on many input assumptions developed in consultation with CIAA 

and the project team. Stantec and its subconsultants were not in a position to independently verify the information 

provided to them, and accordingly the work does not constitute an audit. No opinion on the accuracy of financial and 

operational information has been expressed; and  

➢ It is assumed that the Client, including its personnel and agents, to the best of their knowledge, provided all available and 

relevant information. Should additional information come to light at a later date it may change the assessment. 

This report is solely for the purpose set out in Section 1.1 of this report and was not prepared for any other purpose other than for 

the purposes of the intended recipient and contracting party, CIAA. In the event that this report is obtained by a third party or used 

for any purpose other than in accordance with its intended purpose, any such party relying on the report does so entirely at their 

own risk and shall have no right of recourse against Stantec or its subconsultants’, partners, directors, employees, professional 

advisors or agents. None of Stantec nor its subconsultants’, partners, directors, employees, professional advisors or agents accept 

any liability or assume any duty of care to any third party (whether it is an assignee or successor of another third party or otherwise) 

in respect of this report and any such party who receives a copy of this report whether from Stantec or any other sources shall have 

no right of recourse against Stantec or its subconsultants’, partners, directors, employees, professional advisors or agent 

Revision Date Summary of Changes 

1.0     16 November, 2022 First draft sent to client 

2.0     2 December, 2022 Second draft sent to client 

N/A 8 December, 2022 Approved by the Steering Committee w/ comments 

N/A 13 December, 2022 Approved by the CIAA Board w/ comments 

3.0 3 January, 2023 Third draft sent to client 

4.0 10 January, 2023 Fourth draft - shared with Minister 

5.0 25 February, 2023 Fifth draft - shared with Caucus 

6.0 23 May, 2023 Sixth draft - approved by Caucus 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

4 

 

 

Table of Contents 
Glossary ..........................................................................................7 

1.0 Executive Summary .....................................................................9 

1. Introduction ...................................................................................................................................................... 9 
1.2 Key decisions log ............................................................................................................................................... 9 
2. Strategic case ................................................................................................................................................... 10 
3. Economic Case ................................................................................................................................................ 11 
4. Commercial Case ............................................................................................................................................. 16 
5. Financial Case .................................................................................................................................................. 18 
6. Management Case ............................................................................................................................................ 28 
7. Conclusion ...................................................................................................................................................... 30 

2.0 Strategic case ........................................................................ 31 

2.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................................................... 31 
2.1.1  History of the Projects ..................................................................................................................................... 31 
2.1.2  The Current Projects ....................................................................................................................................... 31 
2.1.3  The Proposed User Groups .............................................................................................................................. 32 
2.2  Strategic and Policy Context ............................................................................................................................. 32 
2.2.1  Organisational Overview .................................................................................................................................. 32 
2.2.2  Existing Strategies ............................................................................................................................................ 33 
2.3 Key user requirements ..................................................................................................................................... 34 
2.5 The Investment Gap (Existing Arrangements and Shortfall in the Existing Arrangements) ....................................... 39 
2.5.1a Project A1 ....................................................................................................................................................... 39 
2.5.1b  Project A2 ....................................................................................................................................................... 40 
2.5.2  Project B ......................................................................................................................................................... 41 
2.5.3  Project C ......................................................................................................................................................... 41 
2.5.3  Strategic Demand Forecasts .............................................................................................................................. 42 
2.7.1  Main Benefits ................................................................................................................................................... 44 
2.7.2  Key risks ......................................................................................................................................................... 45 
2.7.3 Constraints ...................................................................................................................................................... 46 
2.7.4  Dependencies .................................................................................................................................................. 46 

3.0 Economic Case ........................................................................ 47 

3.1  Introduction .................................................................................................................................................... 47 
3.2 Long list to short list evaluation ......................................................................................................................... 47 
3.2a Project A1 Long List of Options ........................................................................................................................ 47 
3.2b Project A2 Long List of Options ........................................................................................................................ 49 
3.2c Project B Long List of Options .......................................................................................................................... 50 
3.2d Project C Long List of Options .......................................................................................................................... 51 
3.2.1 Project A1 ....................................................................................................................................................... 53 
3.2.2 Project A2 ....................................................................................................................................................... 53 
3.2.2.1 Project A2 – further consideration of Option 6 .................................................................................................. 53 
3.2.3 Project B ......................................................................................................................................................... 53 
3.2.4 Project C ......................................................................................................................................................... 53 
3.3 Costs and Benefits Appraisal ............................................................................................................................. 53 
3.3.1.  Methodology ................................................................................................................................................... 53 
3.3.2  Costs and Benefits ........................................................................................................................................... 54 
3.4 Risk appraisal ................................................................................................................................................... 58 
3.4.1  Methodology ................................................................................................................................................... 58 
3.4.2  Risk matrix ...................................................................................................................................................... 58 
3.4.3  Analysis of Risks: Project A1 ................................................................................................................................... 58 
3.4.4  Analysis of Risks: Project A2 ............................................................................................................................. 62 
3.4.5  Analysis of Risks: Project B ............................................................................................................................... 65 
3.4.6  Analysis of Risks: Project C ............................................................................................................................... 68 
3.5 Economic Appraisal: Costs ................................................................................................................................ 70 
3.5.1  Optimism Bias ................................................................................................................................................. 71 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

5 

 

3.5.2  Cost estimates for the Shortlisted Options ........................................................................................................ 71 
3.6  Economic Appraisal Conclusions ....................................................................................................................... 75 
3.6.1  Project A1 – Selection of the Preferred Option .................................................................................................. 75 
3.6.2  Project A2 – Selection of the Preferred Option .................................................................................................. 76 
3.6.3  Project B – Selection of the Preferred Option .................................................................................................... 77 
3.6.4  Project C – Selection of the Preferred Option .................................................................................................... 78 
3.6.5  Tourism Impact ................................................................................................................................................ 79 
3.7  Value for Money Assessment of the Preferred Options for Projects A1, A2, B and C ............................................. 79 
3.7.1  VfM Assessment ............................................................................................................................................... 79 

4.0 Commercial Case .................................................................. 81 

4.1  Introduction .................................................................................................................................................... 81 
4.2  Delivery methods – PPP vs Public sector Delivery ............................................................................................... 86 
4.3 Technical Impacts ............................................................................................................................................. 87 
4.4 Maintenance and Lifecycle Impacts ..................................................................................................................... 87 
4.5 Acceptability Impacts ........................................................................................................................................ 88 
4.6 Implementation Impacts .................................................................................................................................... 88 
4.7 Timing Impacts ................................................................................................................................................. 89 
4.8 Financial Impacts .............................................................................................................................................. 89 
4.9  Preliminary Assessments on Traditional vs. P3 procurement strategies ................................................................. 90 
4.10  Principal contracting options ............................................................................................................................. 90 
4.11  Lessons learned from previous projects ............................................................................................................. 92 
4.12 Comparison of procurement methods ............................................................................................................... 95 
4.13 Procurement considerations ............................................................................................................................. 98 
4.14 Steering Committee’s guidance for the OBC ...................................................................................................... 98 
4.15  Local laws and regulations ................................................................................................................................. 99 
4.16 Procurement documents and processes ........................................................................................................... 100 
4.17  Project risk register ........................................................................................................................................ 100 
4.18  Outline potential payment arrangements .......................................................................................................... 101 
4.19.1  Contractual Issues .......................................................................................................................................... 102 
4.19.2  Accounting treatment. .................................................................................................................................... 102 

5.0 Financial Case ..................................................................... 103 

5.1  Introduction .................................................................................................................................................. 103 
5.2  Capital Affordability Assessment of the Preferred Options ................................................................................ 103 
5.2.1  Capital Costs Affordability Assessment ............................................................................................................ 103 
5.2.2  Phasing and inflation ....................................................................................................................................... 105 
5.2.3  Preliminary Conclusions on the capital affordability of the Preferred Options ...................................................... 106 
5.2.4  Guidance obtained from Caucus ...................................................................................................................... 106 
5.3  Revenue Affordability Assessment of the Preferred Option ............................................................................... 107 
5.3.1  Financial Statements Assumptions and Methodology Applied ............................................................................. 110 
5.3.2  Revenue Requirements for each Project ........................................................................................................... 111 
5.3.3  Funding requirements ..................................................................................................................................... 113 
5.3.3.1 Considerations for increasing CIAA’s revenue-generating capacity ..................................................................... 113 
5.4  Conclusions on the revenue affordability of the Preferred Options..................................................................... 118 
5.5 Financial Statements ....................................................................................................................................... 118 

6.0 Management Case ............................................................... 119 

6.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................................................. 119 
6.1.1 Project Management Arrangements ................................................................................................................. 119 
6.1.2 Project Framework ........................................................................................................................................ 119 
6.1.3 Project Timetables ......................................................................................................................................... 122 
6.2  Change and Contract Management Arrangements............................................................................................. 122 
6.3 Benefits realisation arrangements..................................................................................................................... 123 
6.4  Risk Management arrangements....................................................................................................................... 126 
6.4.1  Risk Assessment Process ................................................................................................................................ 126 
6.4.2  Risk Quantification ......................................................................................................................................... 126 
6.4.3  Managing risks ................................................................................................................................................ 127 
6.4.4  Risk register .................................................................................................................................................. 127 
6.5 Post Project Evaluation ................................................................................................................................... 130 
6.6 Contingency Plan ........................................................................................................................................... 130 

7.0 Appendices ......................................................................... 131 

7.1 Long List of Options ....................................................................................................................................... 131 
7.2 Long list to Short List Approval – Meeting Minutes ........................................................................................... 146 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

6 

 

7.3 BCQS costings and phasing spreadsheet ........................................................................................................... 153 
7.4 Findings from Public Outreach Sessions  (July 2022) .......................................................................................... 155 
7.5 Short List of Options ...................................................................................................................................... 177 
7.6 Short List Matrix – Costs and Benefits ............................................................................................................. 179 
7.7 Short List of Options – Risk Analyses .............................................................................................................. 183 
7.8 Short List of Options Approval ........................................................................................................................ 185 
7.9 Master Plan Scope of Work Illustrations .......................................................................................................... 186 
7.10 ATM Project Report....................................................................................................................................... 190 
7.11 Financial Model .............................................................................................................................................. 194 
7.12 Notes from second public outreach sessions .................................................................................................... 196 
7.13 Airport Organisational Structure ..................................................................................................................... 205 
7.14 Procurement route approval – Meeting Minutes ............................................................................................... 206 
7.15 Strategic Outline Case .................................................................................................................................... 212 
7.16 Steering Committee approval of draft OBC - Meeting Minutes, 8 December ....................................................... 229 
7.17 Stakeholder Meeting Notes  (Prepared by Philip Van Manen, Stantec) ................................................................. 235 
7.18 Passenger Driven Charges Analysis  (prepared by Stantec) ................................................................................. 247 
7.19 Master Plan Qualitative Data Completed Meetings ............................................................................................ 257 
7.20 Master Plan Executive Summary ...................................................................................................................... 258 
 

 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

7 

 

Glossary 
Abbreviation/Term Definition 

$ / CI$ Cayman Islands Dollars  

ATM Air Traffic Management Surveillance Project 

BAU Business as Usual (i.e. the existing infrastructure and operations) 

Base year / Nominal 

prices 
Prices presented exclusive of inflation. 

BCU Building Control Unit 

Capex Capital expenditure 

Caymanian 

A person who possesses Caymanian status under the repealed Immigration Law (2003 Revision) or 

any earlier law providing for the same or similar rights and includes a person who acquired that status 

under Part III. 

CIAA Cayman Islands Airports Authority 

CIG Cayman Islands Government or the Government 

CKIA / CYB Charles Kirkconnell International Airport, Cayman Brac 

EBA / LYB Edward Bodden Airfield (Little Cayman) 

EBITDA Earnings Before Interest Tax Depreciation and Amortisation 

ESO The Economics and Statistics Office of the Cayman Islands Government 

GA General Aviation (non-commercial) terminal at ORIA 

Green Book 

The Green Book is UK HM Treasury guidance which has been refined and tested over many years 

and provides a clear framework for developing spending proposals and a structured process for 

appraising, developing and planning to deliver best public value. It provides guidance on the 

development of a business case, using the Five Case Model. It also provides a framework for thinking 

and a process for approval which is flexible and scalable.  

KPI Key Performance Indicator 

KPMG KPMG in the Cayman Islands 

Consultant Project 

team 

• Stantec, Prime Consultant  

• KPMG, Financial Consultant 

• Munich International GmbH, Airport Management and Operations Consultant 

• DKMA, Aviation Planning and Engagement Consultants 

• Chalmers Gibbs Associates, Local Architect and Design Consultant 

• BCQS, Construction Cost and Risk Consultant 

KUR Key user requirements 

MPO Major Projects Office  

NPV / NPSV Net Present Value/ Net Present Social Value 

OBC 

Outline Business Case - revisits the SOC in more detail and identifies a Preferred Option that 

demonstrably optimises Value for Money. It also sets out the likely transaction structure; 

demonstrates its affordability; and details the supporting procurement strategy, together with 

management arrangements for the successful rollout of the scheme.  
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The OBC is the second stage in the management process of developing a business case to justify an 

investment decision to deliver a major public sector project in the UK. 

ORIA / GCM Owen Roberts International Airport, Grand Cayman 

PFC Passenger Facilities Charge 

Project/(s) 

Project A1:  Master Planning Development of the General Aviation Terminal at ORIA 

Project A2:  Master Planning Development of the Owen Roberts International Airport (ORIA) 

Project B:     Master Planning Development of the Charles Kirkconnell International Airport (CKIA) 

Project C:    Master Planning Development of the Little Cayman Aerodrome (EBA) 

PWD Public Works Department 

Real prices Prices presented inclusive of inflation.  

RESA Runway end safety area 

SOC 
Strategic Outline Case. The first stage in the Five Case model which is the recommended business 

case methodology in the UK and is widely used in public sector projects.  

Steering Committee 

The Steering Committee has strategic responsibility for the OBC. The Committee is responsible for 

the Project’s direction including ensuring the preferred solution provides value for money, is 

affordable, commercially viable and achievable. The committee consists of a wide range of 

stakeholders including senior personnel from CIAA, to represent CIAA’s interests; senior personnel 

from the Public Works Department, Cayman Airways and the Fire Service; and the Chief Officer of 

the Ministry of Tourism and Transport. 

The membership of the steering committee consists of: 

• Stran Bodden, Chief Officer and Chairman, Ministry of Tourism 

• Albert Anderson, CEO, CIAA 

• Rosa Harris, Director of Tourism 

• Dwight Rankin, Chief Fire Officer 

• Karen Batiste, CFO, CIAA 

• Roy Williams, Senior Project Manager and Secretary, PWD 

• Eimer Powery, Facilities and Project Manager 

• Jonathan Jackson, Deputy Chief Officer, Ministry of District Administration, Tourism and 

Transport 

• Fabian Whorms, CEO, Cayman Airways 

• Charles Clifford, Director, Cayman Islands Customs and Border Control (CBC) 

• At Steering Committee meetings, further representatives were present from various other 

stakeholder groups in addition to those listed above. 

UK United Kingdom  

US United States of America 

US$ / USD United States Dollars 

VFM 
Value for Money. VFM is based not only on the minimum purchase price but also on the maximum 

efficiency and effectiveness of the resources required to deliver the purchase.  

Year / financial year / 

FY 

Financial year from January 1 to December 31.   
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1.0 Executive Summary 
1. Introduction 

This document is the Outline Business Case in support of the Proposed Airports Development in the Cayman Islands. The OBC 

covers the Master Planning for the development of the following Projects: 

- Project A1: The General Aviation (GA) terminal at Owen Roberts International Airport (ORIA), Grand Cayman 

- Project A2: Owen Roberts International Airport (ORIA), Grand Cayman 

- Project B: Charles Kirkconnell International Airport (CKIA), Cayman Brac 

- Project C: Edward Bodden Airfield (EBA), Little Cayman 

 

The aim of this OBC and the Master Planning Project is to evaluate the requirements of each of the Airports, to ensure that each 

airport is capable of coping with the forecast levels of demand. Furthermore, interconnectivity of the sister islands, conveyance of a 

strong brand image for the Cayman Islands, environmental issues and health and safety factors are also important considerations for 

any expansion or development. 

 

This OBC outlines the context against which a long list of options has been evaluated and identifies the key drivers for change. This 

OBC also details value for money (Economic Case) and affordability (Financial Case) considerations. Finally, it provides guidance on 

preferred procurement routes (Commercial Case) and management (Management Case) arrangements required to deliver each 

project. 

 

This OBC has been prepared using the agreed standard and format for business cases using the Five Case Model, which comprises 

the following key components: 

 

• Strategic case – This section examines how the scope of the Projects fit within the existing policy in the Cayman Islands and 

outlines a case for change in terms of existing and future needs.  

• Economic Case – This section evaluates the long list of options identified in detail. It has elements of qualitative and 

quantitative analysis. It culminates in the identification of a Preferred Option for each Project  

• Commercial Case – This section outlines the proposed procurement route in relation to the Preferred Option for each 

Project outlined in the economic case.  

• Financial Case – This section assesses the overall affordability of the Preferred Options in terms of funding and financing. 

• Management Case – This section of the OBC addresses the achievability of the Preferred Options including how the 

Projects will be delivered and how the risks will be managed. It builds on the SOC by setting out in more detail the actions 

that will be required to ensure the successful delivery of the Projects in accordance with best practice. 

 

We believe that the development of this OBC and the contents herein comply with the requirements detailed in the Green Book 

Guidance for development of an OBC using the Five Case Model.  

1.2 Key decisions log  

Included below are key decisions/directives that were received throughout the OBC and are further expanded on in each of the 

Cases:  

 

Key decisions / directives Date  

Steering Committee approved the Long List of Options and the Short-List of options 

(including the Preferred Way Forward) for each of the four Projects 

5 September, 2022 

Steering Committee cost/benefit and risk workshop for the short-list of options 15 September, 2022 

Steering Committee final approval of the Preferred Options for each of the 

four Projects 

2 November 2022 

Steering Committee approval of the of the preferred procurement route for each of the 

Projects 

17 November 2022 

Steering Committee approval of this Outline Business Case 8 December, 2022 

Board approval of this Outline Business Case 13 December, 2022 

Caucus approval of this Outline Business Case 23 May, 2023 
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2. Strategic case 

The Airports Development Project aligns with a number of CIG’s and CIAA’s priorities including, but not limited to:  

 

Key strategies  Alignment of the projects with the Key strategies  

Project A1: General Aviation (GA) terminal at the 

Owen Roberts International Airport (ORIA), Grand 

Cayman 

CIG recognises the importance of attracting High Net 

Worth Individuals (HNWIs) and VIPs to the Cayman 

Islands. Updating and improving the GA Terminal is a key 

objective within the Strategic Policy of CIG.  

It is envisioned that the Airports Master Plan will provide 

the CIAA with the context in which to make decisions, 

address new initiatives, and explore opportunities that 

will facilitate the long-term development of the Owen 

Roberts International Airport (including the GA 

terminal), Charles Kirkconnell International Airport and 

Little Cayman Aerodrome. 

In addition to this, the project includes updated passenger 

forecasts for the next 20 years and provides an analysis of 

air service traffic growth, the nature and mix of this 

traffic, airport facility requirements, necessary 

infrastructure to meet future demand, location of airport 

services, land appropriation requirements, an updated 

land use plan, neighboring and adjacent land uses, aids to 

air navigation, ground transportation access, circulation 

and parking, environmental issues and the overall impact 

on the community. 

The Preferred options therefore seek to ensure that the 

capacity of each airport is increased to ensure the 

forecast passenger numbers are met, with health and 

safety prioritised.    

Project A2: Owen Roberts International Airport 

(ORIA), Grand Cayman 

The travel and tourism industry provides significant 

employment and entrepreneurial opportunities for 

residents of the Islands and is also a significant 

contributor to CIG’s revenues and the Cayman Islands’ 

GDP. These factors and several others make it one of the 

two main pillars of the economy. The continued 

enhancement and development of the main international 

airport – the Gateway to the Cayman Islands - is 

therefore an important part of the growth strategy for 

the Cayman Islands tourism market. 

Project B: Charles Kirkconnell International Airport 

(CYB), Cayman Brac 

The Charles Kirkconnell Airport is pivotal to the growth 

and development of tourism in Cayman Brac as it is the 

only way visitors can currently access the island. The 

majority of the tourism sector is concentrated on scuba 

diving with two hotels serving visitors. The long-term 

goal is to create a high-quality environment which 

provides Cayman Brac with well-connected access to the 

global marketplace.  

Project C: Edward Bodden Airfield (EBA), Little 

Cayman 

CIG recognises the need to ensure air travel options are 

available to Little Cayman due to growth in tourism 

opportunities, to ensure essential services exist to 

accommodate air ambulances and for hurricane 

evacuation and relief efforts.  

 

 

Case for change 

 

The key drivers for the case for change are summarised as follows: 

• Capacity – Although there have been major renovations to both the commercial terminal and to the airside infrastructure at 

ORIA completed in 2019, there are still capacity constraints during peak hours. Peak hour passenger numbers in 2019 reached 

record levels and leading up to the COVID pandemic, the expectation was that 2020 would surpass 2019, with record 

numbers experienced in the first quarter of 2020. The 2014 Master Plan identified annual / peak hour numbers that would 

trigger the need for the development of a new terminal at ORIA to support the growth in passengers (initially forecast for 

2028); however, these numbers were exceeded in 2019. Although annual passenger figures are currently below that of 2019 

levels, as of November 2022, the Ministry for Tourism and Transport have confirmed that vacation bookings for the 2022/23 

season have surpassed those of 2019, highlighting the need to ensure capacity increases are prioritised.  
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• Branding – CIG has outlined in its policy that there needs to be a focus on attracting High Net Worth Individuals (“HNWIs”) 

to the Cayman Islands and that the current GA facility is of low quality, outdated and is not a good representation of the 

islands from a luxury brand perspective. 

• Inefficient layout – The single-story terminal building at ORIA requires passengers and staff to walk sub-optimal distances, 

including when transiting between the terminal building and aircraft. Visitors are also exposed to the elements when walking to 

aircraft on the airside and to the car rental buildings and parking lots on the landside. During peak hours there are capacity 

issues at check-in, immigration, security and in the departure lounges. At CKIA and EBA there are also inefficiencies and 

insufficient space with respect to check-in and security facilities. Furthermore, there is insufficient parking capacity at ORIA 

and CKIA, with long term parking at ORIA regularly reaching capacity. 

 

• Regulatory concerns – CKIA is currently operating under an exemption to airport regulatory standards due to insufficient 

length and strength of the Runway End Safety Area (RESA) and the runway strip is too narrow on the south side due to 

proximity of ponds. Landside expansion is also required to accommodate the 30m set-back security regulation at CKIA, which 

will result in parking facilities having to be relocated to the North. EBA fails to meet any airport regulatory standards required 

to be classified as a certified airport (CIAA do not currently operate the aerodrome and Cayman Airways currently has 

operational responsibility for implementing safety measures and airport operations). Operating under such exemptions is not a 

sustainable position to be in and the CAA has only granted the exemption until the end of December 2022. A new Air Traffic 

Management System is required at ORIA to improve safety. 

 
• Competition – Regional competitor countries such as Antigua, Jamaica, Bahamas, Barbados, BVI, Aruba and Turks & Caicos 

Islands, having recognised the need for airport growth, have made, or are in the process of making, the relevant investments 

and incentives to position themselves for future expansion of their tourism industry. At present, the Cayman Islands are not 

maintaining their competitive edge in this regard. Inefficient space and processes, lack of previous investments in airfield and 

landside infrastructure has resulted in the need for significant investments to support the growth in passenger demand over 

the master plan horizon.  

 
• Environmental – Rising sea levels were considered and the option of raising the runways was explored; however, the 

conclusion of the Project Team was that based upon current elevation, the airport facilities and runways for each of Projects 

A1, A2, B and C would not need to be raised to accommodate potential sea level rises in the near term. The existing ORIA 

terminal is 8.5ft above sea level, which is only susceptible to partial flooding in extreme circumstances that are infrequent in 

nature (e.g. the partial flooding from by Hurricane Ivan in 2004). Other environmental factors have been considered in more 

detail in the economic case. However, beyond the airport master planning horizon of twenty years, CIG must consider the 

cost and solutions for rising sea levels to be adopted by CIAA for future infrastructure development.  

3. Economic Case 

Short list of options 

 

The original Strategic Outline Case (“SOC”) that was prepared for this Project was initially prepared with the following long list of 

options:  

 

1. No Change 

2. Develop an Outline Business Case for the Airport Development Project and successive new Airports Master Plan 

 

Upon review, it was noted that these options did not fully address the requirements of each Project, nor did they comply with the 

latest Green Book Guidance. Therefore, the available options were revisited by the Project Team and consultants. The following 

long list of options were then developed: 
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1. Project A1 – Grand Cayman GA Facility 

  

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 

Scope Status quo: All 

GA traffic served 

from current 

location with 

capacity 

constraints and a 

dated facility. 

Upgrade existing 

terminal 

building, minor 

apron expansion 

Replace existing 

GA terminal 

building and 

expand aircraft 

parking apron, 

expand or build 

new hangars 

adjacent to GA 

Terminal and on 

the existing 

playground 

Expand aircraft 

parking at the 

North Sound 

site, replace the 

existing / new 

terminal 

building at 

existing site. 

Expand existing 

GA Terminal / 

apron at existing 

site in short - 

medium term, 

reserve space 

for new GA 

Terminal and 

Apron at North 

Sound site in 

long-term.  

Relocate and 

upgrade the 

GA terminal/ 

aircraft parking 

to the North 

Sound site. 

Relocate and 

upgrade the 

GA 

terminal/aircr

aft parking to 

a new site 

(e.g. East 

End). 

 

2. Project A2 – Owen Roberts International Airport 

  

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

Scope Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades, no expansion to 

current airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

limited growth in aircraft 

movements and passengers. 

Moderate 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

moderate 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for the 

forecast 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements and 

passengers 

exceeding 

forecasts. 

Relocate the 

entire airport 

(e.g. to the 

East End) to 

cater for 

maximum 

future demand. 

 

3. Project B – Charles Kirkconnell International Airport 

  

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

Scope Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - 

minimal upgrades 

(no expansion) to 

current airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for limited 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Relinquish 

International status. 

Minimal upgrades 

and expansion to 

current airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for low 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Modify 

lands as needed to 

meet regulatory 

Moderate upgrades 

and expansion to 

current airside and 

landside 

infrastructure.   

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for the 

forecast growth in 

aircraft movements 

and passengers.  

Acquire lands / 

meet all applicable 

regulatory 

Relocate the 

airport - build an 

entirely new 

runway and 

terminal at a 

different location 

to meet all 

forecast demand 

and all 

international 

regulatory 
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Exemptions to 

regulations continue 

(regardless of 

international status).   

requirements and 

applicable standards.  

requirements and 

standards.  

requirements and 

standards. 

 

 

4. Project C – Little Cayman Airport 

  

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Scope Status quo - 

business as usual.  

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades / expansion to 

current airside or landside 

infrastructure, cater for 

limited growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Exemptions to 

regulations continue.   

Moderate upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Try to resolve 

some of the major issues, 

such as the powerline, un-

even runway and public 

road. 

Close Existing 

Airport and Build 

New Airport and 

including airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for the most-

likely forecast 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.  Build to 

meet all applicable 

regulatory 

requirements and 

standards.  

Sell or Close 

Existing Airport, 

to be replaced by 

Ferry / Helicopter 

/ Seaplane service 

 

From the revised long list of options, prepared jointly by CIAA and its consultants (with ultimate approval from the Steering 

Committee), based upon a detailed discussion of the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (as outlined by the Green 

Book), the following options were short-listed and carried forward for further development in this OBC: 

 

Project A1 – General Aviation Terminal 

• Option 1 - Status quo: All GA traffic served from current location with capacity constraints and a dated facility; 

• Option 2 - Upgrade existing terminal building, minor apron expansion; 

• Option 3 - Replace existing GA terminal building and expand aircraft parking apron, expand or build new hangars adjacent to 

GA Terminal and on the existing playground; 

• Option 4 - Expand aircraft parking at the North Sound site, replace the existing / new terminal building at existing site; and 

• Option 6 - Relocate and upgrade the GA terminal/ aircraft parking to the North Sound site. 

 

Project A2 – Owen Roberts International Airport 

• Option 1 - Status quo: business as usual; 

• Option 2 - Do minimum - minimal upgrades, no expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for limited 

growth in aircraft movements and passengers; 

• Option 3 - Moderate upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for moderate growth in 

aircraft movements and passengers; 

• Option 4 - Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the forecast growth in aircraft 

movements and passengers; and  

• Option 5 - Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for growth in aircraft movements 

and passengers exceeding forecasts. 
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Project B – Charles Kirkconnell International Airport 

• Option 1 - Status quo: business as usual; 

• Option 2 - Do minimum - minimal upgrades (no expansion) to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for limited 

growth in aircraft movements and passengers. Relinquish International status. Exemptions to regulations continue (regardless 

of international status); 

• Option 3 - Minimal upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for low growth in aircraft 

movements and passengers. Modify lands as needed to meet regulatory requirements and applicable standards; 

• Option 4 - Moderate upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure; and 

• Option 5 - Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the forecast growth in aircraft 

movements and passengers. Acquire lands / meet all applicable regulatory requirements and standards. 

 
Project C – Little Cayman Airfield 

• Option 1 - Status quo: business as usual; 
• Option 2 - Do minimum - minimal upgrades / expansion to current airside or landside infrastructure, cater for limited growth 

in aircraft movements and passengers. Exemptions to regulations continue;  
• Option 4 - Close Existing Airport and Build New Airport and new airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the most-

likely forecast growth in aircraft movements and passengers. Build to meet all applicable regulatory requirements and 

standards; and 
• Option 5 - Sell or Close Existing Airport, to be replaced by Ferry / Helicopter / Seaplane service. 
 
 

Key Findings 

 

Each short-listed option was evaluated against quantitative (economic), benefits and risk appraisal criteria. 

Key findings from the economic appraisals projected over a 60-year period (as specified in the latest Green Book Guidance) were 

also used to help determine the Preferred Options for each Project and these have been presented below (please refer to the 

Economic Case for the detailed analysis): 

 

 

$’000 Project A1 - Option 

6 

Project A2 – 

Option 4 

Project B – Option 

5 

Project C – Option 

4 

Ranking 2 1 3 2 

Significant 

Unquantifiable 

benefits 

Further increased 

capacity for future air 

traffic growth (i.e. 

potentially less costly in 

the long term) 

Greater revenue 

opportunity for CIAA 

or 3rd party operator if 

hangar, g/a terminal and 

aprons are collated 

Majority of east-end 

apron is to be 

constructed on 

brownfield / cleared 

lands. Hangars, GA 

terminal together will 

enable reduction in 

aircraft fuel burn and 

emissions  

Would allow for boat 

transfers/water taxis, 

which would drastically 

Increased 

capacity for 

future air traffic 

growth (i.e. 

potentially less 

costly in the long 

term) 

Improved 

facilitation of 

movement of 

people, goods 

and services, due 

to reduced time, 

lower costs from 

development of 

innovative, 

technology-based 

solutions which 

benefit airlines, 

cargo and mail 

shippers, and 

consumers 

Further terminal 

satisfaction, which is 

expected to lead to 

increased tourism (i.e. 

higher revenues for 

businesses in 

Cayman) 

Further improved 

efficiency from the 

upgrades/expansion 

Further increased 

capacity for future air 

traffic growth (i.e. 

potentially less costly 

in the long term)  

Improvements in 

facilitation will lead to 

more efficient airport 

operations, benefiting 

the airlines, 

passengers and 

Increased capacity for 

future air traffic 

growth (i.e. 

potentially less costly 

in the long term) 

Further reduced risk 

of accidents and 

therefore associated 

costs 

May lead to increased 

revenues (i.e. higher 

airport revenues and 

increase in revenues 

for businesses in 

Little Cayman) 

Would facilitate more 

efficient medevac/ 

hurricane evacuation 

services as well as 

night-time flights 

Would allow for a 

better quality of 
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improve the user 

experience for HNWIs.  

Higher GA terminal 

satisfaction, which may 

lead to increased 

tourism (i.e. higher 

revenues for businesses 

in Cayman) 

shippers, and aircraft 

operators   

service (i.e. larger 

planes) 

Reduced risk of 

accidents 

Significant 

Unquantifiable 

benefits ranking 

1 1 1 1 

 

*A rank of 1 is the option with the highest NPSV  

 

Overall findings: The Preferred Options 

 

The methodology adopted to select the Preferred Options is consistent with the methodology used on other projects in the 

Cayman Islands and we believe to be in accordance with the latest Green Book Guidance.  

 

The overall ranking is based on the results of each appraisal category. Based on the scoring results summarised above, the Steering 

Committee selected the following as the Preferred Options: 

 

- Project A1: Option 6: Relocate and upgrade the GA terminal/ aircraft parking to the North Sound site. 

 

- Project A2: Option 4: Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the forecast 

growth in aircraft movements and passengers. 

 

- Project B: Option 5: Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the forecast 

growth in aircraft movements and passengers.  Acquire lands / meet all applicable regulatory requirements and standards. 

 

- Project C: Option 4: Close Existing Airport and Build New Airport including airside and landside infrastructure to cater for 

the most-likely forecast growth in aircraft movements and passengers.  Build to meet all applicable regulatory requirements and 

standards. 

 

It should be noted that the Preferred Options above were not necessarily the options with the highest Net Present Value (“NPV”). 

However, they did all score well in the benefits and risk appraisals. The Steering Committee, taking into account the Green Book 

Guidance and feedback from stakeholders, evaluated VFM with equal importance to economics, benefits and risks. The Steering 

Committee felt that the Preferred Options scored highly enough on the risks and benefits appraisals to offset any lower ranking in 

the economic appraisals, as shown in the table above.  

Value for Money Assessment of the Preferred Options for Projects A1, A2, B and C 

 

Value for Money (VfM) is a balanced judgement about finding the best way to use public resources to deliver policy objectives. The 

process starts with the rationale informing the setting of SMART objectives. A long-list appraisal can only be conducted once 

SMART objectives are set.  

A shortlist of viable options can then be created. The shortlist is then compared using Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA), taking into 

consideration the risks, any relevant policy objectives and qualitative factors (refer to Appendix 6). Only by following these steps in 

sequence can the Preferred Option then be identified at the end of this process as having the best VfM. The table below 

analyses both nominal and discounted net present social values (i.e. including the quantitative benefits, costs and 

risks as well as capital costs). Refer to the Financial Case for discussion around capital costs. 
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VfM Assessment Summary  

Preferred option by project Costs ($’000)  

 Nominal 

benefits/(costs) 

NPSV discounted (3.5% / 3.0%) 

Project A1  ($7,627) ($23,369) 

Project A2 $148,721 ($144,784) 

Project B ($341,517) ($158,695) 

Project C  ($129,227) ($72,666) 

Total costs  ($329,534) ($399,514) 

 

• The Preferred Option for each project has been selected to ensure that the base case passenger forecasts (prepared by 

DKMA) have been met, for each island. 

• It is the Steering Committee’s assessment that the planned facilities are required to cater for forecast demand and to provide 

quality facilities that present the Cayman Islands in the best light and meet regulatory requirements, enabling the islands to 

compete with neighboring jurisdictions. 
• The conceptual design team has ensured that the designs optimise space allowances in light of existing constraints and user 

requirements. 

• Given the parameters set by the Steering Committee, it is believed that the Preferred Options for Project A1 and A2 have 

been optimised and as such can be considered in this context to represent value for money. 

• Overall, it is noted that the Preferred Options for Projects B and C may not necessarily represent the best VfM of the options, 

given the limited passenger numbers that each island services (i.e. both airports are loss making); the Steering Committee 

selected the Preferred Options for each of these airports based not upon VfM, but rather on the importance of certain 

qualitative benefits: 

o The choice of Preferred Options for Projects B and C is driven largely by the desire of the Steering Committee to 

ensure the high-quality brand image of the Cayman Islands and to ensure the highest level of interconnectivity 

between the islands, placing safety and efficiency at the heart of any future development. Therefore, the increased 

costs associated with options B and C have been deemed necessary to facilitate such development and ensure a 

“step forward” for the Cayman Islands. 

• The overall capital cost (real prices) of CI$860m for all four projects will be used to set the affordability envelope going 

forward (after considering inflation, as discussed in the Financial Case section). 

4. Commercial Case 

Preliminary Assessments of Traditional vs. P3 procurement strategies  

The Commercial case considers the selection of the preferred procurement route for each of the Projects. The following potential 

procurement routes were considered: 
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The following assertions, which were discussed with the Steering Committee, support the use of traditional procurement methods 

for the execution of the four Projects (A1, A2, B and C) as opposed to a P3 structure: 

 

- Projects are expected to be delivered using proven design and construction concepts utilising better control methods. 

While some innovation is expected from the bidder, there is limited scope that a private delivery model can provide over 

and above what would be available through a traditional model. 
- Technical complexities relate primarily to the need to use existing buildings in the design (Projects A2 and B). This 

constraint is unlikely to be mitigated by the use of a private delivery model. 
- CIAA has recently completed the extension of the ORIA terminal (in 2019), which was delivered using traditional delivery 

methods and whilst there were some lessons learned from these works, there appears to be no obvious benefits from 

using a P3 approach for future works. 
- Revenue generation associated with the Projects would be hard to distinguish from the business-as-usual or “do nothing” 

option revenues. Thus, it may be more complex to pass on demand risk to a private sector partner. 

- Projects B and C are unlikely to achieve any form of return on investment or payback on the required capital 

expenditures. Without the ability to generate a return, the onus would be on CIAA and/or CIG to fund any P3 partner’s 

required returns directly. Given the small size of these projects as well, it is unlikely that a P3 approach would generate 

any interest in these standalone projects.  
- Long term lifecycle and maintenance requirements are expected to be routine in nature. CIAA has experience in 

procuring relevant solutions. 
- A P3 procurement process would likely involve lengthier procurement timelines versus a traditional process. It is the 

Steering Committee’s stated need to complete one or more of the Projects as a matter of national priority.  
- At this stage, it is our understanding that CIAA is committed to funding the capital expenditure and ongoing lifecycle and 

maintenance expenditure of the Project through its own revenues, surpluses and, where necessary, CIG debt (which at 

3.5% is expected to be cheaper than any potential external funding sources, including a P3 approach).  

 

Further commentary on the assessment of the procurement options can be found in the Commercial case. 

 

Selected Procurement and Delivery Method 

 

Due mostly to the expected timing and phasing of the Projects, it is proposed that each project and sub-project would need to be 

procured separately. However, additional options to package combinations of the Projects will be explored during the next stage. 

This may be particularly important for generating interest from contractors for Projects B and C, which might otherwise appear 

too small for contractors to be prepared to work through the complexities of undertaking projects in Cayman Brac and Little 

Cayman. 

 

Upon consideration of CIAA and CIG’s preference to be actively involved in the design development and with the Senior Project 

Manager having analysed the time scales for implementing the projects, the following methods have been approved by the Steering 

Committee: 

 

Item Project A1 Project A2 Project B Project C 

Delivery 

method 

1. Design Build 

2. PPP 

1. Design Bid Build 1. Design Bid Build 1. Design Bid Build 

2. PPP 

Procurement 

method 

Open or restricted 

procedure 

Open or restricted 

procedure 

Open or restricted 

procedure 

Open or restricted 

procedure 

Summary The steering committee 

noted their preference 

would be to build the 

apron themselves and 

retain ownership, with a 

third party building and 

operating the terminal on 

their behalf. However, 

given the low costs 

involved with the 

construction of the 

On the basis that a PPP 

approach would relinquish 

control over one of the 

nation’s most important 

assets, a PPP was 

discounted. Not only would 

this approach hand control 

of the asset over to the 

private sector, it would 

A PPP approach was 

discounted because the 

Steering Committee felt 

that the project would 

not generate significant 

enough returns to attract 

sufficient interest from 

the private sector. 

A Design Bid Build 

approach was instead 

The steering committee 

noted that a PPP could be a 

viable option if the airports 

development was packaged 

up with a wider development 

plan for the island (i.e. an 

eco-tourism package that 

seeks to transform the island 

to fully electric, with a new 

airport and other 

infrastructure, etc.). 
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terminal (c.$12m), it was 

felt unlikely that sufficient 

competition or interest 

would be generated to 

proceed with this 

approach.  

Therefore, a Design Build 

approach was selected as 

the preferred route as this 

would allow for the 

project to be completed in 

the shortest possible time 

frame (aligned with CIG’s 

strategic policies) and 

could lead to a third party 

operating the terminal on 

a concession basis. PPP 

was retained as a 

secondary option, should 

an option to proceed with 

this approach present 

itself.  

likely be very poorly 

received by the public. 

A Design Bid Build 

approach was instead 

chosen, as this would give 

the CIAA more control 

over the process (vs a DB 

approach) and allow 

different elements of the 

development to be 

packaged together and 

implemented separately in 

line with the proposed 

phasing of the project.  

chosen, as this would give 

the CIAA more control 

over the process (vs a DB 

approach) and allow 

different elements of the 

development to be 

packaged together and 

implemented separately 

in line with the proposed 

phasing of the project.   

However, such a plan is not 

on the immediate horizon 

and so it was felt that this 

may not be a viable option 

given the time constraints 

(i.e. the need to address 

regulatory and health and 

safety concerns in the short 

term). 

Therefore, a Design Bid Build 

approach was instead chosen, 

as this would give the CIAA 

more control over the 

process (vs a DB approach). 

Whilst it was noted that a DB 

approach would be marginally 

faster, the difference was not 

considered to be material 

given the small size of the 

project. PPP was retained as 

a secondary option. 

 

Refer to the meeting minutes of the Steering Committee meeting on 17 November for evidence of Steering Committee approval, 

attached at Appendix 14. 

 

A summary project schedule is included below: 

 

Suggested time scales for implementing the Projects: 

 

Project Milestones  Project Timelines 

 Project A1 Project A2 Project B Project C 

Outline Business Case (OBC) Jun 2022 – Jun 2023 

Development of the Preferred 

Options (DPO) 
2023 2023 - 2027 2032 – 2033(i) 2023 - 2027 

Procurement of the Preferred 

Options 
2026 2023 - 2033 2032 – 2033(i) 2023 - 2027 

Final Business Case (FBC) 

Including placement of initial 

contract(s) 

2026 2023 - 2028 2032 – 2033(i) 2026 

Main works – ready for use 2029 2023 – 2038(ii) 2033 – 2041 2028 - 2031 

 

(i) Minor development planned for runway strip and RESA works planned for 2023 with the bulk beginning in 2033 

(ii) Main works to occur primarily between 2029 and 2038; however, the works in relation to cargo/future MRO/engine 

run-up aprons is modelled to take place between 2039 and 2041. The runway expansion is planned to occur from 

2023-2026. 

5. Financial Case 

Capital Costs Affordability Assessment 

An initial affordability target for the Projects was not set out in the SOC. As a result, during the OBC process, the consultant team 

explored the high-level cost estimates of the short-listed options for each Project with the Steering Committee and then more 

detailed capital cost estimates for the Preferred Options were created by the cost consultants. 
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The capital affordability target for each Project has been set based on the projected capital costs, provided by the cost consultants. 

It should be noted that the total costs (and funding requirements) of the Projects will be materially different based on the phasing of 

each Project and each sub-development. At present, the phasing is estimated as follows: 

Project phasing (base year prices) spreadsheet 

To develop the phasing spreadsheet below, the project team have worked to balance funding availability with the need to improve 

health and safety standards (Project C) as well as considering which sub-projects would generate the most revenue (Project A2: 

terminal and runway expansion) to reduce the overall funding requirement. Note: the total cost estimate shown below in KYD 

‘000s, reflects the estimated cost in today’s prices, and therefore those projects that are shown further to the right in this table will 

be expected to be subject to a higher degree of inflation, as they are further in the future: 

*Note: if the decision is made to add a Primary Surveillance Radar in the future, the ATM system may increase by a range of $2.75M – $4M. It is unknown at this time when that 

decision will be made. 

The objective of the phasing outlined above is to ensure that the short-term investments, particularly at the ORIA terminal, prioritise 

alleviating further pressure on peak hour congestion (additional CUSS / improved / digitised check-in processes). Additional objectives 

include: implementing self-bag drops and improvements (added redundancy) to baggage conveyor systems and HBS devices 

downstream, improving security processing and equipment along with necessary legal / regulatory changes to enable improved 

processes, and improving departure hold rooms and cover for passengers walking to/from aircraft during wet /windy weather. 

 

Within the base costs of $659m is a contingency of approximately $62m, comprising a 10% contingency on BCQS costings and a 15% 

contingency on land acquisition costs. This is further broken down by Project as follows: A1 - $3.8m; A2 - $46.2m; B - $7.5m; and C - 

$4.3m.  

 

After factoring in the phasing above and forecast inflation over the period (assumed to be 3.0% p/a from 2025 onwards, refer to 

financial assumptions for further detail), the capital costs in real prices and therefore the Affordability Envelope for each project being 

set at the OBC stage are as follows: 

Priority Priority Description of Sub-Project Project

Cost 

($'000) 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041

YES S New G/A Terminal east side, North Sound site A.1 $11,658 1% 29% 70%

S New Hangar next to g/a terminal A.1 $9,050 1% 37% 62%

YES S/M New apron, north-sound A.1 $21,354 3% 4% 20% 73%

Project A.1 (GA facility) total: $42,061

YES S/M

Land acquisition (ATC Tower location, Andy's and 

Car Rental properties, Budget and lot near CAL 

plot (LT) A.2

$29,910 25% 25% 25% 15% 10%

YES S/M Terminal Expansion A.2 $335,528 1% 2% 2% 5% 10% 15% 25% 25% 15%

S/M Apron expansion, and rehabilitation A.2 $25,154 5% 20% 20% 20% 15% 10% 10%

YES S Runway extension A.2 $27,708 2% 2% 54% 42%

M Full Parallel taxiway A.2 $14,924 5% 20% 75%

L Cargo / Future MRO/Engine Run-up Aprons A.2 $8,610 10% 40% 50%

L

Marine Dock / Seawall for water taxi services 

interface with airport A.2
$5,000 5% 45% 50%

YES S/M Landside works A.2 $24,627 10% 10% 30% 50%

L Heliport, Medevac/Police/Tourism Center A.2 $1,230 10% 40% 50%

YES S New ATC Tower and ATM System A.2 $9,840 3% 26% 19% 5% 5% 25% 17%

YES M

Airfield drainage improvements and pumping 

station A.2
$8,230 5% 10% 85%

Project A.2 (ORIA) total: $490,761

S

Landside expansion to accommodate 30m set-

back security regulation B
$7,510 100%

L Terminal expansion, meets future requirements B $31,244 10% 15% 25% 25% 25%

L Maintenance facility expansion B $1,230 10% 10% 80%

YES S Runway strip and RESA works (REVIEW) B $1,146 2% 1% 97%

M Rehabilitate Runway, Taxiway, Apron, B $13,568 5% 50% 45%

M/L

Site Works, fencing, contingency, fees, etc. 

(MORE DETAIL) B
$18,636 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

M 

Apron expansion and 2
nd

 taxiway to runway from 

apron, B
$2,629 5% 55% 40%

L General Aviation apron B $995 10% 40% 50%

L ATC Tower B $2,050 10% 40% 50%

Project B (CKIA) total: $79,009

YES S Environmental Impact Assessment C $1,384 37% 63%

YES S EIA, Runway, NEW taxiway, apron C $14,034 5% 5% 10% 30% 40% 10%

YES S Access road, terminal curb road and parking lot C $2,473 5% 5% 80% 10%

YES S Airport perimeter road and fence C $4,867 10% 50% 40%

YES S Site Clearing, fill and other preperation C $17,897 25% 75%

YES S Terminal C $6,872 5% 5% 40% 50%

Project C (LCY) total: $47,525

Total $659,357

Short Term Medium Term Long Term
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Real costs ($’000) – Affordability Envelope 

Year Project A1 Project A2 Project B Project C Total 

Phasing  
Short term (0-

5yrs) 

Short/Medium 

term (0-10yrs) 

Short/Medium 

term (0-10yrs) 

Short/Medium 

term (0-10yrs)   

Real prices         

FY23 $641 $849 $23 $512 $2,025 

FY24 $897 $5,030 $12 $916 $6,854 

FY25 
                          

-    
$20,018 

                          

-    
$5,731 $25,749 

FY26 $231 $20,438 $1,239 $15,871 $37,779 

FY27 $12,621 $7,699 
                          

-    
$4,438 $24,758 

FY28 $34,696 $19,826 
                          

-    
$8,549 $63,072 

FY29 
                          

-    
$51,975 

                          

-    
$9,621 $61,596 

FY30 
                          

-    
$79,400 

                          

-    
$5,206 $84,605 

FY31 
                          

-    
$111,503 

                          

-    
$4,437 $115,940 

FY32 
                          

-    
$126,543 $2,479 

                             

-    
$129,022 

FY33 
                          

-    
$99,708 $17,122 

                             

-    
$116,830 

FY34-43 
                          

-    
$95,842 $95,994 

                             

-    
$191,835 

Total $49,085 $638,831 $116,869 $55,281 $860,066 

 

Revenue Requirements  

 

For the 60-year period the Preferred Options are estimated to result in cumulative Operating Expenses of $3,675m for CIAA. For 

the same period, Business as Usual would result in cumulative Operating Expenses of $3,216m. The additional funding requirement 

for CIAA’s operating expenses is therefore $459m over the 60-year period. 

 

However, the Preferred Options generate significantly higher revenues by allowing increases in demand to be fully captured. As 

such, EBITDA generation is estimated to be 288% higher under the Preferred Option, as illustrated below: 

 

  
 

Whilst the Preferred Options generate approximately $1,607m more cumulative revenues over the 60-year period, the majority of 

this flows through to EBITDA which results in an EBITDA increase of $1,148m. This increase in EBITDA is driven not only by 

increased passenger volume but CIAA’s ability to charge increased fees and generate more revenue from larger and more profitable 

concessions and other peripheral services.  

 

 

 

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

Preferred Option Business As Usual

K
Y

D
 (

$
'm

)

Total revenue generated

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

Preferred Option Business As Usual

K
Y

D
 (

$
'm

)

Total EBITDA generated



 

 

 

  

21 

 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

Considerations for increasing the CIAA’s revenue generating capacity 

CIAA does not have complete autonomy over day-to-day operations, with CIG having to approve many of CIAA’s operational 

decisions which impact the public.  

Since CIAA generates its own revenues, a portion of the CAPEX requirements are forecast to be internally funded. This still leaves 

a funding requirement from CIG (which varies depending on the funding scenarios discussed below). 

Key ways of reducing this funding requirement include: 

1. Increase CIAA revenue streams. See analysis below. 

2. CIG loans to be interest-free (as currently modelled), or interest to be rolled up until CIAA resumes 

generating positive cash flows (post construction works). Applying interest during the construction phases will 

simply increase the loan amounts required by CIAA. 

3. Adjust the programme of the Projects to an “optimal” level. There is a balance between delaying 

projects to reduce the CAPEX requirements in the initial years, versus inflation meaning that projects in the 

future are more expensive. Revenue-accretive projects should therefore be prioritised.  

Increase CIAA revenue streams 

It is the view of the consultant team that the users should bear the brunt of cost, over time. It is expected that the users would be 

willing to pay a small premium to come to a premium destination. This is currently true, in that the fees per passenger in the 

Cayman Islands are higher on average compared to an international passenger fee paid at a US or Canadian airport. 

For example, undervaluing parking service fees in the future (e.g. once a covered parking facility is in place) would be to CIAA’s 

detriment; however, this can be avoided when a premium price is charged for a premium service (e.g. undercover parking with a 

concierge service). To offset the costs of these Projects, CIAA must focus on growing the non-aeronautical revenue, which is 

largely from overseas users. Along with improved concessions and expanding non-aeronautical revenue on the landside (30m set 

back to include a plaza of shops, F&B options, air-conditioned cafes, children’s playground, dog relief area, etc.), CIAA need to focus 

on new revenues in addition to those that exist, which will grow with passenger growth.  

Aeronautical revenue does need to be competitive, particularly in the region, but CIAA could also have a reduced rate for the small 

population of Cayman Islands residents. International fees will need to be held at a higher rate for the use of new facilities and are 

required to offset the improved processes (both internal and external) and capital investments that are being implemented mostly 

to process users in the peak hours, many of whom originate outside of the Cayman Islands. 

Two areas have been identified that could be optimised to drive CIAA’s revenue growth: 

Non-aeronautical revenue 

• Long-stay customer parking – currently priced at $7 per day in ORIA, which is well below market rate in other regions. The 

current rates also lead to capacity issues during peak hours; consider in-depth review of parking charges; 

• Passenger drop off charges – ORIA currently does not charge for passenger drop offs, which is a practice that has been 

implemented in many other airports; 

• Licensing of a ground transportation system – the licensing of taxi and bus services at the airport would generate additional 

revenues for the CIAA; 

• Commercial land development and new terminal revenues – additional restaurants, bars, shops and other concessions would 

contribute significantly higher revenues than the existing options, particularly if premium rates were charged; and 

• Car rental concessions – expanding ORIA such that car rental concessions become part of the terminal would generate higher 

revenues in comparison with the current model; 

• Additional land leases for restaurant / lounge / viewing point; 

• Significant revenues from landside concessionaires, including hotel, food and beverage and retail; and 

• Revenues from overflights and ATM managed flights over the Cayman Islands. 

 

Aeronautical revenue 

• Peak-hour landing fees – premium rates could be charged to airlines for landing during peak hours (both commercial and 

general aviation), which would increase revenues, may ease congestion during peak hours (i.e. airlines incentivised to land 

outside of peak hours) and may attract additional airlines (i.e. non-peak landing slots may be priced low enough to attract 

budget or cheaper airlines);  
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• Operating charges and fees – an improved service offering (i.e. more efficient airside infrastructure and improved terminal) 

would allow for higher operating charges and fees to be charged; 

• Development fees could be introduced to fund a portion of the developments at the airports as is seen in several other 

comparable airports (e.g. St. Maarten; Panama City; Kingston and Belize City); 

• Additional fees from sales of aviation fuel (AvGas, Jet-A fuels); 

• Additional fees from aircraft parking (hourly rates during peak hours, daily/overnights off peak); 

• Additional revenues from Ground Handling Companies from land leases (offices, equipment maintenance garages, storage and 

staging areas on aprons); 

• Revenues from administrative equipment licensing (operating rights to be located at the airport requires safe, modern 

equipment); 

• Higher landing fees for late night flights (noise disturbance) and Stage 3 or older aircraft models;  

• Revenues from aircraft engine runup facilities; 

• Revenues from aircraft storage (hangarage) and power use on airside (i.e.: charging stations for GSE); and 

• Pavement / building lease areas (cargo handling, military and/or other aviation equipment storage / staging). 

 

Furthermore, CIAA is unable to raise its own finance, which limits the capacity for self-funded projects. If CIAA was able to raise its 

own finance, this may create opportunities in private sector debt financing and municipal bonds.  

An analysis of Aeronautical fees against comparable countries has been presented below. 

Aeronautical fees of comparable countries 

Per unit fees 

The table below presents a comparison of aeronautical fees based on analysis prepared by Stantec (refer to Appendix 18 for the 

detailed table from which the data below is derived): 

Region and Country Average per unit fee (US$) 

Caribbean (avg) $94.97 

Antigua $56.00 

Bahamas $99.00 

Barbados $182.20 

Cayman Islands $65.40 

Cuba $0.00 

Dominican Republic $137.02 

Guadeloupe $89.09 

Jamaica $114.65 

Martinique $154.40 

Puerto Rico $102.56 

St. Maarten $90.57 

Trinidad and Tobago $48.75 

Central (avg) $35.14 
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Belize $55.50 

Costa Rica $14.77 

Guatemala $33.25 

Honduras $50.44 

Nicaragua $3.00 

Panama $53.88 

Average $75.03 

 

*The table above presents the sum of the per unit fees charged at each airport for each country (e.g. Service; Development; Environmental; Facility; Processing; 

Clearance Fees; etc.) as well as the average fees for each region. We note this analysis is high-level and that appendix 18 should be reviewed for further 

detail. 

 

As illustrated above, the per unit fees of the Cayman Islands (ORIA only) total US$65.40, which is below the US$75.03 average of 

the Caribbean and Central regions and well below the US$94.97 average of the Caribbean region. However, most notably, the total 

fees per unit of the Cayman Islands are significantly below primary competitor countries, such as: Barbados US$182.20; Jamaica 

US$114.65; and the Bahamas US$99.00.  

 

The per unit fees (USD$) included for the Cayman Islands comprise:  

 

• Passenger service fees - $36.00 

• Passenger facility charges (“PFC”) - $15.60 

• Security charges - $12.00 

• Terminal charges - $1.20 (however, we note this is anticipated to increase to $6.00 during 2023 and there is also a fixed 

charge element of $217 for landings between 02:00 and 12:00) 
 

 

Therefore, there is ample scope to increase fees for the Cayman Islands to align with the closest competitor countries in the 

region. This can be further justified in the context of Cayman’s desired branding (i.e. high-end and luxury tourism). 

 

Total fees 

The chart below presents total airport taxes, fees and other charges using a return flight from each originating airport to Miami, 

USA (excluding US taxes and fees): 
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*The chart above is based on analysis prepared jointly by CIAA and Stantec. We note that the amounts presented in the chart above do not directly align with 

the amounts presented in the per unit fee analysis above, this is due to the chart above: (i) accounting for fixed fees as well as per unit fees; (ii) being based 

specifically on a return trip to Miami; and (iii) the exclusion of taxes. 

On a total fee basis, ORIA is considerably cheaper than the majority of comparable island nations in the region. As such, this 

further supports the proposition of fee increases to supplement the development of the airports as part of this Project.  

 

Approved funding method (the “Approved Works”) 

 

Given the budgetary constraints of CIG; Caucus are not in a financial position to approve funding of the entirety of Projects A1, A2, 

B and C at this stage. As such, approval has been given for the following projects to proceed initially: 

• Project A.1 – The GA facility is to be built in its entirety by 2028; 

• Project A.2 – The runway extension and ATM system have been approved along with the conceptional design and 

environmental impact assessment (“EIA”) costs associated with the terminal expansion; 

• Project B – Essential runway strip and RESA works only; 

• Project C – EIA costs associated with the new Airport only; 

The associated costs that have been approved are shown in the table below: 

KYD $’000 Nominal prices Real prices 

Project A.1  42,061 49,085 

Project A.2 34,109 37,046 

Project B 1,146 1,274 

Project C 1,384 1,428 

Total 78,700 88,833 
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Assuming only the Approved Works are proceeded with, an illustrative cash position over the life of the project has been 

presented below: 

 

Note: cash generation tails off under the Preferred Option to reflect the need for continued development over the forecast period 

(i.e. if the airport is not expanded or improved again in 40 years, cost increases will begin to outpace revenue); however, the next 

Airport Master Plan, which should address these future issues, is beyond the scope of this OBC. The cash flow tail-off also applies 

to the BAU scenario; albeit at a much faster rate, in the absence of any near time development recommended in this OBC 

(operating expenditure and maintenance costs begin to outpace revenue growth as capacity constraints restrict any ability to grow 

passenger numbers).  

The proposed funding method for the Approved Works is as follows: 

• Terminal fee – increase from CI$1.00pp to CI$5.00pp; 

• Airport development fee – introduction of a CI$15.00pp development fee during the construction period (2024 – 2029); 

• In 2024, CIG will invest $5m into CIAA (as equity) to fund the conceptual design and EIA of the new ORIA terminal as 

well as the Little Cayman EIA costs; and 

• Ongoing operating profits of CIAA (outside of the ringfenced PFCs). 

Note: No loss of passengers has been assumed as a result of the fee increases proposed above, given their proportionality to 

typical air fares. 

As a result of the funding method noted above, it is not expected that CIAA will require any additional CIG or external funding 

(aside from the $5m equity injection noted above). The remaining projects have been approved in principle, subject to future 

funding availability. Should CIAA’s financial performance worsen in the forecast period, it is assumed that the repayment terms on 

the $50m COVID support loan that is currently in place (which is forecast to be repaid equally over 15 years from 2024 onwards) 

could be renegotiated to avoid CIAA requiring any additional CIG funding.  
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After accounting for the fee increases above, the Cayman Islands ranks as follows against regional competitor countries: 

 

 

Financial Statements 

 

The Financial Case also provides indicative financial statements for CIAA incorporating the four Projects. Please refer below for the 

illustrative financial statements, which have been prepared on the basis that the entirety of each project is undertaken, however, 

only the increase in fees and $5m equity injection referenced above are modelled, meaning that the additional funding requirements 

for the remainder of the projects are simply shown as a funding gap at this stage. As such, the financial statements are for 

illustrative purposes only:   

 

Combined P&L 

 

 

 
 
*FY23 includes 5 months of actual financial results to May-23 with the remaining 7 months of the financial year relating to the CIAA approved budget. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Preferred option

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y23

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

R evenue 41,110 11,804 4,188 25,656 36,228 55,417 58,282 59,823 61,409 62,929 64,386 52,754 5,178,342

Salaries and Wages -11,946 -12,155 -11,750 -12,553 -14,122 -16,281 -18,551 -18,830 -19,112 -19,399 -19,690 -19,985 -1,786,314

Other Staff Costs & Benefits -1,981 -2,340 -1,486 -2,721 -3,047 -3,397 -3,410 -3,461 -3,513 -3,566 -3,619 -3,674 -318,819

Utilities -1,750 -1,235 -1,469 -1,886 -2,428 -2,086 -2,244 -2,277 -2,312 -2,346 -2,382 -2,417 -215,116

CAA  Regulatory  Fees -1,000 -283 0 -328 -1,303 -1,303 -1,300 -667 -756 -774 -792 -809 -61,177

Repairs &  M aintenance -2,158 -1,406 -1,512 -1,865 -2,857 -2,467 -2,457 -3,695 -3,792 -3,885 -3,974 -4,060 -362,216

Contracted Services -3,534 -2,032 -3,616 -3,240 -4,083 -3,758 -3,847 -3,904 -3,963 -4,022 -4,083 -4,144 -365,714

General Insurance -636 -851 -721 -841 -845 -847 -847 -860 -872 -886 -899 -912 -81,096

Professional /Consultancy Fees -272 -149 -344 -726 -100 -169 -105 -707 -725 -743 -760 -776 -68,247

EBITDA contingency 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -5,000 -5,000 -5,000 -5,000 -275,000

Other expenses -953 -684 -654 -1,056 -1,071 -1,394 -1,412 -1,654 -1,679 -1,705 -1,729 -1,754 -145,210

T o tal Expenses -24,232 -21,134 -21,552 -25,215 -29,857 -31,702 -34,172 -36,055 -41,724 -42,325 -42,928 -43,531 -3,678,909

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 23,715 24,109 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 1,536,222
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Combined Cash Flow 

 

 
 
*FY23 includes 5 months of actual financial results to May-23 with the remaining 7 months of the financial year relating to the CIAA approved budget. 

** Working capital movements have been assumed to be $nil from FY26 onwards given the working capital assumptions included in the CIAA approved budget 

are deemed to be prudent. 

 

Combined Balance Sheet 

 

 

 
*FY23 includes 5 months of actual financial results to May-23 with the remaining 7 months of the financial year relating to the CIAA approved budget. 

** Working capital movements have been assumed to be $nil from FY26 onwards given the working capital assumptions included in the CIAA approved budget 

are deemed to be prudent. 

 

***The financial statements presented above are provided for illustrative purposes only. The historical financial information provided has 

not been audited and is therefore draft; furthermore, multiple revisions have been made to the historical numbers during the preparation 

of this OBC, as well a number of unreconciled cash flow items being identified between FY19 and FY22. Therefore, the forecasts 

presented may be inaccurate due to unreconciled or incorrect historical financial information and furthermore, they are dependent on 

CIAA achieving the budgets prepared by management. Refer to the detailed list of assumptions and caveats included within the Financial 

Case. 

Preferred Option

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 23,715 24,109 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 1,536,222

Less: interest -124 -37 -30 -84 -35 -30 -30 0 0 0 0 0 -370

Wo rking capital

Decrease/(increase) in trade debtors 5,484 2,396 3,165 -3,005 -2,264 -5,672 -2,243 0 0 0 0 0 -2,140

Decrease/(increase) in other debtors -3,093 3,995 -850 -3,575 -3,016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -6,539

(Decrease)/increase in trade creditors and accruals -4,473 3,377 -2,014 -1,111 -291 -2,388 4,653 0 0 0 0 0 -2,247

(Decrease)/increase in other creditors 5,187 1,958 2,347 2,173 424 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12,089

M o vement in N WC 3,105 11,726 2,647 -5,517 -5,147 -8,060 2,410 0 0 0 0 0 1,164

Operat ing cash f lo w 19,860 2,359 -14,746 -5,161 1,190 15,625 26,490 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 1,537,016

(Purchase)/sale of fixed assets -16,166 -37,613 -2,774 -1,566 -3,871 -22,330 -32,121 -40,564 -27,627 -66,027 -64,639 -87,740 -1,349,552

F ree cash f lo w 3,694 -35,254 -17,521 -6,726 -2,681 -6,705 -5,631 -16,796 -7,943 -45,423 -43,181 -78,516 187,465

Other cash f lo ws

(Decrease)/increase in loans 0 13,000 7,900 18,100 11,000 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 0

Decrease/(increase) in term deposits -9 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,065

Other comprehensive income/(loss) -3,884 0 0 0 -770 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4,654

Capital contributions 0 154 10,000 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,154

Unreconciled variance 36 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 51

N o n-o perat ing cash f lo ws -3,857 15,242 17,902 18,100 10,230 1,667 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 12,616

T o tal cash mo vement -164 -20,013 382 11,373 7,549 -5,038 -8,964 -20,129 -11,276 -48,757 -46,515 -81,849 200,081

Opening cash balance 26,442 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 25,570 20,531 11,567 -8,562 -19,838 -68,595 -115,109 26,442

Closing cash balance 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 25,570 20,531 11,567 -8,562 -19,838 -68,595 -115,109 -196,959 226,523

Preferred option

A ctual A ctual A ctual A ctual B udget B udget B udget F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast

$ '000 KYD F Y19 F Y20 F Y21 F Y22 F Y23 F Y24 F Y25 F Y26 F Y27 F Y28 F Y29 F Y30 F Y82

A ssets

C urrent  assets

Cash and cash equivalents 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 25,570 20,531 11,567 -8,562 -19,838 -68,595 -115,109 -196,959 226,523

Term deposits 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Accounts receivable 8,019 5,623 2,458 5,463 7,727 13,399 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642

Other receivables and prepaid expenses 3,600 -396 455 4,030 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045

39,972 11,494 9,561 27,514 40,342 40,976 34,255 14,126 2,850 -45,907 -92,422 -174,271 249,211

N o n current  assets 

Property, plant and equipment 168,244 201,357 199,632 196,702 196,388 213,689 241,533 282,097 309,724 375,751 440,390 528,130 1,474,643

Intangible assets 500 500 500 500 506 2,006 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256

T o tal assets 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 256,672 279,044 299,480 315,830 333,100 351,225 357,115 1,727,110

Liabilit ies and equity

C urrent  liabilit ies

Current portion of long-term debt 0 13,000 20,900 39,000 50,000 46,667 43,333 40,000 36,667 33,333 30,000 26,667 0

Accounts payable and accrued expenses 3,143 6,520 4,506 3,395 3,104 716 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369

3,143 19,520 25,406 42,395 53,104 47,382 48,703 45,369 42,036 38,703 35,369 32,036 5,369

N o n current  liabilit ies

Long-term debt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Unfunded pension laibility 9,380 9,876 10,436 10,992 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647

Unfunded health care obligations 18,183 19,645 21,432 23,049 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819

27,563 29,521 31,868 34,041 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465

T o tal Liabilit ies 30,706 49,041 57,274 76,436 87,569 81,848 83,168 79,835 76,501 73,168 69,835 66,501 39,835

N et assets 178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 174,824 195,877 219,645 239,329 259,932 281,390 290,614 1,687,276

Equity

Contributed capital 34,675 34,829 44,829 44,829 44,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829

Retained earnings 48,530 60,821 46,967 25,076 20,937 23,095 43,251 64,304 88,072 107,756 128,359 149,817 1,518,914

Asset revaluation 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649

Retained OCI 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095

Current year surplus 12,291 -13,854 -21,891 -4,139 2,158 20,156 21,053 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 36,789

178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 174,824 195,877 219,645 239,330 259,933 281,391 290,614 1,687,276

T o tal liabilit ies and equity 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 256,672 279,045 299,480 315,831 333,101 351,225 357,116 1,727,111
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6. Management Case 

The Projects are an integral part of the Strategic Policy Initiatives of CIG. In the wake of Covid-19, CIG has made clear that one of 

its main priorities is to rebuild and improve their tourism industry. More specifically, the exact priority with regards to the Ministry 

of Travel and Tourism is as follows:  

 

“Continued enhancement of tourism marketing to high value source markets while ensuring a safe and stable recovery plan when the country 

initiates a phased reopening of borders; diversification of tourism products along with a greater focus on sustainable Ecotourism; reintegration 

of Caymanians within the Tourism sector to fill the void of expatriate workers who returned home due to the pandemic; continuing service by 

Cayman Airways to strategic tourism markets; continued enhancement of the air and sea port to meet the growth of the 

country; revision of public transport legislation in order to enhance and better regulate public transport; utilisation of environmentally cleaner 

modes of public transport; and the continued implementation of the National Tourism Plan.” 

 

It is expected that each Project will be completed under the aegis of CIAA. The construction phase of each Project will also fall 

under the guidance and Project Management of PWD. 

 

The primary objectives of the project management process are to ensure: 

— Construction and Refurbishment of any buildings, facilities and infrastructure on time, budget and in accordance with the 

design brief. 

— Effective and proactive lines of accountability and responsibility for the project deliverables. 

— Effective user involvement at all stages of the Projects. 

The proposed project governance structure is envisaged to be as follows: 

  

Governance and Project Management Organisation Chart for the selected procurement route 

 

 

Constituents, roles and responsibilities of each group in the programme management structure 

Group Constituents, roles and responsibilities  

CIG Cabinet The Cabinet has the authority to approve this OBC. The Cabinet is also expected to 

provide any policy directives that they deem to be relevant 

CIG – Ministry of 

Tourism 

It is expected that the Project will operate under the aegis of the MOT. The Chief Officer 

of the MOT is therefore responsible for presenting the OBC to the Cabinet for approval. 

The Chief Officer will also present initial and annual ongoing funding requirements to CIG 

for appropriations. The Chief Officer has assumed the role of the Senior Responsible 

Officer of the Projects. 

CIG Cabinet

CIG Ministry of 
Tourism

Steering 
Committee

Cayman Islands 
Airport Authority 
(inc. Board)

Procurement and 
Construction 

activities
Finance

Project Teams/ 
Technical sub-

committee

Public Works 
Department -
Senior Project 

Manager
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Steering Committee The Steering Committee will be responsible for providing oversight of the programme and 

will continue to provide stakeholder input during the implementation of the Projects. The 

role includes the following: 

— Monitoring the Projects’ progress, resolving issues and initiating corrective action as 

appropriate;  

— Defining the governance framework; 

— Managing the Projects’ budgets on behalf of the MOT, monitoring the expenditure and 

costs against benefits that are realised as the Projects progress;  

— Facilitating the appointment of individuals to the Project delivery teams;  

— Ensuring maximum efficiency in the allocation of resources and skills within the Project 

Portfolios;  

— Managing any third-party contributions to the Projects;  

— Managing communications with stakeholders;  

— Managing the dependencies and interfaces between the Projects;  

— Managing risks to the Projects’ successful outcomes;  

— Reporting progress of the programme to the relevant CIG Cabinet members;  

— Any additional Change Management responsibilities are absorbed into the role; 

— Identifying and tracking the benefits, risks and related outcomes required of the 

Projects; and 

— Leading any transitional requirements. 

Project Manager The Major Projects Office of the PWD is expected to identify a Project Manager. The 

Project Manager reports to the Steering Committee and provides overall strategic direction 

for the Projects. The Project Manager actively drives the Projects forward and is 

accountable for delivering the programme as agreed. The Project Manager will provide 

regular updates to the Chief Officer and MOT on the progress of the Projects. 

The Project Manager will present summary reports from the Project team to the Steering 

Committee and the Sponsor, at least monthly. 

Project Teams/ 

Technical Sub-

Committees 

The Project team is ultimately responsible for the Projects and for providing the assurance 

that they remain on course to deliver the desired outcomes of the Business Case. The 

Project Team activities include:  

• Ultimate responsibility and accountability for the project delivery;  

• To provide strategic guidance in line with strategic objectives; 

• To report project progress to the Steering Committee and MOT; 

• Approving any major changes in scope of the Projects;  

• Contribute to the negotiations with key stakeholders to ensure that they are fully 

informed in respect to changes that will take place; 

• To review the risk register from inception to completion of the Projects; 
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• Ensure the Projects produce outputs that deliver the user requirements;  

• Ensure the Project provides the expected stakeholder benefits; and 

• Formally close the Projects ensuring lessons learned are documented and ensure 

that a comprehensive post project review is completed. 

The Project team lead will present a report to the Project Manager at Project Team 

Meetings at least monthly. 

Significant specific activities are listed below: 

a) Procurement and construction activities – as noted in the Commercial Case, this Project 

is expected to be procured through public sector delivery methods. Representatives from 

PWD will be responsible for overseeing the procurement process and liaising with the 

Public Procurement Committee (PPC) of CIG. PWD representatives could also provide 

oversight over the progress of the development works.  

b) Finance – Representatives of the MoF along with CIAA finance representatives can 

provide oversight over budgeted funding and financing requirements of the Projects.  

c) Recruitment and staffing – Representatives of CIAA can further refine the staffing plan 

(for continued operations of the airports. These individuals can also develop staffing plans 

for recruitment, training and retention of staff.  

 

 

Benefits realisation and risk management 

 

Cost, Benefit and Risk summaries have been included in the Economic Case of this OBC. These will be more fully developed for 

the Final Business Case (“FBC”) stage. The assessment and monitoring of the realisation of these benefits and risks will then form a 

key part of the Post Project Evaluation process. 

7. Conclusion 

The analysis above is fully supported by members of the Steering Committee who, as advisors to the Senior Responsible Officer, 

have submitted the following projects for approval: 

 

- Project A1: Relocate and upgrade the GA terminal/ aircraft parking to the North Sound site. Affordability envelope (capital 

cost): $42m: $49m in real prices) 

 

- Project A2: Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the forecast growth in 

aircraft movements and passengers. Affordability envelope (capital cost): $491m: $639m in real prices) 

 

- Project B: Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the forecast growth in 

aircraft movements and passengers.  Acquire lands / meet all applicable regulatory requirements and standards. Affordability 

envelope (capital cost): $79m: $117m in real prices) 

 

- Project C: Close Existing Airport and Build New Airport including airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the most-

likely forecast growth in aircraft movements and passengers.  Build to meet all applicable regulatory requirements and standards. 

Affordability envelope (capital cost): $48m: $55m in real prices) 

 

The estimated aggregate capital cost for the Projects is CI$659m (CI$860m in real prices). Refer to Appendix 3 for detailed NRM1 

cost estimates provided by the Cost Consultant.   

 

The Steering Committee proposes that the Projects be procured using a mixture of Design Bid Build and Design Build procurement 

routes, as outlined above. Further development and execution of this process will occur at the next stage. Project management and 

governance activities will be carried out as outlined in this OBC, with further development as necessary.  
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2.0 Strategic case 
2.1 Introduction  

This section examines how the scope of the Projects fit within the existing infrastructure requirements of the Cayman Islands 

and outlines a case for change in terms of existing and future needs. It assesses why intervention is required through the 

development of the Projects and a definition of outcomes and the potential scope for what is to be achieved. The Strategic case 

also includes an assessment of the issues associated with the status quo (existing arrangements) and the potential scope for the 

Projects in relation to the anticipated benefits and potential risks. 

2.1.1  History of the Projects 

The Cayman Islands are served by a number of public and private airports and heliports. Of these, three are considered the 

primary aerodromes. These aerodromes are used for international and domestic air transport throughout the islands and include:  

 

• Owen Roberts International Airport, Grand Cayman (ORIA) – Public/Certified Airport  

• Charles Kirkconnell International Airport, Cayman Brac (CYB) – Public/Certified Airport  

• Little Cayman Airstrip, Edward Bodden Airfield (EBA) – Private/Uncertified Aerodrome 

 

While the Little Cayman Aerodrome is not a certified airport, Cayman Airways is granted special operating permission by the 

Cayman Islands Civil Aviation Authority under specified operating conditions and enabling Cayman Airways to operate a Twin 

Otter turboprop aircraft for the provision of domestic passenger air services to and from Cayman Brac and Grand Cayman.  

 

The other two airports, ORIA and CKIA are fully certified public airports serving both domestic and international air traffic (albeit 

CKIA currently does not meet all regulatory airport standards due to insufficient Runway Strip Width and insufficient Runway 

End Safety Areas (“RESA”), meaning that the Civil Aviation Authority does not recognise the Runway Strip and RESAs as 

compliant). All flights originating from outside the Cayman Islands must make their first landing at either ORIA or CKIA to clear 

Customs and Border Control, Health and Immigration before proceeding onto the islands. 

 

The previous Airport Master Plan was issued and approved by Cabinet in 2014. This document was the guide for the most recent 

infrastructure developments that have been completed over the past 7 years. Other previous master plans for long term 

development of the Airports were produced in 2002, 2004 and 2007. These provided options for services and infrastructure 

development to address terminal building congestion, capacity demand, and the wider airport facilities including apron/runway 

extension and regulatory requirements.  

2.1.2  The Current Projects 

The purpose of this OBC is to revisit the assumptions and analysis in the SOC in order to: identify a Preferred Option for each 

project, which optimises the potential to deliver value for money; prepare the project for procurement; and to identify the 

necessary funding and management arrangements for the successful delivery of the project. The OBC covers the following 

projects: 

 

• Project A1: GA Terminal at Owen Roberts International Airport (ORIA), Grand Cayman  

- Outline the necessary infrastructure required for the GA Terminal 

 

• Project A2: Owen Roberts International Airport (ORIA), Grand Cayman  

- Outline the necessary infrastructure required at ORIA 

 

• Project B: Charles Kirkconnell International Airport (CYB), Cayman Brac 

- Outline the necessary infrastructure required at CYB 

 

• Project C: Edward Bodden Airfield (EBA), Little Cayman 

- Outline the necessary infrastructure required at EBA. 
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Keeping the four Projects separate is expected to enable the project management team to focus on the delivery of each 

Project, to attract more bids for each contract and to aid CIAA in the appropriation of the necessary funds and in the phasing 

of each project. 

Inter-relationship and links between the Projects 

The shortlisted options are to be developed with the intention of constructing them as discrete Projects, with the exception of 

Projects A1 and A2 which will naturally be interlinked (e.g. apron expansion, new taxiways will impact both projects). This 

approach limits the impact on the operation of the existing facilities, whilst providing new and improved facilities in the shortest 

time frame possible.  

The inter-relationship between the Projects is reflected in the diagram below  

Inter-relationships among the Projects (Munich Airport International GmbH analysis) 

 

*DKMA analysis indicates there are an estimated 30,000 pax per annum in LCY, expected to grow to 40,000 by 2042 

2.1.3  The Proposed User Groups  

The success of the Travel & Tourism (TT) industry prior to the COVID pandemic and the expected return of tourism post 

COVID is important for the Cayman Islands, as measured by several metrics including long-term growth, total contribution to 

GDP, capital investment and contribution to employment. TT contributed $1.1bn, or 25.5%, of Cayman’s GDP in 2019. This 

figure represents a 3.5% increase over the 2018 TT contribution to GDP. A large majority of travel to the Caribbean Islands, 

and particularly to the Cayman Islands, is for leisure. Of the $650m per annum in international visitor spend in Cayman, 87% 

goes towards leisure spending, while the remainder is business spend. Therefore, tourism and business travellers will represent 

a significant proportion of the user groups for each island, with Caymanians and residents accounting for the balance.   

The proposed user groups for each of the Projects are noted below: 

- Caymanians and residents of the Cayman Islands 

- Tourists 

- Business visitors 

A list of conversations held with key stakeholders during engagement sessions held in June 2022 has been included below within 

section 2.3. 

2.2  Strategic and Policy Context 

2.2.1  Organisational Overview   

CIAA is a statutory authority under the Ministry of Tourism & Transport. CIAA has numerous departments including: (i) 

Facilities; (ii) Communications, Navigation and Surveillance systems; (iii) Aeronautical Information Service; (iv) Air Traffic 

Control; (v) Airside Operations; (vi) Security; (vii) Finance; (viii) Human Resources; (ix) Customer Service; (x) Marketing & 

Business Development; (xi) Information Security; and (xii) Safety. 

 

Minor domestic traffic with occasional flights 
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CIAA owns and operates the Cayman Islands’ airport facilities, which consist of two international aerodromes, ORIA and 

CKIA.  The domestic airstrip in Little Cayman is situated on private land and is managed by Cayman Airways. 
 

The CIAA employs approximately 150 people at Owen Roberts International Airport.  In 2019, ORIA catered to approximately 

27,381 commercial and private aircraft movements and processed approximately 1,427,100 passengers, including tourists, 

business visitors and residents of the three islands (approximately 83,000 domestic passengers). In addition, the airport 

processes approximately 1,029.8 tonnes of air freight and 105.9 tonnes of mail. ORIA has a runway that is 7,008 feet long by 

150 feet. Furthermore, there is also a General Aviation Terminal (GAT) with one Fixed Based Operator, Island Air, who 

handles the majority of private aircraft movements on behalf of CIAA. 

 

The CIAA employs approximately 35 employees at the Charles Kirkconnell International Airport, with a runway that is 6,010 

feet long by 150 feet wide. In 2019 the Airport processed 174.2 tonnes of air freight and 4.8 tonnes of mail. In addition, there 

were approximately 80,300 passengers and 5,287 aircraft movements, which contributed to the island’s growth and 

development.  

 

Detailed organisational structure

 

2.2.2  Existing Strategies  

Key strategies  Alignment of the projects with the Key strategies  

Project A1: General Aviation (GA) terminal at the 

Owen Roberts International Airport (ORIA), Grand 

Cayman 

CIG recognises the importance of attracting High Net 

Worth Individuals (HNWIs) and VIPs to the Cayman 

Islands. Updating and improving the GA Terminal is a 

key objective within the Strategic Policy of CIG.  

 

It is envisaged that the Airports Master Plan will 

provide CIAA with the context in which to make 

decisions, address new initiatives, and explore 

opportunities that will facilitate the long-term 

development of the Owen Roberts International 

Airport, Charles Kirkconnell International Airport and 

Little Cayman Aerodrome.  

In addition to this, the project includes updated 

passenger forecasts for the next 20 years and provides 

an analysis of air service traffic growth, the nature and 

mix of this traffic, airport facility requirements, 

necessary infrastructure, location of airport services, 

land appropriation requirements, an updated land use 

plan, neighboring land uses, aids to navigation, ground 

Project A2: Owen Roberts International Airport 

(ORIA), Grand Cayman 

The travel and tourism industry provides significant 

employment and entrepreneurial opportunities for 

residents of the Cayman Islands and is also a significant 

contributor to CIAA’s - and therefore CIG’s - 

revenues. These factors and several others make it one 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__http:/www.islandair.ky/__;!!E1R1dd1bLLODlQ4!CeBizuU1pKV6b-poJyUlc5FsU9GNZj-lJzhuVGqVpdrGZJ1-zPs6ywFBek-NbSFq6ODhaFu9-JdFkxumfIbJ8uJb_Na3xQpvpw$
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of the two main pillars of the economy. The continued 

enhancement and development of the airport is 

therefore an important part of the growth strategy for 

the Cayman Islands’ tourism market. 

transportation access, environmental issues and noise, 

and the overall impact on the community.  

The Preferred options therefore seek to ensure that 

the capacity of each airport is increased to ensure the 

forecast passenger numbers are met, with health and 

safety prioritised.    
Project B: Charles Kirkconnell International Airport 

(CYB), Cayman Brac 

The Charles Kirkconnell Airport is pivotal to the 

growth and development of tourism in Cayman Brac as 

it is the only way visitors can access the island. The 

majority of the tourism sector is concentrated on scuba 

diving with two hotels serving visitors. The long-term 

goal is to create a high-quality environment which 

provides Cayman Brac with well-connected access to 

the global marketplace.  

Project C: Edward Bodden Airfield (EBA), Little 

Cayman 

CIG recognises the need to ensure air travel options are 

available to Little Cayman due to growth in tourism 

opportunities and for hurricane evacuation, relief efforts and 

medical evacuations. 

2.3 Key user requirements  

The key user requirements for the Projects were developed in the SOC, with the key stakeholders being identified as the 

following: visitors and residents of the Cayman Islands; all airlines; the car rental and ground transport industry; ground handling 

service providers; fuel providers; medical care providers; the Cayman Islands Tourism Association; Cayman Finance Ltd; the 

Civil Aviation Authority; general and business aviation service providers; the Mosquito Research Control Unit; air ambulance 

providers; the Cayman Islands Water Authority; National Trust, Sister Island Committees and the Central Caribbean Marine 

Institute; and the Cayman Flying Club. During the OBC stage as part of the airport master planning exercise, input was sought 

to inform the design process from several Government departments, including: Cabinet; the Cayman Islands Airports 

Authority; the Department of Environment; the National Roads Authority; the Cayman Islands Department of Tourism; 

Customs and Border Control; the Cayman Islands Fire Service; the Department of Environmental Health; the Police 

Department; the Meteorological Office; and the Cayman Islands Chamber of Commerce.  

Initial stakeholder consultations were conducted during the second and third quarters of 2021 with further consultations 

provided in the week commencing 20 June, 2022. Meetings, presentations and workshops were held with senior leadership 

from CIAA, including members of the Steering Committee.  

Consultations held with key stakeholders  

 

Key stakeholders Type of engagement and date 

Civil Aviation Authority  Meeting, 20 June 2022   

CIAA CEO and COO Meeting, 20 June 2022   

Ground Handlers Meeting, 20 June 2022 

ATC / CNS / AIS Meeting, 20 June 2022 

Airside Operations Meeting, 20 June 2022 

Fosters Food Group Meeting, 20 June 2022 

CIAA Customer Service and Security Meeting, 21 June 2022 

Department of Environment Meeting, 21 June 2022 

CIAA Facilities Department Meeting, 21 June 2022 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

35 

 

 

CIAA CFO Meeting, 21 June 2022 

All Airlines Meeting, 21 June 2022 

CKIA Airport Manager Meeting, 22 June 2022 

CIAA Departments and Munich Consultants Meeting, 23 June 2023 

Steering Committee Meeting, 23 June 2023 

Refer to Appendix 17 for summary notes from each of the sessions noted above. A list of stakeholders interviewed as part of 

the Master Planning process has also been included at Appendix 19 with the Master Plan executive summary included at 

Appendix 20. 

Subsequently, the first round of public outreach sessions were held in order to gain feedback from local residents and the 

general public as follows:  

• Monday, 11 July at the Aston Rutty Centre, Cayman Brac (17:30 – 19:30) 

• Tuesday, 12 July at the Little Cayman Beach Resort, Little Cayman (17:30 – 19:30) 

• Wednesday 13, July at the John Gray High School Hall, Grand Cayman (17:30 – 19:30) 

The sessions were streamed live on the CIAA Facebook page and subsequently posted on Facebook for the public to watch on-

demand. The public was given the opportunity to express their main concerns, frustrations and their aspirations for the Airport 

infrastructure of the Cayman Islands. An online survey was also conducted to gauge public opinion on a wider scale. A detailed 

summary of the findings from the sessions and surveys has been included at Appendix 4, with a high-level summary below: 

Grand Cayman 

• Environmental: Concerns over mangrove destruction; loss of natural habitat and animals; light and noise pollution; 

and ensuring sustainability. 

• Operational: Jetways or airside cover from the elements; and the separation of international and domestic flights. 

• Experience: Greater variety of food and drink offerings (e.g. Caymanian and/or healthy cuisine options, larger bar 

area, etc.); Caymanian art/murals; local music; shopping options; improved overall “feel”; and many respondents feel 

the recent developments resulted in a loss of “charm” and Caymanian identity. 

• Other: Radar system; and improved GA facility required for Cayman’s “luxury” image to be reinforced. 

Cayman Brac 

• Environmental: Wetlands and bird habitat destruction; and light and noise pollution. 

• Operational: Traffic in the immediate airport area; and concerns regarding private property in the surrounding area. 

• Experience: Minimal comments regarding the experience at CKIA. 

• Other: A general reluctance towards any unnecessary expansion. 

Little Cayman 

• Environmental: Wetlands and bird habitat destruction; light and noise pollution; excessive tourism resulting in 

damage to the island/reefs; and a general reluctance to any relocation of the airstrip. 

• Operational: Minor improvements to the terminal building; airstrip lighting for overnight flights; and concerns 

regarding private property in the surrounding area. 

• Experience: Keep the airport largely as is to preserve the “feel” and “charm”. 

• Other: A general reluctance towards any unnecessary expansion; albeit, many recognise the need for safety 

improvements. 
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Summary 

• Responses were varied but included enthusiasm for seaplane facilities and heliports. Locations suggested were Bodden 

Town, East End, North Sound or South Sound in Grand Cayman as well as Little Cayman and Cayman Brac.  

• There is a general consensus that sustainability (e.g. recycling facilities, plastic reduction, sustainable buildings 

practices, etc.) should be at the forefront of any further development. 

• Respondents were aligned in their views that the airports should reflect the culture and values of the Cayman Islands, 

with any development being commensurate with the Islands’ capacity for tourism growth (particularly CKIA and 

EBA). 

Furthermore, a second round of public outreach sessions were held to present the Preferred Options to residents and the 

general public as follows: 

• Monday, 21 November at the Little Cayman Beach Resort, Little Cayman (17:30 – 19:30) 

• Tuesday, 22 November at the Aston Rutty Centre, Cayman Brac (17:30 – 19:30) 

• Wednesday, 23 November at the John Gray High School Hall, Grand Cayman (17:30 – 19:30) 

The sessions were posted on the CIAA Facebook page for the public to watch on-demand. The public was given the 

opportunity to ask questions regarding the Preferred Options. Overall, the sessions and Preferred Options were well received 

by all; the public recognised the care the project team had taken to minimise the environmental impact whilst ensuring 

regulations and forecast demand could be met at each of the airport. Notes from the sessions have been included at Appendix 

12. 

Prior to the public outreach session on 21 November, a presentation to Caucus was made that set out the proposed plans (i.e. 

the Preferred Options as discussed in the Economic Case). The primary objective of this presentation was to keep Caucus 

informed, ensuring they were not blindsided by the plans that were to be communicated to the public later on in the day. 

Project A1 

The below table provides a summary of the key user requirements that were identified: 

Key user requirements and related needs. 

Key User Requirement Development Needs 

Communication  - Continue to involve the public in consultations; and 

- Ensure any key decisions are communicated to the public. 

Development - Ensure population and tourism growth are considered; and 

- Clarity on which land would be targeted for future development. 

Technical - Increased capacity for the general aviation facility to avoid planes being turned away; and 

- Consideration of alternative fuel sources for planes. 

Environmental - Consider rising sea levels; 

- Prevent destruction of natural habitats; 

- Consider air quality; and 

- Ensure environmental credits are awarded for any environmental damage. 
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Project A2  

The below table provides a summary of the key user requirements that were identified: 

Key user requirements and related needs. 

Key User Requirement Development Needs 

Communication  - Continue to involve the public in consultations; and 

- Ensure any key decisions are communicated to the public. 

Development - Ensure population and tourism growth are considered; 

- Clarity on which land would be targeted for future development; 

- Conveying the ‘spirit’ of Cayman Islands in the airport (e.g., local businesses in the airport); and 

- Improved facilities, such as: jetways; electronic kiosks; more efficient use of space, etc. 

Technical - Improved navigation facilities (e.g. radar); 

- Full-length parallel taxiway; 

- Increased capacity for the general aviation facility to avoid planes being turned away; and 

- Consideration of alternative fuel sources for planes. 

Environmental - Consider rising sea levels; 

- Prevent destruction of natural habitats; 

- Consider air quality; and 

- Ensure environmental credits are awarded for any environmental damage. 

 

Project B  

The below table provides a summary of the key user requirements that were identified: 

Key user requirements and related needs. 

Key User Requirement Development Needs 

Communication  - Continue to involve the public in consultations; and 

- Ensure any key decisions are communicated to the public. 

Technical - Improved navigation facilities; 

- Full-length parallel taxiway; and 

- Lengthened runway to ensure all applicable international standards are met (e.g. large run-off 

areas). 

Environmental - Ensure Westerly Ponds are not destroyed; 

- Prevent destruction of natural habitats; 

- Consider environmental impact assessment; and 

- Ensure environmental credits are awarded for any environmental damage. 

Demand and need for 

development 
- Communicate the requirements for development, given the airport is currently internationally 

certified; and 

- A formal development/zoning plan is required. 

Land ownership - Ensure that land ownership is understood to ensure development can take place; and 

- Clarify whose responsibility it is to maintain land if the boundaries of the airport are extended 

(e.g. with reference to height restrictions for trees and other objects).  
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Project C  

The below table provides a summary of the key user requirements that were identified: 

Key user requirements and related needs. 

Key User Requirement Development Needs 

Communication  - Continue to involve the public in consultations, especially important for Project C which 

appears to be the most divisive of the four Projects; and 

- Ensure any key decisions are communicated to the public. 

Demand and need for 

development 
- Communicate the requirements for development, given residents regard the current airport as 

operating as it is required; 

- Consider limiting further development on Little Cayman; 

- Provide statistics showing the need for safety improvements (e.g. historical bird strike data); 

and 

- A formal development/zoning plan is required. 

Environmental - Ensure Booby Ponds are not destroyed; 

- Prevent destruction of natural habitats; 

- Monitor tourism levels to maintain acceptable impact on the island’s reefs; 

- Consider environmental impact assessment; and 

- Ensure environmental credits are awarded for any environmental damage. 

 

2.4  Case for change  

The key drivers of the case for change are summarised as follows: 

• Capacity – Although there have been major renovations to both the commercial terminal and to the airside infrastructure 

at ORIA completed in 2019, there are still capacity constraints during peak hours. Peak hour passenger numbers in 2019 

reached record levels and leading up to the COVID pandemic, the expectation was that 2020 would surpass 2019, with 

record numbers experienced in the first quarter of 2020. The 2014 Master Plan identified annual / peak hour numbers that 

would trigger the need for the development of a new terminal at ORIA to support the growth in passengers (initially 

forecast for 2028); however, these numbers were exceeded in 2019. Although annual passenger figures are currently 

below that of 2019 levels, as of November 2022, the Ministry for Tourism and Transport have confirmed that vacation 

bookings for the 2022/23 season have surpassed those of 2019, highlighting the need to ensure capacity increases are 

prioritised.  

• Branding – CIG has outlined in its policy that there needs to be a focus on attracting High Net Worth Individuals 

(“HNWIs”) to the Cayman Islands and that the current GA facility is of low quality, outdated and is not a good 

representation of the islands from a luxury brand perspective. 

• Inefficient layout – The single-story terminal building at ORIA requires passengers and staff to walk sub-optimal distances, 

including when transiting between the terminal building and aircraft. Visitors are also exposed to the elements when 

walking to aircraft on the airside and to the car rental buildings and parking lots on the landside. During peak hours there 

are capacity issues at check-in, immigration, security and in the departure lounges. At CKIA and EBA there are also 

inefficiencies and insufficient space with respect to check-in and security facilities. Furthermore, there is insufficient parking 

capacity at ORIA and CKIA, with long term parking at ORIA regularly reaching capacity. 

 

• Regulatory concerns – CKIA is currently operating under an exemption to airport regulatory standards due to insufficient 

length and strength of the Runway End Safety Area (RESA) and the runway strip is too narrow on the south side due to 

proximity of ponds. Landside expansion is also required to accommodate the 30m set-back security regulation at CKIA, 

which will result in parking facilities having to be relocated to the North. EBA fails to meet any airport regulatory 

standards required to be classified as a certified airport (CIAA do not currently operate the aerodrome and Cayman 

Airways currently has operational responsibility for implementing safety measures and airport operations). Operating 

under such exemptions is not a sustainable position to be in and the CAA has only granted the exemption until the end of 

December 2022. A new Air Traffic Management System is required at ORIA to improve safety. 
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• Competition – Regional competitor countries such as Antigua, Jamaica, Bahamas, Barbados, BVI, Aruba and Turks & Caicos 

Islands, having recognised the need for airport growth, have made, or are in the process of making, the relevant 

investments and incentives to position themselves for future expansion of their tourism industry. At present, the Cayman 

Islands are not maintaining their competitive edge in this regard. Inefficient space and processes, lack of previous 

investments in airfield and landside infrastructure has resulted in the need for significant investments to support the 

growth in passenger demand over the master plan horizon.  

 
• Environmental – Rising sea levels were considered and the option of raising the runways was explored; however, the 

conclusion of the Project Team was that based upon current elevation, the airport facilities and runways for each of 

Projects A1, A2, B and C would not need to be raised to accommodate potential sea level rises in the near term. The 

existing ORIA terminal is 8.5ft above sea level, which is only susceptible to partial flooding in extreme circumstances that 

are infrequent in nature (e.g. the partial flooding from by Hurricane Ivan in 2004). Other environmental factors have been 

considered in more detail in the economic case. However, beyond the airport master planning horizon of twenty years, 

CIG must consider the cost and solutions for rising sea levels to be adopted by CIAA for future infrastructure 

development.  

 

Based on the considerations above, the Steering Committee has determined that there is a case for change at each of the three 

aerodromes.  

2.5 The Investment Gap (Existing Arrangements and Shortfall in the Existing Arrangements) 

2.5.1a Project A1 

Owen Roberts International Airport is a vital part of the Cayman Islands transportation system and an integral component of 

the transportation infrastructure for the region. ORIA is an International Commercial Service Airport, which serves a diverse 

aviation community. Scheduled domestic, international, and charter airline services, cargo operations, general aviation and 

recreational aviation use combine to formulate the majority of aviation activities at ORIA. The General Aviation (GA) terminal 

is linked to the commercial terminal via an airside access road used by ground vehicles only. The problems with the existing 

arrangements are included in the table below: 

Project A1 - Problems with the Current Arrangements  

 

 

 

 

Key Issue Impact 

Insufficient capacity • Instances of incoming traffic being turned away due to lack of ramp and 

hangar capacity 

• Passengers are required to walk significant distances outside between the 

terminal building and aircraft (exposed to the elements) 

• Transport options to 7 Mile Beach are limited and so HNWIs are 

required to drive through the industrial estate and heavy traffic to reach 

their destination (i.e. creates a poor first impression of the island). 

Aging and below par facilities 
• Poor user experience and therefore poor reflection on the Cayman 

Islands for HNWIs. 

• Increased risk of neighboring competitor islands gaining market share 

• Increased operational and maintenance requirements 

• Increased risk of delays or cancellations 

• Safety concerns (e.g. risk of workers being injured using faulty or aged 

facilities) 
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2.5.1b  Project A2 

Project A2 - Problems with the Current Arrangements  

 

Key Issue Impact 

Insufficient capacity during peak hours • There are large queues during peak hours (Saturdays), resulting in 

significant delays for passengers resulting in a low level of service 

• Safety concerns (e.g. security staff under pressure to process passengers 

more quickly) 

• Air traffic congestion leads to cumulative delays in peak hours 

Inefficient Layout 
• The single-story terminal building requires passengers and staff to walk 

sub-optimal distances. Visitors are exposed to the elements when walking 

to the car rental building (separate to the terminal) 

• Passengers are required to walk significant distances outside between the 

terminal building and aircraft 

Poor segregation of passengers • There is no split between domestic and international arrivals/ departures, 

increasing wait times for domestic passengers 

• There is no segregation between arrivals and departures on the land side 

of the airport, creating confusion for visitors  

Inadequate facilities with increased 

operational and maintenance 

requirements  

• Poor user experience 

• Costly to maintain Increased risk of delays or cancellations 

• Safety concerns (e.g. risk of workers being injured with faulty or aged 

facilities) 

• Absence of jetways mean passengers are exposed to the elements  

• The existing control tower was built in the 1980s, with the following 

issues: smells of damp (health concerns); the elevators do not work; 

some of the equipment is 5 years old and approaching the end of its 

useful life; there are dangerous leaks (especially dangerous during 

storms); and minimal visibility of the GA terminal 

Insufficient infrastructure to support 

forecast growth in passengers 
• Parallel taxiway required to enable runway capacity in peak hours 

• New airfield control tower to replace the existing control tower 

• New Air Traffic Management Surveillance System 

• Expanded apron parking for aircraft 

Missed opportunities for revenue 

generation  
• Landing fees are approximately $17 per passenger, which could be 

significantly higher 

• There is no advertising on airport trollies, which could be a source of 

revenue 

• Airlines are not currently charged for using space and equipment in the 

data control rooms 

• There is no pay-per-use business class lounge 

• Parking charges of $7 per day are well below what could be charged. 

Furthermore, a valet service could be introduced for an additional fee 

• The existing concessions are very limited, improved and increased 

concessions would lead to more revenue 

• There are no landside food and beverage options 
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2.5.2  Project B 

Charles Kirkconnell International Airport (CKIA) is located on Cayman Brac, about 90 miles North East of Grand Cayman and 

5 miles East of Little Cayman and is the only airport on Cayman Brac. The airport is utilised by Cayman Airways with daily 

flights to ORIA on Grand Cayman, and Edward Bodden Airfield on Little Cayman. International flights are currently limited to 

Cayman Airways flights to and from Miami International Airport. The Charles Kirkconnell Airport is the only way visitors can 

access Cayman Brac. CKIA currently does not have the proper facilities in place to effectively handle international flights, with 

some areas experiencing overcrowding when there are commercial jet operations. The problems with the existing 

arrangements are included in the table below: 

Project B - Problems with the Current Arrangements  

Key Issue Impact 

Insufficient capacity during peak hours • There are large queues during peak hours, resulting in significant delays 

for passengers 

• Safety concerns (e.g. security staff under pressure to process passengers 

more quickly) 

Inefficient Layout 
• Passengers are required to walk significant distances outside between the 

terminal building and aircraft 

Poor segregation of passengers • There is no split between domestic and international arrivals/ departures, 

increasing wait times for domestic passengers 

Aging facilities with increased 

operational and maintenance 

requirements  

• Poor user experience   

• Costly to maintain  

• Increased risk of delays or cancellations 

• Safety concerns (e.g. risk of workers being injured with faulty or aged 

facilities) due to limited apron parking / maneuvering space  

Failure to meet regulations • The airport is currently operating under an exemption of air worthiness, 

which may be revoked in the future 

• The runway does not have a sufficient Runway End Safety Area 

infrastructure and the Runway Strip Width is not wide enough, which 

increases the risk of serious damage, injuries or worse in the event of an 

aircraft overrun or undershoot 

Missed opportunities for revenue 

generation 
• Revenue could be generated from advertising, parking fees, land and 

building space leases, etc.  

• Limited revenue from general aviation or cargo aircraft movements (i.e. 

landing fees only). Cargo facilities could be built and then rented out 

• There is limited revenue from fuel sales; fuel sales are a major source of 

aviation revenues for airports. Without the airport, there are no sales of 

aviation fuel as there are no users in that case.  

• There are limited land leases at CYB for hangars and aircraft storage; 

additional land leases could improve the number of based aircraft, the 

level of activity, and creates opportunities for other revenue generating 

activities such as flight training and recreational flying.  

2.5.3  Project C 

The existing Little Cayman airstrip currently operates under an exemption from standards provided by the CAA. Edward 

Bodden Airfield, which is situated on private lands, is therefore considered to be a private, uncertified aerodrome; EBA does 

not meet any applicable aerodrome standards and cannot be easily improved due to surrounding land use restrictions. It is an 

uncontrolled aerodrome and private operators use it at their own discretion and at their own risk. Cayman Airways operates a 

Twin Otter turboprop aircraft to/from Little Cayman with permission from CAA through the provision of mandatory 

operations requirements to ensure safe aircraft operations in order to provide domestic air service between EBA and CKIA 

and ORIA.  



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

42 

 

 

The airport does not meet any regulations or standards for aerodromes, with the most significant infringements related to an 

adjacent road running between the runway and apron, several electrical utility poles and lines, trees and mature vegetation in 

close proximity to the runway. The problems with the existing arrangements are included in the table below: 

Project C - Problems with the Current Arrangements  

Key Issue Impact 

Land ownership issues • The airport is situated on a number of privately owned parcels of land 

with no formal agreements in place between the landowners and CIG, 

which could lead to disputes should landowners wish to develop on their 

land. 

Failure to meet regulations and safety 

concerns 
• The aerodrome is currently operating under an exemption from 

standards, which may be revoked in future (as early as 1 Jan 2023). 

• The aerodrome does not meet international regulations or applicable 

standards for airports with the most significant infringements related to a 

road running between the runway and apron, many trees and power 

poles adjacent on the runway strip and penetrating the OLS, an absence 

of runway lighting (limiting night-time medical evacuation opportunities), 

limited runway length and resulting aircraft size. As a result, there are 

significant safety concerns. 

Minimal and aged facilities  • The terminal building has no security protocols and so there is a risk that 

weapons, drugs or hazardous baggage could be transported illegally and 

unknown to the air carrier.  

• The fire station is only a small shed, providing minimal cover for the ARFF 

vehicle stationed at EBA. A combined services building to house the ARFF 

equipment and other aerodrome maintenance equipment is required to 

maintain the safe operations of the aerodrome. 

2.5.3  Strategic Demand Forecasts  

The Strategic Demand Forecasts were developed based on information received from DKMA (aviation planning and 

engagement consultants). The following key assumptions were made in the preparation of the base case strategic demand 

forecasts: 

Description History Forecast 

Economic Growth 

(GDP), Cayman Islands 

GDP: 1.1% p.a. between 2006-2021 GDP: 0.9% p.a. between 2021-2041 

Population Growth, 

Cayman Islands 

2000-2021: 2.6% p.a. 2021-2041: 1.5% p.a. 

Tourism Growth, 

Cayman Islands 

Tourist Arrivals: 0.5% p.a. between 2006-

2019 

Tourist Arrivals: 0.3% p.a. between 2019-2041 

Tourist Arrival by Air, 

Cayman Islands 

Tourist Arrivals by Air: 4.9% p.a. between 

2006-2019.  Market Share in 2019: 21.5% 

(500,000 visitors) vs.12.2% in 2006 

Tourist Arrivals by Air: 1.5% p.a. between 2019-

2041.  Market Share in 2041: 28.2% (700,000 

visitors) 

Cayman Airways Fleet 

Replacement 

N/A Saab 340s are replaced by ATR 72 or similar. Fleet 

replacement is between 2025 and 2026. ATR 72s 

(or similar) will operate on domestic routes and 

intra-Caribbean routes 
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* Data from 2015 – 2018 above has been obtained from the CIAA website and thus excludes LYB passenger data. Data from 2019 onwards utilises the DKMA passenger data 

and forecasts. 

The projections above reflect the base scenario prepared by DKMA (i.e. their expected levels of demand), low and high case 

scenarios were also prepared. The projections reflect an increase in the number of passengers from 1.5m in 2019 to 2.1m by 

2041 (i.e. an increase of 0.6m), with 2041 levels reflecting an increase of 1.9m from 2021 levels (significantly below average due 

to Covid-19 restrictions). The Projects are reflected in the projections as follows: 

• GCM: Project A1 and Project A2 – CIAA could not provide G/A passenger figures, therefore a forecast of G/A 

passenger demand at ORIA was not completed; an aircraft forecast was provided. 

• CYB: Project B – Cayman Brac 
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• EBA: Project C – Little Cayman 

 

These projections are taken into account in the VFM assessment in the Economic Case and in the Affordability section in the 

Financial Case. 

2.6 Specific Measurable Achievable Realistic Time-bound (“SMART”) Objectives  

The SMART objectives below were determined at the long list stage, which the Project Team and Steering Committee also 

considered to be the Critical Success Factors (“CSFs”) of the Project. 

 SMART Objectives/CFSs 

Project A1 Develop the GA facility to: (i) optimise GA airport revenues; (ii) enhance the high-net-

worth passenger experience; (iii) minimise the environmental impacts of any development; 

(iv) provide adequate parking and storage facilities for GA aircraft; (v) meet the Strategic 

Policy objectives from CIG; and (vi) meet the latest safety and security regulations. The 

development should begin at the earliest opportunity. 

Project A2 Upgrade the airport to: (i) compete with or surpass the offerings of regional competitor 

countries (tourism); (ii) meet forecast demand to 2041; (iii) minimise the environmental 

impacts of any development; (iv) meet the latest safety and security regulations; and (v) 

enhance the passenger experience.  The development should begin at the earliest 

opportunity. 

Project B Upgrade the airport to: (i) meet forecast demand to 2041; (ii) ensure that all applicable 

safety and security regulations are adhered to (i.e. ideally without the requirement of an 

exemption); (iii) minimise the environmental impacts of any development; and (iv) enhance 

the passenger experience with a high level of service. The development should begin at the 

earliest opportunity. 

Project C Upgrade the airport to: (i) meet forecast demand to 2041; (ii) ensure that all applicable 

safety and security regulations are adhered to; (iii) minimise the environmental impacts of 

any development; and (iv) enhance the passenger experience. The development should 

begin at the earliest opportunity. 

 

2.7 Benefits, Risk, Constraints and Dependencies  

2.7.1  Main Benefits 

This section outlines the main outcomes and benefits associated with the implementation of the potential scope in relation to 

the aviation needs of the Cayman Islands. 

• Project A1: 

- Potential to cement Cayman's "Luxury" brand, putting Cayman level with or above regional competitors, leading to 

increased visitors and therefore revenues 

- Additional capacity to send/receive cargo, resulting in improvements for Caymanians and residents 

- Improved efficiency and aircraft parking capacity from the apron expansion, additional hangar(s) and terminal 

 

• Project A2: 

- Decreased wait times during peak hours 

- Ability to handle increased demand (beyond that of the 2019 peaks) 

- Improved first and last impressions of the Cayman Islands 

- Security improvements 

- Improved facilities and air traffic management surveillance systems, leading to efficiencies and increased safety 

- Improved retail and F&B options 

 

• Project B: 
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- Improved facilities and user experience 

- Increased safety and satisfaction of requirements to meet regulations (e.g. lengthened runway, security improvements, 

etc.) 

- Ability to handle increased demand 

 

• Project C: 

- Increased safety and satisfaction of requirements to meet regulations (e.g. lengthened runway, runway lighting, 

perimeter, and security improvements, etc.) 

- Improved facilities and user experience 

- Considered to be a “step forward” for the island 

- Increased aircraft movement efficiencies 

2.7.2  Key risks 

This section reviews the key risks that could impact on the successful delivery of the Projects and the proposed counter 

measures to ensure the risks are minimised and managed. 

Main Risks and Counter Measures 

Main Risks Description Counter Measures  

Business Risks  Changes in macroeconomic conditions of the 

Cayman Islands may impact CIAA’s / CIG’s ability to 

fund the Projects 

No contractual commitments will be 

made until assurances have been 

provided with regards to the 

affordability and availability of funding. 

Political Risks  The options are reliant on continued support for the 

Projects. If there is a change in Government or a 

change in Government policy, it could result in a lack 

of support for the Projects. 

The Projects are directly dependent on Government 

funding as there are insufficient revenue streams 

within CIAA initially to fund the Projects. 

Cabinet has given approval of the 

Strategic Outline Case and will be kept 

informed as the Projects develop. 

Cabinet approval of this OBC and the 

FBC(s) will also be a requirement before 

proceeding to sign contracts. 

Delivery Risks If there are insufficient numbers of bidding consortia 

it may result in sub-optimal value for money during 

procurement. 

There can be time and cost overruns from delays in 

the construction process. 

Substandard work or substandard materials during 

the construction process can result in an increase in 

operational and lifecycle expenses. 

There will be early market engagement 

with potential bidders to garner interest 

in the Projects and to shape the RFP(s) 

accordingly. 

The contracts will be developed to 

ensure that specific risks are passed on 

to the contractors, where possible. 

Resources Insufficient staff to oversee the project during 

construction and maintenance, post completion. 

Lack of construction skilled labor to complete the 

Projects. 

CIAA and PWD will employ specific 

project managers. 

Contractual arrangements with the 

contractors will require assurance that 

the contractors have adequate labor 

locally to complete the Projects. 

Service risks Inability to obtain relevant approvals from statutory 

authorities such as the Planning Department and the 

Department of Environmental Health. 

The relevant statutory stakeholders have 

been engaged early in the consultations 

and will be kept abreast and feedback 

sought at key milestones. 

Service risks  Changes to policies or regulations that impact the 

feasibility of the Projects. 

Flexibility will be planned into the 

options where possible. 
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Further project specific risks are explored in the Economic and Commercial Cases. 

2.7.3 Constraints 

• The Framework for Fiscal Responsibility and Public Management and Finance Law 

- This framework identifies limits on spending and borrowing. This could impact funding and financing considerations.  

- This is an infrastructure project with revenue streams that will offset additional expenditure, however, there is likely 

to be an initial funding shortfall. Therefore, additional capital will need to be obtained from funding approved by 

Cabinet on a Value for Money basis. 

 

• Availability and interest of suitable bidders  

- The Cayman Islands is a small terriotory with a limited number of contractors available to oversee the Projects. If the 

tender process is unable to garner sufficient interest it could limit the competitive process and potentially lead to an 

increase in the costs and risks of the Projects. 

2.7.4  Dependencies 

The key dependencies are:  

• The availability of funding to complete the Projects; 

• The approval of cabinet; and 

• Adequate government resources to manage the Projects. 
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3.0 Economic Case  
3.1  Introduction 

This section of the OBC focuses on the options that have been selected for delivering the Projects, with the view of selecting a 

Preferred Option for each one. The Economic Case explores VfM considerations and has elements of quantitative and 

qualitative analysis. An option that is VfM strikes the optimum combination of affordability and quality to meet the stakeholders’ 

expectations.  

The criteria used for scoring the options and selecting the Preferred Options includes:  

• Qualitative appraisal: results of evaluating the qualitative benefits for each short-listed option 

• Risk Appraisal:  results of the quantified risks for each short-listed option 

• Economic Appraisal: results of quantitative analysis for each short-listed option 

 

All costs and benefits in the Economic Case section are estimated in base year prices (i.e. exclusive of inflation), in line with the 

latest Green Book Guidance. However, costs and benefits are discounted, as discussed in more detail later in this section. 

Costs and benefits stated in this case reflect the best estimates of the Project Team and Steering Committee at the time of the 

long list and short list analysis. The Capital cost estimates for the Preferred Options were subsequently refined and finalized, as 

presented in the Financial Case.  

3.2 Long list to short list evaluation  

The Strategic Outline Case (“SOC”) was prepared by CIAA and it sought to set out the long list of options under consideration 

for the development of the Cayman Islands’ Airports. However, the SOC initially focussed on whether to proceed with a new 

Airport Master Plan/OBC or not as the long list of options for evaluation.  

After discussions between CIAA, Stantec and its consultants the project was split into four: (i) Project A1 – The Grand Cayman 

GA terminal; (ii) Project A2 – Owen Robert International Airport, Grand Cayman; (iii) Project B – Charles Kirkconnell 

International Airport, Cayman Brac; and (iv) Project C – Edward Bodden Airfield, Little Cayman. A long list of options (focusing 

on the extent of development) for each project was then developed, analysed, revised and subsequently signed off by the 

Steering Committee at an extraordinary meeting on September 5, 2022. The meeting minutes have been attached at Appendix 

2. 

As per the latest Green Book guidance, decisions and reasons must be recorded along with the indicative estimates of costs 

and benefits, along with a detailed “SWOT” analysis for each option. Long list appraisal must be based on evidence and rational 

assumptions with objective support. Simple weighting and scoring lacks an objective basis and detracts from transparency, it 

must not be substituted for this transparent evidence-based analysis as part of the decision process. Each of the domains (e.g. 

Scope, Service solution, etc.) were assessed separately. The detailed long list appraisal has been attached at Appendix 1, with 

the results summarised below: 

3.2a Project A1 Long List of Options 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 

1. Scope Status quo: All 

GA traffic 

served from 

current 

location with 

capacity 

constraints and 

a dated facility. 

Upgrade existing 

terminal 

building, minor 

apron expansion 

Replace existing 

GA terminal 

building and 

expand aircraft 

parking apron, 

expand or build 

new hangars 

adjacent to GA 

Terminal and on 

Expand aircraft 

parking at the 

North Sound 

site, replace the 

existing / new 

terminal 

building at 

existing site. 

Expand existing 

GA Terminal / 

apron at 

existing site in 

short - medium 

term, reserve 

space for new 

GA Terminal 

and Apron at 

North Sound 

Relocate and 

upgrade the 

GA terminal/ 

aircraft 

parking to the 

North Sound 

site. 

Relocate 

and 

upgrade 

the GA 

terminal/ai

rcraft 

parking to 

a new site 

(e.g. East 

End). 
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the existing 

playground 

site in long-

term.  

2. Service 

solution 

Current 

services 

Refurbish 

existing facilities 

Combination of 

replacing existing 

facilities and 

appropriating/pur

chasing additional 

land 

Combination of 

replacing 

existing facilities 

and building 

new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination of 

replacing 

existing facilities 

and reserving 

additional land 

Combination 

of purchasing 

more 

additional land 

and building 

new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combinati

on of 

purchasing 

the most 

additional 

land and 

building 

the newest 

infrastruct

ure (e.g. 

roads). 

3. Service 

delivery 

Current 

arrangements 

Private sector 

providers: local 

contractors 

Private sector 

providers: local 

contractors 

Private sector 

providers: local 

& international 

contractors 

Private sector 

providers: local 

contractors 

Private sector 

providers: 

local & 

international 

contractors 

Private 

sector 

providers: 

local & 

internation

al 

contractor

s (most 

heavily 

involved) 

4. 

Implement

ation 

  Big bang 12 

months 

Big bang 15 

months 

Big bang 18 

months 

Phased Big bang 36 

months 

Long term 

4-7 years 

5. Funding   c.$2m 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; and/or 

CIG loans 

c.$10-15m 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; and/or 

CIG loans 

c.$20m 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$15m (S-T) 

c.$85-100m (L-

T) 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$60-85m 

Funded 

through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$100m+ 

new 

runway etc 

Funded 

through 

either: self-

finance; 

PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

Conclusion Carried 

forward 

Carried 

forward 

Preferred Way 

Forward 

Carried 

forward 

Discounted Carried 

forward 

Discount

ed 

Preferred 

Way 

Forward 

Little indicative 

benefits, with 

this option 

failing to meet 

Minor 

improvement on 

user experience 

but will not 

Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives/CSF

s (perhaps not 

Addresses 

all SMART 

objectives/

CSFs (not 
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the SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

for this Project. 

address all 

SMART 

objectives/CSFs. 

within target 

timeframe) 

within a 

reasonable 

timeframe) 

 

3.2b Project A2 Long List of Options 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

1. Scope Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades, no expansion to 

current airside and 

landside infrastructure to 

cater for limited growth in 

aircraft movements and 

passengers. 

Moderate 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

moderate 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

the forecast 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and passengers 

exceeding 

forecasts. 

Relocate the 

entire airport 

(e.g. to the 

East End) to 

cater for 

maximum 

future 

demand. 

2. Service 

solution 

Current 

services 

Refurbish existing airside 

and landside facilities 

Combination 

of refurbishing 

existing 

facilities and 

purchasing 

additional land 

and expanded 

infrastructure 

(e.g. aircraft 

aprons and 

parking 

facility). 

Combination 

of refurbishing 

existing 

facilities, 

purchasing 

more 

additional land 

and building 

new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination 

of purchasing 

more 

additional land 

and building 

new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination 

of purchasing 

the most 

additional land 

and building 

the most new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

3. Service 

delivery 

Current 

arrangements 

CIAA  CIAA CIAA CIAA / Private 

sector 

providers, 

local & 

international 

contractors  

CIAA / Private 

sector 

providers: 

local & 

international 

contractors 

(most heavily 

involved) 

4. 

Implementatio

n 

  Big bang 12 months Big bang 15 

months 

5-7 years 5-7 years 6+ years 
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5. Funding   c.$25m 

Funded through self-

finance and/or CIG loans 

c.$100m 

Funded 

through self-

finance and/or 

CIG loans 

c.$200m 

Funded 

through self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$250m 

Funded 

through either: 

self-finance; 

PPPs; and/or 

CIG loans 

c.$650m 

Funded 

through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

Conclusion Carried 

forward 

Carried forward Carried 

forward 

Preferred 

Way 

Forward 

Carried 

forward 

Discounted 

Preferred Way 

Forward 

Little 

indicative 

benefits with 

this option 

failing to meet 

the SMART 

objectives/CSF

s for this 

Project. 

Minor improvement on 

user experience but may 

not go far enough to 

address all SMART 

objectives/CSFs. 

Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives/CSF

s. 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives/CSF

s. 

Addresses and 

exceeds 

SMART 

objectives/CSF

s. 

Addresses and 

exceeds 

SMART 

objectives/CSF

s. 

3.2c Project B Long List of Options 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

1. Scope Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - 

minimal upgrades 

(no expansion) to 

current airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for limited 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Relinquish 

International status. 

Exemptions to 

regulations continue 

(regardless of 

international status).   

Minimal upgrades 

and expansion to 

current airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for low 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Modify 

lands as needed to 

meet regulatory 

requirements and 

applicable standards.  

Moderate 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure.   

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for the 

forecast growth in 

aircraft movements 

and passengers.  

Acquire lands / 

meet all applicable 

regulatory 

requirements and 

standards.  

Relocate the 

airport - build 

an entirely new 

runway and 

terminal at a 

different 

location to 

meet all 

forecast 

demand and all 

international 

regulatory 

requirements 

and standards. 

2. Service 

solution 

Current 

services 

Refurbish existing 

facilities 

Combination of 

refurbishing existing 

facilities and 

expanded 

infrastructure (e.g. 

expand runway 

strip). 

Combination of 

refurbishing 

existing facilities, 

purchasing more 

additional land 

and building new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination of 

purchasing more 

additional land and 

building new 

infrastructure (e.g. 

roads). 

Combination of 

purchasing the 

most additional 

land and 

building the 

most new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. runway 

extensions, 
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new lands for 

airport 

infrastructure). 

3. Service 

delivery 

Current 

arrangements 

CIAA  CIAA CIAA CIAA CIAA / Private 

sector 

providers: local 

& international 

contractors  

4. 

Implement

ation 

  Big bang 12-18 

months 

2-3 years 2-3 years 3-5 years 5-6 years 

5. Funding   c.$25m 

Funded through self-

finance and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$40m 

Funded through self-

finance and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$50m 

Funded through 

self-finance 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$100m 

Funded through 

either: self-finance; 

PPPs; and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$250m 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

Conclusion Carried 

forward 

Carried forward Preferred Way 

Forward 

Carried 

forward 

Carried forward Discounted 

Preferred 

Way 

Forward 

Little indicative 

benefits with 

this option 

failing to meet 

the SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

for this Project. 

Minor improvement 

on user experience 

but may not go far 

enough to address 

all SMART 

objectives/CSFs. 

Materially addresses 

all SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

Addresses and 

exceeds 

SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

 

3.2d Project C Long List of Options 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

1. Scope Status quo - 

business as usual.  

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades / expansion to 

current airside or 

landside infrastructure, 

cater for limited growth 

in aircraft movements 

and passengers. 

Exemptions to 

regulations continue.   

Moderate upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater 

for growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Try to 

resolve some of the 

major issues, such as the 

powerline, un-even 

runway and public road. 

Close Existing 

Airport and Build 

New Airport 

including airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for the most-

likely forecast 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.  Build 

to meet all 

Sell or Close 

Existing Airport, 

to be replaced by 

Ferry / 

Helicopter / 

Seaplane service 
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applicable 

regulatory 

requirements and 

standards.  

2. Service 

solution 

Status quo: 

business as usual.  

Minor improvements to 

terminal/airstrip in the 

current location. 

Remains non-compliant. 

Moderate improvements 

to terminal/airstrip in the 

current location.  Likely 

still remains non-

compliant, but safer. 

Close the airport 

completely and 

build a new one. 

Replace existing 

airport with a 

Helipad (same 

location) for 

medevac and 

establish a ferry 

service from 

Cayman Brac for 

passengers. 

3. Service 

delivery 

Current 

arrangements 

CIAA  CIAA CIAA CIAA / Private 

sector providers, 

local & 

international 

contractors  

4. 

Implementati

on 

  Big bang 12 months Big bang 15 months Big bang 6-7 years Phased - need to 

establish the 

ferry service 

before closing 

the aerodrome. 

5. Funding   c.$5m 

Funded through self-

finance and/or CIG loans 

c.$25m 

Funded through self-

finance and/or CIG loans 

c.$60-85m 

Funded through 

either: self-finance; 

PPPs; and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$15-25m 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG loans 

Conclusion Carried forward Carried forward Discounted Preferred Way 

Forward 

Carried forward 

Preferred 

Way Forward 

No indicative 

benefits with this 

option failing to 

meet the SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

for this Project. 

Minimal indicative 

benefits with this option 

failing to meet the 

SMART objectives/CSFs 

for this Project. 

Meets some of the 

SMART objectives/CSFs 

but not all 

Materially addresses 

all SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives/CSFs 

 

The outcome of the extraordinary Steering Committee meeting to approve the short list has been summarised below (approval 

attached at appendix 8): 
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3.2.1 Project A1 

The committee evaluated each of the options, in doing so it considered whether options 5 and 6 would be viable or not. It was 

noted that whilst these options would require significant investment, they would remain viable down the line should a less 

costly option be selected in the shorter term. Ultimately, Options 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6 were shortlisted. Option 3 was 

considered to be the preferred way forward in light of meeting all of the CFSs/SMART objectives and scoring the highest on the 

SWOT analysis. 

3.2.2 Project A2 

The committee evaluated each of the options; however, it was promptly agreed that Options 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 were 

shortlisted. Option 4 was selected as the preferred way forward in light of meeting all of the CFSs/SMART objectives and 

scoring the highest on the SWOT analysis. The steering committee were keen to ensure that any development was able to 

meet forecast demand at a minimum.  

3.2.2.1 Project A2 – further consideration of Option 6 

It should be noted that prior to discounting Option 6, the Steering Committee had a further detailed discussion on the option. 

It was felt by members of the steering committee that the costs of relocating the entire airport to the East End would not 

represent VfM or be affordable at this time.  

Whilst significant benefits were noted (i.e. investment in the East End, in line with CIG’s strategic policy objectives), the current 

lack of infrastructure (e.g. congested roads) would either result in a below par service offering or require more significant 

investment over and above the already high estimated costs of this option. Furthermore, it was noted that there is currently no 

overarching infrastructure development plan for the Cayman Islands. Therefore, a change of this magnitude was not considered 

to be prudent in the absence of a robust strategy for how such a development could work in practice.  

3.2.3 Project B 

The committee evaluated each of the options, with Option 2 initially being considered as the preferred way forward. However, 

after deliberation it was agreed that relinquishing the international certification would be a step-back for the island. Whilst it 

was agreed that Option 2 should be carried forward, Options 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 were shortlisted and Option 3 was 

determined as the most appropriate preferred way forward, given this would allow for the continuation of international flights 

whilst also keeping development to a minimum.  

3.2.4 Project C 

There was significant discussion surrounding options 4 and 5, with option 5 initially being put forward as the preferred way 

forward. Option 5 had largely been the preference of the public based on the results of the public outreach sessions and survey, 

with most residents seeking to keep development and tourism growth in Little Cayman to a minimum. There was a general 

feeling that restricting air access to Little Cayman would help its sustainability, limit development and maintain its charm and 

identity as a top international dive site.  

During Steering Committee discussions, Project C was acknowledged as being the most contentious of the four Projects with 

some strong opinions on how it should be addressed. It was also acknowledged that the decision needs to be top down and 

informed by Cabinet, with a clear intention for what Little Cayman should be (it was suggested that a long-term development 

plan is needed for Little Cayman in particular).  

However, the Steering Committee collectively decided that losing the airport (Option 5) would be considered as a step 

backwards and that a long term vision should be looking to build on what we have already and be seen as moving forwards. 

Option 5 was also considered to not be aligned with the Steering Committee’s tourism growth aspirations. Therefore, 

Options 1, 2, 4 and 5 were shortlisted and it was agreed that Option 4 should be presented to Caucus and Cabinet as the 

Preferred Option, to ensure that connectivity would be improved moving forward.  

3.3 Costs and Benefits Appraisal  

3.3.1.  Methodology  

• As per the latest Green Book guidance “At the shortlist stage unmonetisable values should form part of the consideration 

for determining the Preferred Option. This will involve presenting an assessment of unmonetisable effects alongside 

estimates of Net Present Social Value (“NPSV”) and describing the potential impacts on a decision. 

• As such, the costs and benefits of each option by project were set out in a Cost/Benefit matrix, included at Appendix 6. 

Whilst the NPSV was ultimately the deciding factor (see economic appraisal section below), the unmonetisable benefits 

were assessed alongside with significant consideration given to each.  
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3.3.2  Costs and Benefits  

The following tables provide summaries of the costs and benefits for each option and project – with option 1 and 2 in each 

scenario representing the Business as Usual and Do Minimum options. The detailed Cost/Benefit matrix has been included at 

Appendix 6, which includes the qualitative benefits and costs of each option. Furthermore, environmental impacts have been 

considered separately using the Green Book 4-Step Natural Capital Assessment, performed by Stantec’s environmental team. 

As a means of quantifying the output from this assessment, a % of each options’ direct costs was applied as the environmental 

impact for each option (within “wider costs”). To reach an appropriate %, the qualitative impacts were ranked and the options 

with the greatest impact were assigned a greater % of build costs (e.g. 5% of direct costs applied to Option 1). Risk costs were 

also considered, with the net position of the risks presented below and the detailed analysis in section 3.4 below. Refer to 

Appendix 7 for the detailed risk register. 

There are instances where net benefits identified below become net costs when discounting is considered, this is because the 

profits generated in the future are worth less after being discounted and therefore the overall cost profile of the Project 

becomes negative with the capital and other costs outweighing the benefits.  

Project A1 – Quantified Costs and Benefits 

 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 6 

Option Status quo: 

business as usual 

Upgrade 

existing 

terminal 

building, 

minor apron 

expansion 

Replace existing 

GA terminal 

building and expand 

aircraft parking 

apron, expand or 

build new hangars 

adjacent to GA 

Terminal and on 

the existing 

playground 

Expand 

aircraft 

parking at the 

North Sound 

site, replace 

the existing / 

new terminal 

building at 

existing site. 

Relocate and 

upgrade the 

GA terminal/ 

aircraft 

parking to the 

North Sound 

site. 

Direct benefits $68,771,944 $70,648,493 $90,410,129 $86,471,317 $91,323,279 

Direct costs ($27,214,829) ($30,723,843) ($67,676,702) ($60,311,403) ($69,384,228) 

Wider costs ($1,360,741) ($4,608,576) ($10,151,505) ($9,046,711) ($6,938,423) 

Optimism bias ($4,005,189) ($4,851,122) ($9,684,809) ($8,360,862) ($8,995,458) 

Risk costs ($11,476,317) ($13,178,797) ($19,019,887) ($14,250,502) ($13,631,932) 

Net 

benefit/(cost) 

$24,714,868 $17,286,155 ($16,122,775) ($5,498,160) ($7,626,763) 

Discounted 

benefit/(cost) 

$10,804,520 $5,886,830 ($26,307,170) ($18,156,827) ($23,405,995) 

Environmental 

impact % 

5% 15% 15% 15% 10% 

Optimism bias % 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 

 

The environmental impact assigned to Option 1 was 5%, which is solely a % of operational costs (as there is no capital 

expenditure in the “do nothing” option). This was deemed appropriate, as regardless of no development taking place under this 

option, the airport operations do have an environmental impact. 
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The environmental impacts assigned to Options 2, 3 and 4 was 15%, which is a % of both capital and operational costs. This was 

deemed appropriate, as these options were ranked as having the most impact after Option 1 and Option 6 (Option 6 assigned 

10%, as the midpoint between the least and most impactful). 

The level of optimism bias applied to each project was 10%. This has been discussed in more detail in the Optimism Bias section 

of this Economic Case. 

Project A2 - Quantified Costs and Benefits 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Option Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - 

minimal 

upgrades, no 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for limited 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Moderate 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for 

moderate growth 

in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for the 

forecast growth 

in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and passengers 

exceeding 

forecasts. 

Direct benefits $2,712,909,217 $2,821,876,955 $3,208,863,644 $3,612,440,940 $3,941,762,897 

Direct costs ($2,000,197,500) ($2,068,594,886) ($2,311,500,522) ($2,564,819,828) ($2,771,530,192) 

Wider costs ($100,009,875) ($310,289,233) ($346,725,078) ($256,481,983) ($415,729,529) 

Optimism bias ($260,226,376) ($295,236,858) ($304,673,723) ($314,883,608) ($357,706,268) 

Risk costs ($502,056,383) ($573,484,459) ($388,511,635) ($327,534,270) ($389,802,957) 

Net 

benefit/(cost) 

($149,580,917) ($425,728,481) ($142,547,314) $148,721,251 $6,993,951 

Discounted 

benefit/(cost) 

($15,214,124) ($169,189,619) ($161,242,818) ($145,085,122) ($306,655,944) 

Environmental 

impact % 

5% 15% 15% 10% 15% 

Optimism bias 

% 

10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 

 

The environmental impact assigned to Option 1 was 5%, which is solely a % of operational costs (as there is no capital 

expenditure in the “do nothing” option). This was deemed appropriate, as regardless of no development taking place under this 

option, the airport operations do have an environmental impact. 

The environmental impacts assigned to Options 2, 3 and 6 was 15%, which is a % of both capital and operational costs. This was 

deemed appropriate, as these options were ranked as having the most impact after Option 1 and Option 4 (Option 4 was 

assigned 10%, as the midpoint between the least and most impactful). 

The level of optimism bias applied to each project was 10%. This has been discussed in more detail in the Optimism Bias section 

of this Case. 
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Project B - Quantified Costs and Benefits 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Option Status quo: 

business as usual.  

Do minimum - 

minimal 

upgrades (no 

expansion) to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

limited growth 

in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Relinquish 

International 

status. 

Exemptions to 

regulations 

continue 

(regardless of 

international 

status).   

Minimal 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

low growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers. 

Modify lands as 

needed to 

meet 

regulatory 

requirements 

and applicable 

standards.  

Moderate 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for the 

forecast growth 

in aircraft 

movements 

and passengers.  

Acquire lands / 

meet all 

applicable 

regulatory 

requirements 

and standards.  

Direct benefits $55,940,523 $57,484,346 $58,888,075 $59,988,366 $64,108,748 

Direct costs ($220,021,569) ($233,675,495) ($246,383,431) ($256,114,657) ($292,556,258) 

Wider costs ($11,001,078) ($35,051,324) ($24,638,343) ($38,417,199) ($43,883,439) 

Optimism bias ($25,898,226) ($31,806,171) ($30,272,698) ($32,028,358) ($36,462,123) 

Risk costs ($27,959,615) ($49,334,894) ($31,705,208) ($25,751,729) ($28,181,532) 

Net 

benefit/(cost) 

($228,939,966) ($292,383,539) ($274,111,605) ($292,323,577) ($336,974,603) 

Discounted 

benefit/(cost) 

($88,502,452) ($120,501,927) ($115,830,939) ($128,245,613) ($159,111,818) 

Environmental 

impact % 

5% 15% 15% 15% 10% 

Optimism bias % 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 

 

The environmental impact assigned to Option 1 was 5%, which is solely a % of operational costs (as there is no capital 

expenditure in the “do nothing” option). This was deemed appropriate, as regardless of no development taking place under this 

option, the airport operations do have an environmental impact. 
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The environmental impacts assigned to Options 2, 3 and 4 was 15%, which is a % of both capital and operational costs. This was 

deemed appropriate, as these options were ranked as having the most impact after Option 1 and Option 5 (Option 5 was 

assigned 10%, as the midpoint between the least and most impactful). 

The level of optimism bias applied to each project was 10%. This has been discussed in more detail in the Optimism Bias section 

of this Case. 

Project C - Quantified Costs and Benefits 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 4 Option 5 

Option Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - 

minimal upgrades / 

expansion to 

current airside or 

landside 

infrastructure, cater 

for limited growth 

in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Exemptions to 

regulations 

continue.   

Close Existing Airport and 

Build New Airport including 

airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

the most-likely forecast 

growth in aircraft 

movements and passengers.  

Build to meet all applicable 

regulatory requirements 

and standards.  

Sell or Close 

Existing Airport, 

to be replaced by 

Ferry / Helicopter 

/ Seaplane service 

Direct benefits $0 $0 $21,745,622 $8,425,595 

Direct costs $0 ($143,500) ($120,187,607) ($46,568,091) 

Wider costs $0 ($21,525) ($18,028,141) ($4,656,809) 

Optimism bias ($30,135) ($55,851) ($1,159,734) ($434,931) 

Risk costs ($301,350) ($558,514) ($11,597,340) ($4,349,314) 

Net 

benefit/(cost) 

($331,485) ($779,390) ($129,227,200) ($47,583,550) 

Discounted 

benefit/(cost) 

($144,906) ($302,142) ($72,141,349) ($27,200,963) 

Environmental 

impact % 

5% 15% 10% 15% 

Optimism bias 

% 

10% 10% 10% 10% 

 

The environmental impact assigned to Option 1 was 5%, which is solely a % of operational costs (as there is no capital 

expenditure in the “do nothing” option). This was deemed appropriate, as regardless of no development taking place under this 

option, the airport operations do have an environmental impact. 

The environmental impacts assigned to Options 2 and 5 was 15%, which is a % of both capital and operational costs. This was 

deemed appropriate, as these options were ranked as having the most impact after Option 1 and Option 3 (Option 3 was 

assigned 10%, as the midpoint between the least and most impactful). 

The level of optimism bias applied to each project was 10%. This has been discussed in more detail in the Optimism Bias section 

of this Case. 
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3.4 Risk appraisal 

3.4.1  Methodology 

A risk matrix for each project was prepared collaboratively between the various consultants and CIAA. For the risks identified, 

each were assigned a probability % and a cost (estimate of the $ impact should the risk materialise), which were multiplied 

together to provide a quantified risk cost estimate. The options were then ranked based on which provided the lowest total 

risk cost estimates (i.e. the sum of the risk cost estimates), with the lowest total risk costs being ranked first (i.e. most 

preferable).  

The steering committee reviewed the risk matrix to ensure that all risks had been considered and sufficiently appraised on 2 

November 2022. The Steering Committee subsequently approved the risk matrix on the same day, at the end of the workshop. 

3.4.2  Risk matrix 

The following table provides a summary of the risks identified in the risk matrix. The detailed risk register for each project is 

included in Appendix 7. The same risks were evaluated for each of the four Projects.  

Risks identified 

Risk Description 

Service risks probability 

Service risk Service is not fit for purpose 

Design risk Design cannot deliver services to required standard 

Planning risk Risk planning permission cannot be obtained (or can, at greater than budgeted costs) 

Build risk Risk assets are not completed on time to budget/spec. 

Environmental 

risk 

Risk of a major impact on an adjacent area with strong likelihood of objection from the public 

Contractual risk Risk from the contractual arrangement from the two parties 

Operational risk Risk operating costs vary from budget and that performance standards slip, or a service cannot be 

provided 

Availability and 

performance risk 

Risk the service provided is less than required under the contract 

Demand risk Risk the demand for a service does not match the levels planned 

Volume risk Risk actual usage of the service varies from the levels forecast 

Maintenance risk Risk that the costs of keeping the assets in good condition vary from budget 

Technology risk The risk that changes in technology result in services being provided using 

old technology 

Funding risk Risk the availability of funding leads to delays and reduction in scope 

Residual value 

risk 

Risk due to uncertainty of the physical assets at the end of the contract period 

Business risks probability 

Risk Non-transferable risks of failure to the organisation 

Business risk Risk an organisation fails to deliver on its commitments and cannot meet its business objectives 

Reputational risk Risk confidence in an organisation's ability to fulfil its business objectives will be undermined 

External risks probability 

External risk Risks that are not connected to the proposal being considered 

Regulatory risks Risk a change in law or regulations will affect the costs or benefits of a project 

3.4.3  Analysis of Risks: Project A1 

Project A1: Summary of risk values 
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    Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 6 

Scope   Status quo: 

All GA 

traffic served 

from current 

location with 

capacity 

constraints 

and a dated 

facility. 

Upgrade 

existing 

terminal 

building, 

minor apron 

expansion 

Replace 

existing GA 

terminal 

building and 

expand 

aircraft 

parking 

apron, 

expand or 

build new 

hangars 

adjacent to 

GA Terminal 

and on the 

existing 

playground 

Expand 

aircraft 

parking at 

the North 

Sound site, 

replace the 

existing / 

new terminal 

building at 

existing site. 

Relocate and 

upgrade the 

GA terminal/ 

aircraft 

parking to 

the North 

Sound site. 

Service risks probability Risk cost 

Service risk Service is not fit 

for purpose 
($2,800,000) ($1,750,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) ($175,000) 

Design risk Design cannot 

deliver services 

to required 

standard 

($2,800,000) ($1,400,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) ($175,000) 

Planning risk Risk planning 

permission 

cannot be 

obtained (or can, 

at greater than 

budgeted costs) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Build risk Risk assets are 

not completed on 

time to 

budget/spec. 

N/A ($175,000) ($7,567,114) ($2,475,867) ($2,628,818) 

Environmen

tal risk 

Risk of a major 

impact on an 

adjacent area 

with strong 

likelihood of 

objection from 

the public 

N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 

Contractual 

risk 

Risk from the 

contractual 

arrangement 

N/A ($55,221) ($55,221) ($55,221) ($27,611) 
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from the two 

parties 

Operational 

risk 

Risk operating 

costs vary from 

budget and that 

performance 

standards slip or 

a service cannot 

be provided. 

N/A ($272,148) ($272,148) ($272,148) ($272,148) 

Availability 

and 

performanc

e risk 

Risk the service 

provided is less 

than required 

under the 

contract 

N/A ($27,611) ($27,611) ($27,611) ($27,611) 

Demand 

risk 

Risk the demand 

for a service does 

not match the 

levels planned. 

($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) 

Volume risk Risk actual usage 

of the service 

varies from the 

levels forecast. 

($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) 

Maintenance 

risk 

Risk that the 

costs of keeping 

the assets in 

good condition 

vary from budget 

($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) 

Technology 

risk 

The risk that 

changes in 

technology result 

in services being 

provided using 

old technology. 

($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) 

Funding risk Risk the 

availability of 

funding leads to 

delays and 

reduction in 

scope 

N/A ($87,500) ($2,017,897) ($2,063,223) ($2,628,818) 

Residual 

value risk 

Risk due to 

uncertainty of the 

physical assets at 

the end of the 

contract period 

N/A ($35,000) ($403,579) ($330,116) ($420,611) 
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Business risks probability Business risks cost estimate 

Non-

transferable 

risk 

Non-transferable 

risks of failure to 

the organisation 

N/A ($1,750,000) ($350,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) 

Business 

risk 

Risk an 

organisation fails 

to deliver on its 

commitments and 

cannot meets its 

business 

objectives 

N/A ($1,750,000) ($1,750,000) ($1,750,000) ($700,000) 

Reputational 

risk 

Risk confidence 

in an 

organisation’s 

ability to fulfil its 

business 

objectives will be 

undermined 

N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 

External risks probability External risks cost estimate 

External risk Risks that are not 

connected to the 

proposal being 

considered 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Regulatory 

risks 

Risk a change in 

law or 

regulations will 

affect the costs 

or benefits of a 

project 

($350,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) 

Total risk 

cost 

  ($11,476,317) ($13,178,797) ($19,019,887) ($14,250,502) ($13,631,932) 
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3.4.4  Analysis of Risks: Project A2 

Project A1: Summary of risk values 

    Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Scope   

Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum 

- minimal 

upgrades, no 

expansion to 

current 

airside and 

landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

limited 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers. 

Moderate 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current 

airside and 

landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

moderate 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current 

airside and 

landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

the forecast 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current 

airside and 

landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers 

exceeding 

forecasts. 

Service risks probability Risk cost 

Service risk Service is not fit 

for purpose 
($47,560,000) ($35,670,000) ($29,725,000) ($5,945,000) ($2,972,500) 

Design risk Design cannot 

deliver services 

to required 

standard 

N/A ($35,670,000) ($29,725,000) ($5,945,000) ($2,972,500) 

Planning risk Risk planning 

permission 

cannot be 

obtained (or 

can, at greater 

than budgeted 

costs) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Build risk Risk assets are 

not completed 

on time to 

budget/spec. 

N/A ($2,972,500) ($20,293,500) ($36,807,106) ($67,043,101) 

Environmental 

risk 

Risk of a major 

impact on an 

adjacent area 

with strong 

likelihood of 

objection from 

the public 

N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 
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Contractual 

risk 

Risk from the 

contractual 

arrangement 

from the two 

parties 

N/A ($2,343,797) ($2,343,797) ($2,343,797) ($2,343,797) 

Operational 

risk 

Risk operating 

costs vary from 

budget and that 

performance 

standards slip or 

a service cannot 

be provided. 

N/A ($98,782,507) ($19,756,501) ($19,756,501) ($19,756,501) 

Availability 

and 

performance 

risk 

Risk the service 

provided is less 

than required 

under the 

contract 

N/A ($11,718,984) ($11,718,984) ($4,687,593) ($4,687,593) 

Demand risk Risk the demand 

for a service 

does not match 

the levels 

planned. 

($203,468,191) ($135,645,461) ($81,387,277) ($81,387,277) ($81,387,277) 

Volume risk Risk actual usage 

of the service 

varies from the 

levels forecast. 

($203,468,191) ($135,645,461) ($81,387,277) ($81,387,277) ($81,387,277) 

Maintenance 

risk 

Risk that the 

costs of keeping 

the assets in 

good condition 

vary from 

budget 

($29,725,000) ($23,780,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) 

Technology 

risk 

The risk that 

changes in 

technology 

result in services 

being provided 

using 

old technology. 

($11,890,000) ($29,725,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) 

Funding risk Risk the 

availability of 

funding leads to 

delays and 

reduction in 

scope 

N/A ($1,486,250) ($20,293,500) ($36,807,106) ($67,043,101) 
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Residual value 

risk 

Risk due to 

uncertainty of 

the physical 

assets at the end 

of the contract 

period 

N/A ($594,500) ($2,705,800) ($4,907,614) ($6,704,310) 

Business risks probability Business risks cost estimate 

Non-

transferable 

risk 

Non-

transferable 

risks of failure to 

the organisation 

N/A ($29,725,000) ($29,725,000) ($5,945,000) ($11,890,000) 

Business risk Risk an 

organisation fails 

to deliver on its 

commitments 

and cannot 

meets its 

business 

objectives 

N/A ($23,780,000) ($29,725,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) 

Reputational 

risk 

Risk confidence 

in an 

organisation's 

ability to fulfil its 

business 

objectives will 

be undermined 

N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 

External risks probability External risks cost estimate 

External risk Risks that are 

not connected 

to the proposal 

being considered 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Regulatory 

risks 

Risk a change in 

law or 

regulations will 

affect the costs 

or benefits of a 

project 

($5,945,000) ($5,945,000) ($5,945,000) ($5,945,000) ($5,945,000) 

Total risk 

cost 

  
($502,056,383) ($573,484,459) ($388,511,635) ($327,534,270) ($389,802,957) 
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3.4.5  Analysis of Risks: Project B 

Project B: Summary of risk values 

    Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Scope   

Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - 

minimal 

upgrades (no 

expansion) to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

limited growth 

in aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers. 

Relinquish 

International 

status. 

Exemptions to 

regulations 

continue 

(regardless of 

international 

status).   

Minimal 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

low growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers. 

Modify lands as 

needed to 

meet 

regulatory 

requirements 

and applicable 

standards.  

Moderate upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure.   

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

the forecast 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers.  

Acquire lands / 

meet all 

applicable 

regulatory 

requirements 

and standards.  

Service risks probability Risk cost 

Service risk Service is not fit 

for purpose 
($6,989,238) ($5,591,391) ($4,193,543) ($1,397,848) ($698,924) 

Design risk Design cannot 

deliver services 

to required 

standard 

N/A ($4,193,543) ($4,193,543) ($1,397,848) ($698,924) 

Planning risk Risk planning 

permission 

cannot be 

obtained (or 

can, at greater 

than budgeted 

costs) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Build risk Risk assets are 

not completed 

on time to 

budget/spec. 

N/A ($349,462) ($1,000,818) ($1,832,551) ($4,622,426) 
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Environmental 

risk 

Risk of a major 

impact on an 

adjacent area 

with strong 

likelihood of 

objection from 

the public 

N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 

Contractual 

risk 

Risk from the 

contractual 

arrangement 

from the two 

parties 

N/A ($28,407) ($28,407) ($28,407) ($28,407) 

Operational 

risk 

Risk operating 

costs vary from 

budget and that 

performance 

standards slip 

or a service 

cannot be 

provided. 

N/A ($11,001,078) ($2,200,216) ($2,200,216) ($2,200,216) 

Availability 

and 

performance 

risk 

Risk the service 

provided is less 

than required 

under the 

contract 

N/A ($142,037) ($85,222) ($56,815) ($28,407) 

Demand risk Risk the 

demand for a 

service does 

not match the 

levels planned. 

($2,797,026) ($2,237,621) ($1,678,216) ($1,678,216) ($1,678,216) 

Volume risk Risk actual 

usage of the 

service varies 

from the levels 

forecast. 

($2,797,026) ($2,237,621) ($1,678,216) ($1,678,216) ($1,678,216) 

Maintenance 

risk 

Risk that the 

costs of keeping 

the assets in 

good condition 

vary from 

budget 

($6,989,238) ($5,591,391) ($2,795,695) ($2,795,695) ($2,795,695) 

Technology 

risk 

The risk that 

changes in 

technology 

result in 

services being 

($6,989,238) ($5,591,391) ($2,795,695) ($2,795,695) ($2,795,695) 
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provided using 

old technology. 

Funding risk Risk the 

availability of 

funding leads to 

delays and 

reduction in 

scope 

N/A ($349,462) ($1,000,818) ($1,832,551) ($4,622,426) 

Residual value 

risk 

Risk due to 

uncertainty of 

the physical 

assets at the 

end of the 

contract period 

N/A ($139,785) ($269,885) ($369,510) ($742,588) 

Business risks probability Business risks cost estimate 

Non-

transferable 

risk 

Non-

transferable 

risks of failure 

to the 

organisation 

N/A -$3,494,619 -$2,795,695 -$2,096,772 -$1,397,848 

Business risk Risk an 

organisation 

fails to deliver 

on its 

commitments 

and cannot 

meets its 

business 

objectives 

N/A -$6,989,238 -$5,591,391 -$4,193,543 -$2,795,695 

Reputational 

risk 

Risk confidence 

in an 

organisation's 

ability to fulfil 

its business 

objectives will 

be undermined 

N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 

External risks probability External risks cost estimate 

External risk Risks that are 

not connected 

to the proposal 

being 

considered 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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Regulatory 

risks 

Risk a change in 

law or 

regulations will 

affect the costs 

or benefits of a 

project 

($1,397,848) ($1,397,848) ($1,397,848) ($1,397,848) ($1,397,848) 

Total risk 

cost 

  
($27,959,615) ($49,334,894) ($31,705,208) ($25,751,729) ($28,181,532) 

 

3.4.6  Analysis of Risks: Project C 

Project C: Summary of risk values 

   Option 1 Option 2 Option 4 Option 5 

Scope 

 

Status quo - 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - 

minimal 

upgrades / 

expansion to 

current airside or 

landside 

infrastructure, 

cater for limited 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Exemptions to 

regulations 

continue.   

Close Existing 

Airport and Build 

New Airport 

including airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for the most-

likely forecast 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.  Build to 

meet all applicable 

regulatory 

requirements and 

standards.  

Sell or Close 

Existing Airport, 

to be replaced by 

Ferry / Helicopter / 

Seaplane service 

Service risks probability Service risks cost estimate    

Service risk Service is not fit 

for purpose 
($114,800) ($71,750) ($14,350) ($35,875) 

Design risk Design cannot 

deliver services to 

required standard 

N/A ($71,750) ($28,700) ($43,050) 

Planning risk Risk planning 

permission cannot 

be obtained (or 

can, at greater 

than budgeted 

costs) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Build risk Risk assets are not 

completed on time 

to budget/spec. 

N/A ($3,588) ($3,460,600) ($2,234,750) 
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Environmental 

risk 

Risk of a major 

impact on an 

adjacent area with 

strong likelihood 

of objection from 

the public 

N/A $0 $0 $0 

Contractual 

risk 

Risk from the 

contractual 

arrangement from 

the two parties 

N/A ($17,509) ($17,509) ($17,509) 

Operational 

risk 

Risk operating 

costs vary from 

budget and that 

performance 

standards slip or a 

service cannot be 

provided. 

N/A $0 ($1,480,925) ($573,802) 

Availability and 

performance 

risk 

Risk the service 

provided is less 

than required 

under the contract 

N/A ($87,545) ($35,018) ($35,018) 

Demand risk Risk the demand 

for a service does 

not match the 

levels planned. 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

Volume risk Risk actual usage 

of the service 

varies from the 

levels forecast. 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

Maintenance 

risk 

Risk that the costs 

of keeping the 

assets in good 

condition vary 

from budget 

($71,750) ($57,400) ($28,700) ($28,700) 

Technology 

risk 

The risk that 

changes in 

technology result 

in services being 

provided using 

old technology. 

($43,050) ($43,050) ($28,700) ($28,700) 

Funding risk Risk the availability 

of funding leads to 

delays and 

reduction in scope 

N/A ($3,588) ($4,614,134) ($893,900) 
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Residual value 

risk 

Risk due to 

uncertainty of the 

physical assets at 

the end of the 

contract period 

N/A ($1,435) ($1,845,654) ($357,560) 

Business risks probability Business risks cost estimate 

Non-

transferable 

risk 

Non-transferable 

risks of failure to 

the organisation 

N/A ($71,750) ($14,350) ($43,050) 

Business risk Risk an 

organisation fails 

to deliver on its 

commitments and 

cannot meets its 

business objectives 

N/A ($71,750) ($14,350) ($43,050) 

Reputational 

risk 

Risk confidence in 

an organisation's 

ability to fulfil its 

business objectives 

will be undermined 

N/A $0 $0 $0 

External risks probability External risks cost estimate 

External risk Risks that are not 

connected to the 

proposal being 

considered 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

Regulatory 

risks 

Risk a change in 

law or regulations 

will affect the costs 

or benefits of a 

project 

($71,750) ($57,400) ($14,350) ($14,350) 

Total risk cost   ($301,350) ($558,514) ($11,597,340) ($4,349,314) 

 

3.5 Economic Appraisal: Costs 

This section appraises the financial implications, both initial and ongoing, of the short-listed options. 

The Green Book provides a framework for the economic appraisal calculations. Salient points have been summarised below: 

• Cash flows are projected in constant/ base year terms (i.e. adjustments for inflation are excluded from the economic 

analysis. 

• Cash flows are discounted to their Net Present Value (‘NPV’). This is to account for the time value of money. 

• Opportunity costs are considered. 

• Depreciation and capital charges are excluded. 
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The following inputs are consistent across all projects and all options: 

Economic case major inputs and assumption 

Input Description 

Base year Projection estimates are presented in base year dollar terms.  

This has been chosen as 2022. 

Projection period This represents the period over which the analysis has been performed. As per the latest 

Green Book guidance: 

• “Costs and benefits should be calculated over the lifetime of the proposal. 

Proposals involving infrastructure such as roads, railways and new buildings are 

appraised over a 60-year period.” 

Discount rate The inputs noted in the models are provided in nominal terms and a nominal discount factor 

of 3.5% was used between 0 and 30 years, with a rate of 3.0% between 31 and 60 years. The 

purpose of this is to discount the cash flows over the projection period to base year prices, 

as stipulated by the Green Book. 

Inflation All values in the economic dimension are expressed in base year prices. This means that the 

average inflation rate is removed. Refer to the financial case for figures presented in real 

terms (i.e. inclusive of inflation). 

 

3.5.1  Optimism Bias 

Optimism bias is the demonstrated systematic tendency for appraisers to be over-optimistic about key project parameters, 

including capital costs, operating costs, project duration and benefits delivery. Over-optimistic estimates can lock in 

undeliverable targets. To reduce this tendency appraisals should make explicit adjustments for optimism bias. The Green Book 

recommends applying overall percentage adjustments at the outset of an appraisal. 

Areas impacted by optimism bias adjustment  

Area Optimism 

bias 

adjustment 

Capital costs 

Our adjustment percentage was determined after discussions with the aviation consultants, cost consultants 

and the CIAA. Furthermore, we have also considered the optimism bias of other major capital projects in 

the Cayman Islands; it is our understanding that the optimism biases ranged from 10% to 25%. 10% was 

selected since contingencies have already been built into the capital costs estimates by the 

cost consultants. 

10% 

Operating costs 

Representatives from the CIAA have provided a range of staffing models based on the current operations 

and proposed Projects. Consideration has been given to the potential for additional training of staff and the 

possibility of having to recruit from abroad for new positions. 

10% 

 

3.5.2  Cost estimates for the Shortlisted Options 

Forecast revenue for each option has been prepared using the average revenue per passenger for 2018 and 2019 for each 

airport, multiplied by the forecast passenger levels as prepared by DKMA (aside from Project A,1, where a pro-rata calculation 

was applied to ORIA’s P&L to split this Project out in the absence of separate financial information for the GA facility). 2018 and 

2019 were used as the basis for this calculation, given FY20 and FY21 were distorted by the impact of Covid-19. 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

72 

 

 

Variable operating costs have been forecast with reference to forecast revenue with fixed operating costs being forecast using 

historical averages (increasing in line with DKMA forecast annual average demand growth of 1.5% to reflect the gradual increase 

in fixed costs that is expected over time).  Again, Project A1 was calculated separately based on a pro-rata calculation of ORIA. 

Capital expenditure relates to the costs provided by BCQS (cost consultants) and Stantec, which have been phased over the 

forecast period by Stantec, according to the order of priority as stipulated by the Project Team and Steering Committee. The 

costs are presented in base year prices. 

The methodology behind the calculation of wider costs, risk costs and optimism bias adjustments have been discussed earlier in 

this section.  Assumptions underpinning the financial information presented below have been discussed in more detail within the 

Financial Case.In line with the Green Book Guidance, options 1 and 2 have been carried forward for Project (i.e. Business as 

Usual and Do Nothing). However, options 1 and 2 have been marked as N/A in the analysis below (and elsewhere in this 

section) as they do not meet the investment objectives stipulated at the Short List Evaluation stage. Therefore, they have been 

included in the tables below for comparative purposes only. A detailed breakdown of the quantified benefits and costs 

summarised below have been included at appendix 6 along with the benefits register included within the Management Case 

section.  

Project A1: Summary of the Quantitative Analysis of Options  

 $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s 

Options 1 2 3 4 6 

60-year nominal costs 

Revenue $68,772 $70,648 $90,410 $86,471 $91,323 

Operating costs ($27,215) ($27,224) ($27,319) ($27,300) ($27,323) 

EBITDA $41,557 $43,425 $63,091 $59,171 $64,000 

Capital expenditure $0 ($3,500) ($40,358) ($33,012) ($42,061) 

Wider costs ($1,361) ($4,609) ($10,152) ($9,047) ($6,938) 

Risk costs ($11,476) ($13,179) ($19,020) ($14,251) ($13,632) 

Optimism bias ($4,005) ($4,851) ($9,685) ($8,361) ($8,995) 

Total benefits/(costs) $24,715 $17,286 ($16,123) ($5,498) ($7,627) 

60-year costs discounted at 3.5% (0-30yrs) and 3.0% (31-60yrs) 

Revenue $28,598 $29,268 $36,332 $34,924 $36,659 

Operating costs ($10,431) ($10,432) ($10,443) ($10,440) ($10,443) 

EBITDA $18,167 $18,837 $25,890 $24,484 $26,216 

Capital expenditure $0 ($3,054) ($35,211) ($28,802) ($36,660) 

Wider costs ($595) ($2,015) ($4,438) ($3,955) ($3,033) 

Risk costs ($1,751) ($2,121) ($4,234) ($3,655) ($3,932) 

Optimism bias ($5,017) ($5,761) ($8,314) ($6,229) ($5,959) 

Net total benefits/(costs) $10,805 $5,887 ($26,307) ($18,157) ($23,369) 

Rank* N/A N/A 3 1 2 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

73 

 

 

 

*A rank of 1 has the Highest NPSV 

Project A2: Summary of the Quantitative Analysis of Options  

 $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s 

Options 1 2 3 4 5 

60-year nominal costs  

Revenue $2,712,909 $2,821,877 $3,208,864 $3,612,441 $3,941,763 

Operating costs ($2,000,198) ($2,009,145) ($2,040,921) ($2,074,058) ($2,101,099) 

EBITDA $712,712 $812,732 $1,167,943 $1,538,383 $1,840,664 

Capital expenditure $0 ($59,450) ($270,580) ($490,761) ($670,431) 

Wider costs ($100,010) ($310,289) ($346,725) ($256,482) ($415,730) 

Risk costs ($502,056) ($573,484) ($388,512) ($327,534) ($389,803) 

Optimism bias ($260,226) ($295,237) ($304,674) ($314,884) ($357,706) 

Total benefits/(costs) ($149,581) ($425,728) ($142,547) $148,721 $6,994 

60-year costs discounted at 3.5% (0-30yrs) and 3.0% (31-60yrs) 

Revenue $1,127,712 $1,166,762 $1,305,442 $1,450,067 $1,568,083 

Operating costs ($767,109) ($770,411) ($782,138) ($794,367) ($804,346) 

EBITDA $360,603 $396,350 $523,304 $655,700 $763,736 

Capital expenditure $0 ($51,869) ($233,417) ($412,577) ($568,637) 

Wider costs ($43,718) ($135,640) ($151,568) ($112,119) ($181,733) 

Risk costs ($112,629) ($127,338) ($129,727) ($132,610) ($149,623) 

Optimism bias ($219,470) ($250,694) ($169,834) ($143,179) ($170,399) 

Net total benefits/(costs) ($15,214) ($169,190) ($161,243) ($144,784) ($306,656) 

Rank* N/A N/A 2 1 3 

 

*A rank of 1 has the highest NPSV 

Project B: Summary of the Quantitative Analysis of Options  

 $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s 

Options 1 2 3 4 5 

60-year nominal costs 

Revenue $55,941 $57,386 $58,731 $59,761 $64,109 

Operating costs ($220,022) ($219,717) ($219,433) ($219,215) ($218,297) 

EBITDA ($164,081) ($162,331) ($160,702) ($159,455) ($154,189) 
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Capital expenditure $0 ($13,978) ($26,988) ($36,951) ($79,009) 

Wider costs ($11,001) ($35,051) ($24,609) ($38,373) ($43,838) 

Risk costs ($27,960) ($48,994) ($28,679) ($25,578) ($28,065) 

Optimism bias ($25,898) ($31,772) ($29,938) ($31,977) ($36,416) 

Total benefits/(costs) ($228,940) ($292,126) ($270,916) ($292,334) ($341,517) 

60-year costs discounted at 3.5% (0-30yrs) and 3.0% (31-60yrs) 

Revenue $23,671 $24,042 $24,386 $24,650 $25,765 

Operating costs ($83,821) ($83,681) ($83,551) ($83,452) ($83,031) 

EBITDA ($60,150) ($59,640) ($59,165) ($58,801) ($57,266) 

Capital expenditure $0 ($10,269) ($20,602) ($27,852) ($54,007) 

Wider costs ($4,809) ($15,322) ($10,758) ($16,774) ($19,164) 

Risk costs ($11,321) ($13,904) ($13,233) ($14,001) ($15,939) 

Optimism bias ($12,222) ($21,566) ($13,860) ($11,257) ($12,319) 

Net total benefits/(costs) ($88,502) ($120,701) ($117,618) ($128,686) ($158,695) 

Rank* N/A N/A 1 2 3 

 

*A rank of 1 has the highest NPSV 

Project C: Summary of the Quantitative Analysis of Options  

 $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s $(000)’s 

Options 1 2 4 5 

60-year nominal costs 

Revenue $0 $0 $21,746 $8,426 

Operating costs $0 $0 ($74,046) ($28,690) 

EBITDA $0 $0 ($52,301) ($20,264) 

Capital expenditure $0 ($144) ($46,141) ($17,878) 

Wider costs $0 ($22) ($18,028) ($4,657) 

Risk costs ($301) ($348) ($11,492) ($4,244) 

Optimism bias ($30) ($35) ($1,149) ($424) 

Total benefits/(costs) ($331) ($548) ($129,112) ($47,468) 

60-year costs discounted at 3.5% (0-30yrs) and 3.0% (31-60yrs) 

Revenue $0 $0 $8,739 $3,386 

Operating costs $0 $0 ($28,164) ($10,912) 

EBITDA $0 $0 ($19,425) ($7,526) 
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Capital expenditure $0 ($125) ($39,784) ($15,598) 

Wider costs $0 ($9) ($7,881) ($2,036) 

Risk costs ($13) ($24) ($507) ($190) 

Optimism bias ($132) ($244) ($5,070) ($1,901) 

Net total benefits/(costs) ($145) ($403) ($72,666) ($27,251) 

Rank* N/A N/A 2 1 

*A rank of 1 has the highest NPSV 

3.6  Economic Appraisal Conclusions  

In selecting the Preferred Option for each Project, the Steering Committee considered the Risks, Costs and Benefits of the 

shortlisted options as outlined above. A detailed assessment was presented and discussed. The findings are presented below: 

3.6.1  Project A1 – Selection of the Preferred Option 

Project A1 Selection of the Preferred Option 

$’000 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 6 

Undiscounted cost $24,715 $17,286 ($16,123) ($5,498) ($7,627) 

Economic appraisal 

(NPSV) 
$10,805 $5,887 ($26,307) ($18,157) ($23,369) 

Ranking N/A N/A 3 1 2 

Significant 

Unquantifiable 

benefits 

   Higher GA 

terminal 

satisfaction, which 

may lead to 

increased tourism 

(i.e. higher 

revenues for 

businesses in 

Cayman) 

Further increased 

capacity for future 

air traffic growth 

(i.e. potentially less 

costly in the long 

term) 

Greater revenue 

opportunity for 

CIAA or 3rd party 

operator if hangar, 

g/a terminal and 

aprons are collated 

Majority of east-end 

apron is to be 

constructed on 

brownfield / cleared 

lands. Hangars, GA 

terminal together 

will enable 

reduction in aircraft 

fuel burn and 

emissions  

Would allow for 

boat 

transfers/water 

taxis, which would 

drastically improve 

the user experience 

for HNWIs.  
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Higher GA terminal 

satisfaction, which 

may lead to 

increased tourism 

(i.e. higher revenues 

for businesses in 

Cayman) 

Significant 

Unquantifiable 

benefits ranking 

N/A N/A 3 2 1 

 

Ordinarily, the quantification of more costs and benefits would be sought; however, due to evidence constraints this was not 

possible; therefore, greater emphasis has been placed on the significant unquantifiable benefits than would be typical. Option 4 

has the most economically advantageous undiscounted cost profile and the most economically advantageous Net Present Social 

Value (NPSV). However, Option 6 provided significant unquantifiable benefits which the Steering Committee deemed to 

outweigh the difference in the NPSV. As a result, Option 6 scored the highest in the overall ranking and has been designated as 

the Preferred Option.  

Option 6 is the Preferred Option for Project A1 

3.6.2  Project A2 – Selection of the Preferred Option 

Project A2 Selection of the Preferred Option 

$’000 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Undiscounted 

benefit/(cost) 
($149,581) ($425,728) ($142,547) $148,721 $6,994 

Economic 

appraisal 

(NPSV) 

($15,214) ($169,190) ($161,243) ($144,784) ($306,656) 

Ranking N/A N/A 2 1 3 

Significant 

Unquantifiabl

e benefits 

   Increased capacity for 

future air traffic growth 

(i.e. potentially less 

costly in the long term) 

Improved facilitation of 

movement of people, 

goods and services, due 

to reduced time, lower 

costs from development 

of innovative, 

technology-based 

solutions which benefit 

airlines, cargo and mail 

shippers, and consumers 

Increased capacity 

for future air traffic 

growth (i.e. 

potentially less costly 

in the long term) 

Significant 

Unquantifiabl

e benefits 

ranking 

N/A N/A 2 1 3 

 

Ordinarily, the quantification of more costs and benefits would be sought; however, due to evidence constraints this was not 

possible; therefore, greater emphasis has been placed on the significant unquantifiable benefits than would be typical. Option 4 
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has both the most economically advantageous undiscounted benefit/(cost) profile and the most economically advantageous Net 

Present Social Value (NPSV), as well as having significant unquantifiable benefits.  

Option 4 is the Preferred Option for Project A2 

3.6.3  Project B – Selection of the Preferred Option 

Project B Selection of the Preferred Option 

$’000 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Undiscounted 

benefit/(cost) 
($228,940) ($292,126) ($270,916) ($292,334) ($341,517) 

Economic 

appraisal 

(NPSV) 

($60,150) ($59,640) ($59,165) ($58,801) ($57,266) 

Ranking N/A N/A 3 2 1 

Significant 

Unquantifiable 

benefits 

   Further terminal 

satisfaction, which is 

expected to lead to 

increased tourism 

(i.e. higher revenues 

for businesses in 

Cayman) 

Further improved 

efficiency from the 

upgrades/expansion   

Further terminal 

satisfaction, which is 

expected to lead to 

increased tourism 

(i.e. higher revenues 

for businesses in 

Cayman) 

Further improved 

efficiency from the 

upgrades/expansion 

Further increased 

capacity for future 

air traffic growth 

(i.e. potentially less 

costly in the long 

term)  

Improvements in 

facilitation will lead 

to more efficient 

airport operations, 

benefiting the 

airlines, passengers 

and shippers, and 

aircraft operators   

Significant 

Unquantifiable 

benefits ranking 

N/A N/A 3 2 1 

 

Ordinarily, the quantification of more costs and benefits would be sought; however, due to evidence constraints this was not 

possible; therefore, greater emphasis has been placed on the significant unquantifiable benefits than would be typical. Option 5 

has the most economically advantageous undiscounted cost profile and the most economically advantageous Net Present Social 

Value (NPSV). Furthermore, option 5 also has significant unquantifiable benefits, scoring the highest in the overall ranking and 

has been designated as the Preferred Option. This is driven largely by the desire of the Steering Committee to ensure the 

highest level of interconnectivity between the islands, placing safety and efficiency at the heart of any future development. 

Therefore, the increased costs associated with this Option have been deemed necessary to facilitate such development and 

ensure a “step forward” for the sister islands. 
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Option 5 is the Preferred Option for Project B 

3.6.4  Project C – Selection of the Preferred Option 

Project C Selection of the Preferred Option 

$’000 Option 1 Option 2 Option 4 Option 5 

Undiscounted 

benefit/(cost) 
($331) ($548) ($129,112) ($47,468) 

Economic 

appraisal 

(NPSV) 

($145) ($403) ($72,666) ($27,251) 

Ranking N/A N/A 2 1 

Significant 

Unquantifiable 

benefits 

  Increased capacity for future 

air traffic growth (i.e. 

potentially less costly in the 

long term) 

Further reduced risk of 

accidents and therefore 

associated costs 

May lead to increased 

revenues (i.e. higher airport 

revenues and increase in 

revenues for businesses in 

Little Cayman) 

Would facilitate more 

efficient medevac/ hurricane 

evacuation services as well 

as night-time flights 

Would allow for a better 

quality of service (i.e. larger 

planes) 

Reduced risk of accidents 

Controlled/restricted 

tourism, reducing 

environmental impact on 

the Islands 

The "hard to reach" 

nature of the island may 

increase its allure, 

thereby potentially 

leading to increased 

tourism revenues for 

local businesses 

Reduced risk of 

accidents 

Significant 

Unquantifiable 

benefits 

ranking 

N/A N/A 1 2 

 

Ordinarily, the quantification of more costs and benefits would be sought; however, due to evidence constraints this was not 

possible; therefore, greater emphasis has been placed on the significant unquantifiable benefits than would be typical. Option 5 

has the most economically advantageous undiscounted cost profile and the most economically advantageous Net Present Social 

Value (NPSV). However, Option 4 provided significant unquantifiable benefits which the steering committee feel outweighs the 

difference in the NPSV. As a result, Option 4 scored the highest in the overall ranking and has been designated as the Preferred 

Option. This is driven largely by the desire of the Steering Committee to ensure the highest level of interconnectivity between 

the islands, placing safety and efficiency at the heart of any future development. Therefore, the increased costs associated with 

this option have been deemed necessary to facilitate such development and ensure a “step forward” for the sister islands.  

 

 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

79 

 

 

Option 4 is the Preferred Option for Project C  

3.6.5  Tourism Impact 

Further to the significant unquantifiable benefits noted above, the estimated economic impact of increased visitor numbers on 

the tourism industry has also been calculated. Based on 2019 stayover visitor and visitor spend data provided by Visit Caymans 

Islands and the forecast passenger data provided by DKMA (i.e. assuming forecast demand is met for each of the airports), it is 

estimated that the Preferred Options could lead to an additional 17 million visitors over the 60 year forecast period. The 

increase in visitors is estimated to lead to an increase in tourism spend of c.$6 billion over the respective period (i.e. c$100m 

per annum) or $2 billion after discounting. Given the high-level nature of the assumptions used for this calculation, this impact 

has not been quantified in the analysis above. 

3.7  Value for Money Assessment of the Preferred Options for Projects A1, A2, B and C 

3.7.1  VfM Assessment 

As the Project developed, a number of specific requirements were put in place by the Steering Committee that had the 

potential to constrain value for money. The specific requirements were as follows: 

1) The GA facility was to be placed in close proximity to the North Sound, to allow for the future development of a 

marine dock to facilitate marine taxis between the airport and Seven Mile Beach; 

2) The redevelopment of ORIA was to be of sufficient scale such that further redevelopments would not be required in 

the medium term. In practice, this meant that the runway length should be maximised to facilitate larger payloads and 

aircrafts (i.e. 8,000ft, as stipulated by Virgin Atlantic) and the terminal building should be two-story to allow for the 

use of jet bridges; and 

3) The highest level of interconnectivity between the islands has been designated as a priority, placing safety and 

efficiency at the heart of any future development. Therefore, increased costs associated with meeting forecast 

demand and regulatory concerns on the sister islands have been deemed as necessary to ensure a “step forward” for 

the sister islands.  

VfM Assessment Summary 

The table below analyses both nominal and discounted net present social values (i.e. including the quantitative benefits, costs 

and risks as well as capital costs). 

Preferred option by project Costs ($’000)  

 Nominal costs NPSV discounted (3.5% / 

3.0%) 

Project A1  ($7,627) ($23,369) 

Project A2 $148,721 ($144,784) 

Project B ($341,517) ($158,695) 

Project C  ($129,227) ($72,666) 

Total costs  ($329,534) ($399,514) 

 

Conclusion on VfM 

• The Preferred Option for each project has been selected to ensure that the base case passenger forecasts (prepared 

by DKMA) have been met, for each island.   

• It is the Steering Committee’s assessment that the planned facilities are required to cater for forecast demand and to 

provide quality facilities that present the Cayman Islands in the best light and meet regulatory requirements, enabling 

the islands to compete with neighboring jurisdictions. 
• The conceptual design team has ensured that the designs optimise space allowances in light of existing constraints and 

user requirements. 

• Overall, it is noted that the Preferred Options for Projects B and C may not necessarily represent the best VfM of 

the options, given the limited passenger numbers that each island services (i.e. both airports are loss making); the 

Steering Committee selected the Preferred Options for each of these airports based not upon VfM, but rather on the 

on the importance of certain qualitative benefits: 
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o The choice of Preferred Options for Projects B and C is driven largely by the desire of the Steering 

Committee to ensure the high-quality brand image of the Cayman Islands and to ensure the highest level of 

interconnectivity between the islands, placing safety and efficiency at the heart of any future development. 

Therefore, the increased costs associated with options B and C have been deemed necessary to facilitate 

such development and ensure a “step forward” for the Cayman Islands. 

• Given the parameters set by the Steering Committee, it is believed that the Preferred Options for Project A1 and A2 

have been optimised and as such can be considered in this context to represent value for money. 

• The overall capital cost of CI$658m for all four projects will be used to set the affordability envelope going forward 

(after considering inflation, as discussed in the Financial Case section). 
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4.0 Commercial Case 
4.1  Introduction 

This section of the OBC describes the four Projects (“Projects A1, A2, B and C”) and the procurement and deliver methods 

available for the delivery of each Project, under the assumption that the Preferred Options are proceeded with in their entirety. 

The section also examines the potential options for packaging of services for procurement and identifies the outline 

specifications for the delivery of services. A key element of the procurement process is the ability to drive competition since 

this can have a material impact on VfM. Each Project is expected to be procured under a separate contract (with the potential 

exception of elements of Projects A1 and A2 which may be procured together to maximise VfM). The following commentary 

needs to be considered individually for each Project during the next stage. 

The scope of work for Project A1 (the GA terminal at ORIA) includes:  

 

Works Term Estimated capital costs 

(base year prices) 

New GA Terminal east side, North Sound site 2026 - 2028 $11,657,940  

New Hangar next to GA terminal 2026 - 2028 $9,049,520  

New apron, north-sound 2023 - 2029 $21,353,620  

Total estimate   $42,061,080 

 

The scope of work for Project A2 (ORIA) includes:  

 

Works Term Estimated capital costs 

(base year prices) 

Land acquisition 2029 - 2033 $29,910,000  

Terminal Expansion 2025 - 2033 $335,528,481  

Apron expansion, and rehabilitation  2029 – 2038 $25,153,718  

Runway extension (8,000 ft.) 2023 - 2026 $27,707,707  

Full Parallel taxiway 2033 - 2035 $14,924,000  

Cargo / Future MRO/Engine Run-up Aprons 2039 - 2041 $8,610,000  

Marine Dock / Seawall for water taxi services interface with airport 2033 - 2035 $5,000,360  

Landside works 2031 - 2034 $24,627,231  

Heliport, Medevac/Police/Tourism Centre 2033 – 2035 $1,230,000  

New ATC Tower and ATM System 2023 - 2034 $9,840,000  

Airfield drainage improvements and pumping station 2029 - 2033 $8,229,913  

Total estimate  $490,761,409 

 

The scope of work for Project B (CKIA) includes:  

 

Works Term Estimated capital costs 

(base year prices) 

Landside expansion to accommodate 30m set-back security 

regulation 
2033 $7,510,000 

Terminal expansion, meets future requirements 2033 - 2037 $31,244,348  

Acquisition and maintenance facility expansion 2037 - 2039 $1,230,000  

Runway strip and RESA works  2023 - 2026 $1,146,360  

Rehabilitate Runway, Taxiway, Apron 2034 - 2036 $13,568,477  

Site Works, fencing, contingency, fees, etc.  2032 - 2041 $18,635,961  

Apron expansion and 2nd taxiway to runway from apron 2034 - 2037 $2,628,914  

General Aviation apron 2039 - 2041 $994,758  

ATC Tower 2038 - 2040 $2,050,000  

Total estimate  $79,008,819 
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The scope of work for Project C (EBA) includes:  

 

Works Term Estimated capital costs 

(base year prices) 

Environmental Impact Assessment 2023 - 2024  1,384,000  

Runway, short taxiway, apron 2025 - 2030  14,033,814  

Access road, terminal curb road and parking lot 2025 - 2028  2,472,506  

Airport perimeter road and fence 2027 - 2029  4,866,805  

Site Clearing 2025 - 2026  17,896,671  

Terminal 2028 - 2031  6,871,543  

Total estimate   47,525,339  

 

Illustrations of the scope of works for each of the Projects in the overall Master Plan is included in Appendix 9. The proposed 

final solutions are shown below: 

Illustrations of the scope of Projects A1, A2, B and C 

Project A1 

 

 

*Refer to Project A2 below for the ORIA airport layout plan, which also includes the GA facility 
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Project A2 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

84 

 

 

Project B 
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Project C 
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There has been (and continues to be) a full consultation exercise with the relevant users and stakeholders, with a view to 

ensuring that the masterplans for each Project meet the requirements of the users. 

The completion of each Project will require a full range of design and build professional expertise together with that of 

experienced planning and project management.  

Potential consultancy services required to deliver each Project include: 

• Quantity Surveying Support – to provide iterative cost plans;  

• Project Management Support – to assist with the development process; 

• Design and Architecture support – to assist the design team in their final choice of layout and design and provide services 

as defined by the RIBA outline plan of works;  

• Construction and build support – to build the new facilities, in line with CIG’s preferred design;  

• Business assurance support – to develop and validate the full/final business case for the Projects;  

• Environment and Ground Investigation Survey support – to ensure that the land earmarked for development (Preferred 

Options) is suitable for the development.  

• Civil and Structural Engineers; Building Services Engineers and Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing and Fire consultants.  

4.2  Delivery methods – PPP vs Public sector Delivery 

In keeping with general best practice standards, we have performed a qualitative evaluation of delivery methods using traditional 

methods (i.e. using CIG capital resources and a typical Design Bid / Design Bid Build Contract structure) versus Public Private 

Partnership (P3) models.  

There are multiple options available to finance a project, including using available cash flow, reallocating funds or taking out 

additional debt. CIAA is unable to raise its own debt and so if additional debt was to be taken out this would need to be 

raised/provided through CIG. Alternatively, there is an opportunity to use a P3 delivery model to leverage private sector 

investment. P3 delivery models are structured so that the public sector retains ownership of the asset while sharing many of 

the project risks with the private sector. 

A P3 delivery model may be beneficial when there are constraints on the public sector, such as scarcity of funding, lack of 

budgetary commitments, or lack of expertise that may prevent Government from achieving its objectives. Essentially, P3 

delivery models enable the public sector to undertake projects that may not be timely, efficient, or even possible under 

conventional financing approaches. These delivery models allow the Government to share the risks of a project while at the 

same time facilitating greater accountability for performance by the private sector.  

Having the option to transfer responsibilities, such as design and construction and / or ongoing operations and maintenance, 

allows Government ministries or agencies to focus internal resources on their “core business” while overseeing the project and 

setting policy objectives from the outset that would apply throughout the project life cycle.  

Additionally, the transfer of responsibilities generally implies a transfer of risks, which limits the Government’s exposure to cost 

overruns and other unexpected risks that may occur. In order to maximise return on investment, private sector partners have 

incentives to make appropriate up-front and life cycle cost trade-offs and take advantage of commercial opportunities. With 

appropriate performance-based contracts it is in the private partner’s best interest to pursue innovations that will improve the 

efficiency of the asset’s operations and enhance the services offered to end users. 

An important characteristic of P3 delivery models is that the Government can benefit from private sector efficiencies while 

retaining public ownership of an asset and ensuring that performance is maintained at the required standard. 

Qualitative considerations in selecting the most appropriate delivery model for the Reference Projects need to consider the 

following key criteria: 

 

• Technical impacts 

• Maintenance and lifecycle impacts 

• Acceptability impacts 

• Implementation impacts 

• Timing impacts 

• Financial Impacts 

 

Note that the relative importance of each category may differ and that assessing the relative merits of each delivery model 

requires professional judgment based on a thorough assessment of all available facts and circumstances. To the extent possible, 

qualitative impacts provide a context to help assess the relative importance and linkages between individual impacts. 
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While this section identifies some negative impacts associated with the various delivery models, none of these impacts appear 

significant enough to eliminate a delivery model from further consideration. These potential issues would, however, need to be 

addressed in further planning for the project depending on the delivery model selected.  

The results of the qualitative analysis are largely driven by consultation with the Project Team and reflect the team’s 

professional judgement based on market knowledge and experience with similar projects in other jurisdictions. As shown in the 

following sections, the process involved posing a series of questions to the project team for each qualitative category and using 

the answers to those questions to determine the potential impact under each delivery model. It should be noted that not all 

questions result in an “impact” – rather, in some cases the question leads to the identification of opportunities and challenges 

that should be considered as the CIAA proceeds with a given delivery model.  

4.3 Technical Impacts 

Technical impacts refer to the potential challenges and opportunities for designing and constructing the Projects. Regarding 

technical impacts, the following questions were asked in order to assess impacts under each of the business models: 

• Are there major technical challenges in design and construction for the project? Are there any challenges that would prove 

difficult for the contracting community to manage?   

• Can any of these challenges be better addressed by the public sector delivery vs. the P3 delivery? 

 

Technical Impacts - Comparison of Traditional Delivery vs P3 

 
Public Sector (DBB or DB Contract) P3 

Technical challenges for 

design and construction  

Medium impact: proven technology will be used in building and installation requirements. 

There is some complexity involved in terms of having to utilise existing structures in the 

design. There are also technical, structural and engineering considerations based upon 

international standards, given the scrutiny around health and safety requirements for airports. 

Public vs. private CIAA has recently executed the completion 

of the new terminal at ORIA (completed in 

2019) which involved the use of an existing 

structure. This was completed using a 

traditional delivery method, using local 

architects and local contractors. 

Private sector delivery may not necessarily 

help CIAA in addressing technical challenges 

related to design and construction. It is likely 

that the private sector would price risk into 

certain elements of the Projects, leading to 

higher costs. 

4.4 Maintenance and Lifecycle Impacts 

Maintenance and lifecycle impacts refer to the potential challenges and opportunities, on a technical level, for maintaining the 

facilities and performing requisite major maintenance/lifecycle work. Regarding maintenance and lifecycle impacts the following 

questions were asked in order to assess impacts under each of the business models: 

• Are there major technical maintenance and lifecycle challenges for the project?   

• Can any of these challenges be better-addressed by the public sector vs. the private sector? 

• What is the potential impact of budgetary constraints on maintenance and lifecycle activities? 

 

Maintenance and Lifecycle Impacts - Comparison of Traditional Delivery vs P3 

 
Public Sector (DBB or DB Contract) P3 

Technical challenges 

for maintenance and 

lifecycle  

Medium impact: proven technology will be used in building and installation requirements. However, 

the use of legacy equipment purchased several years ago may result in some challenges relating to 

manufacturer’s warranties. There may be more value for money from the public sector managing 

these risks. With a P3, the private sector may insist on the legacy equipment being scrapped. 

Public vs. private  As CIAA is familiar with the equipment that has 

been purchased, mostly due to the use of such 

equipment at the existing facilities, CIAA may be 

better positioned to address challenges relating 

to the use of legacy equipment.  

If the private sector are responsible for whole life 

costs of the project, they may insist on higher 

quality build upfront. The aim of doing this will be 

to minimise the risk of higher than expected costs 

during the operational period. It is almost certain 
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that use of the legacy equipment would not be 

consistent with such a strategy. 

Potential impact of 

budgetary constraints  

High impact on the initial cost of the project; 

potential to defer major maintenance for 

budgetary reasons. 

The overall impact on cost over the life of the 

project is unknown but it is reasonable to expect 

a higher initial capital cost. This will be aimed at 

reducing maintenance and lifecycle cost risks 

during the operational period of the contract. 

 

4.5 Acceptability Impacts 

Acceptability impacts refer to the potential opportunities and challenges associated with stakeholder impacts and perception 

under each delivery model. This is a particularly important category, given that CIG has not previously undertaken a P3 

approach for the development of its airport facilities. Regarding acceptability impacts the following table identifies items of 

potential concern to each stakeholder based on the assessment of representatives to the project team. 

Acceptability Impacts - Comparison of Traditional Delivery vs P3 

 
Public Sector (DBB or DB 

Contract) 

P3 

Key users and general public Low impact: CIAA currently operates 

ORIA and CKIA, but not EBA which is 

operated by Cayman Airways. 

Medium impact: stakeholder groups may question 

a private party’s involvement in administering 

essential infrastructure, especially ORIA. 

Public vs. private  CIAA currently operates ORIA and 

CKIA. Therefore, there is public 

acceptability of this model.  

There may be some resistance to enabling a 

private party to administer essential infrastructure. 

 

4.6 Implementation Impacts 

Implementation impacts refer to the challenges and opportunities associated with procuring and delivering the Projects under 

each delivery model. Regarding implementation impacts, the following questions were asked in order to assess impacts under 

each of the business models: 

• What is the track record for each delivery model (locally and beyond)? 

• How complex is the procurement process for each delivery model? 

• How complex is project management under each delivery model?   

• What are the capabilities of the contracting market for working within each delivery model? 

 

 

Implementation Impacts - Comparison of Traditional Delivery vs P3 

 
Public Sector (DBB or DB 

Contract) 

P3 

Track record  Commonly used delivery model Not a commonly used delivery model in the 

Cayman Islands and therefore there is no track-

record or experience to draw on. In addition, there 

is no in-house expertise or lessons learned with 

regards to the procurement process or for 

monitoring the implementation phase. 

Complexity of procurement  Low impact: relatively simple 

procurement 

High impact: requirement for new procurement 

and contract documents and procedures; additional 

complexity for including operations. 

Complexity for public sector 

project management 

Low impact: experienced with 

managing similar projects 

High impact: requirement for project governance, 

project team and project management protocols; 
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additional complexity for including existing 

operations. 

Capabilities of contracting 

market  

Low impact: high degree of familiarity 

with this model 

Medium-high impact: financing, equity, operations 

capacity and 25-year commitment can create 

barriers to entry for some contractors resulting in 

reduced competition and an undermining of Value 

for Money as a consequence. 

 

4.7 Timing Impacts 

Timing impacts refer to the potential opportunities and challenges related to meeting project timelines. Regarding timing 

impacts the following questions were asked in order to assess impacts under each of the business models: 

• Will the timeline to the opening of the new facilities be impacted by the choice of delivery model?  

• If the delivery model impacts timelines, then how are various stakeholder groups affected by the different timelines? 

Note that the risk of delays during the selection process (e.g. higher project development costs and higher construction costs 

due to increases in material and labor costs due to a prolonged procurement) and the risk of time and cost overruns during 

construction (e.g. higher construction costs due to increases in material and labor costs during an extended construction 

period) have been quantified in the risk assessment. 

Timing Impacts - Comparison of Traditional Delivery vs P3 

 
Public Sector (DBB or DB 

Contract) 

P3 

Delivery timelines  Low impact as procurement timeline 

is shorter for a traditional structure 

Medium impact as procurement timeline is longer for a P3 

structure due to the impact of greater contractual 

complexity and the need to organise long term private 

sector finance. Secondly, Projects B and C would need to 

be packaged with Project A because neither sister island 

airport would be financially viable by itself and so this may 

limit the delivery timeline for overall project delivery. 

Impact on stakeholders  Low impact as stakeholders desire a 

shorter timeline 

Medium impact as P3 delivery involves a longer 

procurement timeline. 

 

4.8 Financial Impacts 

Financial impacts refer to the potential opportunities and challenges from cash flow and cost management perspectives.  

Regarding financial impacts the following questions were asked in order to assess impacts under each of the business models: 

• What are the implications for short-term vs. long-term cash outflows?   

• What are the implications for cost certainty during construction and operations?  

Implementation Impacts - Comparison of Traditional Delivery vs P3 

 
Public Sector (DBB or DB Contract) P3 

Short-term vs. 

long-term cash 

outflows  

Requires largest up-front payment from public 

funds; however, all profits from the operations 

would be retained by CIAA. 

Cost of the project is spread over the life of the project, 

thus saving CIAA from incurring up-front capital 

expenditure. However, one of the consequences of this 

is the need to commit to a long-term fixed revenue 

charge, and providing a return to the private sector 

partner, which would reduce the profits of CIAA. 
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Cost certainty  Some cost uncertainty during construction and 

operations. CIG can reasonably expect the 

bidder to claim for additional works and 

unforeseen circumstances. 

Higher degree of cost certainty for construction, 

maintenance, lifecycle and operations. 

 

4.9  Preliminary Assessments on Traditional vs. P3 procurement strategies  

In summary, it appears that the following assertions support the use of traditional procurement methods for the execution of 

the Project as opposed to the P3 structure: 

• The project is expected to be delivered using proven design and construction concepts. While some innovation is 

expected from the bidders, there is limited expertise that a private delivery model can provide over and above what would 

be available through a traditional model. 

• Technical complexities relate primarily to the need to use existing buildings in the design and to adhere to latest 

international standards and regulations. This constraint is unlikely to be mitigated by the use of a private delivery model. 

• CIAA has recently completed the construction of the new terminal at ORIA that was delivered using traditional delivery 

methods (discussed in more detail below and valuable lessons were learned). 

• Long term lifecycle and maintenance requirements are expected to be routine in nature. CIAA has experience in procuring 

relevant solutions. The option to use legacy equipment as a means of reducing upfront costs also favors the use of the 

traditional contract structure. 

• A P3 procurement process involves lengthier procurement timelines in comparison with a traditional process. It is the 

project sponsor’s stated need to complete the Projects as a matter of national priority, especially Project A1, which is 

intended to be undertaken first. 

 

Factors that may support the use of a P3 structure for the execution of the Projects, as opposed to traditional procurement: 

• Capital requirements are expected to be very high. Although CIG has a strong fiscal position and has also recently drawn 

down a $450m debt facility (at a relatively low interest rate), there are a number of other infrastructure projects 

underway and on the horizon which will require significant capital. Using a P3 approach for the development of the 

airports could free up capital for more of the other projects. 

• Given the low passenger volumes in Cayman Brac and Little Cayman, it will be very difficult to justify value for money on 

these Projects in their own right. If Projects B and C were bundled up with Project A under a P3 approach, then 

collectively from a Cayman Islands perspective, it may become more justifiable. 

 

At this stage, it is understood that CIG is committed to funding the capital expenditure and ongoing lifecycle and maintenance 

expenditure of the Projects, the latter being funded by CIAA’s own revenue streams. Further commentary on this matter can 

be found in the financial case. That said, should CIG not have sufficient funds available for these Projects, there may be a need 

to either adjust the phasing to ensure that the Projects can be funded by CIG and CIAA, or if the capital requirements cannot 

be sufficiently reduced then a P3 approach might become the favored option. 

4.10  Principal contracting options 

Based on commonly used contracting structures for the delivery of similar projects, a list was compiled of potential 

procurement methods that the Steering Committee could consider for the implementation of the Project. The table below 

summarises the various options that were considered: 

Principal Contracting options 

Contracting 

Options 

Type of Contract Notes 

1 Design and Build (DB) In this procurement method, the contractor takes all the responsibilities, risks, and 

management of both the design and build phases. This usually requires that the contractor 

has a large internal staff with an excellent facility management staff to manage all the 

aspects of the design and build. An alternative would be a company with a solid and 

coordinated partnership with design contractors to complete the job. Construction can 

begin even when the design team is ironing out certain aspects of the design. Typically, a 

faster process, but risk ownership is blurrier and pricing competition is harder to generate 

as designs are not fixed. 

2 Two-Stage Process (TSP) This option is used to allow the early appointment of a contractor, prior to the 

completion of all the information required to enable them to offer a fixed price. In the first 

stage, CIAA would agree a limited appointment allowing the contractor to begin work and 

in the second stage a fixed price is negotiated for the contract. 
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Contracting 

Options 

Type of Contract Notes 

3 Design, Bid Build (DBB) This is the traditional construction project delivery method that involves the completion 

of three distinct phases in sequence. Construction does not begin until the design process 

is complete (and a bid accepted), so there is no overlap between design and construction. 

The project owner contracts a design engineer or architect to develop a comprehensive 

set of construction drawings that forms the basis of the subsequent bidding process. More 

control, but more risk remains with the project owner. Higher competition on pricing. 

4 Design, Build, Finance, 

Operate and Maintain 

(DBFOM) 

This option involves projects where the contractor is required to finance the capital 

investment required to facilitate all works needed to deliver the services. This may be 

done on balance sheet or through project finance and appropriate bank loans. CIAA 

would set out outline service requirements (as an outline specification) and the contractor 

would design and build facilities required to deliver the service requirement (usually sub-

contracting the engineering, procurement and construction part of the works to specialist 

suppliers). The contractor will then operate (and maintain) the facilities and provide the 

relevant services, for which CIAA would pay a monthly sum). Due to the period required 

for the payback of capital investment, DBFOM contracts typically have periods of between 

15 and 30 years (depending on the scale of the capital investment for facilities being 

constructed). This is considered a form of PPP (P3). 

5 Public Private Partnership There is no single definition of a P3, however, it usually involves the private sector partner 

investing a substantial amount of cash / equity in the project and having a very active role 

in the construction. PPPs usually take the form of a DBF or DBFOM contract. They are 

more complex and more time consuming than traditional procurement methods and they 

are ultimately more expensive in the long run than traditional methods, since the private 

sector partner usually requires a return.  

 

They are typically used where the Public entity has either: 

 

1. Insufficient capital to fund the capital expenditure of the project; and / or 

2. Insufficient technical knowledge / capability / capacity to undertake the project. 

 

In a PPP, risks can be better shared between the public and private sectors, with the 

private sector taking on more risk (construction, operational) than typically in a traditional 

procurement. 

6 Hybrid/Refinanced It is possible to use a conventional DBFOM approach but with planned refinancing (e.g. 

using Government borrowing) of the capital element of the project at a planned point in 

time, accompanied by the transfer of asset ownership. This is typically planned for Service 

Commencement following the construction and commissioning of the relevant facilities. 

This approach offers the potential to provide overall cost efficiencies (by reducing the 

period of private sector borrowing), improved allocation of risk, improved revenue 

sharing and enhanced operational flexibility/public sector control. 
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Each procurement method set out above was considered against the following criteria: 

• Familiarity of the contracting form in the Cayman Islands 

• In house capacity and capability within CIAA (and PWD) to execute the Project 

• Complexity of contracting form and associated timing implications 

• Lessons learned from previous projects 

 

Project parameters include: the need to include the existing building in the designs; limited ability to transfer demand risk to a 

private party; the cost ceiling to be set by caucus; and CIAA’s desire for early engagement with the contractors. 

 

The following options were selected for further consideration in the procurement short list: 

• Design Build 

• Design Bid Build 

• Public Private Partnership 

 

Guidance available from the UK Cabinet Office and its Efficiency and Reform Group envisages the following key stages and 

payment considerations for a Two Stage Process: 

1) Consultants and Tier 1 contractors bid for the Project in response to a project brief, concept design and project 

budget cost ceiling.  

2) The contracting authority selects consultants and the Tier 1 contractor on the basis of their appropriate skills, 

approach, capacity, capability, stability, experience and the strength of their supply chain.  

3) At the point of selection of the Consultants and Tier 1 Contractor, Two Stage Open Book provides the basis for a 

transparent competitive process in respect of their fees/profit/overheads, and any other components of the project 

for which it is appropriate to test costing, such as risk contingencies and the provisional cost of particular proposals 

submitted. Evaluation of fees/profit/overheads and such other costs need to be balanced appropriately against 

evaluation of qualitative proposals and the proven ability of the Consultants and Tier 1 Contractor to deliver the 

project/programme within the Project Budget cost ceiling. 

4) Amounts payable to the Tier 1 contractor as fees during the Pre-Construction Phase are agreed in advance. 

5) At the point of selection of Tier 2/3 Subcontractors and Suppliers, Two Stage Open Book provides the basis for 

further transparent competition based on accurate costing and additional qualitative proposals. 

6) Prior approval from the contracting authority is needed for the costs of any early works.  

7) Approval from the contracting authority and agreement of the consultant and contractor team, to a fixed price or 

target cost, supported by a full transparent breakdown of costs, is required prior to authorising the Construction 

Phase of the project to proceed. 

8) As the project proceeds, payments are made in accordance with the industry convention such as percentage of 

completion. 

4.11  Lessons learned from previous projects 

Two redevelopments have taken place in CIAA’s recent history – a Terminal Expansion and Renovation Project and an Airfield 

Upgrades Project, with both Projects having significantly different outcomes. A summary of both Projects has been set out 

below (as per the lessons learned documents): 

 

Comparison of recent projects 

Item Terminal Expansion 

and Renovation 

Project 

Airfields Upgrades Project 

Description To renovate and expand 

the existing Owen 

Roberts International 

Airport. Construction 

completed in two 

phases. 

The Owen Roberts International Airport (ORIA) Airfield Upgrades project 

consisted of 6 sub-projects. It specifically aimed to enhance the operations 

and safety of the airfield, increase efficiency for aircraft parking and 

increase runway strength and length to satisfy ICAO/CAA regulations. It 

also included the removal of the ponds and increased engineered drainage 

to reduce wildlife and potential danger to aircraft movements. In addition, 

it provided a re-surfaced perimeter access road to aid vehicular 

movements on the airfield and facilitate emergency access.  
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Construction 

period 

30th June 2015 – 31st July 

2019 

14th October 2019 – 21st February 2021 

Original contract 

values  

Phase 1                                        

$3,833,800 

Baggage handling works              

$2,640,000 

Consultant labor                           

$5,000,000 

FF&E                                            

$1,100,000 

Phase 2                                      

$44,046,200 

Total                                           

$56,620,000 

Total                                                                  $45,719,797 

Final cost Phase 1                                        

$3,787,648 

Baggage handling works              

$2,808,063 

Consultant labor                           

$4,425,924 

FF&E                                            

$1,040,000 

Phase 2                                      

$61,902,458 

Total                                           

$73,964,093 

IDL Contract Value                                            $31,666,135 

Change Order #001 ‐ Code E taxiway                $7,305,239 

Total Change Orders                                           $2,739,228 

Provisional Sum #2 ‐ Security                                $345,174 

Estimated final CIAA Soft Costs                             $254,528 

Construction Administration                                   $363,060 

Construction Contingency                                        $18,153 

Construction Administration Overrun                     $427,683 

Insurance                                                                $170,000 

Insurance Overrun                                                  $136,575 

Total                                                                  $43,425,775 

Procurement 

method 

Design / Bid / Build Design / Bid / Build 

Key findings Phase 2 Design 

Documents at time of 

tender were not 

complete and revisions 

were made throughout 

the project. 

Project scope was not 

clearly defined. 

Prime Consultant 

changes in staff added to 

instability of the project. 

Slow delivery of 

responses to RFIs and 

revised drawings caused 

many issues. 

The construction budget 

was inaccurate and did 

not follow the 

recommendations of the 

Outline Business Case. 

Insufficient team 

resources were in place 

prior and during 

construction period. 

Project setup was 

insufficient which led to 

There were two major delays to the project: 

The first delay was a combination of a claim for time and additional 

shipping charges due to the inclusion of a variation.  

The second delay refers to the Contractor-incurred costs due to delay 

caused by wet weather and indirect COVID impacts. During the course of 

the construction, the project was exposed to a number of rain day delays 

due to severe wet weather. 
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adversarial conditions 

during the project. 

The Baggage handling 

System was 10 months 

behind schedule which 

was the core reason for 

most delays to the 

project. 

No FBC was prepared. 

Key lessons 

learned 

It was identified that 

scope was not properly 

defined which led to 

many variations. 

Deficiencies were also 

identified in how the 

project was monitored 

and controlled during 

the design phase. No 

stage checks were 

performed to ensure the 

design met the client’s 

expectations. 

It was identified that the 

procurement process of 

the Baggage Handling 

System was inadequate 

and led to many issues 

during the project 

delivery. The choice of 

contractor was 

predominantly made on 

price and for a highly 

sophisticated system the 

choice should have been 

made on the technical 

aspects of the system. 

Correct programming 

during the design stages 

would allow the client to 

voice any concerns with 

any relevant 

documentation to ensure 

that all decisions are 

recorded. Better 

communication to their 

client would have 

identified problems early 

on and these could have 

been addressed. 

There was inadequate oversight of project upper management and 

resource support throughout the project. 

It was identified that there was/is no standard documentation for projects, 

which resulted in valuable time spent on creating/reinventing standard 

forms (contracts, templates etc.) for use on the project. 
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4.12 Comparison of procurement methods 

Comparison of procurement methods 

 DBB DB PPP 

Item For Against For Against For Against 

All 

projects 

CIAA would be 

able to retain all 

profits generated. 

The project 

would be less 

costly overall, 

with CIG likely 

having access to 

cheaper financing 

than the private 

sector (e.g. the 

recent draw 

down on the 

$450m facility @ 

3.5%) plus cash 

reserves. 

Valuable lessons 

were learned in 

the recent 

developments, 

which could be 

put into practice 

to increase the 

chances of a 

favorable 

outcome vs 

budget. 

Would allow for 

greater flexibility 

in terms of 

phasing (i.e. 

CIAA/CIG would 

have control 

over when the 

project can 

begin) and the 

procurement 

process would 

likely be much 

shorter. 

CIAA would 

retain control 

over safety and 

maintenance 

aspects. 

Commonly used 

delivery model in 

the Cayman 

Islands, therefore 

the bidding 

process should 

CIAA would retain 

a significant 

portion of the risks 

associated with 

construction and 

operation. 

Significant upfront 

investment 

required for capital 

expenditure. 

CIAA would be 

able to retain all 

profits generated. 

The project 

would be less 

costly overall, 

with CIG likely 

having access to 

cheaper financing 

than the private 

sector (e.g. the 

recent draw 

down on a $450m 

facility @ 3.5%) 

plus cash 

reserves. 

CIAA would 

retain control 

over safety and 

maintenance 

aspects. 

 

CIAA would 

retain a 

significant 

portion of the 

risks associated 

with 

construction 

and operation 

and some risks 

might fall 

between CIAA 

and the 

contractor and 

become 

contentious. 

Lower degree 

of cost 

certainty for 

construction, 

maintenance, 

lifecycle and 

operations. 

Slightly less 

control over 

design process. 

Significant 

upfront 

investment 

required for 

capital 

expenditure. 

Would 

reduce the 

initial CIAA 

capital outlay, 

with costs 

being spread 

over the life 

of the 

project, or 

potentially 

just financed 

through 

existing and 

new 

revenues, 

lease of land, 

concessions 

etc. 

Higher 

degree of 

cost certainty 

for the whole 

project, with 

potentially 

fixed (or 

largely fixed) 

fees over the 

life, which are 

easier to 

budget for. 

More risks 

(construction 

and 

operating) 

can be passed 

over to the 

private 

sector. 

Not a commonly 

used delivery 

model in the 

Cayman Islands 

and therefore 

there is no track-

record or 

experience to 

draw on. 

CIAA would 

need to commit 

to a long-term 

revenue charge 

(which would 

likely be 

significant in the 

current climate of 

high interest 

rates etc.). 

Revenue stream 

might be 

insufficient to 

cover all capex, 

operating 

expenses and 

return to private 

sector, so a top-

up would be 

required from 

CIG. 

Greater 

administrative 

burden and 

procurement 

programme to 

set up a PPP (e.g. 

complicated legal 

contracts etc), 

which may also 

create delays. 

If the private 

sector are 

responsible for 

whole life costs 

of the project, 

they may insist 

on higher quality 

build upfront. 

The aim of doing 

this will be to 

minimise the risk 

of higher-than-
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Key comparisons of procurement methods by Project 

facilitate greater 

competition and 

therefore better 

VfM. 

expected costs 

during the 

operational 

period. It is 

almost certain 

that use of the 

legacy equipment 

would not be 

consistent with 

such a strategy 

(i.e. the project 

would become 

more costly 

overall). 

Risk that a 

private operator 

may not prioritise 

security and 

maintenance, to 

save costs. 

 DBB DB PPP 

Project For Against For Against For Against 

Project 

A1 

Could transform 

into a profitable 

revenue stream 

for the CIAA if 

retained. 

 Could transform 

into a profitable 

revenue stream 

for the CIAA if 

retained. 

 Would allow the 

CIAA to focus on 

its core business. 

Could be an area 

of specialism for a 

private operator, 

which would 

drive an improved 

service offering. 

Likely to be a 

limited number of 

viable/ interested 

parties, which 

would limit 

competition. 

Significantly more 

pre-construction 

time (and 

expense) is 

required to 

formulate a PPP, 

which conflicts 

with CIG’s 

objectives to 

complete the GA 

facility in the 

short term. 

Project 

A2 

The public sector 

would retain 

control over an 

important 

national asset. 

 The public sector 

would retain 

control over an 

important national 

asset. 

 Could be an area 

of specialism for a 

private operator, 

which would 

drive an improved 

service offering 

e.g. Heathrow 

privatised and 

now seen as a top 

airport, globally. 

Loss of control 

over an important 

national asset. 

Could be 

perceived very 

negatively by 

public. 

CIAA’s most 

(only) profitable 

revenue stream 

would be lost and 

so the 

organisation 
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would likely 

require more 

longer-term 

support from 

CIG. 

Project B The public sector 

would retain 

control over an 

important 

national asset. 

CIAA and local 

contractors are 

likely to be more 

familiar with the 

difficulties and 

nuances of large-

scale 

construction 

projects on the 

Brac. 

 The public sector 

would retain 

control over an 

important national 

asset. 

CIAA and local 

contractors are 

likely to be more 

familiar with the 

difficulties and 

nuances of large-

scale construction 

projects on the 

Brac. 

  Loss of control 

over an important 

national asset. 

Size of investment 

required and loss-

making airport 

would significantly 

inhibit private 

sector interest – 

not financially 

viable as a 

standalone 

project. 

The number of 

interested parties 

(i.e. competition 

and therefore 

VfM) is likely to 

be lower for 

airports on the 

Brac or Little 

Cayman due to 

the limited 

number of 

visitors. 

Project 

C 

The public sector 

would retain 

control over an 

important 

national asset. 

CIAA and local 

contractors are 

likely to be more 

familiar with the 

difficulties and 

nuances of large-

scale 

construction 

projects in Little 

Cayman. 

 The public sector 

would retain 

control over an 

important national 

asset. 

CIAA and local 

contractors are 

likely to be more 

familiar with the 

difficulties and 

nuances of large-

scale construction 

projects in Little 

Cayman. 

  Loss of control 

over an important 

national asset. 

Size of investment 

required and loss-

making airpors 

would significantly 

inhibit private 

sector interest – 

not financially 

viable as a 

standalone 

project. 

The number of 

interested parties 

(i.e. competition 

and therefore 

VfM) is likely to 

be lower for 

airports on the 

Brac or Little 

Cayman due to 

the limited 

number of 

visitors. 
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4.13 Procurement considerations 

There are a number of generic procurement procedures that could be used for the award of the contract(s): 

• The Open Procedure; 

• The Restricted Procedure; 

• Competitive Procedure with Negotiation; 

• Competitive Dialogue; and 

• Negotiated Procedure (without prior publication). 

The adoption and use of the Open and Restricted procedures are generally used for relatively simple procurement exercises 

where the works and services being procured can be specified in detail or the services are being re-procured without 

substantial change. The Competitive Procedure with Negotiation and Competitive Dialogue procedures are generally employed 

in circumstances where the procuring entity is unable or does not wish to fully specify its requirements and/or where there are 

considerable risks and uncertainties on how the project may be delivered and/or financed. Although once a more commonly 

used approach, the Negotiated Procedure is now only used in very limited circumstances, for example where the initial 

approach to a procurement has failed. This is primarily because the approach tended to result in lengthy and protracted 

negotiations late in the process once a single bidder had been selected. 

4.14 Steering Committee’s guidance for the OBC 

Further to the comparisons above, lessons learned from previous projects and after consideration of the desired timetable and 

availability of funding and competition, the Steering Committee has decided to proceed with the following procurement routes 

for each project. A summary by project has been set out below: 

Item Project A1 Project A2 Project B Project C 

Delivery 

method 

1. Design Build 

2. PPP 

1. Design Bid Build 1. Design Bid Build 1. Design Bid Build 

2. PPP 

Procurement 

method 

Open or restricted 

procedure 

Open or restricted 

procedure 

Open or restricted 

procedure 

Open or restricted 

procedure 

Summary The steering committee 

noted their preference 

would be to build the 

apron themselves and 

retain ownership, with a 

third party building and 

operating the terminal on 

their behalf. However, 

given the low costs 

involved with the 

construction of the 

terminal (c.$12m), it was 

felt unlikely that sufficient 

competition or interest 

would be generated to 

proceed with this 

approach.  

Therefore, a Design Build 

approach was selected as 

the preferred route as this 

would allow for the 

project to be completed in 

the shortest possible time 

frame (aligned with CIG’s 

strategic policies) and 

could lead to a third party 

On the basis that a PPP 

approach would relinquish 

control over one of the 

nation’s most important 

assets, a PPP was 

discounted. Not only would 

this approach hand control 

over the asset over to the 

private sector, it would 

likely be very poorly 

received by the public. 

A Design Bid Build 

approach was instead 

chosen, as this would give 

the CIAA more control 

over the process (vs a DB 

approach) and allow 

different elements of the 

development to be 

packaged together and 

implemented separately in 

line with the proposed 

phasing of the project.  

A PPP approach was 

discounted because the 

Steering Committee felt 

that the project would 

not generate significant 

enough returns to attract 

sufficient interest from 

the private sector. 

A Design Bid Build 

approach was instead 

chosen, as this would give 

the CIAA more control 

over the process (vs a DB 

approach) and allow 

different elements of the 

development to be 

packaged together and 

implemented separately 

in line with the proposed 

phasing of the project.   

The steering committee 

noted that a PPP could be a 

viable option if the airports 

development was packaged 

up with a wider development 

plan for the island (i.e. an 

eco-tourism package that 

seeks to transform the island 

to fully electric, with a new 

airport and other 

infrastructure, etc.). 

However, such a plan is not 

on the immediate horizon 

and so it was felt that this 

may not be a viable option 

given the time constraints 

(i.e. the need to address 

regulatory and health and 

safety concerns in the short 

term). 

Therefore, a Design Bid Build 

approach was instead chosen, 

as this would give the CIAA 

more control over the 

process (vs a DB approach). 

Whilst it was noted that a DB 
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operating the terminal on 

a concession basis. PPP 

was retained as a 

secondary option, should 

an option to proceed with 

this approach present 

itself. 

approach would be marginally 

faster, the difference was not 

considered to be material 

given the small size of the 

project. PPP was retained as 

a secondary option. 

Refer to the meeting minutes of the Steering Committee meeting on 17 November for evidence of Steering Committee 

approval, attached at Appendix 14. 

 

A summary project schedule is included below: 

Summary of Project Milestones  

Project Milestones  

Outline Business Case (OBC)              

Environmental Impact Assessment  

Develop the Preferred Options (DPO) 

Planning Permission 

BCU Approval 

Tender of Main Works  

Final Business Case (FBC) Including placement of 

contract 

Implementation; Completion & Handover of each 

Project 

Construction begins   

Ready for use 

 

The detailed phasing spreadsheet (see section 5.2.2) sets out the expected timeline for each of the Projects. The spreadsheet 

has been prepared by CIAA and Stantec, based on costings provided by BCQS. Each of the milestones noted above have been 

factored into the phasing. 

4.15  Local laws and regulations 

Local procurement processes are governed by “A Law to provide the framework for the procurement of goods and services by 

the Cayman Islands Government; to establish the central procurement office and for incidental and connected purposes” (the 

‘Procurement Law 2016’).  The Procurement Regulations 2018 provide directives on the implementation of the Procurement 

Law 2016. 

For projects with a value of $250,000 or greater, the following procurement options are permissible: 

i. open tendering;  

ii. restricted tendering;  

iii. request for quotations;  

iv. request for proposals without negotiation;  

v. two-stage tendering;  

vi. requests for proposals with dialogue;  

vii. request for proposals with consecutive negotiations;  

viii. competitive negotiations; and  

ix. electronic reverse auction. 
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4.16 Procurement documents and processes 

The procurement processes will require careful administration with the timely delivery of information and responses to 

questions and queries. In addition, there are likely to be requirements for interviews, dialogue and meetings with potential 

contractors and potentially site visits to be organised and fairly administered. The clarification of some issues may require input 

from technical, financial and legal specialists and this will have to be efficiently administered to ensure that an accurate and 

timely response can be given. 

Tender Documentation  

The contract documentation will need to be developed and agreed prior to the issue of an invitation to tender and must be 

supplied either with the invitation or soon after any request from potential service providers. Draft documents will need to 

undergo technical and legal review by CIAA prior to their endorsement and authorisation for issue. 

The contract documents will normally include: 

• Introduction and Context; 

• Background Information; 

• Instruction to Tenderers; 

• Administrative Forms; 

• Project Agreement or Conditions of Contract; 

• Technical and Performance Specifications; 

• Pricing Schedules & Bid Forms; 

• Payment Mechanism; 

• Evaluation Criteria; and  

• Risk Allocation Matrix. 

 

Broad principles governing the development of business requirements and detailed specifications are set out in the 

Procurement Law 2016. 

Clarification of Queries and/or pre-tender submission meeting 

There is likely to be a series of queries and questions posed by potential service providers prior to the submission of their 

tenders. CIAA will be expected to deal with these promptly and fairly. 

Return of Tenders 

The date for the return of tenders must be specified in the documents issued with the invitation to tender. The receipt of 

tenders and official opening of these documents will need to comply with standing orders set by CIAA. 

Tender Evaluation Process 

It is very important that the evaluation of tenders adheres to the pre-defined selection criteria and is conducted in a fair and 

even manner. This requires the development and sign-off of a completed evaluation methodology as early as possible, and 

ideally prior to the issue of the invitation to tender. It is recommended that the method and personnel to be used in the tender 

evaluation process is also established before the invitation to tender is issued and that the administration of this activity ensures 

that the evaluation is both open and auditable. 

Principles governing the retention of documents, exclusion of bidders, communications to bidders and required approvals are 

detailed in the Procurement Law 2016. 

Appropriate personnel and governance structures must be put in place to facilitate a transparent and fair procurement process 

that is in accordance with the Procurement Law 2016. 

4.17  Project risk register  

The lessons learned from the previous projects (see 4.11 above) were taken into consideration when developing the project 

risk register, especially as it pertains to many the existing buildings and facilities. 

The Project Risk Register identifies all the foreseeable project risks and potential consequences and identifies a strategy for 

managing and mitigating those risks.  

Risk events that may occur over the life of the Projects should be identified (as far as is practicable), and either allocated to one 

of the contracting parties (e.g. CIAA or the private sector contractor) or shared between the two parties. It is an accepted 

principle that value for money will be maximised when risk is transferred to the party best able to manage it. 
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Each risk, once identified, is scored against the likelihood of occurrence and the severity of the risk if it occurred. A risk 

management strategy and risk owner will be developed for each risk. The management strategy could take one of the following 

forms: 

• Mitigate risk 

• Accept risk 

• Transfer risk 

Evaluate risk further 

 

The Project Risk Register is a “live” document and the owner of the register will be responsible for updating and amending the 

register as the project develops over time. 

Please refer to Appendix 7 for the project risk register. 

A summary of the broad risk allocations is presented in the table below: 

Potential Risk Allocation under a DB or DBB structure 

Risk category Potential allocation 

 Public Private Shared 

Design risk   X 

Construction and 

development risk 
  X 

Transition and 

implementation risk 

(Construction related) 

  X 

Availability and 

performance risk 

(Construction) 

  X 

Operating risk X   

Demand risk X   

Termination risk X   

Technology and 

obsolescence risk 
X   

Control risk X   

Residual value risk X   

Financing risk X   

Legislative risk X   

 

4.18  Outline potential payment arrangements   

The payment arrangements will reflect the contract structure. It is envisaged that there will be stage payments made to reflect 

the work completed in accordance with a pre-agreed payment schedule. A clerk of works will sign off the work completed at 

each milestone prior to any payment being made by CIAA. 

If it is properly constructed, the payment schedule will incentivise the service provider to deliver the design services and 

construction stages in accordance with the business imperatives of the public sector. 

It is anticipated that workforce requirements would grow in line with demand, as in the historical period. Increases in 

workforce requirements have been reflected in the financial model.  
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4.19.1  Contractual Issues 

Legal counsel are not part of the OBC development team. Any issues relating to contracting, including, but not limited to the 

selection of the relevant contracting form, need to be developed in conjunction with CIAA’s legal advisors for each Project. 

4.19.2  Accounting treatment.  

The financial statements of CIAA are prepared in accordance with International Financial Report Standards, as issued by the 

International Accounting Standards Board. 

No information relating to the impairment of legacy assets, funding allocations received for depreciation, etc. has been included 

in this OBC. This will be explored further in the Final Business Case. 
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5.0 Financial Case 

5.1  Introduction 

This section examines the affordability of the Projects – to assess whether the Preferred Options will result in fundable and 

affordable Projects. It also sets out the capital and revenue requirements over the expected life span of the Projects and assesses 

how the Projects will impact upon the balance sheet, income and expenditure account of CIAA. 

A summary of the definition of the Preferred Options is set out below: 

Project Description 

Project A1 (option 6) 
Relocate and upgrade the G/A terminal, hangar and aircraft parking apron to North Sound site 

(east side of airport). 

Project A2 (option 4) 
Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the forecast 

growth in aircraft movements and passengers. 

Project B (option 5) 

Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the forecast 

growth in aircraft movements and passengers.  Acquire lands / meet all applicable regulatory 

requirements and standards. 

Project C (option 4) 

Close Existing Airport, Build New Airport including airside and landside infrastructure to cater 

for the most-likely forecast growth in aircraft movements and passengers. Build to meet all 

applicable regulatory requirements and standards. 

5.2  Capital Affordability Assessment of the Preferred Options  

5.2.1  Capital Costs Affordability Assessment 

An initial affordability target for the Projects was not set out in the SOC. As a result, during the OBC process, the consultant 

team explored the high-level cost estimates of the short-listed options for each Project with the Steering Committee and then 

more detailed capital cost estimates for the Preferred Options were created by the cost consultants. 

The capital affordability target for each Project has been set based on the projected capital costs, provided by the cost 

consultants as follows: 

Base Capital Costs  

Base year prices ($’000) Project A1 Project A2 Project B Project C 

New G/A Terminal east side, North Sound site 11,658    

New Hangar next to g/a terminal 9,050    

New apron, north-sound 21,354    

 Project A1 total 42,061    

Land acquisition  29,910   

Terminal Expansion  335,528   

Apron expansion, and rehabilitation  25,154   
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Runway extension  27,708   

Full Parallel taxiway  14,924   

Cargo / Future MRO/Engine Run-up Aprons  8,610   

Marine Dock / Seawall for water taxi services interface with 

airport 

 

5,000 

  

Landside works  24,627   

Heliport, Medevac/Police/Tourism Centre  1,230   

New ATC Tower and ATM System  9,840   

Airfield drainage improvements and pumping station  8,230   

 Project A2 total  490,761   

Landside expansion to allow 30m set-back security 

regulation 

  

7,510 

 

Terminal expansion, meets future requirements   31,244  

Acquisition and maintenance facility expansion   1,230  

Runway strip and RESA works   1,146  

Rehabilitate Runway, Taxiway, Apron   13,568  

Site Works, fencing, contingency, fees, etc.    18,636  

Apron expansion and 2nd taxiway to runway from apron   2,629  

General Aviation apron   995  

ATC Tower   2,050  

 Project B total   79,009  

Environmental Impact Assessment    1,384 

Runway, short taxiway, apron    14,034 

Access road, terminal curb road and parking lot    2,473 

Airport perimeter road and fence    4,867 

Site Clearing    17,897 

Terminal    6,872 

 Project C total    47,525 

Total    659,357 

 

Within the base costs of $659m is a contingency of approximately $62m, comprising a 10% contingency on all BCQS costings and 

a 15% contingency on land acquisition costs. This is further broken down by Project as follows: A1 - $3.8m; A2 - $46.2m; B - 

$7.5m; and $4.3m. 
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It should also be noted that although it is outside the scope of this OBC, within Project A2, we have included in the above 

estimated capital outlay figures a sum of approximately $5m for the new Air Traffic Management Surveillance (“ATM”) Project, 

since this cost will impact the overall availability of funding for Project A2 (and the other Projects covered within this OBC). For 

further details and information on the ATM Project, please refer to Appendix 10. Similarly, an estimate of $5m for a Marine Dock 

and Seawall (for water taxi services interface with airport) has also been included within the costings for Project A2 despite this 

not being within the scope of this OBC. 

 

Furthermore, it has not been possible to quantify the cost of environmental offsets that the project team are looking to 

implement as part of this project, despite attempting to do so through conversations with Stantec’s environmental team. Without 

environmental impact assessments or more detailed designs, the environmental impact cannot be accurately determined and 

therefore neither can the environmental offsets that would be required. The project team instead intend to instead utilise a 

portion of the contingencies built into each Project.   

5.2.2  Phasing and inflation 

It should be noted that the total costs (and funding requirements) of the Projects will be materially different based on the 

phasing of each Project and each sub-development. At present, the phasing is estimated as follows: 

Project phasing (base year prices) spreadsheet 

To develop the phasing spreadsheet below, the project team have worked to balance funding availability with the need to 

improve health and safety standards (Project C) as well as considering which sub-projects would generate the most revenue 

(Project A2: terminal and runway expansion) to reduce the overall funding requirement. 

*Note: if the decision is made to add a Primary Surveillance Radar in the future, the ATM system may increase by a range of $2.75M – $4M. It is unknown at this time when 

that decision will be made. 

The objective of the phasing outlined above is to ensure that the short-term investments, particularly at the ORIA terminal, are 

meant to alleviate peak hour congestion (additional CUSS / improved / digitised check-in processes), implement self-bag drops and 

improvements (added redundancy) to baggage conveyor systems and HBS devices downstream, improve security processing and 

equipment along with necessary legal / regulatory changes to enable improved processes, and to improve departure hold rooms 

and cover for passengers walking to/from aircraft during wet /windy weather. 

After factoring in the phasing above and forecast inflation over the period (assumed to be 3.0% p/a from 2025 onwards, refer to 

financial assumptions for further detail), the capital costs in real prices are as follows: 

Nominal vs Real Costs 

Year Project A1 Project A2 Project B Project C Total 

Phasing  
Short term (0-

5yrs) 

Short/Medium 

term (0-10yrs) 

Short/Medium 

term (0-10yrs) 

Short/Medium 

term (0-10yrs)   

Nominal prices ($’000)         

FY23 $641 $849 $23 $512 $2,025 

FY24 $854 $4,790 $11 $872 $6,528 

FY25 
                          

-    
$18,509 

                          

-    
$5,299 $23,809 

FY26 $207 $18,348 $1,112 $14,248 $33,915 

FY27 $11,000 $6,711 
                          

-    
$3,868 $21,578 

FY28 $29,359 $16,776 
                          

-    
$7,234 $53,370 

FY29 
                          

-    
$42,700 

                          

-    
$7,904 $50,603 

FY30 
                          

-    
$63,330 

                          

-    
$4,152 $67,482 

FY31 
                          

-    
$86,345 

                          

-    
$3,436 $89,781 

FY32 
                          

-    
$95,137 $1,864 

                             

-    
$97,001 
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FY33 
                          

-    
$72,779 $12,498 

                             

-    
$85,277 

FY34-43 
                          

-    
$64,488 $63,501 

                             

-    
$127,989 

Total $42,061 $490,761 $79,009 $47,525 $659,357 

Real prices ($’000)         

FY23 $641 $849 $23 $512 $2,025 

FY24 $897 $5,030 $12 $916 $6,854 

FY25 
                          

-    
$20,018 

                          

-    
$5,731 $25,749 

FY26 $231 $20,438 $1,239 $15,871 $37,779 

FY27 $12,621 $7,699 
                          

-    
$4,438 $24,758 

FY28 $34,696 $19,826 
                          

-    
$8,549 $63,072 

FY29 
                          

-    
$51,975 

                          

-    
$9,621 $61,596 

FY30 
                          

-    
$79,400 

                          

-    
$5,206 $84,605 

FY31 
                          

-    
$111,503 

                          

-    
$4,437 $115,940 

FY32 
                          

-    
$126,543 $2,479 

                             

-    
$129,022 

FY33 
                          

-    
$99,708 $17,122 

                             

-    
$116,830 

FY34-43 
                          

-    
$95,842 $95,994 

                             

-    
$191,835 

Total $49,085 $638,831 $116,869 $55,281 $860,066 

Project B sees the largest proportional increase in prices paid between nominal and real prices, this is because this Project is 

phased much later than the other Projects in line with the priorities of the project team and the Ministry of Tourism.   

5.2.3  Preliminary Conclusions on the capital affordability of the Preferred Options 

The Preferred Options above represent the best VfM achievable given the constraints imposed on the consultant team. 

However, it is recognised that, from a capital cost perspective, none of the Preferred Options represented the least costly of 

the options. 

Overall, the project costs of the Preferred Options set the basis of the affordability targets, since no targets were set in the 

SOC. It is understood that a portion of the capital requirements of the Projects could be financed through a CIG loan to the 

CIAA, which would be based upon the financial requirements identified as part of this OBC and the master planning exercise. 

CIAA had approximately $18m of cash on hand as at 31 December 2022 (as per the draft, unaudited, management accounts), 

with $11m left to be drawn down in 2023 from an existing $50m facility with CIG. This cash could, in part, be used to finance 

the developments; however, a significantly larger loan will be needed to fund the balance of the Projects in the later periods, if 

the intended phasing is to be proceeded with. 

5.2.4  Guidance obtained from Caucus 

In view of the position reached, the Steering Committee requested Caucus to set the capital affordability target of the Projects 

at a total of $830m - $890m. 

A presentation was made by Stantec, its subconsultants and the Client Project team to Caucus on 24 January, 2023 with 

regards to the capital affordability of the Projects. However, the capital affordability of the projects was since revised to 

accommodate a change to the planned phasing of the projects, which resulted in a number of projects being delayed, therefore, 

leading to increased capital costs in real prices (i.e. after factoring in inflation). 

The approval of this OBC by Caucus is deemed to be approval of the Preferred Options, as outlined above. Note, however, 

that approval at this stage only represents approval to proceed with the sub-projects detailed in the Approved 

Works section. The remaining sub-projects will require a further approval to proceed, based upon their 

deemed affordability at the time that approval is requested by the Project team. See Appendix 8 for 
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documentation of the Short List by the Steering Committee. The budget affordability range for each of the Preferred Options is 

reflected in the table below. 

Capital Affordability limit approved by Caucus for the Preferred option 

Projects (CI$’000) Base year prices Costs approved (real 

prices) 

Project A1: New GA Terminal at 

ORIA 

$40,000 - $45,000 $45,000 - $50,000 

Project A2: ORIA Master Plan $470,000 - $510,000 $625,000 -$660,000 

Project B: CKIA Master Plan $75,000 - $85,000 $110,000 - $120,000 

Project C: EBA Master Plan $45,000 - $50,000 $50,000 - $60,000 

Total  $630,000 - $690,000 $830,000 - $890,000 

The proposed capital cash outflow for each project is presented in the chart below: 

Capital Outlay Required for Projects A1, A2, B and C  

  

The chart above has been prepared using the phasing spreadsheet (section 5.2.2) and illustrates the capital outlay required for 

all of the Projects, again highlighting that Projects A1, A2 and C are a priority.  

5.3  Revenue Affordability Assessment of the Preferred Option  

To determine the revenue requirements, illustrative financial statements were prepared, incorporating each of the Projects. 

Please refer below for the illustrative financial statements, which have been prepared on the basis that the entirety of each 

project is undertaken, however, only the increase in fees and $5m equity injection referenced above are modelled, meaning that 

the additional funding requirements for the remainder of the projects are simply shown as a funding gap at this stage. As such, 

the financial statements are for illustrative purposes only:   

 

Combined P&L 
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Capital Outlay Required (adjusted for inflation)

Project A.2 Project A.1 Project B Project C

Preferred option

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y23

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

R evenue 41,110 11,804 4,188 25,656 36,228 55,417 58,282 59,823 61,409 62,929 64,386 52,754 5,178,342

Salaries and Wages -11,946 -12,155 -11,750 -12,553 -14,122 -16,281 -18,551 -18,830 -19,112 -19,399 -19,690 -19,985 -1,786,314

Other Staff Costs & Benefits -1,981 -2,340 -1,486 -2,721 -3,047 -3,397 -3,410 -3,461 -3,513 -3,566 -3,619 -3,674 -318,819

Utilities -1,750 -1,235 -1,469 -1,886 -2,428 -2,086 -2,244 -2,277 -2,312 -2,346 -2,382 -2,417 -215,116

CAA  Regulatory  Fees -1,000 -283 0 -328 -1,303 -1,303 -1,300 -667 -756 -774 -792 -809 -61,177

Repairs &  M aintenance -2,158 -1,406 -1,512 -1,865 -2,857 -2,467 -2,457 -3,695 -3,792 -3,885 -3,974 -4,060 -362,216

Contracted Services -3,534 -2,032 -3,616 -3,240 -4,083 -3,758 -3,847 -3,904 -3,963 -4,022 -4,083 -4,144 -365,714

General Insurance -636 -851 -721 -841 -845 -847 -847 -860 -872 -886 -899 -912 -81,096

Professional /Consultancy Fees -272 -149 -344 -726 -100 -169 -105 -707 -725 -743 -760 -776 -68,247

EBITDA contingency 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -5,000 -5,000 -5,000 -5,000 -275,000

Other expenses -953 -684 -654 -1,056 -1,071 -1,394 -1,412 -1,654 -1,679 -1,705 -1,729 -1,754 -145,210

T o tal Expenses -24,232 -21,134 -21,552 -25,215 -29,857 -31,702 -34,172 -36,055 -41,724 -42,325 -42,928 -43,531 -3,678,909

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 23,715 24,109 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 1,536,222
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*FY23 includes 5 months of actual financial results to May-23 with the remaining 7 months of the financial year relating to the CIAA approved budget. 

** Working capital movements have been assumed to be $nil from FY26 onwards given the working capital assumptions included in the CIAA approved 

budget are deemed to be prudent. 
 

 
Combined Cash Flow 

 

 

 
*FY23 includes 5 months of actual financial results to May-23 with the remaining 7 months of the financial year relating to the CIAA approved 

budget. 

** Working capital movements have been assumed to be $nil from FY26 onwards given the working capital assumptions included in the CIAA 

approved budget are deemed to be prudent. 

 

 

 

Business As Usual

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y23

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

R evenue 41,110 11,804 4,188 25,656 36,228 44,289 46,797 42,249 43,557 44,839 46,097 47,330 3,696,885

Salaries and Wages -11,946 -12,155 -11,750 -12,553 -14,122 -16,281 -18,551 -18,830 -19,112 -19,399 -19,690 -19,985 -1,775,064

Other Staff Costs & Benefits -1,981 -2,340 -1,486 -2,721 -3,047 -3,397 -3,410 -3,461 -3,513 -3,566 -3,619 -3,674 -326,787

Utilities -1,750 -1,235 -1,469 -1,886 -2,428 -2,086 -2,244 -2,277 -2,312 -2,346 -2,382 -2,417 -216,020

CAA  Regulatory  Fees -1,000 -283 0 -328 -1,303 -1,303 -1,300 -692 -707 -721 -734 -747 -54,837

Repairs &  M aintenance -2,158 -1,406 -1,512 -1,865 -2,857 -2,467 -2,457 -3,484 -3,592 -3,698 -3,801 -3,903 -302,260

Contracted Services -3,534 -2,032 -3,616 -3,240 -4,083 -3,758 -3,847 -3,904 -3,963 -4,022 -4,083 -4,144 -371,976

General Insurance -636 -851 -721 -841 -845 -847 -847 -860 -872 -886 -899 -912 -82,172

Professional /Consultancy Fees -272 -149 -344 -726 -100 -169 -105 -665 -686 -706 -726 -746 -56,932

EBITDA contingency 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other expenses -953 -684 -654 -1,056 -1,071 -1,394 -1,412 -1,322 -1,349 -1,376 -1,403 -1,430 -122,147

T o tal Expenses -24,232 -21,134 -21,552 -25,215 -29,857 -31,702 -34,172 -35,496 -36,106 -36,719 -37,336 -37,957 -3,308,197

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 12,587 12,625 6,753 7,451 8,120 8,760 9,372 388,688

Preferred Option

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 23,715 24,109 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 1,536,222

Less: interest -124 -37 -30 -84 -35 -30 -30 0 0 0 0 0 -370

Wo rking capital

Decrease/(increase) in trade debtors 5,484 2,396 3,165 -3,005 -2,264 -5,672 -2,243 0 0 0 0 0 -2,140

Decrease/(increase) in other debtors -3,093 3,995 -850 -3,575 -3,016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -6,539

(Decrease)/increase in trade creditors and accruals -4,473 3,377 -2,014 -1,111 -291 -2,388 4,653 0 0 0 0 0 -2,247

(Decrease)/increase in other creditors 5,187 1,958 2,347 2,173 424 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12,089

M o vement in N WC 3,105 11,726 2,647 -5,517 -5,147 -8,060 2,410 0 0 0 0 0 1,164

Operat ing cash f lo w 19,860 2,359 -14,746 -5,161 1,190 15,625 26,490 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 1,537,016

(Purchase)/sale of fixed assets -16,166 -37,613 -2,774 -1,566 -3,871 -22,330 -32,121 -40,564 -27,627 -66,027 -64,639 -87,740 -1,349,552

F ree cash f lo w 3,694 -35,254 -17,521 -6,726 -2,681 -6,705 -5,631 -16,796 -7,943 -45,423 -43,181 -78,516 187,465

Other cash f lo ws

(Decrease)/increase in loans 0 13,000 7,900 18,100 11,000 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 0

Decrease/(increase) in term deposits -9 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,065

Other comprehensive income/(loss) -3,884 0 0 0 -770 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4,654

Capital contributions 0 154 10,000 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,154

Unreconciled variance 36 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 51

N o n-o perat ing cash f lo ws -3,857 15,242 17,902 18,100 10,230 1,667 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 12,616

T o tal cash mo vement -164 -20,013 382 11,373 7,549 -5,038 -8,964 -20,129 -11,276 -48,757 -46,515 -81,849 200,081

Opening cash balance 26,442 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 25,570 20,531 11,567 -8,562 -19,838 -68,595 -115,109 26,442

Closing cash balance 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 25,570 20,531 11,567 -8,562 -19,838 -68,595 -115,109 -196,959 226,523

Business As Usual

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y23

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 12,587 12,625 6,753 7,451 8,120 8,760 9,372 388,688

Less: interest -124 -37 -30 -84 -35 -30 -30 0 0 0 0 0 -370

Wo rking capital

Decrease/(increase) in trade debtors 5,484 2,396 3,165 -3,005 -2,264 -5,672 -2,243 0 0 0 0 0 -2,140

Decrease/(increase) in other debtors -3,093 3,995 -850 -3,575 -3,016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -6,539

(Decrease)/increase in trade creditors and accruals -4,473 3,377 -2,014 -1,111 -291 -2,388 4,653 0 0 0 0 0 -2,247

(Decrease)/increase in other creditors 5,187 1,958 2,347 2,173 424 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12,089

M o vement in N WC 3,105 11,726 2,647 -5,517 -5,147 -8,060 2,410 0 0 0 0 0 1,164

Operat ing cash f lo w 19,860 2,359 -14,746 -5,161 1,190 4,497 15,005 6,753 7,451 8,120 8,760 9,372 389,483

(Purchase)/sale of fixed assets -16,166 -37,613 -2,774 -1,566 -1,846 -15,476 -6,371 -2,785 -2,868 -2,954 -3,043 -3,134 -489,485

F ree cash f lo w 3,694 -35,254 -17,521 -6,726 -656 -10,979 8,634 3,968 4,583 5,165 5,717 6,238 -100,002

Other cash f lo ws

(Decrease)/increase in loans 0 13,000 7,900 18,100 11,000 -4,220 -4,220 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 0

Decrease/(increase) in term deposits -9 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,065

Other comprehensive income/(loss) -3,884 0 0 0 -770 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4,654

Capital contributions 0 154 10,000 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,154

Unreconciled variance 36 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52

N o n-o perat ing cash f lo ws -3,857 15,242 17,902 18,100 10,230 780 -4,220 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 12,617

T o tal cash mo vement -164 -20,013 382 11,373 9,574 -10,199 4,414 635 1,249 1,832 2,384 2,905 -87,386

Opening cash balance 26,442 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 27,595 17,396 21,809 22,444 23,693 25,525 27,909 26,442

Closing cash balance 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 27,595 17,396 21,809 22,444 23,693 25,525 27,909 30,814 -60,943
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Combined Balance Sheet 

 

 

*FY23 includes 5 months of actual financial results to May-23 with the remaining 7 months of the financial year relating to the CIAA approved 

budget. 

** Working capital movements have been assumed to be $nil from FY26 onwards given the working capital assumptions included in the CIAA 

approved budget are deemed to be prudent. 

 

*The financial statements presented above are provided for illustrative purposes only. The historical financial information provided 

has not been audited and is therefore draft; furthermore, multiple revisions have been made to the historical numbers during the 

preparation of this OBC, as well a number of unreconciled cash flow items being identified between FY19 and FY22. Therefore, 

the forecasts presented may be inaccurate due to unreconciled or incorrect historical financial information and furthermore, 

they are dependent on CIAA achieving the budgets prepared by management. Refer to the detailed list of assumptions and 

caveats included within the Financial Case. 

Preferred option

A ctual A ctual A ctual A ctual B udget B udget B udget F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast

$ '000 KYD F Y19 F Y20 F Y21 F Y22 F Y23 F Y24 F Y25 F Y26 F Y27 F Y28 F Y29 F Y30 F Y82

A ssets

C urrent  assets

Cash and cash equivalents 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 25,570 20,531 11,567 -8,562 -19,838 -68,595 -115,109 -196,959 226,523

Term deposits 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Accounts receivable 8,019 5,623 2,458 5,463 7,727 13,399 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642

Other receivables and prepaid expenses 3,600 -396 455 4,030 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045

39,972 11,494 9,561 27,514 40,342 40,976 34,255 14,126 2,850 -45,907 -92,422 -174,271 249,211

N o n current  assets 

Property, plant and equipment 168,244 201,357 199,632 196,702 196,388 213,689 241,533 282,097 309,724 375,751 440,390 528,130 1,474,643

Intangible assets 500 500 500 500 506 2,006 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256

T o tal assets 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 256,672 279,044 299,480 315,830 333,100 351,225 357,115 1,727,110

Liabilit ies and equity

C urrent  liabilit ies

Current portion of long-term debt 0 13,000 20,900 39,000 50,000 46,667 43,333 40,000 36,667 33,333 30,000 26,667 0

Accounts payable and accrued expenses 3,143 6,520 4,506 3,395 3,104 716 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369

3,143 19,520 25,406 42,395 53,104 47,382 48,703 45,369 42,036 38,703 35,369 32,036 5,369

N o n current  liabilit ies

Long-term debt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Unfunded pension laibility 9,380 9,876 10,436 10,992 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647

Unfunded health care obligations 18,183 19,645 21,432 23,049 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819

27,563 29,521 31,868 34,041 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465

T o tal Liabilit ies 30,706 49,041 57,274 76,436 87,569 81,848 83,168 79,835 76,501 73,168 69,835 66,501 39,835

N et assets 178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 174,824 195,877 219,645 239,329 259,932 281,390 290,614 1,687,276

Equity

Contributed capital 34,675 34,829 44,829 44,829 44,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829

Retained earnings 48,530 60,821 46,967 25,076 20,937 23,095 43,251 64,304 88,072 107,756 128,359 149,817 1,518,914

Asset revaluation 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649

Retained OCI 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095

Current year surplus 12,291 -13,854 -21,891 -4,139 2,158 20,156 21,053 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 36,789

178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 174,824 195,877 219,645 239,330 259,933 281,391 290,614 1,687,276

T o tal liabilit ies and equity 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 256,672 279,045 299,480 315,831 333,101 351,225 357,116 1,727,111

Business As Usual

A ctual A ctual A ctual A ctual B udget B udget B udget F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast

$ '000 KYD F Y19 F Y20 F Y21 F Y22 F Y23 F Y24 F Y25 F Y26 F Y27 F Y28 F Y29 F Y30 F Y82

A ssets

C urrent  assets

Cash and cash equivalents 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 27,595 17,396 21,809 22,444 23,693 25,525 27,909 30,814 -60,943

Term deposits 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Accounts receivable 8,019 5,623 2,458 5,463 7,727 13,399 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642

Other receivables and prepaid expenses 3,600 -396 455 4,030 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045

39,972 11,494 9,561 27,514 42,367 37,840 44,497 45,132 46,381 48,213 50,597 53,502 -38,255

N o n current  assets 

Property, plant and equipment 168,244 201,357 199,632 196,702 194,363 204,810 206,905 209,690 212,558 215,513 218,556 221,690 614,576

Intangible assets 500 500 500 500 506 2,006 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256

T o tal assets 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 244,657 254,658 258,078 262,196 266,982 272,409 278,449 579,577

Liabilit ies and equity

C urrent  liabilit ies

Current portion of long-term debt 0 13,000 20,900 39,000 50,000 45,780 41,560 38,227 34,893 31,560 28,227 24,893 0

Accounts payable and accrued expenses 3,143 6,520 4,506 3,395 3,104 716 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369

3,143 19,520 25,406 42,395 53,104 46,496 46,929 43,596 40,263 36,929 33,596 30,263 5,369

N o n current  liabilit ies

Long-term debt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Unfunded pension laibility 9,380 9,876 10,436 10,992 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647

Unfunded health care obligations 18,183 19,645 21,432 23,049 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819

27,563 29,521 31,868 34,041 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465

T o tal Liabilit ies 30,706 49,041 57,274 76,436 87,569 80,961 81,395 78,061 74,728 71,395 68,061 64,728 39,835

N et assets 178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 163,696 173,264 180,017 187,468 195,588 204,348 213,721 539,743

Equity

Contributed capital 34,675 34,829 44,829 44,829 44,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829

Retained earnings 48,530 60,821 46,967 25,076 20,937 23,095 32,123 41,691 48,444 55,895 64,015 72,775 412,175

Asset revaluation 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649

Retained OCI 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095

Current year surplus 12,291 -13,854 -21,891 -4,139 2,158 9,028 9,568 6,753 7,451 8,120 8,760 9,372 -4,005

178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 163,696 173,264 180,017 187,468 195,588 204,349 213,721 539,743

T o tal liabilit ies and equity 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 244,657 254,659 258,079 262,196 266,983 272,410 278,449 579,578
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5.3.1  Financial Statements Assumptions and Methodology Applied  

The financial statements to assess the overall affordability of the Project have been prepared using the cash flows set out in the 

Financial Model. This has been achieved through consultation with the financial representatives of CIAA through various 

iterations of information request lists. 

 

The following assumptions and methodologies were agreed and applied in preparing the financial statements: 

 

• Whilst CIAA financial statements are prepared in accordance with IFRS, as issued by the International Accounting 

Standards Board, the financial statements in this OBC have been prepared for illustrative purposes and are therefore not 

IFRS compliant due to the limited and unaudited financial information available.  

• The financial model assumes that all operational costs are funded by CIAA’s own revenue streams, rather than on a 

reimbursement basis from CIG. 

• Cash flow projections are based on real prices. 

• No discounting has been applied. 

• Only cash releasing benefits are considered. 

• Capital charges – The capital charge assumed by CIAA is currently 0% (i.e. on the existing $50m facility with CIG), no 

capital charges have been included in the financial models.  

• The FY23, FY24 and FY25 CIAA budgets have been used as the basis for the financial model, with forecasts overlayed from 

FY26 onwards. As such, the viability of the projects is largely dependent on CIAA achieving the budgets prepared by 

management. Actual management accounts up to December 2022 have been used to calculate estimated operating costs 

for the forecast period; however, it is noted that the management accounts are draft and unaudited and so any changes to 

the historical financial information could have a material impact on the forecasts and conclusions presented in this OBC.  

• Construction periods are based on the phasing spreadsheet provided (see section 5.2.2), which has been prepared by 

Stantec and CIAA based on the costings provided by BCQS. The phasing spreadsheet splits costs into “short term” (1-

5yrs), “medium term” (6-10yrs) and “long term” (11-20yrs) and is split out by year. These costs were provided in base 

year prices. 

• The forecasts have been prepared using the average revenue per passenger for 2019 - 2022, multiplied by the forecast 

base case passenger levels as prepared by DKMA. Under the Preferred Option, revenue inflates by 0.5% per annum from 

2039 to reflect the additional revenues generated by the completion of the GA facility (Project A1) and the ORIA terminal 

and runway (A2); this is deemed to be a conservative estimate, given the revenue-generating opportunities that both of 

these projects bring. 

• Variable costs have been forecast with reference to forecast revenue. Fixed costs have been forecast using historical 

averages (increasing in line with DKMA forecast annual average demand growth of 1.5% to reflect the gradual increase in 

fixed costs that is expected over time). 

• The Preferred Options use the base case passenger demand forecasts as prepared by DKMA as it assumed that this is 

what is achievable should the Preferred Options be followed (i.e. infrastructure will be adequate to facilitate expected 

demand). 

• The BAU forecast has been prepared under the assumption that 2019 represents the maximum capacity of the airport and 

so demand has been modelled using the DKMA forecasts up to this point (allowing for an annual increase of 1.75% p/a 

after this point to reflect price increases). 

• The BAU forecast includes a revenue deflator of 0.5% per annum from FY23 onwards to reflect a loss of market share to 

neighboring islands if the airports are not developed (a specific concern addressed in the SOC). 

• The DKMA forecasts were prepared for a 20-year period to FY41; however, this financial model extends to a 60-year 

period (to FY82). Therefore, a run rate from the forecasts has been used to extend the forecasts to FY82. 

• Balance sheets have been forecast using simplistic assumptions (i.e. no working capital movements from the latest 

budgeted position) due to the limited nature of the financial information available and the volatility of working capital in the 

forecast and budgeted periods. However, given that working capital movements are purely timing, and due to working 

capital assumptions being prudent in the final budgeted period, this is not deemed to have a material impact on the 

conclusions of the financial model.  

• Cash flow forecasts have been prepared using the cost phasing spreadsheet to model the capital costs associated with this 

Project, with CIAA's recent $50m loan repayment being modelled using the loan agreement with CIG. Again, no 

movement in working capital has been assumed in the period. The loan repayments have been modelled from FY24 for a 

period of 15 years, as per discussions with CIAA.  

• Due to the limited financial information that has been provided, additions, depreciation and disposals in the historical and 

forecast periods have not been shown separately. Therefore, capital expenditure has simply been forecast as follows: 

o Using the costing and phasing spreadsheet provided by Stantec/BCQS (costings provided by BCQS were 

provided in Q4 2022 prices and subsequently increased for the impact of inflation); 

o Assumed level of annual capex from FY26 has been set at $2.5m, which has been increased for inflation 

o Forecast repair and maintenance spend has been accounted for within the profit and loss account 

• In line with the phasing spreadsheet provided, capital costs have been increased for the effects of inflation. Forecast 

inflation has been modelled as follows: 2024 – 5%; and 2025 to 2082– 3%, as per Trading Economics global macro models 

and analyst expectations for the Cayman Islands. 
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• Historical financial information does not split out the general aviation facility from CIAA financial information and so a 

business case prepared for CIAA in 2021 as well as FY19 standalone GA revenue information has been used to estimate 

the revenues/costs attributable to the GA facility. 

• As Little Cayman has not been owned or operated by the CIAA historically, the Little Cayman forecasts have been 

prepared with reference to the DKMA passenger numbers for 2019-2021 as a proportion of Cayman Brac’s P&L (i.e. Little 

Cayman saw 33.9% of the passenger numbers that CYB saw and so this % has been applied to the P&L for CYB). 

• Cash flow statements for the historical period were not available and so a cash flow statement was constructed as part of 

the financial model preparation. Unreconciled items in the historical period were noted (FY19-FY22) of <$75k p/a.  

• No account has been taken of Project financing in the financial model (aside from the Approved Works), to highlight the 

level and timing of the funding required for the Projects. Funding requirements have been modelled separately, as 

discussed later in this section. 

• The timing of payments for contractors and consultants is assumed to be commensurate with the delivery of 

goods/services and has there been modelled on an even basis across each year.  

• An optimism bias/contingency of 10% has been built into the BCQS costings, with an optimism bias/contingency of 15% 

being applied to land acquisition costs. 

 

The key worksheets from the financial models including the indicative financial statements of each Project have been presented 

in Appendix 11. Note that these are based upon the high-level cost, revenue and cash flow assumptions that have been made at 

this stage, in the absence financial forecasts being prepared. They are for indicative purposes only and no reliance should be 

placed upon them. 

5.3.2  Revenue Requirements for each Project  

Given CIAA generates its own revenues, which are expected to fully fund the continued operations of the airports, post 

development, there are no expected revenue requirements of the Projects (funding from CIG). This would apply to all of the 

shortlisted options for Projects A1 and A2 given that the operational costs of the airports under each scenario would be 

expected to be outweighed by the revenues generated by CIAA (through ORIA). 

However, Projects B and C need further consideration, because the revenues generated in respect of CKIA and EBA, 

specifically, are very low (no historical financial information available for EBA as this aerodrome is not currently operated by the 

CIAA; however, see a summary of CKIA below, based on actual passenger movements to December 2021): 

CKIA Historical Financial Summary 

 CI$’000 FY19 (pre-Covid) FY20 FY21 

Revenue 829 320 188 

Expenses (2,156) (2,377) (2,220) 

EBITDA (1,327) (2,057) (2,032) 

 

This means that even under the status quo (Option 1 for Project B), the revenues generated at ORIA effectively subsidise the 

operation of CKIA (as would be the case for EBA if it was owned by CIAA). The sister islands’ airports are considered to be 

vital infrastructure and therefore the Steering Committee determined that the operating costs of the three airports need to be 

considered as a whole and that since CIAA does not require funding from CIG under normal operating conditions (excluding 

natural disasters and pandemics), as a group the airports collectively have no revenue requirements from CIG. A further 

complication is that EBA is operated and maintained by Cayman Airways due to its failure to meet the required standards to 

operate as a domestic airport, so CIAA does not have full visibility over the current operating costs of the aerodrome. For the 

purposes of the financial model and the financial statements, the operating costs of EBA have been estimated on the basis of 

passenger numbers as a proportion of the revenue and costs of CKIA. Similarly, the standalone revenues and costs of the GA 

facility have also been estimated as a proportion of the total CIAA revenues and costs (as noted in the assumptions above). 

Whilst it would typically be expected that a reasonably accurate breakdown of projected additional revenues and costs for all 

projects would be available at the OBC stage, the limited historical and forecast financial data has restricted this process.  

The above is reflected in the financial model and Financial Statements in Appendix 11.  
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*As LCY is not currently operated by the CIAA, no BAU case has been included above. 
**The charts above cover a 60-year period; therefore, EBITDA tails off in all scenarios towards the end of this period to reflect rising costs and a decrease 

in revenue, should further master planning exercises no be undertaken in the future (in both the Preferred Option and Business as Usual scenarios).  

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

F
Y

2
2

F
Y

2
5

F
Y

2
8

F
Y

3
1

F
Y

3
4

F
Y

3
7

F
Y

4
0

F
Y

4
3

F
Y

4
6

F
Y

4
9

F
Y

5
2

F
Y

5
5

F
Y

5
8

F
Y

6
1

F
Y

6
4

F
Y

6
7

F
Y

7
0

F
Y

7
3

F
Y

7
6

F
Y

7
9

F
Y

8
2

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

Project A.1 - preferred option

Revenue EBITDA

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

120,000

F
Y

2
2

F
Y

2
5

F
Y

2
8

F
Y

3
1

F
Y

3
4

F
Y

3
7

F
Y

4
0

F
Y

4
3

F
Y

4
6

F
Y

4
9

F
Y

5
2

F
Y

5
5

F
Y

5
8

F
Y

6
1

F
Y

6
4

F
Y

6
7

F
Y

7
0

F
Y

7
3

F
Y

7
6

F
Y

7
9

F
Y

8
2

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

Project A.2 - preferred option

Revenue EBITDA

-5,000

-4,000

-3,000

-2,000

-1,000

0

0

200

400

600

800

1,000

1,200

1,400

F
Y

2
2

F
Y

2
6

F
Y

3
0

F
Y

3
4

F
Y

3
8

F
Y

4
2

F
Y

4
6

F
Y

5
0

F
Y

5
4

F
Y

5
8

F
Y

6
2

F
Y

6
6

F
Y

7
0

F
Y

7
4

F
Y

7
8

F
Y

8
2

E
B

IT
D

A
 -

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

R
e
v
e
n
u
e
 -

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

Project B - preferred option

Revenue EBITDA

-1,500

-1,000

-500

0

0

100

200

300

400

500

F
Y

2
2

F
Y

2
6

F
Y

3
0

F
Y

3
4

F
Y

3
8

F
Y

4
2

F
Y

4
6

F
Y

5
0

F
Y

5
4

F
Y

5
8

F
Y

6
2

F
Y

6
6

F
Y

7
0

F
Y

7
4

F
Y

7
8

F
Y

8
2

E
B

IT
D

A
 -

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

R
e
v
e
n
u
e
 -

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

Project C - preferred option

Revenue EBITDA

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

F
Y

2
2

F
Y

2
6

F
Y

3
0

F
Y

3
4

F
Y

3
8

F
Y

4
2

F
Y

4
6

F
Y

5
0

F
Y

5
4

F
Y

5
8

F
Y

6
2

F
Y

6
6

F
Y

7
0

F
Y

7
4

F
Y

7
8

F
Y

8
2

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

Project A.1 - base case

Revenue EBITDA

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

F
Y

2
2

F
Y

2
6

F
Y

3
0

F
Y

3
4

F
Y

3
8

F
Y

4
2

F
Y

4
6

F
Y

5
0

F
Y

5
4

F
Y

5
8

F
Y

6
2

F
Y

6
6

F
Y

7
0

F
Y

7
4

F
Y

7
8

F
Y

8
2

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

Project A.2 - base case

Revenue EBITDA

-5,000

-4,000

-3,000

-2,000

-1,000

0

0

200

400

600

800

1,000

1,200

F
Y

2
2

F
Y

2
6

F
Y

3
0

F
Y

3
4

F
Y

3
8

F
Y

4
2

F
Y

4
6

F
Y

5
0

F
Y

5
4

F
Y

5
8

F
Y

6
2

F
Y

6
6

F
Y

7
0

F
Y

7
4

F
Y

7
8

F
Y

8
2

E
B

IT
D

A
 -

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

R
e
v
e
n
u
e
 -

K
Y

D
 (

$
'0

0
0
)

Project B - base case

Revenue EBITDA



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

113 

 

 

As evidenced in the charts above, the Preferred Options are expected to lead to significantly higher levels of both revenues and 

EBITDA (assuming the DKMA passenger forecasts are accurate) than the base case (BAU). The increase in revenues generated 

is expected to outpace the increase in associated costs (due to increased demand and capacity) and so it is not anticipated that 

any CIG funding will be required in respect of the operations, post completion. 

5.3.3  Funding requirements  

The chart below has been prepared excluding any additional funding in relation to this development to illustrate the capital cost 

profile of the Projects:  

  

CIAA’s additional cash requirement is expected to peak in 2037 at the end of the short- and medium-term works which would 

see Projects A2 and B materially complete, and Projects A1 and C entirely complete. However, there are numerous high-level 

assumptions underpinning this (as discussed above) and so the actual funding requirement may be materially different in 

practice, depending on the financial performance of CIAA in the interim period, as well as other factors. 

5.3.3.1 Considerations for increasing CIAA’s revenue-generating capacity 

CIAA does not have complete autonomy over day-to-day operations, with CIG having to approve many of CIAA’s operational 

decisions which impact the public.  

Since CIAA generates its own revenues, a portion of the CAPEX requirements are forecast to be internally funded. This still 

leaves a funding requirement from CIG (which varies depending on the funding scenarios discussed below). 

Key ways of reducing this funding requirement include: 

1. Increase CIAA revenue streams. See analysis below. 

2. CIG loans to be interest-free or interest to be rolled up until CIAA resumes generating positive cash 

flows (post construction works). Applying interest during the construction phases will simply increase the 

loan amounts required by CIAA. 

3. Adjust the programme of the Projects to an “optimal” level. There is a balance between delaying 

projects to reduce the CAPEX requirements in the initial years, versus inflation meaning that projects in the 

future are more expensive. Revenue-accretive projects should therefore be prioritised.  

Increase CIAA revenue streams 

It is the view of the consultant team that the users should bear the brunt of cost, over time. It is expected that the users would 

be willing to pay a small premium to come to a premium destination. This is currently true, in that the fees per passenger in the 

Cayman Islands are higher on average compared to an international passenger fee paid at a US or Canadian airport. 

For example, undervaluing parking service fees in the future (e.g. once a covered parking facility is in place) would be to CIAA’s 

detriment; however, this can be avoided when a premium price is charged for a premium service (e.g. undercover parking with 

a concierge service). To offset the costs of these Projects, CIAA must focus on growing the non-aeronautical revenue, which is 

largely from overseas users. Along with improved concessions and expanding non-aeronautical revenue on the landside (30m 

set back to include a plaza of shops, F&B options, air-conditioned cafes, children’s playground, dog relief area, etc.), CIAA need 

to focus on new revenues in addition to those that exist, which will grow with passenger growth.  
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Aeronautical revenue does need to be competitive, particularly in the region, but CIAA could also have a reduced rate for the 

small population of Cayman Islands residents. International fees will need to be held at a higher rate for the use of new facilities 

and are required to offset the improved processes (both internal and external) and capital investments that are being 

implemented mostly to process users in the peak hours, many of whom originate outside of the Cayman Islands. 

Two areas have been identified that could be optimised to drive CIAA’s revenue growth: 

Non-aeronautical revenue 

• Long-stay customer parking – currently priced at $7 per day in ORIA, which is well below market rate in other regions. 

The current rates also lead to capacity issues during peak hours; consider in-depth review of parking charges; 

• Passenger drop off charges – ORIA currently does not charge for passenger drop offs, which is a practice that has been 

implemented in many other airports; 

• Licensing of a ground transportation system – the licensing of taxi and bus services at the airport would generate 

additional revenues for the CIAA; 

• Commercial land development and new terminal revenues – additional restaurants, bars, shops and other concessions 

would contribute significantly higher revenues than the existing options, particularly if premium rates were charged; and 

• Car rental concessions – expanding ORIA such that car rental concessions become part of the terminal would generate 

higher revenues in comparison with the current model; 

• Additional land leases for restaurant / lounge / viewing point; 

• Significant revenues from landside concessionaires, including hotel, food and beverage and retail; and 

• Revenues from overflights and ATM managed flights over the Cayman Islands. 

 

Aeronautical revenue 

• Peak-hour landing fees – premium rates could be charged to airlines for landing during peak hours (both commercial and 

general aviation), which would increase revenues, may ease congestion during peak hours (i.e. airlines incentivised to land 

outside of peak hours) and may attract additional airlines (i.e. non-peak landing slots may be priced low enough to attract 

budget or cheaper airlines);  

• Operating charges and fees – an improved service offering (i.e. more efficient airside infrastructure and improved terminal) 

would allow for higher operating charges and fees to be charged; 

• Development fees could be introduced to fund a portion of the developments at the airports as is seen in several other 

comparable airports (e.g. St. Maarten; Panama City; Kingston and Belize City); 

• Additional fees from sales of aviation fuel (AvGas, Jet-A fuels); 

• Additional fees from aircraft parking (hourly rates during peak hours, daily/overnights off peak); 

• Additional revenues from Ground Handling Companies from land leases (offices, equipment maintenance garages, storage 

and staging areas on aprons); 

• Revenues from administrative equipment licensing (operating rights to be located at the airport requires safe, modern 

equipment); 

• Higher landing fees for late night flights (noise disturbance) and Stage 3 or older aircraft models;  

• Revenues from aircraft engine runup facilities; 

• Revenues from aircraft storage (hangarage) and power use on airside (i.e.: charging stations for GSE); and 

• Pavement / building lease areas (cargo handling, military and/or other aviation equipment storage / staging). 

 

Furthermore, CIAA is unable to raise its own finance, which limits the capacity for self-funded projects. If CIAA was able to 

raise its own finance, this may create opportunities in private sector debt financing and municipal bonds.  

An analysis of Aeronautical fees against comparable countries has been presented below. 

Aeronautical fees of comparable countries 

Per unit fees 

The table below presents a comparison of aeronautical fees based on analysis prepared by Stantec (refer to Appendix 18 for 

the detailed table from which the data below is derived): 

Region and Country Average per unit fee (US$) 

Caribbean (avg) $94.97 

Antigua $56.00 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

115 

 

 

Bahamas $99.00 

Barbados $182.20 

Cayman Islands $65.40 

Cuba $0.00 

Dominican Republic $137.02 

Guadeloupe $89.09 

Jamaica $114.65 

Martinique $154.40 

Puerto Rico $102.56 

St. Maarten $90.57 

Trinidad and Tobago $48.75 

Central (avg) $35.14 

Belize $55.50 

Costa Rica $14.77 

Guatemala $33.25 

Honduras $50.44 

Nicaragua $3.00 

Panama $53.88 

Average $75.03 

 

*The table above presents the sum of the per unit fees charged at each airport for each country (e.g. Service; Development; Environmental; Facility; 

Processing; Clearance Fees; etc.) as well as the average fees for each region. We note this analysis is high-level and that appendix 18 should be 

reviewed for further detail. 

 

As illustrated above, the per unit fees of the Cayman Islands (ORIA only) total US$65.40, which is below the US$75.03 average 

of the Caribbean and Central regions and well below the US$94.97 average of the Caribbean region. However, most notably, 

the total fees per unit of the Cayman Islands are significantly below primary competitor countries, such as: Barbados 

US$182.20; Jamaica US$114.65; and the Bahamas US$99.00.  

 

The per unit fees (USD$) included for the Cayman Islands comprise 

 

• Passenger service fees - $36.00 

• Passenger facility charges - $15.60 

• Security charges - $12.00 

• Terminal charges - $1.20 (however, we note this is anticipated to increase to $6.00 during 2023 and there is also a fixed 

charge element of $217 for landings between 02:00 and 12:00) 
 

 

Therefore, there is ample scope to increase fees for the Cayman Islands to align with the closest competitor countries in the 

region. This can be further justified in the context of Cayman’s desired branding (i.e. high-end and luxury tourism). 
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Total fees 

The chart below presents total airport taxes, fees and other charges using a return flight from each originating airport to Miami, 

USA (excluding US taxes and fees): 

*The chart above is based on analysis prepared jointly by CIAA and Stantec. We note that the amounts presented in the chart above do not directly align 

with the amounts presented in the per unit fee analysis above, this is due to the chart above: (i) accounting for fixed fees as well as per unit fees; (ii) being 

based specifically on a return trip to Miami; and (iii) the exclusion of taxes. 

On a total fee basis, ORIA is considerably cheaper than the majority of comparable island nations in the region. As such, this 

further supports the proposition of fee increases to supplement the development of the airports as part of this Project.  

 

Approved funding method (the “Approved Works”) 

 

Given the budgetary constraints of CIG; Caucus are not in a financial position to approve funding of the entirety of Projects A1, 

A2, B and C at this stage. As such, approval has been given for the following projects to proceed initially: 

• Project A.1 – The GA facility is to be built in its entirety by 2028; 

• Project A.2 – The runway extension and ATM system have been approved along with the conceptional design and EIA 

costs associated with the terminal expansion; 

• Project B – Essential runway strip and RESA works only; 

• Project C – EIA costs associated with the new Airport only; 

The associated costs that have been approved are shown in the table below: 

KYD $’000 Nominal prices Real prices 

Project A.1  42,061 49,085 

Project A.2 34,109 37,046 

Project B 1,146 1,274 

Project C 1,384 1,428 

Total 78,700 88,833 

 

Assuming only the Approved Works are proceeded with, an illustrative cash position over the life of the project has been 

presented below: 
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Note: cash generation tails off under the Preferred Option to reflect the need for continued development over the forecast 

period (i.e. if the airport is not expanded or improved again in 40 years, cost increases will begin to outpace revenue); however, 

the next Airport Master Plan and development is beyond the scope of this OBC. This also applies to the BAU scenario; albeit at 

a much faster rate, in the absence of any near time development recommended in this OBC.  

The proposed funding method for the Approved Works is as follows: 

• Terminal fee – increase from CI$1.00pp to CI$5.00pp; 

• Airport development fee – introduction of a CI$15.00pp development fee during the construction period (2024 – 

2029); 

• In 2024, CIG will invest $5m into CIAA (as equity) to fund the conceptual design (and associated EIAs) of the new 

ORIA terminal and the Little Cayman EIA costs; and 

• Ongoing operating profits of CIAA. 

Note: no loss of passengers has been assumed as a result of the fee increases proposed above. 

As a result of the funding method noted above, it is not expected that CIAA will require any additional CIG or external funding 

(aside from the $5m equity injection noted above). The remaining projects have been approved in principle, subject to future 

funding availability. Should CIAA’s financial performance worsen in the forecast period, the repayment terms on the $50m 

COVID support loan that is currently in place (which is forecast to be repaid equally over 15 years from 2024 onwards) could 

be renegotiated to avoid CIAA requiring any additional CIG funding. After accounting for the fee increases above, the Cayman 

Islands ranks as follows against regional competitor countries: 
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5.4  Conclusions on the revenue affordability of the Preferred Options 

As outlined above, the Preferred Options are expected to result in operating costs being outweighed by CIAA revenues. 

Consequently, no funding gaps with regards to operational cash flows have been identified at this stage.  

5.5 Financial Statements  

The complete financial model (i.e. financial statements) has been presented in Appendix 11. To determine the revenue 

requirements, illustrative financial statements were prepared, incorporating each of the Projects. CIAA prepare their financial 

statements under the International Financial Reporting Standards (“IFRS”) framework; however, due to the limitations of the 

underlying financial information, the illustrative financial statements have not been checked for compliance with the applicable 

IFRS standards.  

Given the size and complexity of these projects and the likelihood of there being material project and phasing changes, more 

detailed illustrative financial statements should be produced during the FBC stage when details of each project are better 

known. The illustrative financial statements prepared at the FBC stage should be produced in accordance with IFRS standards.  
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6.0 Management Case  
6.1 Introduction 

This section of the OBC focuses on the strategy, framework and plans required for the successful delivery of the Projects. The 

management case demonstrates that there are robust arrangements in place for change management and contract management, 

the delivery of benefits and the management and mitigation of risk.  

The success of the Projects requires that they deliver quality results by predefined parameters, in the pre-arranged timelines and 

on budget. 

6.1.1 Project Management Arrangements  

The Projects are an integral part of the Strategic Policy Initiatives of CIG. In the wake of Covid-19, CIG has made clear that one 

of its main priorities is to rebuild the and improve the tourism industry. More specifically, the exact priority with regards to the 

Ministry of Travel and Tourism is as follows:  

 

“Continued enhancement of tourism marketing to high value source markets while ensuring a safe and stable recovery plan when the 

country initiates a phased reopening of borders; diversification of tourism products along with a greater focus on sustainable Ecotourism; 

reintegration of Caymanians within the Tourism sector to fill the void of expatriate workers who returned home due to the pandemic; 

continuing service by Cayman Airways to strategic tourism markets; continued enhancement of the air and sea port to meet the 

growth of the country; revision of public transport legislation in order to enhance and better regulate public transport; utilisation of 

environmentally cleaner modes of public transport; and the continued implementation of the National Tourism Plan.” 

 

It is expected that the Projects will be completed under the aegis of CIAA and the Ministry of Tourism. 

The primary objectives of the project management process are to ensure: 

• Construction and refurbishment of the landside and airside facilities on time, budget and in accordance with the design 

briefs 

• To establish effective and proactive lines of accountability and responsibility for the project deliverables 

• Effective user involvement at all stages of the Projects going forward 

6.1.2 Project Framework 

A proposed project structure and associated responsibilities are provided in this section. 

Proposed Governance arrangements  

 

CIG Cabinet

CIG Ministry of 
Tourism

Steering 
Committee

Cayman Islands 
Airport Authority 
(inc. Board)

Procurement and 
Construction 

activities
Finance

Project Teams/ 
Technical sub-

committee

Public Works 
Department -
Senior Project 

Manager
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The constituents, roles and responsibilities of each group in the programme management structure are reflected in the table 

below: 

Constituents, roles and responsibilities of each group in the programme management structure 

Group Constituents, roles and responsibilities  

CIG Cabinet The Cabinet has the authority to approve this OBC. The Cabinet is also expected to 

provide any policy directives that they deem to be relevant 

CIG – Ministry of 

Tourism 

It is expected that the Project will operate under the aegis of the MOT. The Chief Officer 

of the MOT is therefore responsible for presenting the OBC to the Cabinet for approval. 

The Chief Officer will also present initial and annual ongoing funding requirements to CIG 

for appropriations. The Chief Officer has assumed the role of the Senior Responsible 

Officer of the Projects 

CIAA Board The board is responsible for the monitoring and review of the Project, with board approval 

required prior to the presentation of the OBC to the Ministry of Tourism.   

Steering Committee The Steering Committee will be responsible for providing oversight of the programme and 

will continue to provide stakeholder input during the implementation of the Projects. The 

role includes the following: 

— Monitoring the Projects’ progress, resolving issues and initiating corrective action as 

appropriate;  

— Defining the governance framework; 

— Managing the Projects’ budgets on behalf of the MOT, monitoring the expenditure and 

costs against benefits that are realised as the Projects progress;  

— Facilitating the appointment of individuals to the Project delivery teams;  

— Ensuring maximum efficiency in the allocation of resources and skills within the Project 

Portfolios;  

— Managing any third-party contributions to the Projects;  

— Managing communications with stakeholders;  

— Managing the dependencies and interfaces between the Projects;  

— Managing risks to the Projects’ successful outcomes;  

— Reporting progress of the programme to the relevant CIG Cabinet members;  

— Any additional Change Management responsibilities are absorbed into the role; 

— Identifying and tracking the benefits, risks and related outcomes required of the 

Projects; and 

— Leading any transitional requirements. 

Project Manager The Major Projects Office of the PWD is expected to identify a Project Manager. The 

Project Manager reports to the Steering Committee and provides overall strategic direction 

for the Projects. The Project Manager actively drives the Projects forward and is 

accountable for delivering the programme as agreed. The Project Manager will provide 

regular updates to the Chief Officer and MOT on the progress of the Projects. 

The Project Manager will present summary reports from the Project team to the Steering 

Committee and the Sponsor, at least monthly. 
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Project Teams/ 

Technical Sub-

Committees 

The Project team is ultimately responsible for the Projects and for providing the assurance 

that they remain on course to deliver the desired outcomes of the Business Case. The 

Project Team activities include:  

• Ultimate responsibility and accountability for the project delivery;  

• To provide strategic guidance in line with strategic objectives; 

• To report project progress to the Steering Committee and MOT; 

• Approving any major changes in scope of the Projects;  

• Contribute to the negotiations with key stakeholders to ensure that they are fully 

informed in respect to changes that will take place; 

• To review the risk register from inception to completion of the Projects; 

• Ensure the Projects produce outputs that deliver the user requirements;  

• Ensure the Project provides the expected stakeholder benefits; and 

• Formally close the Projects ensuring lessons learned are documented and ensure 

that a comprehensive post project review is completed. 

The Project team lead will present a report to the Project Manager at Project Team 

Meetings at least monthly. 

Significant specific activities are listed below: 

a) Procurement and construction activities – as noted in the Commercial Case, this Project 

is expected to be procured through public sector delivery methods. Representatives from 

PWD will be responsible for overseeing the procurement process and liaising with the 

Public Procurement Committee of CIG. PWD representatives could also provide oversight 

over the progress of the development works.  

b) Finance – Representatives of the MoF along with CIAA/MOT finance representatives can 

provide oversight over budgeted funding and financing requirements of the Projects.  

c) Recruitment and staffing – Representatives of CIAA can further refine the staffing plan 

(for continued operations of the airports. These individuals can also develop staffing plans 

for recruitment, training and retention of staff.  

 

As the Projects progress, external consultants who could assist the teams listed above may need to be engaged. 
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6.1.3 Project Timetables 

The following are the timetables relating to the actions required to ensure the Projects will be delivered and be operational 

within the desired timeframes.  

Projects A1, A2, B and C Timetable 

Stage Description Time Frame Processes/Outputs Decisions 

 Project A1 Project A2 Project B Project C  

Review of OBC and 

Cabinet Approval Dec 2022 - June 2023 
• Review OBC by Steering 

Committee.  

• Approval of OBC by Caucus 

Develop the 

Preferred Options  
2023 2023 - 2027 

2032 -

2033(i)  

2023 - 

2027 

• Procurement of consultancy 

services for the Preferred Options 

• Develop the Preferred Options 

design 

• Planning permission, BCU Approval 

Final Business Case  
2026 2023 - 2028 

2032 -

2033(i) 
2026 

• Prepare FBC 

• Submit FBC for approval 

• Cabinet approval of FBC 

Main works – ready 

for use 
2029  

2023 - 

2038(ii) 

2033 - 

2041 

2028 - 

2031 

• Mobilisation 

• Frame and envelope complete  

• Internals Substantially complete  

• MEPF inspection, testing, balancing  

• Ready for use  

 

(i) Minor development planned for runway strip and RESA works planned for 2023 with the bulk beginning in 2033 

(ii) Main works to occur primarily between 2029 and 2038; however, the works in relation to cargo/future 

MRO/engine run-up aprons is modelled to take place between 2039 and 2041. The runway expansion is planned 

to occur from 2023-2026. 

6.2  Change and Contract Management Arrangements  

This section reviews the proposed changes to the culture, systems, processes and people. It focuses on the specific actions to 

ensure the Preferred Options are a working success. 

Change and Contract Management  

Change Group Commentary 

Person Responsible  Chief Officer, MOT, Board, Steering Committee 

CEO, CIAA 

Project team PWD for construction. CIAA for operations (including reviewing the performance of contracts etc.).  

Responsibilities  To oversee the implementation of the Preferred Options. 

To set and track key performance indices for the Preferred Options. 

To determine if any new processes are required that are currently not in place at the existing facilities.  

To report to the Project Management team.  

Significant 

outcomes required  

To monitor and minimise the impact of the transition for the Preferred Options (minimise disruption 

during construction). 

To identify new processes to ensure that the Preferred Options are managed in accordance with 

CIAA protocol. 

Improve processing times and reduce wait times for travelers. 
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Improve quality of experience for passengers.  

Ensure sufficient space and capacity to meet future estimated demand. 

Improve safety and reduce/eliminate passenger mixing (especially international vs domestic). 

Actions required to 

achieve outcomes  

Engagement of key stakeholders throughout the process to ensure that there is “buy in” for the 

planned works as well as an understanding of changes required to ensure successful delivery. 

Resources 

Required  

Minimal additional resources anticipated. 

 

6.3 Benefits realisation arrangements  

The anticipated benefits to be derived include financial and qualitative benefits. The Benefits Management Strategy will be 

integrated into the project plans and will address the following issues: 

- Identification of potential benefits. The benefits will be grouped, based on the key user requirements for each group 

- Communication of benefits across the Project team to ensure these are clearly understood 

- The Project teams are required to monitor the benefits and report on progress in realising them at each Project 

Team meeting (i.e. the benefit owners). Once the projects become operational, CIAA will ultimately be responsible 

for monitoring and reporting on the benefits.  

A Benefits Realisation Register that links the key user requirements to the expected targets and measures is included below:  

Benefits Realisation Register 

Key User 

Requirement 

Measures Targets 

Project A1 

Cement Cayman's 

"Luxury" brand, 

putting Cayman level 

with or above 

regional competitors, 

leading to increased 

visitors and therefore 

revenues 

 

10% Increase in GA aircraft 

movements 

30% Increase in aircraft parking 

capacity 

50% Improvement of Airport 

Revenues from GA Services 

100% Increased in rentable hanger 

space for GA Aircraft 

An upgraded Terminal Facility with 

larger capacity and amenities 

 

Minimum of 5.7% increase in GA traffic growth per 

annum 

50% Increase in overnight parking 

Industry standard increases in Air Navigation Facility 

Charge/Landing Fees/Parking Fees/Passenger Facility 

Charge/Security Tax/Terminal Charge/Terminal 

Surcharge / GA Travel Tax/Petrol throughput / Rent and 

an apron ground lease 

75% Development of increased revenue from hanger 

rentals within 24 months 

Development of revenue lands, including rental space 

for flying club, restaurant concessionaire, F&B 

concession for GA Aircraft within 24 months 

Additional capacity to 

send/receive cargo, 

resulting in 

improvements for 

Caymanians and 

residents 

 

Potential to improve cargo facilities 

to include bonded warehousing/ cold 

storage/landside access 

75% Improvement of Airport 

Revenues from cargo Services 

 

Within 60 months develop a partnership with major 

cargo carrier 

Within 60 months develop a new hi-tech cargo center 

with temperature-controlled storage (pharma / agri) and 

secure, bonded warehouses / logistics center including 

CBC customs clearing centers and time-sensitive cargo 

processing innovations (overnight / same-day couriers).  
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Improved efficiency 

from the apron 

expansion, additional 

hangar(s) and 

terminal 

 

30% Improved apron parking for GA 

aircraft 

Hanger availability with expansion 

capability 

Consolidated ground handlers 

Increase in Fuel sales 

Within 24 months of the new facilities opening:  

35% Increase in GA aircraft parking RONs 

100% occupancy in hanger rentals in peak months 

One ground handler to manage the GA Apron 

30 % increase in revenues 

 

Project A2 

Decreased wait times 

during peak hours 

Obtain an Optimum Level of Service 

for queuing in all areas of the 

terminal. Typical processing times 

not to exceed 20 mins. 

Within 60 months to meet the IATA Optimum LOS 

identifies wait times, space guidelines and seating 

capacities  

Ability to handle 

increased demand 

(beyond that of the 

2019 peaks) 

Land acquisition (ATC Tower 

location, Andy's and Car Rental 

properties, Budget and lot near CAL 

plot (LT) 

Terminal Expansion to increase 

capacity by 30% in departures and 

immigration 

Apron expansion, and rehabilitation 

Runway extension to attract long 

distance carriers 

To improve runway efficiencies and 

completion of the Parallel taxiway 

Improved landside public approach 

roads and increased undercover 

parking capacities 

Within 24 months complete appropriate land acquisition 

to allow for future infrastructure development 

Within 60 months the capacity issues are addressed by 

expanding the current terminal area and incorporating 

innovative solutions to manage typical peak hour 

capacity 

Within 72 months expand number commercial parking 

stands on terminal  

Within 36 months complete the runway extension  

Medium term project to be completed by 2029 

dependent on Air traffic increases 

By 2031 a new multilevel parking garage to be 

completed with associated new airport approach roads. 

Initial design and environmental conditions met prior to 

end of 2024.   

Improved first and 

last impressions of 

the Cayman Islands 

Authentic Caymanian ambiance / art 

/ experience within the terminal 

 

Marine Dock / Seawall for water taxi 

services interface with airport 

 

Installation of inclement weather 

cover form parking to aircraft 

Within 60 months renovations to the existing terminal 

and the extension to include Caymanian styled interior 

decoration, art and experiences  

Within 60 months complete an inter-modal marine 

dock and small terminal for passenger use, both 

commercial and GA. To include options to connect with 

ground transportation to their destination (main or g/a 

terminal, other)  

Varies. Within 60 months cover from terminal to 

aircraft. Within 120 months cover from parking to 

terminal 

Security 

improvements 

Procurement of new high-

technology screening equipment that 

will reduce wait times through the 

SSCP 

Segregation of arriving and departing 

passengers  

Reduce passenger queue times in typical peak hour to 

under 20 minutes 

 

Within 60 months the separation of passengers is 

completed with use of air bridges and a multi-level 

terminal function.  
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Improved facilities 

and aviation systems, 

leading to efficiencies 

and increased safety 

New ATC Tower and ATM System 

Information Technology upgrades to 

passenger processing systems such 

as an improved common use 

passenger Check-in process 

Airfield drainage improvements and 

pumping station to reduce the influx 

of bird populations and potential for 

bird strikes 

Heliport, Medevac/Police/Tourism 

Center. Will reduce the need to 

occupy the main runway and 

improve efficiency and safety 

Environmental Objectives Set (noise 

impact reduction, air and ground 

water quality monitoring, expanded 

wildlife management innovations and 

solutions to long-standing concerns 

and issues.  

Within 36 months a new Tower with integrated ATM 

system to be constructed, installed and commissioned 

Within 60 months completion and commissioning of a 

conversion to state of the art technology systems to 

improve passenger experience and throughput 

Design and EIA to be completed within 24 months. 

Completion of a storm water management system to be 

completed by 2030. Consideration to be given for for 

recycling water.  

Design to be completed in 2033 and facility certified and 

operational by 2035. 

Drainage and water recycling facilities to enable CIAA 

to meet environmental objectives to reduce impacts of 

aviation activities to the surrounding environments, 

including air, ground water and wildlife.  

Improved retail and 

F&B options 

Offer a more diverse selection of 

retail to include Caymanian themes 

for food options  

Within 60 months improved F&B options on the 

extended second level and develop landside options 

between parking and terminal 

Project B 

Increased safety and 

satisfaction of 

requirements to 

meet regulations (e.g. 

lengthened runway, 

security 

improvements, etc.) 

Complete Environmental 

Assessment for the RESA and 

runway strip expansion 

Future parking capacity restraints 

due to the 30M rule and removal of 

the road within the strip 

Rehabilitate Runway, Taxiway, 

Apron, 

Within 12 months complete required environmental 

approvals for the RESAs and expansion of runway strip 

into north edge of the ponds. Within 24 months 

complete the RESA and runway strip expansion. 

Complete required land appropriation within the next 

36 months 

By 2030 an expanded apron, 2nd apron exit taxiway, and 

resurfaced runway will be required depending on 

passenger growth 

Ability to handle 

increased demand 

Predicted passenger growth of 1.9% 

pa 

Monitor growth patterns on a year by year basis. 

Expected terminal expansion in year 2033 

Project C 

Increased safety and 

satisfaction of 

requirements to 

meet regulations (e.g. 

lengthened runway, 

runway lighting, 

perimeter, and 

security 

improvements, etc.) 

Complete Environmental 

Assessment for new location 

Satisfy Public Opinion 

Complete design of new airport and 

terminal that would include a 

Caymanian feel. 

Environmental Offsets 

Within 24 months: 

Complete all environmental regulations and approvals 

Completion of a new airport design that meets 

applicable regulatory requirements within 24 months. 

Construction and completion of new airport within 72 

months.  

Removals of existing strip and reestablish natural 

environment and ground cover. Repurpose air terminal 

building and ARFF shed. Relocate ARFF equipment to 

new airport.  

Improved facilities 

and user experience 

Larger Terminal with amenities 

Improved aircraft apron parking 

During the design process ensure the public share their 

input on the terminal layout, décor, cultural experience 

to be incorporated. 
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Little Cayman Airport to achieve high standards for 

environmental stewardship, reduction in carbon 

footprint, and an example of innovation and 

technological advancement (i.e. electric aircraft charging 

stations, electric shuttle vans to ferry pax between 

airport and resort, LED lighting and green powered 

infrastructure (solar / wind).   

Considered to be a 

“step forward” for 

the island 

Encourage public acceptance of a 

new airport 

Promote and support Little Cayman 

Island development and planning 

laws 

Develop a Model Environmentally 

Sustainable Airport that Meets 

Emergency / Urgent Care Goals 

Within the next 60 months, the CIAA will arrange 

regular public promotion of the new airport outlining all 

the benefits of having a certified airport. 

 

Little Cayman Airport to achieve high standards for 

environmental stewardship, reduction in carbon 

footprint, and an example of innovation and 

technological advancement (i.e. electric aircraft charging 

stations, electric shuttle vans to ferry pax between 

airport and resort, LED lighting and green powered 

infrastructure (solar / wind).   

 

6.4  Risk Management arrangements  

The risk matrix was shared with the steering committee on 31 October 2022 and ultimately approved on 02 November 2022, 

with the Steering Committee assessing and understanding the risks associated with the Preferred Option for each Project. The 

quantified impact of the risk values was taken into account when the Preferred Option for each Project was approved on the 

same date. 

6.4.1  Risk Assessment Process  

The first step in the project risk assessment process was to identify and define a number of key project specific risks. A list of 

project risks were identified covering categories related to legal, operations, maintenance, design/build, commercial and financial 

matters. Throughout the process, each risk identified for each project was discussed, assigned an appropriate allocation 

between parties, assigned a probability of occurring and an associated cost impact. Furthermore, mitigation measures were 

addressed for each risk item. The register will be a “live” document.  

Risk Allocation 

Each risk was allocated to one of the following: 

• the Cayman Islands Government (CIG) – it is the responsibility of the Government (or CIAA) to manage the risk; 

• the Private Partner (Contractor) – responsibility for managing the risk is transferred to the private sector; or 

• Shared – CIG and the private partner share responsibility for managing the risk (50/50). 

 

The goal was to allocate each risk to the party best able to manage the given risk. The appropriate allocation of risks is a key 

driver in establishing value for money.  

Assignment of Risk Ratings and cost impact 

Having identified and allocated the project risks, the probability of each risk was established. When assigning probabilities to 

each of the risks, the project team also assigned estimated values to each of the risks.  

6.4.2  Risk Quantification 

After completing the risk workshop, the outputs from the workshop (risk allocations, probabilities and cost impacts) were used 

to quantify each risk. The purpose of this quantification exercise was to assign a dollar value to each risk that the Project may 

encounter and determine the range of risk-adjusted costs associated with each risk. Essentially, each risk was quantified using 

the following formula: 

Risk Cost = Probability of Risk Occurring x Impact of Risk 

The components of this formula are explained below: 
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- Probability of Risk Occurring – This refers to the likelihood that the risk identified will occur during the life of the 

project as determined through the risk workshop; and 

- Impact of Risk – This refers to the cost impact of each risk occurring as determined through conversations with the 

Project Team. 

6.4.3  Managing risks  

The risks identified are required to be proactively managed to ensure the successful delivery of the Projects. The risks will 

change as the Projects develop and the risk mitigation strategy is critical. The strategy relates to the additional efforts to lower 

the likelihood of the risk occurring or minimise the impact on the Projects if the risk occurs. The risk mitigation strategy should 

include: 

- Teams/individuals responsible for the various areas of the Projects will need to monitor and review the status of risks 

- Resources required for the planned actions  

- Timelines  

- Any specific conditions present for the risk level to be acceptable  

 

6.4.4  Risk register  

The risk register below provides this allocation of responsibility between the CIAA and the respective contractors for each 

Project (i.e. Purchaser vs Provider). The risk register is to be managed by the Project Team throughout the process, with 

critical risks escalated to the Ministry if required.  

Risks Risk allocation Mitigating actions 

 CIAA Contractor Shared  

Service risk Service is not fit for purpose 

X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; (iii) Following 

lessons learned from previous 

developments; (iv) Ensuring 

adequate resources are in place to 

provide the service (e.g. increased 

workforce) 

Design risk Design cannot deliver services to 

required standard 

  X 

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; (iii) Following 

lessons learned from previous 

developments; and (iv) a high 

degree of involvement with the 

design team before and during the 

process. 

Planning risk Risk planning permission cannot be 

obtained (or can, at greater than 

budgeted costs) 
X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; (iii) Following 

lessons learned from previous 

developments; and (iv) advanced 

planning with the committee.  
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Build risk Risk assets are not completed on 

time to budget/spec. 

  X 

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; (iii) Following 

lessons learned from previous 

developments; and (iv) a high 

degree of involvement with the 

construction firm before and 

during the process. 

Environmental 

risk 

Risk of a major impact on an 

adjacent area with strong 

likelihood of objection from the 

public 

  X 

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; (iii) Following 

lessons learned from previous 

developments; (iv) a high degree of 

involvement with environmental 

agencies before and during the 

process; and (v) Completing and 

Environmental Impact Assessment. 

Contractual 

risk 

Risk from the contractual 

arrangement from the two parties 

  X 

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; (iii) Following 

lessons learned from previous 

developments; and (iv) a high 

degree of involvement with the 

contractor before and during the 

process. 

Operational 

risk 

Risk operating costs vary from 

budget and that performance 

standards slip or a service cannot 

be provided. 
X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; (iii) Following 

lessons learned from previous 

developments; (iv) Ensuring 

adequate resources are in place to 

provide the service (e.g. increased 

workforce) 

Availability 

and 

performance 

risk 

Risk the service provided is less 

than required under the contract 

  X 

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; (iii) Following 

lessons learned from previous 

developments; and (iv) a high 

degree of involvement with the 

contractor before and during the 

process. 

Demand risk Risk the demand for a service does 

not match the levels planned. X   

(i) Continued monitoring of 

tourism activity throughout the 

process. 
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Volume risk Risk actual usage of the service 

varies from the levels forecast. X   

(i) Continued monitoring of 

tourism activity throughout the 

process. 

Maintenance 

risk 

Risk that the costs of keeping the 

assets in good condition vary from 

budget X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; and (iii) 

Following lessons learned from 

previous developments. 

Technology 

risk 

The risk that changes in 

technology result in services being 

provided using 

old technology. 
X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; (iii) Following 

lessons learned from previous 

developments; and (iv) Continued 

monitoring of technology 

advancements throughout the 

process. 

Funding risk Risk the availability of funding leads 

to delays and reduction in scope X   

(i) Continued discussions before 

and throughout the process with 

funders (CIG). 

Residual value 

risk 

Risk due to uncertainty of the 

physical assets at the end of the 

contract period X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; and (iii) 

Following lessons learned from 

previous developments. 

Business risks probability   

Non-

transferable 

risk 

Non-transferable risks of failure to 

the organisation 

X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; and (iii) 

Following lessons learned from 

previous developments. 

Business risk Risk an organisation fails to deliver 

on its commitments and cannot 

meets its business objectives X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; and (iii) 

Following lessons learned from 

previous developments. 

Reputational 

risk 

Risk confidence in an 

organisation's ability to fulfil its 

business objectives will be 

undermined 

X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; and (iii) 

Following lessons learned from 

previous developments. 

External risks probability   
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External risk Risks that are not connected to 

the proposal being considered 

X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; and (iii) 

Following lessons learned from 

previous developments. 

Regulatory 

risks 

Risk a change in law or regulations 

will affect the costs or benefits of a 

project X   

(i) Following OBC 

recommendations; (ii) Stringent 

planning procedures; and (iii) 

Following lessons learned from 

previous developments. 

 

6.5 Post Project Evaluation  

The Post Project Evaluation involves: 

• Making an assessment on how well the Projects delivered the desired outcomes compared with expectations. The project 

outcome assessment is expected to be completed within a year of the completion of each of the Phases (See Project 

Timetable). 

• A Post Completion Review which aims to capture the satisfaction of the stakeholders including the users of the facilities. 

The purpose of the review is to enable CIAA to assess their experience of the Projects; whether they are satisfied with 

the functionality, comfort and standard of facilities, whether they believe they received value for money and whether they 

would do anything differently in the future. This is expected to be completed within a year of the completion of each of 

the Projects. 

• A Post Implementation Review – whether or not the anticipated benefits have been delivered.  

6.6 Contingency Plan  

In the event that the Projects fail, at a minimum, the Business As Usual in terms of service delivery is expected to continue 

during which time further plans will be assessed. 
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7.0 Appendices 

7.1 Long List of Options 

Project A1 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 

1. Scope Status quo: All 

GA traffic served 

from current 

location with 

capacity 

constraints and a 

dated facility. 

Upgrade 

existing 

terminal 

building, 

minor 

apron 

expansion 

Replace 

existing GA 

terminal 

building and 

expand 

aircraft 

parking apron, 

expand or 

build new 

hangars 

adjacent to 

GA Terminal 

and on the 

existing 

playground 

Expand aircraft 

parking at the 

North Sound 

site, replace the 

existing / new 

terminal building 

at existing site. 

Expand existing 

GA Terminal / 

apron at 

existing site in 

short - medium 

term, reserve 

space for new 

GA Terminal 

and Apron at 

North Sound 

site in long-

term.  

Relocate and 

upgrade the GA 

terminal/ aircraft 

parking to the 

North Sound 

site. 

Relocate and upgrade 

the GA terminal/aircraft 

parking to a new site 

(e.g. East End). 

2. Service 

solution 

Current services Refurbish 

existing 

facilities 

Combination 

of replacing 

existing 

facilities and 

appropriating/

purchasing 

additional land 

Combination of 

replacing existing 

facilities and 

building new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination of 

replacing 

existing 

facilities and 

reserving 

additional land 

Combination of 

purchasing more 

additional land 

and building new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination of 

purchasing the most 

additional land and 

building the newest 

infrastructure (e.g. 

roads). 

3. Service 

delivery 

Current 

arrangements 

Private 

sector 

providers: 

local 

contractor

s 

Private sector 

providers: 

local 

contractors 

Private sector 

providers: local 

& international 

contractors 

Private sector 

providers: local 

contractors 

Private sector 

providers: local 

& international 

contractors 

Private sector providers: 

local & international 

contractors (most 

heavily involved) 

4. 

Implemen

tation 

  Big bang 

12 months 

Big bang 15 

months 

Big bang 18 

months 

Phased Big bang 36 

months 

Long term 4-7 years 

5. 

Funding 

  c.$2m 

Funded 

through 

either: self-

finance; 

and/or 

CIG loans 

c.$10-15m 

Funded 

through 

either: self-

finance; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$20m 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG loans 

c.$15m (S-T) 

c.$85-100m (L-

T) 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$60-85m 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG loans 

c.$100m+ new runway 

etc 

Funded through either: 

self-finance; PPPs; and/or 

CIG loans 
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Conclusio

n 

Carried 

forward 

Carried 

forward 

Preferred 

Way 

Forward 

Carried 

forward 

Discounted Carried 

forward 

Discounted 

Strengths - Least costly 

option 

- No additional 

time or resource 

commitment 

required 

- Least 

costly of 

the viable 

options 

- Minimal 

disruption 

from 

developme

nt / 

constructi

on, which 

could 

begin right 

away 

- Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives, 

improving 

capacity issues 

and improving 

the user 

experience, 

whilst also 

minimising the 

environmental 

impact. 

- 

Development 

on the 

terminal could 

begin right 

away. 

- Addresses 

CIG's 

Strategic 

Policy 

objectives 

- Lower 

construction 

time than 

more involved 

other options 

- Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives, 

improving 

capacity issues 

and improving 

the user 

experience 

- Improvements 

/development on 

the terminal 

could begin right 

away  

- Likely to 

address capacity 

issues for a 

significant period 

of time. 

- Addresses 

CIG's Strategic 

Policy objectives 

- Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives, 

improving 

capacity issues 

and improving 

the user 

experience 

- Likely to 

address 

capacity issues 

for a significant 

period of time 

- Addresses 

CIG's Strategic 

Policy 

objectives 

- Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives, 

improving 

capacity issues 

and improving 

the user 

experience 

- Likely to 

address capacity 

issues for a 

significant period 

of time 

- Addresses 

CIG's Strategic 

Policy objectives 

- Addresses all SMART 

objectives, improving 

capacity issues and 

improving the user 

experience 

- Likely to address 

capacity issues for a 

significant period of time 

- Opens up opportunities 

for more hotels out East 

Weakness

es 

- The GA facility 

will continue to 

face capacity 

issues 

- GA arrivals will 

continue to 

experience a 

below par service 

- it does not 

address CIG's 

Strategic Policy 

objectives (e.g. 

will not allow for 

marketing to 

high-net-worth 

individuals) 

- No capacity to 

grow GA 

revenues 

- The GA 

facility is 

likely to 

continue 

to face 

capacity 

issues 

- GA 

arrivals are 

likely to 

experience 

an 

improved 

but still 

below par 

service 

- Only 

marginally 

increases 

ramp 

- More costly 

than the Do 

Nothing or 

Do Minimum 

options 

- May involve 

complexities 

around 

purchasing 

additional land 

from the 

surrounding 

owners 

- May not go 

far enough to 

address 

capacity 

issues, 

particularly 

towards the 

- More costly 

than the Do 

Nothing, Do 

Minimum or the 

previous options 

- Still no marine 

access 

- Expanding to 

the North Sound 

site is likely to 

require 

Mangrove 

destruction and 

will have other 

natural habitat 

implications and 

may require an 

EIA 

- Expanding to 

the North Sound 

- More costly in 

the long term 

- Expanding to 

the North 

Sound May 

require the 

destruction of a 

significant 

portion of 

natural habitat 

and may 

require an EIA 

- Expanding to 

the North 

Sound would 

have an impact 

on CIFS's 

training facility 

- More costly 

than the Do 

Nothing, Do 

Minimum or the 

previous options 

- Expanding to 

the North Sound 

site is likely to 

require 

Mangrove 

destruction and 

will have other 

natural habitat 

implications and 

may require an 

EIA 

- Unlikely to be 

achieved within 

Strategic Policy 

objective 

- More costly than the 

Do Nothing, Do 

Minimum or the 

previous options 

- May involve 

complexities around 

purchasing the land 

- Likely to have 

significant environmental 

impacts such as habitat 

destruction 

- Significant issues 

surrounding access, 

traffic, infrastructure 
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capacity 

- Landside 

parking 

issues 

remain 

- Minimal 

capacity 

for GA 

revenue 

growth 

- Still no 

marine 

access 

- it does 

not 

address 

CIG's 

Strategic 

Policy 

objectives 

end of the 

Master Plan 

period 

- Still no 

marine access 

would have an 

impact on CIFS's 

training facility 

timeframe 

- Expanding to 

the North Sound 

would have an 

impact on CIFS's 

training facility 

Opportun

ities 

- Additional funds 

available for 

deployment 

elsewhere 

- 

Additional 

funds 

available 

for 

deploymen

t 

elsewhere 

(e.g. the 

main ORIA 

terminal) 

- Potential to 

cement 

Cayman's 

"Luxury" 

brand, putting 

Cayman level 

with or above 

regional 

competitors, 

leading to 

increased 

visitors and 

therefore 

revenues 

- Additional 

capacity to 

send/receive 

cargo, 

resulting in 

improvements 

for 

Caymanians 

and residents. 

- Potential to 

cement 

Cayman's 

"Luxury" brand, 

putting Cayman 

level with or 

above regional 

competitors, 

leading to 

increased visitors 

and therefore 

revenues 

- Additional east 

ramp can be 

used for 

additional aircraft 

- Additional 

capacity to 

send/receive 

cargo, resulting 

in improvements 

for Caymanians 

and residents. 

- Potential to 

cement 

Cayman's 

"Luxury" brand, 

putting Cayman 

level with or 

above regional 

competitors, 

leading to 

increased 

visitors and 

therefore 

revenues 

- Improved 

scope for a 

seamless water 

taxi/boat 

service 

between the 

GA facility and 

hotels/condos 

(i.e. wouldn't 

require ground 

transportation 

from the 

existing site to 

a dock for 

passengers to 

board the 

water 

taxis/boats). 

- Additional 

capacity to 

- Potential to 

cement 

Cayman's 

"Luxury" brand, 

putting Cayman 

level with or 

above regional 

competitors, 

leading to 

increased visitors 

and therefore 

revenues 

- Improved 

scope for a 

seamless water 

taxi/boat service 

between the GA 

facility and 

hotels/condos 

(i.e. wouldn't 

require ground 

transportation 

from the existing 

site to a dock for 

passengers to 

board the water 

taxis/boats). 

- Additional 

capacity to 

send/receive 

cargo, resulting 

in improvements 

- Highly likely to place 

Cayman above regional 

competitors, leading to 

increased visitors and 

therefore revenues 
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send/receive 

cargo, resulting 

in 

improvements 

for Caymanians 

and residents. 

for Caymanians 

and residents. 

Threats - Increasing 

numbers of 

visitors are 

turned away due 

to capacity issues 

- Cayman does 

not maintain its 

"luxury" image, as 

GA arrivals 

become 

increasingly 

dissatisfied with 

the GA facility, 

particularly as 

competitor 

nations are 

investing in their 

facilities. 

- CIAA and CIG 

revenues overall 

are likely to fall 

- Safety and 

security risks 

increase over 

time 

- 

Increasing 

numbers 

of visitors 

are turned 

away due 

to capacity 

issues 

- Cayman 

potentially 

maintains 

its "luxury" 

image; 

albeit, this 

option will 

likely still 

place the 

facilities of 

competito

r nations 

ahead of 

Cayman. 

- Risk that the 

capacity isn't 

improved 

enough to 

exceed the 

efforts of 

competitors 

- Significant 

investment in 

the GA facility 

could be seen 

as counter 

productive to 

environmental 

efforts (e.g. 

encouraging 

the use of 

private jets 

and the 

resultant 

emissions). 

- Possible 

community 

dissatisfaction 

with removal 

of playground 

- Significant 

investment in the 

GA facility could 

be seen as 

counter 

productive to 

environmental 

efforts (e.g. 

encouraging the 

use of private 

jets and the 

resultant 

emissions) 

- Mangrove 

destruction may 

lead to issues 

with flooding, 

with the 

destruction likely 

to face negative 

public opinion. 

- Relocation of 

CIFS's training 

facility would be 

expensive 

- Significant 

investment in 

the GA facility 

could be seen 

as counter 

productive to 

environmental 

efforts (e.g. 

encouraging the 

use of private 

jets and the 

resultant 

emissions) 

- destruction of 

natural habitat 

is likely to face 

negative public 

opinion 

- Higher 

environmental 

impact (EIA 

required) 

- Relocation of 

CIFS's training 

facility would 

be expensive 

- Significant 

investment in the 

GA facility could 

be seen as 

counter 

productive to 

environmental 

efforts (e.g. 

encouraging the 

use of private 

jets and the 

resultant 

emissions) 

- Mangrove 

destruction may 

lead to issues 

with flooding, 

with the 

destruction likely 

to face negative 

public opinion 

- Higher 

environmental 

impact (EIA 

required) 

- Relocation of 

CIFS's training 

facility would be 

expensive 

- Over development or 

Expansion is likely to 

face negative public 

opinion 

- Any new airport is 

likely to have significant 

environmental 

implications (e.g. habitat 

destruction) and 

therefore face negative 

public opinion 

Short list               

Preferred 

Way 

Forward 

Little indicative 

benefits, with this 

option failing to 

meet the SMART 

objectives for this 

Project. 

Minor 

improvem

ent on 

user 

experience 

but will 

not 

address all 

SMART 

objectives. 

Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 

(perhaps not 

within target 

timeframe) 

Addresses all SMART 

objectives (not within a 

reasonable timeframe) 
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Project A2 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

1. Scope Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades, no expansion to 

current airside and 

landside infrastructure to 

cater for limited growth in 

aircraft movements and 

passengers. 

Moderate 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for 

moderate 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for the 

forecast 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and passengers. 

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current 

airside and 

landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

growth in 

aircraft 

movements 

and 

passengers 

exceeding 

forecasts. 

Relocate the 

entire airport 

(e.g. to the 

East End) to 

cater for 

maximum 

future 

demand. 

2. Service 

solution 

Current 

services 

Refurbish existing airside 

and landside facilities 

Combination of 

refurbishing 

existing facilities 

and purchasing 

additional land 

and expanded 

infrastructure 

(e.g. aircraft 

aprons and 

parking facility). 

Combination 

of refurbishing 

existing 

facilities, 

purchasing 

more 

additional land 

and building 

new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination 

of purchasing 

more 

additional 

land and 

building new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination 

of purchasing 

the most 

additional 

land and 

building the 

most new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

3. Service 

delivery 

Current 

arrangements 

CIAA  CIAA CIAA CIAA / 

Private sector 

providers, 

local & 

international 

contractors  

CIAA / 

Private sector 

providers: 

local & 

international 

contractors 

(most heavily 

involved) 

4. 

Implementation 

  Big bang 12 months Big bang 15 

months 

5-7 years 5-7 years 6+ years 

5. Funding   c.$25m 

Funded through self-

finance and/or CIG loans 

c.$100m 

Funded through 

self-finance 

and/or CIG loans 

c.$200m 

Funded 

through self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$250m 

Funded 

through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$650m 

Funded 

through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

Conclusion Carried 

forward 

Carried forward Carried 

forward 

Preferred 

Way 

Forward 

Carried 

forward 

Discounted 
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Strengths - Least costly 

option 

- No 

additional 

time or 

resource 

commitment 

required 

- Least costly of the viable 

options 

- Minimal disruption from 

development/construction, 

which could begin right 

away 

- may address the user 

experience in terms of the 

entertainment, food and 

drink, and shopping 

facilities 

- Natural barrier to 

control the growth of 

tourism. 

- Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives, 

improving 

capacity issues 

and improving 

the user 

experience 

- Less costly than 

the More 

involved options 

- likely to 

address the user 

experience in 

terms of the 

entertainment, 

food and drink, 

and shopping 

facilities and 

passenger / 

aircraft 

processing times. 

- Natural barrier 

to control the 

growth of 

tourism. 

- Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives, 

improving 

capacity issues 

and improving 

the user 

experience 

- Likely to 

address 

capacity issues 

for a significant 

period of time 

- Likely to 

address the 

user 

experience in 

terms of the 

entertainment, 

food and drink, 

and shopping 

facilities. 

- Addresses 

airfield safety. 

- Encourages 

the long haul 

market 

- addresses all 

SMART 

objectives, 

improving 

capacity 

issues and 

improving the 

user 

experience 

(e.g. 

enhancing 

perceived 

value for 

money for 

tourists). 

- will address 

capacity 

issues for a 

significant 

period of 

time, beyond 

forecast 

predictions 

- Addresses 

all SMART 

objectives, 

improving 

capacity 

issues and 

improving the 

user 

experience 

- Will address 

capacity 

issues for a 

significant 

period of time 

- Diversify the 

offerings to 

tourists by 

motivating 

development 

of larger 

hotels and 

experiences 

in the Eastern 

Districts. 

Weaknesses - The terminal 

and airfield 

will continue 

to face peak 

hour capacity 

issues 

- Users will 

continue to 

receive a 

below par 

experience in 

terms of the 

entertainment, 

food and 

drink, and 

shopping 

facilities on 

offer 

- Not 

addressing 

passenger 

processing 

issues 

- Counters 

the strategic 

objective to 

- The terminal is likely to 

continue to face capacity 

issues 

-continued issues with 

domestic and international 

passenger mixing 

- Minor / partial effects on 

passenger processing 

times 

- Counters the strategic 

objective to modernise 

travel and transport 

infrastructure (Broad 

Outcome 10). 

- Limits expansion into 

emerging and secondary 

tourism markets. 

- More costly 

than the Do 

Nothing or Do 

Minimum options 

- May involve 

complexities 

around 

purchasing 

additional land 

from the 

surrounding 

owners 

- May not go far 

enough to 

address capacity 

issues at peak 

hours, 

particularly 

towards the end 

of the Master 

Plan period - 

potentially not 

meeting the 

forecast 

- Expansion is 

likely to have 

- More costly 

than the Do 

Nothing, Do 

Minimum or 

the previous 

options 

- May involve 

complexities 

around 

purchasing 

additional land 

from the 

surrounding 

owners 

- Expansion is 

likely to have 

environmental 

impacts such as 

habitat 

destruction 

- More costly 

than the Do 

Nothing, Do 

Minimum or 

the previous 

options 

- May involve 

complexities 

around 

purchasing 

additional 

land from the 

surrounding 

owners 

- Expansion is 

likely to have 

environmental 

impacts such 

as habitat 

destruction 

- More costly 

than the Do 

Nothing, Do 

Minimum or 

the previous 

options 

- May involve 

complexities 

around 

purchasing 

additional 

land from the 

surrounding 

owners 

- Expansion is 

likely to have 

environmental 

impacts such 

as habitat 

destruction 

- significant 

issues 

surrounding 

access, traffic, 

infrastructure 

- Distance 
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modernise 

travel and 

transport 

infrastructure 

(Broad 

Outcome 10). 

- Limits 

expansion into 

emerging and 

secondary 

tourism 

markets. 

environmental 

impacts such as 

habitat 

destruction. 

from popular 

tourist areas. 

- Payback 

period and 

ROI sub 

optimal 

Opportunities - Additional 

funds available 

for 

deployment 

elsewhere 

- Additional funds available 

for deployment elsewhere 

- Potential to 

place Cayman on 

a level playing 

field with 

regional 

competitors, 

leading to 

increased visitors 

and therefore 

revenues 

- Raise the level 

of airfield safety 

- Likely to 

place Cayman 

above regional 

competitors, 

leading to 

increased 

visitors and 

therefore 

revenues 

- Highly likely 

to place 

Cayman 

above 

regional 

competitors, 

leading to 

increased 

visitors and 

therefore 

revenues 

- Highly likely 

to place 

Cayman 

above 

regional 

competitors, 

leading to 

increased 

visitors and 

therefore 

revenues 

Threats - Increasing 

numbers of 

visitors are 

deterred from 

visiting the 

Cayman 

Islands due to 

poor 

experiences at 

the airport 

- Cayman Will 

not remain 

competitive 

with regional 

competitor 

countries 

- CIAA and 

CIG revenues 

overall are 

likely to fall 

- Damage to 

reputation and 

perceived 

value for 

money by 

visitors, which 

could lead to 

- Increasing numbers of 

visitors are deterred from 

visiting the Cayman Islands 

due to poor experiences 

at the airport 

- Cayman is unlikely to 

remain competitive with 

regional competitor 

countries, particularly as 

passenger levels grow in 

the future 

- Caymanians and 

residents grow 

increasingly frustrated 

with the user experience. 

- Maintains low levels of 

safety on airfield 

- Acquiring new visitors 

will require more 

investment in marketing.  

- Risk that the 

capacity is not 

improved 

enough to 

exceed the 

efforts of 

regional 

competitors 

- Any expansion 

of the airport is 

likely to have 

environmental 

implications (e.g. 

habitat 

destruction) and 

therefore face 

negative public 

opinion. 

- not attract long 

haul market if 

runway not 

extended 

further. 

- Any 

expansion of 

the airport is 

likely to have 

environmental 

implications 

(e.g. habitat 

destruction) 

and therefore 

face negative 

public opinion 

- Over 

development 

or expansion 

is likely to 

face negative 

public opinion 

- Any 

expansion of 

the airport is 

likely to have 

environmental 

implications 

(e.g. habitat 

destruction) 

and therefore 

face negative 

public opinion 

- Economic 

and political 

conditions 

could limit 

airport traffic 

volume 

relative to 

expected 

volume 

- Over 

development 

or Expansion 

is likely to 

face negative 

public opinion 

- Any new 

airport is 

likely to have 

significant 

environmental 

implications 

(e.g. habitat 

destruction) 

and therefore 

face negative 

public opinion 

- Economic 

and political 

conditions 

could limit 

airport traffic 

volume 

relative to 

expected 

volume 
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a lower 

quality visitor. 

Short list             

Preferred Way 

Forward 

Little 

indicative 

benefits with 

this option 

failing to meet 

the SMART 

objectives for 

this Project. 

Minor improvement on 

user experience but may 

not go far enough to 

address all SMART 

objectives. 

Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 

Addresses 

and exceeds 

SMART 

objectives 

Addresses 

and exceeds 

SMART 

objectives 
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Project B 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

1. Scope Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - 

minimal upgrades 

(no expansion) to 

current airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for limited 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Relinquish 

International status. 

Exemptions to 

regulations continue 

(regardless of 

international status).   

Minimal 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure 

to cater for 

low growth in 

aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. 

Modify lands as 

needed to meet 

regulatory 

requirements 

and applicable 

standards.  

Moderate 

upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure.   

Upgrades and 

expansion to 

current airside 

and landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for the 

forecast growth 

in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.  

Acquire lands / 

meet all 

applicable 

regulatory 

requirements 

and standards.  

Relocate the 

airport - build an 

entirely new 

runway and 

terminal at a 

different location 

to meet all 

forecast demand 

and all 

international 

regulatory 

requirements and 

standards. 

2. Service 

solution 

Current 

services 

Refurbish existing 

facilities 

Combination of 

refurbishing 

existing 

facilities and 

expanded 

infrastructure 

(e.g. expand 

runway strip). 

Combination of 

refurbishing 

existing facilities, 

purchasing more 

additional land 

and building new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination of 

purchasing more 

additional land 

and building new 

infrastructure 

(e.g. roads). 

Combination of 

purchasing the 

most additional 

land and building 

the most new 

infrastructure (e.g. 

runway 

extensions, new 

lands for airport 

infrastructure). 

3. Service 

delivery 

Current 

arrangements 

CIAA  CIAA CIAA CIAA CIAA / Private 

sector providers: 

local & 

international 

contractors  

4. 

Implement

ation 

  Big bang 12-18 

months 

2-3 years 2-3 years 3-5 years 5-6 years 

5. Funding   c.$25m 

Funded through self-

finance and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$40m 

Funded through 

self-finance 

and/or CIG 

loans 

c.$50m 

Funded through 

self-finance 

and/or CIG loans 

c.$100m 

Funded through 

either: self-

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG loans 

c.$250m 

Funded through 

either: self-finance; 

PPPs; and/or CIG 

loans 

Conclusion Carried 

forward 

Carried forward Preferred 

Way 

Forward 

Carried 

forward 

Carried 

forward 

Discounted 
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Strengths - Least costly 

option 

- No time or 

resource 

commitment 

required 

- Low cost 

- Can address the 

specific areas that 

are below par 

- Reduces 

significantly 

regulatory 

requirements and 

operating costs 

- Relatively 

low-cost option 

- Minimal 

disruption from 

development/c

onstruction, 

which could 

begin right 

away 

- Minimal time 

or resource 

commitment 

required 

- Improved 

user 

experience 

- Improved 

airport safety. 

- improved user 

experience 

- improved 

airport safety 

- Improved user 

experience 

- Improved 

airport safety 

- Could be a 

catalyst for 

investment in the 

tourism product, 

which will bring 

economic 

benefits to 

Cayman Brac 

- Improved user 

experience 

- Improved airport 

safety 

- Opportunity to 

grow tourism in 

Cayman Brac 

responsibly which 

could assist with 

tourism 

development 

across all three 

islands. 

Weaknesse

s 

- Users will 

continue to 

receive a below 

par experience 

in terms of the 

entertainment, 

food and drink, 

and shopping 

facilities on 

offer 

- Safety 

concerns with 

regards to 

runway length 

and other areas 

will remain 

- Limits the 

opportunity to 

expand and 

diversify the 

Cayman 

domestic 

tourism 

product 

- Users will 

continue to receive 

a sub-optimal 

experience in terms 

of the 

entertainment, food 

and drink, and 

shopping facilities on 

offer 

- Caymanians on the 

Brac will no longer 

have direct 

international access 

- Limits the 

opportunity to 

expand and diversify 

the Cayman 

domestic tourism 

product 

- Users may 

continue to 

receive a below 

par experience 

in terms of the 

entertainment, 

food and drink, 

and shopping 

facilities on 

offer 

- High 

operating costs 

remain & 

continue to 

operate at a 

loss 

- Users Less 

likely to (but still 

may) continue to 

receive a below 

par experience in 

terms of the 

entertainment, 

food and drink, 

and shopping 

facilities on offer. 

- High operating 

costs remain & 

continue to 

operate at a loss 

- More costly 

than the Do 

Nothing, Do 

Minimum or the 

previous options 

- expansion Will 

have 

environmental 

impacts such as 

habitat 

destruction 

- Tourism 

product would 

need to be 

expanded to 

maximise value 

for money. 

- Most costly 

- may involve 

complexities 

around purchasing 

additional land 

from the owners 

- Relocating to the 

east will likely 

require the 

destruction of a 

significant portion 

of natural habitat  

- Payback and ROI 

very hard to justify 

- Tourism product 

would need to be 

expanded to 

maximise value for 

money and 

prevent 

underutilisation of 

facility 
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Opportuniti

es 

- Additional 

funds available 

for deployment 

elsewhere 

- additional funds 

available for 

deployment 

elsewhere 

- improved safety 

will reduce the 

likelihood of 

disasters occurring 

- Potentially the 

airport could 

operate at a profit 

- Improved 

user 

experience may 

drive an 

increase in 

tourism for 

Cayman Brac 

- Improved 

safety will 

reduce the 

likelihood of 

disasters 

occurring 

- improved user 

experience may 

drive an increase 

in tourism for 

Cayman Brac 

- improved safety 

will reduce the 

likelihood of 

disasters 

occurring 

- Potential 

revenue 

increases 

- improved user 

experience may 

drive an increase 

in tourism for 

Cayman Brac 

- Potential 

revenue 

increases 

- improved safety 

will reduce the 

likelihood of 

disasters 

occurring 

- Satisfaction of 

international 

regulations may 

encourage More 

operators to 

service Cayman 

Brac 

- improved user 

experience may 

drive an increase 

in tourism for 

Cayman Brac 

- Potential 

revenue increases 

- improved safety 

will reduce the 

likelihood of 

disasters 

occurring 

- Satisfaction of 

international 

regulations may 

encourage More 

operators to 

service Cayman 

Brac 

- Potential to 

develop Brac 

through having a 

better airport 

Threats -Increasing 

numbers of 

visitors are 

deterred from 

visiting the 

Cayman Brac 

due to poor 

experiences at 

the airport 

- Cayman Brac 

may see a 

decline in 

tourism 

- Safety 

concerns may 

lead to a 

disaster 

- Tourism 

investment 

could be 

deterred which 

limits economic 

opportunity for 

residents 

- Increasing 

numbers of visitors 

are deterred from 

visiting the Cayman 

Brac due to poor 

experiences at the 

airport 

- the lack of 

international access 

for Caymanians on 

the Brac may lead 

to negative public 

opinion 

- Tourism 

investment could be 

deterred which 

limits economic 

opportunity for 

residents 

- Increasing 

numbers of 

visitors are 

deterred from 

visiting the 

Cayman Brac 

due to below 

par experiences 

at the airport 

- Increasing 

numbers of 

visitors are 

deterred from 

visiting the 

Cayman Brac 

due to below par 

experiences at 

the airport 

- Any expansion 

of the airport is 

likely to have 

environmental 

implications (e.g. 

habitat 

destruction) and 

therefore face 

negative public 

opinion 

- Over 

development or 

expansion is likely 

to face negative 

public opinion 

- Any expansion of 

the airport is likely 

to have 

environmental 

implications (e.g. 

habitat 

destruction) and 

therefore face 

negative public 

opinion 

- Potential to 

degrade the Brac 

overall 

Short list             
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Preferred 

Way 

Forward 

Little indicative 

benefits with 

this option 

failing to meet 

the SMART 

objectives for 

this Project. 

Minor improvement 

on user experience 

but may not go far 

enough to address 

all SMART 

objectives. 

Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 

Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 

Addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 

Addresses and 

exceeds SMART 

objectives 

 

Project C 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

1. Scope Status quo - 

business as 

usual.  

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades / expansion to 

current airside or landside 

infrastructure, cater for 

limited growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Exemptions to 

regulations continue.   

Moderate upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Try to resolve 

some of the major issues, 

such as the powerline, un-

even runway and public 

road. 

Close Existing 

Airport and Build 

New Airport and 

new airside and 

landside 

infrastructure to 

cater for the most-

likely forecast 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.  Build to 

meet all applicable 

regulatory 

requirements and 

standards.  

Sell or Close 

Existing Airport, 

to be replaced 

by Ferry / 

Helicopter / 

Seaplane service 

2. Service 

solution 

Status quo: 

business as 

usual.  

Minor improvements to 

terminal/airstrip in the 

current location. Remains 

non-compliant. 

Moderate improvements 

to terminal/airstrip in the 

current location.  Likely 

still remains non-

compliant, but safer. 

Close the airport 

completely and build 

a new one. 

Replace existing 

airport with a 

Helipad (same 

location) for 

medevac and 

establish a ferry 

service from 

Cayman Brac 

for passengers. 

3. Service 

delivery 

Current 

arrangements 

CIAA  CIAA CIAA CIAA / Private 

sector 

providers, local 

& international 

contractors  

4. 

Implementation 

  Big bang 12 months Big bang 15 months Big bang 6-7 years Phased - need 

to establish the 

ferry service 

before closing 

the aerodrome. 

5. Funding   c.$5m 

Funded through self-

finance and/or CIG loans 

c.$25m 

Funded through self-

finance and/or CIG loans 

c.$60-85m 

Funded through 

either: self-finance; 

c.$15-25m 

Funded through 

either: self-
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PPPs; and/or CIG 

loans 

finance; PPPs; 

and/or CIG 

loans 

Conclusion Carried 

forward 

Carried forward Discounted Preferred Way 

Forward 

Carried forward 

Strengths - Least costly 

option 

- No time or 

resource 

commitment 

required 

- The airport 

and island will 

maintain it's 

"charm" 

- Relatively Low cost 

option 

- Minimal disruption from 

development/construction, 

which could begin right 

away 

- Minimal time or 

resource commitment 

required 

- Marginally addresses 

safety concerns 

- Minimal disruption from 

development/construction, 

which could begin right 

away 

- Minimal time or 

resource commitment 

required 

- improved user 

experience 

- Marginally addresses 

safety concerns 

- Improved airport safety 

- improved user 

experience 

- improved airport 

safety 

- Meets regulatory 

requirements 

- Meets payload 

capacity issues 

during peak times 

- improved 

safety 

- environmental 

impact is likely 

to be lower 

than expanding 

the airstrip 

- Maintaining the 

airstrip allows 

for emergency 

access to the 

island 

- Ferry could be 

privatised 

- low operating 

costs 

Weaknesses - Users will 

continue to 

receive a 

below par 

experience in 

terms of the 

levels of 

service to the 

island 

- safety 

concerns with 

regards to the 

runway will 

remain 

- Cayman 

Airways to 

continue 

operate it 

- will not 

address 

payload 

capacity on 

peak days 

- operating as 

a loss 

- Limits the 

opportunity to 

expand and 

diversify 

domestic 

- Users will continue to 

receive a below par 

experience in terms of the 

levels of service to the 

island 

- safety concerns with 

regards to the runway will 

remain 

- Cayman Airways to 

continue operate it 

- will not address payload 

capacity on peak days 

- operating as a loss 

- Limits the opportunity to 

expand and diversify 

domestic tourism 

products 

- Users will continue to 

receive a below par 

experience in terms of the 

levels of service to the 

island (small aircraft) 

- Any expansion will have 

an environmental impact 

(e.g. natural habitat 

destruction) 

- may involve complexities 

around purchasing 

additional land from the 

owners 

- Cayman Airways to 

continue operate it 

- will not address payload 

capacity on peak days 

- operating as a loss 

- More costly than 

Do Nothing or 

previous option 

- may involve 

complexities around 

purchasing 

additional land from 

the owners (if 

existing Gov land is 

not feasible). 

- Relocating will 

likely require the 

destruction of a 

significant portion of 

natural habitat 

- Maximises 

operating costs 

- Payback and ROI 

unlikely to be 

achieved 

- Relocating the 

Airport would 

require 

consideration of a 

new fire station at 

that site (after CIFS 

recently invested 

significantly in the 

existing location) 

- Reduced 

interconnectivity 

between Little 

Cayman and 

other islands 

- Increased 

journey times 

for any domestic 

or international 

travel 

- High costs 

associated with 

setting up a 

ferry service 

- Uncertain who 

will be 

responsible for 

Ferry service / 

Seaplane service 

(CIAA?) 
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tourism 

products 

Opportunities - Additional 

funds available 

for 

deployment 

elsewhere 

- Improved safety will 

reduce the likelihood of 

aviation accidents / 

potential disasters 

occurring 

- Improved user 

experience may drive an 

increase in tourism for 

Little Cayman 

- Improved safety will 

reduce the likelihood of 

aviation accidents / 

potential disasters 

occurring 

- Improved user 

experience may 

drive an increase in 

tourism for Little 

Cayman and the 

other islands. 

- Improved safety 

will reduce the 

likelihood of aviation 

accidents or 

potential disasters 

from occurring 

- Development 

opportunities for 

Little Cayman 

- May increase 

the exclusivity 

and allure of 

Little Cayman 

for visitors 

- May create 

additional jobs 

for Caymanians 

in the 

ferry/helicopter 

industries, 

particularly on 

the Brac 

- Improved 

safety will 

reduce the 

likelihood of 

disasters 

occurring 

Threats - Serious 

safety 

concerns may 

lead to an 

aviation 

accident / 

potential 

disaster 

- Cayman 

Airways may 

pull out of 

their service 

offering which 

could leave 

the island 

without 

transport for 

a period of 

time 

- CAA may 

remove 

exemption 

certificate 

- Serious safety concerns 

may lead to an aviation 

accident / potential 

disaster 

- Cayman Airways may 

pull out of their service 

offering which could leave 

the island without 

transport for a period of 

time 

- CAA may remove 

exemption certificate 

- Marginally higher 

operating costs 

- Any expansion of the 

airport is likely to have 

environmental implications 

(e.g. habitat destruction) 

and therefore face 

negative public opinion. 

This might be counter-

productive to increasing 

tourism. 

- increased tourism may 

lead to Over-tourism (e.g. 

harming the reefs) 

- CAA may remove 

exemption certificate 

- Marginally Higher 

operating costs 

- Over development 

or expansion is 

likely to face 

negative public 

opinion 

- Increased tourism 

may lead to Over-

tourism (e.g. 

harming the reefs) 

- Any expansion of 

the airport is likely 

to have 

environmental 

implications (e.g. 

habitat destruction) 

and therefore face 

negative public 

opinion 

- The recent CIFS 

investment in the 

existing site may be 

seen as wasteful by 

the public 

- Increased 

tourism may 

lead to over-

tourism (e.g. 

harming the 

reefs) 

- Increased 

journey times 

and reduced 

interconnectivity 

may result in 

negative public 

opinion for 

Little Cayman 

residents and 

visitors 
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Short list           

Preferred Way 

Forward 

No indicative 

benefits with 

this option 

failing to meet 

the SMART 

objectives for 

this Project. 

Minimal indicative benefits 

with this option failing to 

meet the SMART 

objectives for this Project. 

Meets some of the 

SMART objectives but not 

all 

Materially addresses 

all SMART 

objectives 

Materially 

addresses all 

SMART 

objectives 
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7.2 Long list to Short List Approval – Meeting Minutes 

 

CIAA Airports Development 

Project Steering Group Meeting 

Record 

 

Ministry: Ministry of District Administration Tourism & Transport 

Meeting Title: CIAA – Extraordinary Steering Group Meeting 

1. Date/Time of 

Meeting: 

Scheduled: Monday 5th September, 2022 2:00 – 3:00 pm 
 

2. Location: Meeting Platform : Virtual meeting 

 

 

 
 

3. Attendees: 

Steering Group in Person: None 

 
Virtual Attendees: Roy Williams ((RW)); Karen Batiste (KB); Eimer Powery (EP); Albert 

Anderson (AA); Stran Bodden (SB); Dwight Rankin (DR); Rosa Harris (RH); 

 

Board Members present: None 

 
Guest/s: Sam Story (SS - KPMG); Jack Mackenzie (JM – KPMG) 

 
4. Purpose of 

Meeting: 

Steering Group Meeting: Chair – Stran Bodden (SB) 

 

Secretary – Roy Williams 

Not present: Jonathan Jackson (JJ); Fabian Whorms (FW); Charles Clifford (CC) Action 

 
Note: This extraordinary meeting was convened to discuss and approve the Long‐List Options for 

the Airports Development Project Outline Business Case 
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 • SS began the meeting with an overview of what process is required in determining what the long-list options 
are for each project, how each option is assessed though an evaluation process of strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and threats (SWOT) and whether each option meets the SMART (specific, measureable, 
achievable, relevant and timed) criteria. Each option is then categorised as either the Preferred Option; or an 
option to be carried forward; or an option that should be discounted at this stage. The purpose of the 
meeting is for the Steering Committee to discuss and approve the options matrix with respect to the short-
listing of options to be carried forward to the next stage. The next stage is the development of the Preferred 
Options for each project. 

• SS reiterated that the long-list options are a high level list of possible approaches to each Project with a broad 

brush of parameters and it should be noted that the OBC will eventually become a public document and it is 

the Steering Committee’s responsibility to ensure that the outcome of the OBC is in the best interests of the 

people of the Cayman Islands. The Steering Committee should take into consideration all the data that has 

been made available and utilise the outcomes of the public outreach sessions and survey in determining what 

options fit best for each island. However, it should be noted that it is important that the Steering Committee 

have a document that they have agreed upon, that identifies why certain options were chosen over others in 

the event that questions are raised in the future. SS continued that this sets the stage for the approval process 

of the Preferred Options and where a discussion is required and even though there may be disagreements 

there needs to be a consensus of agreement to allow the project to move forward. 
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• It was agreed by the Chairman that each project (4 projects total) should be individually discussed and 

agreed. 
 

Project A.1 – General Aviation Terminal: 
 

• The first project to be discussed was the GA Terminal, project A.1. The shortlisted Options are 1, 2, 
3, 4 & 6. The preferred option is Option 3. 

“Replace existing GA terminal building and expand aircraft parking apron, expand or build new hangars 
adjacent to GA Terminal and on the existing playground” 

 
Discussion followed on whether this option is the preferred option. 

 
• EP opened up the discussion with a question asking if option 5 is a mix of option 3 and option 6. SS 

described that the option 5 is a mix of the two and it is a longer term project whereas the options 3 and 6 
are both more immediate solutions. The issue with an option such as option 5 is that it invariably becomes 
more expensive through a phasing process, which adds more complexity. As the GA terminal is a 
Government Strategic policy objective, this option (5) has been discounted due to the period involved and 
is not an appropriate option to carry forward. EP continued that option 3 is more of a funding issue in the 
short term and maybe the terminal could be relocated to the east end if needed and option 5 was more 
appropriate. RW countered that if this was the case it would be better to accept option 6 as the preferred 
option if funding and time was not an issue. 

• RH added that at a minimum option 3 would need to be done. RH continued and asked EP if there 
was an assigned budget for any option. EP identified that option 6 is expected to cost between $60-
85million whereas option 3 is only $10-15 million therefore option 3 has lower risk. SS interjected 
that the funding amounts at this stage are very high-level estimates based on the little known 
parameters for a GA terminal and its development. SS continued in advising that estimates that are 
more robust will become available in the short-list options process as Stantec explore the options in 
greater detail. 

• RH added that when the DOT internally reviewed the long list options, for project A.1 they had identified 
that the preferred option would be option 3. It is a graduated view on the aviation industry which can only 
be projected therefore option 3 would make sense using a step by step process and a GA facility would 
grow as necessary in the future. 

• AA added that if option 3 was agreed as the preferred option, it does not mean that any development in the 
east, option 6, would be off the table. If in 5 years, when the next Master plan is drafted it will determine if 
option 6 should be enacted or it may identify that the GA in the west has sufficient room to expand in that 
location. This in effect makes option 5 redundant. 

• To conclude this discussion a vote was taken for each individual committee member on approving option 
3 as the preferred option. See the approval table below. 

 
 

Project A.2 – Owen Roberts International Airport (ORIA): 
• The second project to be discussed was the ORIA, project A.2. The shortlisted Options are 1, 2, 3, 4 & 5. 

The preferred option is Option 4: 
• 

“Upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the forecast growth in 
aircraft movements and passengers”. 

• KB opened up the discussion with a question on the timing (implementation) of the option. The 
implementation time shown in the matrix was18 months and considering the funding amount this 
timeframe seemed very aggressive and unrealistic. SS agreed that this had been overlooked and needed 
to be adjusted. RW suggested that 5-7 years is more appropriate. 

• AA suggested that option 5 should have the same suggested timeframe. SS made the changes. 

• To conclude this discussion a vote was taken for each individual committee member on approving option 
4 as the preferred option. See the approval table below. 
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Project B – Charles Kirkconnell International Airport (CKIA): 

 The third project to be discussed was the CKIA, project B. The shortlisted Options are 1, 2, 3, 4 & 
5. The Preferred Option is Option 3: 

 
“Minimal upgrades and expansion to current airside and landside infrastructure to cater for low growth in 
aircraft movements and passengers. Modify lands as needed to meet regulatory requirements and applicable 
standards”. 

 

 RW opened up the discussion advising the committee that there was a modification to the document 
sent out for review on the 31st Aug and identified the changes. The Preferred Option was originally 
option 2, however, the Chairman and AA had reservations on whether this was the correct option 
and requested that the option 3 was more preferable. 

 SB outlined the reason for the change. Option 2 had the statement in the project scope that the 
airport could relinquish the international status of the airport. The view is that this is a step 
backwards and the master plan is about the future and the requirement to maintain the international 
status will become essential. The option 3 scope identifies the need to perform minimal upgrades to 
accommodate future aviation increase and improved safety. Therefore SB advised the committee 
that option 3 should be the Preferred Option moving forward over the next twenty years and not 
option 2, however option 2 should remain. 

 AA noted that relinquishing the international status in option 2 is still shown as an option and will 
be carried forward. Once more detail is performed on the options carried forward; a more 
informed discussion could be had on the preferred way forward. Therefore, it makes sense to use 
option 3 as the Preferred Option at this stage. AA continued in advising the committee that the 
outstanding regulatory issues will not go away regardless of what option has been chosen as the 
Preferred Option. 

 SS added that through any master planning exercise no options could be pursued where the airport is 
relying on exemptions being given in the future, as there are no guarantees. 

 SS added that the feedback from the survey influenced the Preferred Option to be option 2. SS noted 
that environmental issues were in the forefront of the comments received and if regulations are to be 
met and 
minimal upgrades are enforced on the ponds and roads then there could be setbacks with public 

opinions. Prior to the next public outreach sessions, an approach to the public with firm answers will be 

required to justify as to why the Preferred Option has been chosen and why impacts to the environment 

are required. 

 AA continued the discussion outlining that the issue is not so much the international status but rather 

the 
size of aircraft that is allowed to use the airport. Smaller aircraft would mean a reduced width and 

length of runway and this should be borne out of the master planning process. 
 The timeframes for each option were discussed and were increased as required. 
 EP asked if option 3 addressed the SMART objectives. SS suggested that option 3 materially addressed 

the 
SMART objectives however the extent of the environmental impacts of the project will 

determine the ability to meet all the SMART objectives. 

 KB raised the question as to whether these projects were discussed in silos or as a collective. Reference 

to 
timing, for example, are the years concurrent or spread out based on funding availability? SS outlined 

that the projects are independent of each other and the OBC process will cover all 4 projects but each 

can then be procured separately at different times, with separate FBCs. 

 To conclude this discussion a vote was taken for each individual committee member on approving 

option 
3 as the Preferred Option. See the approval table below. 

Project C – Little Cayman Airport (LCY): 
 The final project to be discussed was the LCY. Project C. The shortlisted Options are 1, 2, 4 & 

5. The recommended Preferred Option is Option 4: 

 “Close Existing Airport and Build New Airport and new airside and landside infrastructure to cater for the 
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most‐likely forecast growth in aircraft movements and passengers. Build to meet all applicable regulatory 

requirements and standards”. 

 

 RW opened up the discussion advising the committee that there was a modification to the document 

sent out for review on the 31st Aug and identified the changes. The Preferred Option was originally 

option 5, however, the Chairman and AA had reservations on whether this was the correct option 

and requested that the option 4 was more preferable. 

 

 SB gave background as to why the Preferred Option should be option 4 not 5. The Steering committee 

should not be seen to be moving backwards in preferring to close the airport and recommending the 

ferry service over the next 20 years. Option 5 can be carried forward however, looking at the 

perspective that Little Cayman may develop in the future, and option 4 made for a better choice. The 

topic of Little Cayman will eventually be put forward to policy makers and a determination will be 

made at that level. Option 4 is the preferred choice as it will meet all the regulatory requirements, be 

compliant and meet the traffic forecast requirements for the future. 
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• SB added that the funding range be in the $60 to $85 million range to ensure that all aspects of a 

new runway and terminal are covered. 

• SS added that the reason why option 5 was initially recommended as the Preferred Option was based 

on the public outreach meeting on LCY and responses to the survey. Option 5 was by far the most 

Preferred Option as most agreed that a heliport and ferry service should be chosen over any new 

developed airport. SS continued that option 4 could provoke some public pushback. JM added that the 

comments from persons who live on Grand Cayman and the Brac also identified that they would not 

like to see any development on the island. SS recommended that this particular issue should be 

introduced to Cabinet at an early stage to ensure that adequate time is given to evaluate on what 

direction LCY will be focused on. This is a very contentious issue and the public have very strong 

opinions. 

• SB noted these observations, however, it was outlined that if option 5 were to be presented to cabinet 

then there is no context on how this would be received, therefore option 4 is the only real solution to 

the LCY problem. Options 2 and 3 are more than likely not possible as these options would require 

further exemptions from the CAA and there is no guarantee these exemptions will be forthcoming. 

• RH agreed that option 4 would solve the complexities of LCY and a clear path is required. From a 

DOT planning perspective, Little Cayman carries over 70% occupancy over 10 months of the year, 

therefore option 5 does not meet requirements. RH added that people have chosen Little Cayman as 

their lifestyle and any change that does not meet their agenda then they would not agree, but from an 

island plan perspective the government must choose the best course forward and not place too much 

emphasis on the individual. Option 5 should be carried forward and if Option 4 price tag is not 

achievable or does not fit in to the island plan then the government has other choices 

• EP added that his Preferred Option is option 4. However, a risk assessment needs to be drafted and 

shared with the public outlining the risks in operating out of the current airport. 

• SS interjected that it was clear from the public outreach session on Little Cayman that everyone who 

attended was fully aware of the current airport not meeting regulations and doing nothing is not an 

option. The debate centres around does Little Cayman have an airport or not and the public outreach 

survey purported that the general outcomes was that LCY did not need an airport. JM continued that 

there was major concern from businesses on the islands, specifically businesses that supported tourism, 

that any improved airport would increase environmental damage to the reefs and should be avoided. 

Additionally residents that have moved there are concerned that the charm of the island could be 

threatened with a heightened risk of over development on the island. 

• RH interjected that a vision for the island and an island master plan needs to be developed that maybe 

might quell these fears of overdevelopment of Little Cayman. There is currently larger interest in Little 

Cayman over the Brac and the real estate market on the island is vibrant. RH continued to compare 

Little Cayman and the model used on the island of Mustique where the number of parcels of land 

development is controlled on an annual basis. Control of land development would be controlled on a 

rotation system where measured development is in place. What is important, however, is that the 

government would have to be committed to a model such as this plan used in Mustique. 

• KB added that she agreed that the decision on what happens in Little Cayman and LCY is much larger 

than the CIAA and needs to be decided by Government. The CIAA needs to understand the Little 

Cayman island strategic goals and/or vision before any commitment is made regarding a solution for 

LCY. 

• SB requested an overview from RH regarding the aviation infrastructure that the island of Mustique has 

in place. 
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• RH advised the committee that the Mustique airport is largely a general aviation airport with 

limited facilities such as a small shack for a terminal and only caters for small private aircraft. The 

airport does have a paved runway however, the “terminal” is very small and queues are common 

on arrival and only have a capacity inside for 7-10 persons. Ground transportation is very limited. 

Importantly, the Mustique Development Agency controls all development on the island and it is 

noted that the island is not very inclusive. Areas where the local people live are separate from 

multi-million dollar developments, which some individuals on the island are not in favour of 

because this approach does not encourage the mixing of the population, i.e. rich and poor. 

Control is managed by allowing only one or two homes in any given year that helps with 

sustainability of the island. Additionally, Mustique has in place many environmental “green” 

practices such as water reuse, recycling, conservation mechanisms, etc. The island of Mustique 

could be used as a model for Little Cayman as their intention is not to grow rapidly, and to 

maintain the ecological balance from a sustainability standpoint. If this model were appropriated 

for Little Cayman then investors interested in Little Cayman and residents would understand that 

controls are in place and managed. Additionally population increase could be controlled reducing 

the potential environmental damage to the environment on Little Cayman. 

• SB added that there is a real need for an essential air service for Little Cayman, however there 

needs to be a strategic outlook from Government on the future of Little Cayman. SB is in favour of 

the Preferred Option 4 as a new airport as it would answer all the concerns regarding a fit for 

purpose inter-island communication link and any new runway, although construed as a valve to 

open up development, could be controlled. 

• RW advised the committee that the timeline should be changed to 6 – 7 years for a relocated 

airport. 

• To conclude this discussion a vote was taken for each individual committee member on 

approving option 4 as the Preferred Option. See the approval table below. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Meeting concluded at 3:08pm 
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7.3 BCQS costings and phasing spreadsheet 

BCQS Summary used for phasing spreadsheet 
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Phasing spreadsheet (using BCQS costs above) 

 

  

Priority Priority Description of Sub-Project Project

Cost 

($'000) 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041

YES S New G/A Terminal east side, North Sound site A.1 $11,658 1% 29% 70%

S New Hangar next to g/a terminal A.1 $9,050 1% 37% 62%

YES S/M New apron, north-sound A.1 $21,354 3% 4% 20% 73%

Project A.1 (GA facility) total: $42,061

YES S/M

Land acquisition (ATC Tower location, Andy's and 

Car Rental properties, Budget and lot near CAL 

plot (LT) A.2

$29,910 25% 25% 25% 15% 10%

YES S/M Terminal Expansion A.2 $335,528 1% 2% 2% 5% 10% 15% 25% 25% 15%

S/M Apron expansion, and rehabilitation A.2 $25,154 5% 20% 20% 20% 15% 10% 10%

YES S Runway extension A.2 $27,708 2% 2% 54% 42%

M Full Parallel taxiway A.2 $14,924 5% 20% 75%

L Cargo / Future MRO/Engine Run-up Aprons A.2 $8,610 10% 40% 50%

L

Marine Dock / Seawall for water taxi services 

interface with airport A.2
$5,000 5% 45% 50%

YES S/M Landside works A.2 $24,627 10% 10% 30% 50%

L Heliport, Medevac/Police/Tourism Center A.2 $1,230 10% 40% 50%

YES S New ATC Tower and ATM System A.2 $9,840 3% 26% 19% 5% 5% 25% 17%

YES M

Airfield drainage improvements and pumping 

station A.2
$8,230 5% 10% 85%

Project A.2 (ORIA) total: $490,761

S

Landside expansion to accommodate 30m set-

back security regulation B
$7,510 100%

L Terminal expansion, meets future requirements B $31,244 10% 15% 25% 25% 25%

L Maintenance facility expansion B $1,230 10% 10% 80%

YES S Runway strip and RESA works (REVIEW) B $1,146 2% 1% 97%

M Rehabilitate Runway, Taxiway, Apron, B $13,568 5% 50% 45%

M/L

Site Works, fencing, contingency, fees, etc. 

(MORE DETAIL) B
$18,636 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

M 

Apron expansion and 2
nd

 taxiway to runway from 

apron, B
$2,629 5% 55% 40%

L General Aviation apron B $995 10% 40% 50%

L ATC Tower B $2,050 10% 40% 50%

Project B (CKIA) total: $79,009

YES S Environmental Impact Assessment C $1,384 37% 63%

YES S EIA, Runway, NEW taxiway, apron C $14,034 5% 5% 10% 30% 40% 10%

YES S Access road, terminal curb road and parking lot C $2,473 5% 5% 80% 10%

YES S Airport perimeter road and fence C $4,867 10% 50% 40%

YES S Site Clearing, fill and other preperation C $17,897 25% 75%

YES S Terminal C $6,872 5% 5% 40% 50%

Project C (LCY) total: $47,525

Total $659,357

Short Term Medium Term Long Term
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7.4 Findings from Public Outreach Sessions  

(July 2022)  
Title: “What We Heard” Summary 

 

Community Outreach Sessions 

Community outreach sessions were held on each of the three islands to give the public opportunities for their voices to be 

heard. The hosts were representatives from CIAA, Stantec, KPMG and Chalmers Gibbs.  

The sessions were held between 5:30pm – 7:30pm as follows: 

• Monday, 11 July at the Aston Rutty Centre, Cayman Brac (c.35 people attended) 

• Tuesday, 12 July at the Little Cayman Beach Resort, Little Cayman (c.10 people attended) 

• Wednesday 13, July at the John Gray High School Hall, Grand Cayman (c.28 people attended) 

A brief outline of the project was presented and then the meeting was opened to attendees to express their ideas, concerns 

and suggestions and to ask any questions they may have. The sessions were streamed live on Facebook and the videos 

subsequently saved to the Cayman Islands Airports Authority’s (“CIAA”) Facebook page. Below is a summary of the key 

themes that were discussed during each session. 

 

Cayman Brac – Key Themes 

 

Communication 

Community members wanted more public outreach sessions to be held and for information to be communicated to the public 

throughout the course of the project. 

At first the attendees were under the impression the previous Airport Master Plan 2032 (July 2014) was being discussed and 

brought up specific issues with respect to the previous plan, which was later clarified. Furthermore, the public did not 

understand the purpose of master plans if they were going to be renewed every few years without action (although, it was 

pointed out that the points from the previous action plan had largely been put into practice at Owen Roberts International 

Airport (“ORIA”)). There were questions around whether the outreach session would have any impact and if the old plan was 

going to be scrapped.  

What does not appear to be clear to the public is the purpose of the development plan. The CIAA should consider 

communicating what is motivating the project and why certain aspects of the airports are being considered (e.g., although 

currently classified as an International Airport, the Charles Kirkconnell International Airport is not currently meeting the 

requirements for this classification and the exemption under which it is operating is not guaranteed to apply indefinitely). 

 

Environmental 

Many attendees voiced concerns about the impact of any proposed developments on the Westerly Ponds. Further, it was 

discussed that much of the tourism in Cayman Brac is nature tourism (including birding); therefore, this relies on birdlife that 

may be threatened by potential developments.  

Two community members emphasised the importance of performing an Environmental Impact Assessment in advance of 

performing any work. 

 

Demand/need for development  

There was a general sentiment that the airport was working as is and did not require any changes, with multiple community 

members quoting the international status of the airport as a basis for standards being met. As mentioned above, it is not 

widely known that the current airport is, in fact, not meeting regulations (e.g. runway length). Some attendees questioned 

whether increased growth was predicted. It was also noted that there was no official development plan or zoning in Cayman 

Brac and that development planning should be considered. 

Land ownership concerns 

Community members had questions around the impact of any developments to landowners. This included whether there is a 

possibility that land may be confiscated for potential development, as well as what rights and responsibilities landowners have. 

For example, who would be responsible for maintaining land if the boundaries of the airport were extended (with reference to 

height restrictions for trees and other objects). 

 

Little Cayman – Key Themes 

 

Communication 

There was a general feeling among the attendees that they would like to be included in the project, for example whether there 

would be an opportunity for a spokesperson from Little Cayman to be involved. The community members felt that Little 

Cayman was sometimes excluded from the decision-making process and that decisions were handed down to them. Attendees 
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felt it was important to them to be included in the solution. Although it was recognised they hold little voting power in 

contrast to Cayman Brac and Grand Cayman. 

Some attendees talked about previous plans that had been initiated and then abandoned, such as a new site for the airstrip, 

and that there had not been satisfactory communication about the plan or why it had changed.  

The need for any developments/changes is not apparent to community members. There should be communication regarding 

the reasons for considering upgrades to/development of the airstrip, for example around the importance of compliance with 

standards or regulations.   

 

Demand/need for development  

Attendees expressed their satisfaction with the current airstrip. Generally, there was a feeling that the current arrangement 

meets the current demand. They acknowledged there were issues but didn’t feel there was a need to develop it much further. 

The attendees had questions around the methodology used to predict future growth. It was noted that the language implied 

there would either be development, or the use of the airstrip would be discontinued. There was a concern around 

infrastructure being used to drive development. 

Community members voiced concerns that Little Cayman could not support increased demand. For example, the dive sites 

are under pressure at the current capacity and would be overwhelmed if numbers increased.  

Albeit, discussions after the main outreach session concluded, identified that some residents do recognise the need for change 

and that infrastructure improvements and other development is required on the island. However, there is a fine balance 

between the required upgrades and over-development.  

 

Environmental 

Attendees noted that tourism is largely driven by diving, and that Little Cayman has some of the best dive sites in the world. 

However, an increase in visitors would negatively impact that, with the reef’s capacity for divers being finite.  

It was expressed that whatever course of action is decided for Little Cayman, the eradication/lethal control of birds or 

destruction of their habitat would be objectionable. Furthermore, whatever the environmental impact of the plan, there 

should be offsets (e.g., other areas on island set aside and protected, rehabilitation of the current airstrip if it is no longer in 

use, etc.). 

 

Other suggestions/considerations 

Consider using Cayman Brac as a base/distribution center for travel to Little Cayman and have a ferry service between the 

two. This could also be expanded to allow private boats to be used as water taxis, sharing economic benefit with the locals.  

 

Other options considered would need to be run in conjunction with the current airstrip in case of emergencies where fast 

reliable access to Grand Cayman is needed (disaster relief and evacuation before and after hurricanes, diving accidents) – i.e. 

do not completely demolish the airstrip if it is decided to proceed with alternatives. 

 

The re-privatisation of the airstrip was suggested and supported by several people, with the previous service that was offered 

by Island Air generally being well regarded.  

 

One resident suggested that Little Cayman could be accessed primarily by helicopter from Brac (with the helicopter stationed 

in the Brac) with Little Cayman also being accessible from Grand Cayman via helicopter. It was suggested that this would 

increase the allure/exclusivity of the island (for high-net-worth tourists especially) while maintaining the island’s charm. 

Additionally, the helicopter could be leased to the local resorts to transport private parties to/from Grand Cayman or 

Cayman Brac. 

 

There is an option for any necessary work to be conducted during the annual 2 month shut down (when 3 out of the 4 

resorts on island close). 

 

The question was raised as to whether someone could contact the current airstrip landowners to consider buying the land. A 

question was also raised as to whether there is a plan for a domestic arrivals’ terminal at ORIA.  

 

Grand Cayman - Key Themes 

 

Communication 

There were questions around the old master plan – what has been achieved, what has yet to be carried out and what will be 

carried into the new plan. One community member expressed distrust of the process and whether the public outreach would 

have an impact. An increase in communication with the public throughout the course of the project would serve to alleviate 

some concerns. 

 

Development 

The attendees had questions around the impact to local businesses. These included whether population and tourism growth 

were being considered, especially in relation to businesses in the area of ORIA. Community members wanted to know 
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whether the current footprint would accommodate current demand/future development and if not, which land would be 

targeted? Is the CIAA considering moving the airport on Grand Cayman? An attendee expressed that expansion towards the 

North Side and mangroves should not be considered a priority. 

 

A question was asked about the decision-making process – which methods, assumptions, thresholds and impacts would be 

considered and how would these be incorporated into the master plan. Further, how would environmental factors be weighed 

against other factors (e.g. value for money, operational, etc.). 

 

Concerns were raised around a loss of ‘sense of place’ because of the recent upgrades to ORIA and whether an attempt 

would be made to restore the lost charm of the airport. Consideration for local culture and character was discussed in 

contrast to the current fast-food chains, for example. 

 

Attendees were interested in what improvements would be considered – for example automation such as kiosks, pre-

clearance for the United States or Canada, efficiency, use of underutilised space. Questions arose around mitigating the impact 

of increased traffic. Concerns were also raised in relation to how the infrastructure on the land side (e.g., parking, traffic 

congestion) would support increased air traffic.   

 

Technical 

Questions were asked about air navigation facilities and if improvements would be made to these. It was noted that there is a 

possibility of using radar facilities that are available but would need to be implemented. It was expressed that currently the 

closest alternative runway is more than 200 miles away should airplanes be unable to land at ORIA due to, for example, poor 

visibility or inclement weather. It was suggested that Cayman Brac should be considered as an alternative in these cases.  

 

Discussions took place around the general aviation facility. An attendee noted airplanes are being turned away, there is 

insufficient aircraft parking, and a parallel taxiway is needed.  

Community members wanted to know if consideration was being given to alternative fuels, and whether accommodating 

hydrogen and electric powered planes have been considered.  

 

Little Cayman 

Attendees asked whether consideration had been given to privatising the Little Cayman airstrip and noted that they felt it 

worked well previously. A community member also noted that money was currently being lost on the Edward Bodden Airfield 

and that, while it was understood that residents of Little Cayman wanted it to remain as it currently is, they felt it should be 

upgraded to ensure emergency evacuation is possible at any time of day (e.g., lights, standards). People living there are at risk, 

and tourists are there too. 

 

Environmental 

Ecological and environmental concerns were discussed. It was noted that if the Brac ponds are lost there would not be any 

habitat left. Previous development caused destruction of habitat that has not been mitigated, rehabilitated, or compensated for.  

 

There were also questions around what was being done to combat rising sea levels, and whether air quality control was being 

considered, especially for those in the current approaching flight path. 

 

 

 

Community Outreach Survey – Themes 

 

A survey was launched on 6 July 2022 in order to invite the public to have their say on the future of each Island’s airport 

infrastructure. The survey remained open for 30 days (closed 7 August 2022). 

 

Do you live within half a mile of any of the Cayman Islands aerodromes/airports? If yes, what is your biggest 

concern in relation to future developments of the aerodromes/airports? 

 

Grand Cayman 

The environmental impacts are a significant area of concern, including climate change, pollution, destruction of the 

environment, including mangroves, natural habitats and animals. Noise pollution is also a strong theme. Other concerns 

related to traffic, private property and safety. Some respondents expressed an interest in improvements, for example, to the 

design of the airports, safety, increased runways (to facilitate larger planes and therefore more direct European flights) and 

other upgrades. 

 

Cayman Brac 

The majority of concerns were environmental, including the wetlands, birds, natural habitats and pollution. Respondents noted 

that they do not want to see any destruction of the environment caused by expansion, which some believe to be unnecessary. 

Noise pollution is also a common concern. Also mentioned were concerns around private property and traffic. 
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Little Cayman 

A significant majority of respondents voiced the sentiment that they are against any expansion and feel it is unnecessary. Other 

areas of concern were the environment, noise pollution and the safety of the airstrip.  

 

Please let us know if you have any additional environmental/sustainability concerns you would like to raise. 

 

When considering the environment, the most frequently mentioned area of concern is perceived unnecessary over-

development. There are comments around the Islands losing their charm, a loss of Cayman Islands identity and most often 

whether the Islands can sustain an increase in tourism and development.  

 

Other top environmental concerns were wildlife, the wetlands and birds. Respondents are very concerned about destruction 

of the wetlands, loss of natural habitats and the impact on birds, the mangroves, the Rock Iguanas and other wildlife. Many 

respondents noted that the flora and fauna are an important part of what attracts people (tourists and locals) to the Cayman 

Islands, the Sister Islands in particular, and that it would be counterproductive to destroy these for the purposes of growth 

and development. 

 

Another key area of concern is sustainability and waste. This includes an emphasis on the importance of ingraining 

sustainability in the plan, for example sustainable building practices, as well as incorporating it into the airports processes – 

such as recycling facilities, goods and services and limiting plastics. 

 

Other frequently mentioned areas include energy (specifically the use of solar power), the importance of balancing 

environmental concerns with growth and safety issues, and pollution. 

 

Aviation stakeholder recommendations 

Respondents who identified as aviation stakeholders as opposed to passengers were asked two additional questions: 

 

Are there locations in the Cayman Islands where you would like to see a new aerodrome, heliport or seaplane 

facility? Please specify. 

 

Responses were varied but included enthusiasm for seaplane facilities and heliports. Locations suggested were Bodden Town, 

East End, North Sound or South Sound in Grand Cayman as well as Little Cayman and Cayman Brac. There was also a 

recommendation for a longer and wider runway in Little Cayman with modern navigation aids and lighting. 

 

Do you have specific recommendations for improvements to the aviation system? 

Recommendations were made with regard to long term planning for demand, the importance of jetways (or some form of 

shelter from the elements during boarding and disembarkation), improvements to facilities including concession, parking and 

departure areas, and enhancements to general aviation offerings. 

 

Do you have any additional comments/concerns you would like to raise? 

 

Jetways and/or other methods of keeping passengers from getting wet/sunburnt were mentioned explicitly by many 

respondents. Other key areas of dissatisfaction overwhelmingly related to the entertainment, food and beverage (specifically 

the lack of bars), and shopping opportunities currently available – with some respondents noting that the current offering does 

not align with Cayman’s push to be recognised as a “luxury’ destination (while expecting tourists to pay a “luxury” price).  

 

Many feel the previous airport upgrade made the airport worse, with the airport losing its charm, costing a significant amount, 

while still not providing covers/jetways or adequate entertainment/restaurant/bar/shopping options.  

 

Respondents have noted that the overall feel of the airport in below expectations and they would like to see things such as: 

local cuisine options (as opposed to fast food outlets), local art displayed in the airport, local music playing for arrivals and 

departures, and “island” decorations throughout and the airport. 

 

Title: Summary of Survey Results 
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7.5 Short List of Options 

Project A1 

 

Project A2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 6

Option
Status quo: business as 

usual

Upgrade existing terminal 

building, minor apron 

expansion

Replace existing GA 

terminal building and 

expand aircraft parking 

apron, expand or build 

new hangars adjacent to 

GA Terminal and on the 

existing playground

Expand aircraft parking at the 

North Sound site, replace the 

existing / new terminal building at 

existing site.

Relocate and upgrade the GA 

terminal/ aircraft parking to the 

North Sound site.

Direct benefits $68,771,944 $70,648,493 $90,410,129 $86,471,317 $91,323,279

Direct costs ($27,214,829) ($30,723,843) ($67,676,702) ($60,311,403) ($69,384,228)

Wider costs ($1,360,741) ($4,608,576) ($10,151,505) ($9,046,711) ($6,938,423)

Optimism bias ($4,005,189) ($4,851,122) ($9,684,809) ($8,360,862) ($8,995,458)

Risk costs ($11,476,317) ($13,178,797) ($19,019,887) ($14,250,502) ($13,631,932)

Net cost $24,714,868 $17,286,155 ($16,122,775) ($5,498,160) ($7,626,763)

Discounted 

cost

$10,804,520 $5,886,830 ($26,307,170) ($18,156,827) ($23,405,995)

5% 15% 15% 15% 10%

10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

Environmental impact 

%

Optimism bias %

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5

Option
Status quo: business as 

usual. 

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades, no expansion to 

current airside and 

landside infrastructure to 

cater for limited growth in 

aircraft movements and 

passengers.

Moderate upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

moderate growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.

Upgrades and expansion to current 

airside and landside infrastructure 

to cater for the forecast growth in 

aircraft movements and passengers.

Upgrades and expansion to 

current airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

growth in aircraft 

movements and  passengers 

exceeding forecasts.

Direct benefits $2,712,909,217 $2,821,876,955 $3,208,863,644 $3,612,440,940 $3,941,762,897

Direct costs ($2,000,197,500) ($2,068,594,886) ($2,311,500,522) ($2,564,819,828) ($2,771,530,192)

Wider costs ($100,009,875) ($310,289,233) ($346,725,078) ($256,481,983) ($415,729,529)

Optimism bias ($260,226,376) ($295,236,858) ($304,673,723) ($314,883,608) ($357,706,268)

Risk costs ($502,056,383) ($573,484,459) ($388,511,635) ($327,534,270) ($389,802,957)

Net cost ($149,580,917) ($425,728,481) ($142,547,314) $148,721,251 $6,993,951

Discounted 

cost

($15,214,124) ($169,189,619) ($161,242,818) ($145,085,122) ($306,655,944)

5% 15% 15% 10% 15%

10% 10% 10% 10% 10%Optimism bias %

Environmental impact 

%
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Project B 

 

 

 

Project C 

 

 

 

 

  

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5

Option
Status quo: business as 

usual. 

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades (no expansion) 

to current airside and 

landside infrastructure to 

cater for limited growth in 

aircraft movements and 

passengers. Relinquish 

International status. 

Exemptions to regulations 

continue (regardless of 

international status).  

Minimal upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

low growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Modify lands 

as needed to meet 

regulatory requirements 

and applicable standards. 

Moderate upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure.  

Upgrades and expansion 

to current airside and 

landside infrastructure to 

cater for the forecast 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.  Acquire lands 

/ meet all applicable 

regulatory requirements 

and standards. 

Direct 

benefits
$55,940,523 $57,484,346 $58,888,075 $59,988,366 $64,108,748

Direct costs ($220,021,569) ($233,675,495) ($246,383,431) ($256,114,657) ($292,556,258)

Wider costs ($11,001,078) ($35,051,324) ($24,638,343) ($38,417,199) ($43,883,439)

Optimism bias ($25,898,226) ($31,806,171) ($30,272,698) ($32,028,358) ($36,462,123)

Risk costs ($27,959,615) ($49,334,894) ($31,705,208) ($25,751,729) ($28,181,532)

Net cost ($228,939,966) ($292,383,539) ($274,111,605) ($292,323,577) ($336,974,603)

Discounted 

cost

($88,502,452) ($120,501,927) ($115,830,939) ($128,245,613) ($159,111,818)

5% 15% 15% 15% 10%

10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

Environmental 

Optimism bias %

Option 1 Option 2 Option 4 Option 5

Option
Status quo: business as 

usual. 

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades / expansion to 

current airside or landside 

infrastructure, cater for 

limited growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Exemptions to 

regulations continue.  

Close Existing Airport and Build New 

Airport and new airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for the most-likely 

forecast growth in aircraft movements and 

passengers.  Build to meet all applicable 

regulatory requirements and standards. 

Sell or Close Existing 

Airport, to be replaced by 

Ferry / Helicopter / 

Seaplane service

Direct 

benefits
$0 $0 $21,745,622 $8,425,595

Direct costs $0 ($143,500) ($120,187,607) ($46,568,091)

Wider costs $0 ($21,525) ($18,028,141) ($4,656,809)

Optimism bias ($30,135) ($55,851) ($1,159,734) ($434,931)

Risk costs ($301,350) ($558,514) ($11,597,340) ($4,349,314)

Net cost ($331,485) ($779,390) ($129,227,200) ($47,583,550)

Discounted 

cost

($144,906) ($302,142) ($72,141,349) ($27,200,963)

5% 15% 10% 15%

10% 10% 10% 10%

Environmental 

Optimism bias %
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7.6 Short List Matrix – Costs and Benefits 
Project A1 

 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 6

Scope

Status quo: All GA traffic 

served from current 

location with capacity 

constraints and a dated 

facility.

Upgrade existing terminal 

building, minor apron 

expansion

Replace existing GA 

terminal building and 

expand aircraft parking 

apron, expand or build 

new hangars adjacent to 

GA Terminal and on the 

existing playground

Expand aircraft parking at the 

North Sound site, replace the 

existing / new terminal building at 

existing site.

Relocate and upgrade the GA 

terminal/ aircraft parking to the 

North Sound site.

Total direct public costs

- Direct operational costs 

(ID.1)  

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ 

Operational costs (ID.1)

-Expansion of exisitng 

aprons and terminal will 

result in need to park g/a 

aircraft in the east and will 

result in higher costs of 

towing aircraft and time to 

reposition aircraft to 

terminal (ID.2)

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ 

Operational costs (ID.1)

-Expansion of exisitng 

aprons and terminal will 

result in need to park g/a 

aircraft in the east and will 

result in higher costs of 

towing aircraft and time to 

reposition aircraft to 

terminal (ID.2)

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs 

(ID.2)

- Additional cost of taxiing / towing 

aircraft between east end and 

west G/A terminal, increasing cost 

of inefficient operation (ID.2)

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs 

(IC.1)

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Wider costs to society

- Stagnation or reduction 

in luxury/high-end 

tourism (WC.1)

- Reduced overseas 

investment (WC.2)

- Minimal environmental 

impact other than 

increased fuel burn 

caused by delays and 

inefficient operations 

(WC.3)

-  Higher potential for 

incidents on ramp due to 

lack of space to park high-

value business jets (WC.6)

Wider costs to society

- Potential loss of 

luxury/high-end market 

share to regional 

competitor nations (WC.1)

- Environmental cost of the 

apron expansion resulting 

in a slight reduction of 

green space (WC.3)

Wider costs to society

- Loss of playground and 

other surrounding 

residential/recreational 

land (WC.4)

- Environmental cost of 

the expansion: 

elimination of wetlands 

(turtle habitat) (WC.3) 

- High cost of replacing 

other agency facilities at 

higher cost to government 

(shoooting club, CBC, mail, 

mosquito research unit, 

exisiting CA hangar (WC.5)

Wider costs to society

- Loss of natural habitat 

(environmental cost) in the North 

Sound. inefficent operating model 

will increase fuel burn / increase 

emmissions and result in potential 

inefficiencies and delays (WC.3)

- Relocation of the shooting club 

(WC.5)

Wider costs to society

- Greater loss of natural habitat 

(environmental cost) in the North 

Sound (WC.3)

- Relocation of the shooting club 

(WC.5)

Total risks costs

- N/A

- Estimated risk costs 

(RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias 

adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias 

adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs 

(RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment 

(RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Direct public sector 

benefits

- Direct operational 

income (DB.1)

- Increased capital budget 

for deployment 

elsewhere (DB.2)

- No time investment from 

public sector required 

(DB.3)

Direct public sector 

benefits

- Direct operational income 

(DB.1)

- Capital budget available 

for deployment elsewhere 

(DB.2)

- Limited time investment 

from public sector required 

(DB.3)

Direct public sector 

benefits

- Direct operational 

income (DB.1)

- Limited capital budget 

available for deployment 

elsewhere (DB.2)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Increased capacity for future air 

traffic growth (i.e. potentially less 

costly in the long term) (DB.4)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Further increased capacity for 

future air traffic growth (i.e. 

potentially less costly in the long 

term) (DB.4) 

- Greater revenue opportunity for 

CIAA or 3rd party operator if 

hangar, g/a terminal and aprons 

are colocated (DB.5)

- Majority of east-end apron is to 

be constructed on brownfield / 

cleared lands. Hangars, g/a 

terminal together will enable 

reduction in aircraft fuel burn and 

emmissions (DB.6)

Indirect public sector 

benefits

- Indirect operational 

income (e.g. import duty 

on increased demand for 

goods as tourism 

increases) (DB.1)

- No changes to 

infrastructure required 

and therefore no local 

disruption (DB.2)

Indirect public sector 

benefits

- Indirect operational 

income (e.g. import duty 

on increased demand for 

goods as tourism increases) 

(DB.1)

- Limited changes to 

infrastructure required and 

therefore less local 

disruption (DB.2)

Indirect public sector 

benefits

- Indirect operational 

income (e.g. 

accomodation taxes, 

passenger fees and import 

duty on increased demand 

for goods as tourism 

increases) (DB.1)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. 

accomodation taxes, passenger 

fees and import duty on increased 

demand for goods as tourism 

increases) (DB.1)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income 

(e.g. accomodation taxes, 

passenger fees and import duty 

on increased demand for goods as 

tourism increases) (DB.1)

Wider benefits to society

- Controlled/restricted 

tourism, reducing 

environmental impact on 

the Islands (WB.1)

Wider benefits to society

- Improved GA terminal 

satisfaction (WB.2)

- Improved efficiency from 

the apron expansion 

(WB.3) 

Wider benefits to society

- Higher GA terminal 

satisfaction, which may 

lead to increased tourism 

(i.e. higher revenues for 

businesses in Cayman) 

(WB.4)

- Further improved 

efficiency from the apron 

expansion and additional 

hangar(s) (WB.3) []

Wider benefits to society

- Higher GA terminal satisfaction, 

which may lead to increased 

tourism (i.e. higher revenues for 

businesses in Cayman) (WB.4)

- Further improved efficiency from 

the apron expansion and 

additional hangar(s) (WB.3)

- Additional capacity to 

send/receive cargo, resulting in 

improvements for Caymanians and 

residents (WB.6)

Wider benefits to society

- Would allow for boat 

transfers/water taxis (WB.5)

- Higher GA terminal satisfaction, 

which may lead to increased 

tourism (i.e. higher revenues for 

businesses in Cayman) (WB.4)

- Further improved efficiency 

from the apron expansion and 

additional hangar(s) (WB.3) 

- Additional capacity to 

send/receive cargo, resulting in 

improvements for Caymanians 

and residents (WB.6)

Description of costs

Description of benefits

Costs

Benefits
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Project A2 

 

 

 

 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5

Scope
Status quo: business as 

usual. 

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades, no expansion to 

current airside and 

landside infrastructure to 

cater for limited growth in 

aircraft movements and 

passengers.

Moderate upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

moderate growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.

Upgrades and expansion to current 

airside and landside infrastructure 

to cater for the forecast growth in 

aircraft movements and passengers.

Upgrades and expansion to 

current airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

growth in aircraft 

movements and  passengers 

exceeding forecasts.

Total direct public costs

- Direct operational costs 

(IC.1)  

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ 

Operational costs

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational 

costs

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational 

costs

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Wider costs to society

- Stagnation or reduction 

in tourism (WC.1)

- Reduced overseas 

investment (WC.2)

- Increased congestion 

resulting in greater fuel 

burn by both aircraft and 

ground vehicles (WC.5)

Wider costs to society

- Potential loss of tourism 

market share to regional 

competitor nations (WC.1)

- Increased congestion 

resulting in even greater 

fuel burn by both aircraft 

and ground vehicles 

(WC.5)

Wider costs to society

- Loss of playground and 

other surrounding 

residential/recreational 

land (WC.3)

- Environmental cost of the 

expansion (WC.4)

Wider costs to society

- Greater loss of playground and 

other surrounding 

residential/recreational land (WC.3)

- Environmental cost of the 

expansion (WC.4)

- Increased development of 

landside and terminal more costly 

to government, but improvements 

in revenues expected to offset this 

(WC.6)

Wider costs to society

- Environmental cost of the 

expansion (WC.4)

Total risks costs

- N/A

- Estimated risk costs 

(RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias 

adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs 

(RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment 

(RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment 

(RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Direct public sector 

benefits

- Direct operational 

income (DB.1)

- Increased capital budget 

for deployment 

elsewhere (DB.2)

- No time investment from 

public sector required 

(DB.3)

Direct public sector 

benefits

- Direct operational 

income (DB.1)

- Capital budget available 

for deployment 

elsewhere (DB.2)

- Limited time investment 

from public sector 

required (DB.3)

Direct public sector 

benefits

- Direct operational income 

(DB.1)

- Limited capital budget 

available for deployment 

elsewhere (DB.2)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Increased capacity for future air 

traffic growth (i.e. potentially less 

costly in the long term) (DB.4)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income 

(DB.1)

- Further increased capacity 

for future air traffic growth 

(i.e. potentially less costly in 

the long term) (DB.4)

Indirect public sector 

benefits

- Indirect operational 

income (e.g. import duty 

on increased demand for 

goods as tourism 

increases) (IB.1)

- No changes to 

infrastructure required 

and therefore no local 

disruption (IB.2)

Indirect public sector 

benefits

- Indirect operational 

income (e.g. import duty 

on increased demand for 

goods as tourism 

increases) (IB.1)

- Limited changes to 

infrastructure required 

and therefore less local 

disruption (IB.2)

Indirect public sector 

benefits

- Indirect operational 

income (e.g. accomodation 

taxes, passenger fees and 

import duty on increased 

demand for goods as 

tourism increases) (IB.1) 

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. 

accomodation taxes, passenger fees 

and import duty on increased 

demand for goods as tourism 

increases) (IB.1)   

Indirect public sector 

benefits

- Indirect operational 

income (e.g. accomodation 

taxes, passenger fees and 

import duty on increased 

demand for goods as 

tourism increases) (IB.1)

Wider benefits to society

- Controlled/restricted 

tourism, reducing 

environmental impact on 

the Islands (WB.1)

Wider benefits to society

- Improved terminal 

satisfaction (WB.2) 

- Improved efficiency from 

the upgrades (WB.3) 

Wider benefits to society

- Further terminal 

satisfaction, which is 

expected to lead to 

increased tourism (i.e. 

higher revenues for 

businesses in Cayman) 

(WB.2) 

- Further improved 

efficiency from the 

upgrades/expansion 

(WB.3) 

Wider benefits to society

- Further terminal satisfaction, 

which is expected to lead to 

increased tourism (i.e. higher 

revenues for businesses in Cayman) 

(WB.2) 

- Further improved efficiency from 

the upgrades/expansion (WB.3)

- Improved facilitation of movement 

of people, goods and services, due 

to reduced time, lower costs from 

development of innovative, 

technology-based solutions which 

benefit airlines, cargo and mail 

shippers, and consumers (WB.4)

- Runway extension will result in 

improved utilization of modern 

aircraft and improved efficiencies to 

support overseas traffic 

development (WB.5)

Wider benefits to society

- Would allow for boat 

transfers/water taxis 

- Further terminal 

satisfaction, which is 

expected to lead to 

increased tourism (i.e. 

higher revenues for 

businesses in Cayman) 

(WB.2) 

- Further improved 

efficiency from the 

upgrades/expansion (WB.3) 

Benefits

Description of costs

Costs

Description of benefits
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Project B 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5

Scope Status quo: business as usual. 

Do minimum - minimal upgrades (no 

expansion) to current airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for limited growth in 

aircraft movements and passengers. 

Relinquish International status. Exemptions 

to regulations continue (regardless of 

international status).  

Minimal upgrades and expansion to current 

airside and landside infrastructure to cater 

for low growth in aircraft movements and 

passengers. Modify lands as needed to 

meet regulatory requirements and 

applicable standards. 

Moderate upgrades and expansion to 

current airside and landside infrastructure.  

Upgrades and expansion to current airside 

and landside infrastructure to cater for the 

forecast growth in aircraft movements and 

passengers.  Acquire lands / meet all 

applicable regulatory requirements and 

standards. 

Total direct public costs

- Direct operational costs (IC.1)  

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs (IC.1)  

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs (IC.1)  

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs (IC.1)  

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs (IC.1)  

- CIAA must dedicate resources to bird and 

wildlife management activities, including 

specialists capable of effectively wildlife 

and environmental concerns at CKIA (IC.2)       

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

N/A

Total indirect public costs

N/A

Total indirect public costs

N/A

Total indirect public costs

N/A

Wider costs to society

- Greater potential loss of tourism market 

share to regional competitor islands (WC.1)

- Potential loss of international license 

(WC.2)

- Lack of space in terminal and on ramp 

could result in congestion in building, delays 

and higher potential for incidents/ accidents 

on ramp (WC.6)

- Reduction in travel options for residents of 

Cayman Brac (WC.7)

Wider costs to society

- Greater potential loss of tourism market 

share to regional competitor islands (WC.1)

- Potential loss of international license 

(WC.2)

- Lack of space in terminal and on ramp 

could result in congestion in building, delays 

and higher potential for incidents/ accidents 

on ramp (WC.6)

- Reduction in travel options for residents of 

Cayman Brac (WC.7)

Wider costs to society

- Potential loss of tourism market share to 

regional competitor islands (WC.1)

- Environmental cost of the expansion 

(WC.3)

- Reduction in birding activities during 

construction, or due to reduction in amount 

of bird habitat at Westerly Ponds (WC.4)

Wider costs to society

- Environmental cost of the expansion 

(WC.3)

- Reduction in birding activities during 

construction, or due to reduction in amount 

of bird habitat at Westerly Ponds (WC.4)

Wider costs to society

- Environmental cost of the expansion 

(WC.3)

- Reduciton in size of the Westerly Ponds 

may reduce bird habitat, potentially 

impacting birding activities particularly 

during construction activities. (WC.4)

 - CIAA to install RESA that does not impact 

the turtle nesting sites if possible. RESA may 

require a reduction in landing distance 

available (LDA) which could reduce aircraft 

payloads, increasing innefficiency to aircraft 

operators - thereby increasing ticket prices 

to the public (WC.5)

Total risks costs

- N/A

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Increased capital budget for deployment 

elsewhere (DB.2)

- No time investment from public sector 

required (DB.3)

- Savings due to reduced facilitation (no 

international flights) and limited human 

resources required to operate (DB.5)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Capital budget available for deployment 

elsewhere (DB.2)

- Limited time investment from public 

sector required (DB.3)

- Savings due to reduced facilitation (no 

international flights) and limited human 

resources required to operate (DB.5)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Limited capital budget available for 

deployment elsewhere (DB.2)

- Slightly increased capacity for future air 

traffic growth (i.e. potentially less costly in 

the long term) (DB.4)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Increased capacity for future air traffic 

growth (i.e. potentially less costly in the 

long term) (DB.4)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Further increased capacity for future air 

traffic growth (i.e. potentially less costly in 

the long term) (DB.4) 

- Improvements in facilitation will lead to 

more effiecient airport operations, 

benefiting the airlines, passengers and 

shippers, and aircraft operators  (DB.6)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. import 

duty on increased demand for goods as 

tourism increases) (IB.1)

- No changes to infrastructure required and 

therefore no local disruption (IB.2)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. import 

duty on increased demand for goods as 

tourism increases) (IB.1)

- Limited changes to infrastructure required 

and therefore less local disruption (IB.2)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. 

accomodation taxes, passenger fees and 

import duty on increased demand for goods 

as tourism increases) (IB.1)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. 

accomodation taxes, passenger fees and 

import duty on increased demand for goods 

as tourism increases) (IB.1)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. 

accomodation taxes, passenger fees and 

import duty on increased demand for goods 

as tourism increases) (IB.1)

Wider benefits to society

- Controlled/restricted tourism, reducing 

environmental impact on the Islands (WB.1)

Wider benefits to society

- Improved terminal satisfaction (WB.2)

- Improved efficiency from the upgrades 

(WB.3)

- Slightly controlled/ restricted tourism, 

reducing environmental impact on the 

Islands (WB.1)

Wider benefits to society

- Further terminal satisfaction, which is 

expected to lead to increased tourism (i.e. 

higher revenues for businesses in Cayman) 

(WB.2)

- Further improved efficiency from the 

upgrades/expansion  (WB.3)

Wider benefits to society

- Further terminal satisfaction, which is 

expected to lead to increased tourism (i.e. 

higher revenues for businesses in Cayman) 

(WB.2)

- Further improved efficiency from the 

upgrades/expansion  (WB.3)

Wider benefits to society

- Further terminal satisfaction, which is 

expected to lead to increased tourism (i.e. 

higher revenues for businesses in Cayman) 

(WB.2)

- Further improved efficiency from the 

expansion (WB.3)  

- Improved facilitation of movement of 

people, goods and services, due to reduced 

time, lower costs from development of 

innovative, technology-based solutions 

which benefit airlines, cargo and mail 

shippers, and consumers (WB.4)

Benefits

Description of benefits

Description of costs

Costs
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Project C 

 

  

Option 1 Option 2 Option 4 Option 5

Scope Status quo: business as usual. 

Do minimum - minimal upgrades / 

expansion to current airside or landside 

infrastructure, cater for limited growth in 

aircraft movements and passengers. 

Exemptions to regulations continue.  

Close Existing Airport and Build New Airport 

and new airside and landside infrastructure 

to cater for the most-likely forecast growth 

in aircraft movements and passengers.  

Build to meet all applicable regulatory 

requirements and standards. 

Sell or Close Existing Airport, to be replaced 

by Ferry / Helicopter / Seaplane service

Total direct public costs

- Direct operational costs (IC.1)  

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs (IC.1)  

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs (IC.1)  

Total direct public costs

- Direct CAPEX/ Operational costs (IC.1)  

Total indirect public costs

- N/A

Total indirect public costs

N/A

Total indirect public costs

N/A

Total indirect public costs

N/A

Wider costs to society

- Potential for Severe Accident and 

Significant Liability for Airport Owners (All 

property owners upon which the current 

airport exists) (WC.1)

- Potential loss of exemptions (WC.2) 

Wider costs to society

- Potential for Severe Accident and 

Significant Liability for Airport Owners (All 

property owners upon which the current 

airport exists) (WC.1)

- Potential loss of exemptions (WC.2)

- Environmental cost of the expansion 

(WC.3)

Wider costs to society

- Potential loss of tourism market share to 

regional competitor islands due to loss of 

the current airport's "charm" (WC.4)

- Environmental cost of the expansion 

(WC.3)

Wider costs to society

- Increased travel time for locals and 

tourists when travelling to/from the island 

(WC.5)

- Air travel (i.e. by helicopter) would 

become more expensive (WC.6)

- Environmental cost of any new service 

(albeit, this would likely be offset by the 

rewilding of the current strip) (WC.3)

Total risks costs

- N/A

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Total risks costs

- Optimism bias adjustment (RC.1)

- Estimated risk costs (RC.2)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Increased capital budget for deployment 

elsewhere (DB.2)

- No time investment from public sector 

required (DB.3)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Capital budget available for deployment 

elsewhere (DB.2)

- Limited time investment from public 

sector required (DB.3)

- Reduced risk of accidents and therefore 

associated costs (DB.4)

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Increased capacity for future air traffic 

growth (i.e. potentially less costly in the 

long term) (DB.5)

- Further reduced risk of accidents and 

therefore associated costs (DB.4) 

Direct public sector benefits

- Direct operational income (DB.1)

- Further reduced risk of accidents and 

therefore associated costs (DB.4)

- Creation of jobs to facilitate new services 

(including on Cayman Brac for the ferry 

service) (DB.6)

- Evidences an environmentally and socially 

conscious government (DB.7)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. import 

duty on increased demand for goods as 

tourism increases) (IB.1)

- No changes to infrastructure required and 

therefore no local disruption (IB.2)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. import 

duty on increased demand for goods as 

tourism increases) (IB.1)

- Limited changes to infrastructure required 

and therefore less local disruption (IB.2)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. 

accomodation taxes, passenger fees and 

import duty on increased demand for goods 

as tourism increases) (IB.1)

Indirect public sector benefits

- Indirect operational income (e.g. 

accomodation taxes, passenger fees and 

import duty on increased demand for goods 

as tourism increases) (IB.1)

Wider benefits to society

- Controlled/restricted tourism, reducing 

environmental impact on the Islands (WB.1)

Wider benefits to society

- Improved terminal satisfaction (WB.2)

- Improved efficiency from the upgrades  

(WB.3)

- Controlled/restricted tourism, reducing 

environmental impact on the Islands  

(WB.1)

- Slightly reduced risk of accidents (WB.4)

Wider benefits to society

- May lead to increased revenues (i.e. 

higher airport revenues and increase in 

revenues for businesses in Little Cayman) 

(WB.5)

- Would facilitate more efficient 

medevac/evacuation services as well as 

overnight flights (WB.6)

- Would allow for a better quality of service 

(i.e. larger planes) (WB.7)

- Reduced risk of accidents (WB.4)

- Electrical vehicle charging ports, solar 

power and wind turbine power production 

opportunities on airport to offset carbon 

footprint. Fence and perimeter trail will 

enable airport to operate and be 

maintained effectively/ efficiently, during 

daylight only hours, to standards with an 

emphasis on environmental mitigations 

prior to, during construction and throughout 

the operation of the life of the replacement 

aerodrome. Reduced operating hours 

resulting in aircraft operations outside of 

active bird migration in/out to sea from the 

island habitats (WB.9)

Wider benefits to society

- Controlled/restricted tourism, reducing 

environmental impact on the Islands (WB.1)

- The "hard to reach" nature of the island 

may increase its allure, thereby potentially 

leading to increased tourism revenues for 

local businesses (WB.8)

- Reduced risk of accidents (WB.4)

Description of benefits

Description of costs

Costs

Benefits
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7.7 Short List of Options – Risk Analyses 

Project A1 

 

Project A2 

 

 

 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 6

Scope

Status quo: All GA traffic 

served from current 

location with capacity 

constraints and a dated 

facility.

Upgrade existing terminal 

building, minor apron 

expansion

Replace existing GA 

terminal building and 

expand aircraft parking 

apron, expand or build 

new hangars adjacent to 

GA Terminal and on the 

existing playground

Expand aircraft parking at 

the North Sound site, 

replace the existing / new 

terminal building at 

existing site.

Relocate and upgrade the 

GA terminal/ aircraft 

parking to the North 

Sound site.

CIAA Contractor Shared

Service risk Service is not fit for purpose ($2,800,000) ($1,750,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) ($175,000) X

Design risk Design cannot deliver services to required standard ($2,800,000) ($1,400,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) ($175,000) X

Planning risk
Risk planning permission cannot be obtained (or can, at greater than 

budgeted costs)
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A X

Build risk Risk assets are not completed on time to budget/spec. N/A ($175,000) ($7,567,114) ($2,475,867) ($2,628,818) X

Environmental risk
Risk of a major impact on an adjacent area with strong likelihood of 

objection from the public
N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 X

Contractual risk Risk from the contractual arrangement from the two parties N/A ($55,221) ($55,221) ($55,221) ($27,611) X

Operational risk
Risk operating costs vary from budget and that performance standards 

slip or a service cannot be provided.
N/A ($272,148) ($272,148) ($272,148) ($272,148) X

Availability and performance risk Risk the service provided is less than required under the contract N/A ($27,611) ($27,611) ($27,611) ($27,611) X

Demand risk Risk the demand for a service does not match the levels planned. ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) X

Volume risk Risk actual usage of the service varies from the levels forecast. ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) ($2,063,158) X

Maintenance risk
Risk that the costs of keeping the assets in good condition vary from 

budget
($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) X

Technology risk

The risk that changes in technology result in services being provided 

using

old technology.

($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) X

Funding risk Risk the availability of funding leads to delays and reduction in scope N/A ($87,500) ($2,017,897) ($2,063,223) ($2,628,818) X

Residual value risk
Risk due to uncertainty of the physical assets at the end of the contract 

period
N/A ($35,000) ($403,579) ($330,116) ($420,611) X

Non-transferable risk Non-transferable risks of failure to the organization N/A ($1,750,000) ($350,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) X

Business risk
Risk an organization fails to deliver on its commitments and cannot 

meets its business objectives
N/A ($1,750,000) ($1,750,000) ($1,750,000) ($700,000) X

Reputational risk
Risk confidence in an organization's ability to fulfil its business 

objectives will be undermined
N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 X

External risk Risks that are not connected to the proposal being considered $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 X

Regulatory risks
Risk a change in law or regulations will affect the costs or benefits of a 

project
($350,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) ($350,000) X

Total risk cost ($11,476,317) ($13,178,797) ($19,019,887) ($14,250,502) ($13,631,932)

Service risks probability

Business risks probability

Risk cost

Business risks cost estimate

External risks cost estimateExternal risks probability

Risk allocation

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5

Scope
Status quo: business as 

usual. 

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades, no expansion to 

current airside and 

landside infrastructure to 

cater for limited growth in 

aircraft movements and 

passengers.

Moderate upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

moderate growth in 

aircraft movements and 

passengers.

Upgrades and expansion 

to current airside and 

landside infrastructure to 

cater for the forecast 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.

Upgrades and expansion 

to current airside and 

landside infrastructure to 

cater for growth in aircraft 

movements and  

passengers exceeding 

forecasts.

CIAA Contractor Shared

Service risk Service is not fit for purpose ($47,560,000) ($35,670,000) ($29,725,000) ($5,945,000) ($2,972,500) X

Design risk Design cannot deliver services to required standard N/A ($35,670,000) ($29,725,000) ($5,945,000) ($2,972,500) X

Planning risk
Risk planning permission cannot be obtained (or can, at greater 

than budgeted costs)
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A X

Build risk Risk assets are not completed on time to budget/spec. N/A ($2,972,500) ($20,293,500) ($36,807,106) ($67,043,101) X

Environmental risk
Risk of a major impact on an adjacent area with strong likelihood 

of objection from the public
N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 X

Contractual risk Risk from the contractual arrangement from the two parties N/A ($2,343,797) ($2,343,797) ($2,343,797) ($2,343,797) X

Operational risk
Risk operating costs vary from budget and that performance 

standards slip or a service cannot be provided.
N/A ($98,782,507) ($19,756,501) ($19,756,501) ($19,756,501) X

Availability and 

performance risk
Risk the service provided is less than required under the contract N/A ($11,718,984) ($11,718,984) ($4,687,593) ($4,687,593) X

Demand risk Risk the demand for a service does not match the levels planned. ($203,468,191) ($135,645,461) ($81,387,277) ($81,387,277) ($81,387,277) X

Volume risk Risk actual usage of the service varies from the levels forecast. ($203,468,191) ($135,645,461) ($81,387,277) ($81,387,277) ($81,387,277) X

Maintenance risk
Risk that the costs of keeping the assets in good condition vary 

from budget
($29,725,000) ($23,780,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) X

Technology risk

The risk that changes in technology result in services being 

provided using

old technology.

($11,890,000) ($29,725,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) X

Funding risk
Risk the availability of funding leads to delays and reduction in 

scope
N/A ($1,486,250) ($20,293,500) ($36,807,106) ($67,043,101) X

Residual value risk
Risk due to uncertainty of the physical assets at the end of the 

contract period
N/A ($594,500) ($2,705,800) ($4,907,614) ($6,704,310) X

Non-transferable risk Non-transferable risks of failure to the organization N/A ($29,725,000) ($29,725,000) ($5,945,000) ($11,890,000) X

Business risk
Risk an organization fails to deliver on its commitments and 

cannot meets its business objectives
N/A ($23,780,000) ($29,725,000) ($11,890,000) ($11,890,000) X

Reputational risk
Risk confidence in an organization's ability to fulfil its business 

objectives will be undermined
N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 X

External risk Risks that are not connected to the proposal being considered $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 X

Regulatory risks
Risk a change in law or regulations will affect the costs or benefits 

of a project
($5,945,000) ($5,945,000) ($5,945,000) ($5,945,000) ($5,945,000) X

Total risk cost ($502,056,383) ($573,484,459) ($388,511,635) ($327,534,270) ($389,802,957)

Service risks probability Service risks cost estimate

Business risks probability Business risks cost estimate

External risks probability

Risk allocation

External risks cost estimate
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Project B 

 

Project C 

 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5

Scope
Status quo: business as 

usual. 

Do minimum - minimal upgrades (no 

expansion) to current airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for limited growth in 

aircraft movements and passengers. 

Relinquish International status. Exemptions to 

regulations continue (regardless of 

international status).  

Minimal upgrades and expansion 

to current airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for low 

growth in aircraft movements and 

passengers. Modify lands as 

needed to meet regulatory 

requirements and applicable 

standards. 

Moderate upgrades and 

expansion to current 

airside and landside 

infrastructure.  

Upgrades and expansion to current 

airside and landside infrastructure to 

cater for the forecast growth in aircraft 

movements and passengers.  Acquire 

lands / meet all applicable regulatory 

requirements and standards. 

CIAA Contractor Shared

Service risk Service is not fit for purpose ($6,989,238) ($5,591,391) ($4,193,543) ($1,397,848) ($698,924) X

Design risk Design cannot deliver services to required standard N/A ($4,193,543) ($4,193,543) ($1,397,848) ($698,924) X

Planning risk
Risk planning permission cannot be obtained (or can, at greater 

than budgeted costs)
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A X

Build risk Risk assets are not completed on time to budget/spec. N/A ($349,462) ($1,000,818) ($1,832,551) ($4,622,426) X

Environmental risk
Risk of a major impact on an adjacent area with strong likelihood 

of objection from the public
N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 X

Contractual risk Risk from the contractual arrangement from the two parties N/A ($28,407) ($28,407) ($28,407) ($28,407) X

Operational risk
Risk operating costs vary from budget and that performance 

standards slip or a service cannot be provided.
N/A ($11,001,078) ($2,200,216) ($2,200,216) ($2,200,216) X

Availability and 

performance risk
Risk the service provided is less than required under the contract N/A ($142,037) ($85,222) ($56,815) ($28,407) X

Demand risk Risk the demand for a service does not match the levels planned. ($2,797,026) ($2,237,621) ($1,678,216) ($1,678,216) ($1,678,216) X

Volume risk Risk actual usage of the service varies from the levels forecast. ($2,797,026) ($2,237,621) ($1,678,216) ($1,678,216) ($1,678,216) X

Maintenance risk
Risk that the costs of keeping the assets in good condition vary 

from budget
($6,989,238) ($5,591,391) ($2,795,695) ($2,795,695) ($2,795,695) X

Technology risk

The risk that changes in technology result in services being 

provided using

old technology.

($6,989,238) ($5,591,391) ($2,795,695) ($2,795,695) ($2,795,695) X

Funding risk
Risk the availability of funding leads to delays and reduction in 

scope
N/A ($349,462) ($1,000,818) ($1,832,551) ($4,622,426) X

Residual value risk
Risk due to uncertainty of the physical assets at the end of the 

contract period
N/A ($139,785) ($269,885) ($369,510) ($742,588) X

Non-transferable risk Non-transferable risks of failure to the organization N/A -$3,494,619 -$2,795,695 -$2,096,772 -$1,397,848 X

Business risk
Risk an organization fails to deliver on its commitments and 

cannot meets its business objectives
N/A -$6,989,238 -$5,591,391 -$4,193,543 -$2,795,695 X

Reputational risk
Risk confidence in an organization's ability to fulfil its business 

objectives will be undermined
N/A $0 $0 $0 $0 X

External risk Risks that are not connected to the proposal being considered $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 X

Regulatory risks
Risk a change in law or regulations will affect the costs or benefits 

of a project
($1,397,848) ($1,397,848) ($1,397,848) ($1,397,848) ($1,397,848) X

Total risk cost ($27,959,615) ($49,334,894) ($31,705,208) ($25,751,729) ($28,181,532)

Service risks probability Service risks cost estimate

Business risks probability Business risks cost estimate

External risks probability

Risk allocation

External risks cost estimate

Option 1 Option 2 Option 4 Option 5

Scope
Status quo - business as 

usual. 

Do minimum - minimal 

upgrades / expansion to 

current airside or landside 

infrastructure, cater for 

limited growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers. Exemptions to 

regulations continue.  

Close Existing Airport and 

Build New Airport and 

new airside and landside 

infrastructure to cater for 

the most-likely forecast 

growth in aircraft 

movements and 

passengers.  Build to meet 

all applicable regulatory 

requirements and 

standards. 

Sell or Close Existing 

Airport, to be replaced by 

Ferry / Helicopter / 

Seaplane service

CIAA Contractor Shared

Service risk Service is not fit for purpose ($114,800) ($71,750) ($14,350) ($35,875) X

Design risk Design cannot deliver services to required standard N/A ($71,750) ($28,700) ($43,050) X

Planning risk
Risk planning permission cannot be obtained (or can, at greater 

than budgeted costs)
N/A N/A N/A N/A X

Build risk Risk assets are not completed on time to budget/spec. N/A ($3,588) ($3,460,600) ($2,234,750) X

Environmental risk
Risk of a major impact on an adjacent area with strong likelihood 

of objection from the public
N/A $0 $0 $0 X

Contractual risk Risk from the contractual arrangement from the two parties N/A ($17,509) ($17,509) ($17,509) X

Operational risk
Risk operating costs vary from budget and that performance 

standards slip or a service cannot be provided.
N/A $0 ($1,480,925) ($573,802) X

Availability and 

performance risk
Risk the service provided is less than required under the contract N/A ($87,545) ($35,018) ($35,018) X

Demand risk Risk the demand for a service does not match the levels planned. $0 $0 $0 $0 X

Volume risk Risk actual usage of the service varies from the levels forecast. $0 $0 $0 $0 X

Maintenance risk
Risk that the costs of keeping the assets in good condition vary 

from budget
($71,750) ($57,400) ($28,700) ($28,700) X

Technology risk

The risk that changes in technology result in services being 

provided using

old technology.

($43,050) ($43,050) ($28,700) ($28,700) X

Funding risk
Risk the availability of funding leads to delays and reduction in 

scope
N/A ($3,588) ($4,614,134) ($893,900) X

Residual value risk
Risk due to uncertainty of the physical assets at the end of the 

contract period
N/A ($1,435) ($1,845,654) ($357,560) X

Non-transferable risk Non-transferable risks of failure to the organization N/A ($71,750) ($14,350) ($43,050) X

Business risk
Risk an organization fails to deliver on its commitments and 

cannot meets its business objectives
N/A ($71,750) ($14,350) ($43,050) X

Reputational risk
Risk confidence in an organization's ability to fulfil its business 

objectives will be undermined
N/A $0 $0 $0 X

External risk Risks that are not connected to the proposal being considered $0 $0 $0 $0 X

Regulatory risks
Risk a change in law or regulations will affect the costs or benefits 

of a project
($71,750) ($57,400) ($14,350) ($14,350) X

Total risk cost ($301,350) ($558,514) ($11,597,340) ($4,349,314)

Service risks probability Service risks cost estimate

External risks cost estimate

Business risks probability Business risks cost estimate

External risks probability

Risk allocation
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7.8 Short List of Options Approval 
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7.9 Master Plan Scope of Work Illustrations 
Project A1 

 

 

*Refer to Project A2 below for the ORIA airport layout plan, which also includes the GA facility 
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Project A2 

 
 

 
 

 

 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

 

  

188 

 

Project B 
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Project C 
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7.10 ATM Project Report 

 

ATM SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM PROJECT  
 

 

Outline Business Case – ATM Surveillance system deployment 

October 2022  
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Cayman Islands context analysis and ATM-SUR solution need  

Cayman Islands’ aviation industry is recognised as a key enabler of the relevant tourism in the islands, accounting for 
37,000 Air Traffic Movements in 2019. The expected future traffic levels in the Islands imply a need to increase airspace 
efficiency and capacity, which has triggered the need to shift from current procedural control towards surveillance 
infrastructure. 

A surveillance solution will present multiple benefits to not only the CIAA thanks to a better controller situational 
awareness but also the end-users, with the reduction of fuel consumption due to more efficient routes.  

Cayman Islands are part of KINGSTON FIR, controlled by the Jamaica Civil Aviation Authority, except Cayman Islands 
TMA under FL245 which is responsibility of CIAA. 

The current CNS equipment on the islands is limited to communications and navigation systems, without any kind of 
surveillance infrastructure property of the CIAA. There is a Secondary Surveillance Radar (SSR), on Grand Cayman, 
property of COCESNA, for which CIAA has an agreement to use the data, although has never taken advantage of it. 

This means that the future surveillance solutions must also include a new Air Traffic Management system to 
process the surveillance data, with a new radar control room for approach services equipped with appropriate radar 
display units and human-machine interfaces. 

Currently air traffic is managed based on procedural separation, which is the least efficient manner a controlled airspace 
can be utilised, leading to large separations between aircrafts and relying uniquely on pilot reports, thus implying several 
limitations, notably: 

(i) Lack of situational awareness for air traffic controllers (ATCOs) 

(ii) Limited operational efficiency for airspace users 

(iii) Restricted airspace capacity to cope with future demand 

(iv) Reduced interoperability with neighbouring air navigation service providers 

(v) Difficulties in recruiting ATCOs with procedural control knowledge 

These limitations cannot be solved only with the implementation of additional PBN procedures. Considering the increasing 
air traffic demand (to reach 46,000 ATMs in 2035) there is a urgent need to migrate from procedural-based 
control to an ATM surveillance service. 

 

Options analysis, selection and description of the final solution  

After an analysis of the existing state-of-the-art surveillance solutions for ATM, and based on a regional benchmark of the 
Caribbean and Central American regions, three scenarios are selected for detailed assessment: 

• Scenario 1: Secondary Surveillance Radar (SSR) + Automatic Dependent Surveillance - Broadcast 
(ADS-B): The CIAA takes advantage of existing SUR equipment in the island. By installing additional ADS-B 
receivers, target acquisition and tracking performances as well as redundancy and independence from third parties 
are improved. 

• Scenario 2: Primary Surveillance Radar (PSR) + SSR + ADS-B: one of the most complete solutions 
deployable for busy airspaces, based on a primary radar for the detection of non-cooperative aircraft, increasing 
safety and situational awareness. Three sub-options are identified, with different ownership scenarios for the CIAA, 
from which scenario 2b was selected as the Preferred Option for Scenario 2. Scenario 2b includes a deployment of 
PSR and ADS-B owned by CIAA and maintain the SSR owned by COCESNA. 

• Scenario 3: Wide Area Multilateration (WAM) +ADS-B: in this case, the surveillance will be fully based on 
cooperative, low-cost systems. As multilateration receivers can process ADS-B signals, both technologies offer great 
synergies, without the need for large investments. 

In order to select the most suitable solution, the different options are evaluated based on the following criteria: 

• Operational criteria: Operational complexity, fleet compatibility and level of redundancy. 

• Technical criteria: Overall system performance, technical feasibility and maintenance and spares. 

• Economic criteria: One-off investments and operating and maintenance costs. 

• Strategic criteria: Scalability, service provision independence and alignment with regional objectives. 

Final solution: Phased approach from Scenario 1 to Scenario 2b 

After evaluation of all the options the recommendation is to follow a phased approach, starting in the short term with the 
installation of three ADS-B (one in Grand Cayman and two in Cayman Brac) and making use of COCESNA’s equipment 
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(SSR + ADS-B) already existing in the islands. This will be followed in the mid-term by the optional installation of a PSR in 
the islands, property of the CIAA. This approach will allow to have a fully functional surveillance service at a cost-
efficient price in the short term, that fulfils all the technical and operational requirements for ATC service 
provision in the Cayman TMA. In the mid-term, it will be possible to expand the capabilities with the installation of a PSR 
that will allow the Cayman Islands to be completely independent from third parties and will provide the capacity to detect 
non cooperative targets.  

Surveillance system coverage – 1,000 ft Surveillance system coverage – 10,000 ft 

  
Figure 1: Surveillance System Coverage in Cayman Airspace 

 

Detailed one-off and operational investments  

The end-to-end deployment of the ATM-Surveillance system will involve the commissioning of the technical system (ADS-
B, ATM, AIM, auxiliary equipment), the necessary personnel training plus the mandatory transitional activities. 

The expenditure planned for this solution in 2023 and 2024 is valued at around 4.75 million KYD, broken down as 
indicated in the table below: 

• Cost element Capital Expenses  Operational Expenses 

• Project management 0.15 – 0.20 million KYD  

• ATM deployment 1.80 – 2.20 million KYD 0.13 – 0.20 million KYD/year 

• AIM/AMHS deployment 1.20 – 1.50 million KYD 0.03 – 0.04 million KYD/year 

• Surveillance Phase I deployment 0.30 – 0.35 million KYD 0.06 – 0.08 million KYD/year 

• Operational transition  0.30 – 0.35 million KYD  

• Personnel Training 0.50 – 0.55 million KYD  

Total 4.3 – 5.2 million KYD 0.22 – 0.32 million KYD/year 

Table 1: Detailed System Deployment Costs 
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Figure 2: Capital and Operational cost evolution 

These costs also consider the expected ATM, ADS-B and AIM system lifecycles as well as the replacement cost for 
each, which can vary from complete system replacement to software updates. 

The levels of uncertainty at this stage are represented by the red (pessimistic) and green (optimistic) lines, corresponding 
to a range of +-10% around the central value. 

Note: The second surveillance system deployment phase, consisting of the implementation of a Primary Surveillance Radar, which 
is optional from an operational point of view, is valued at an additional 2.50 to 3.00 million KYD 

 

Preliminary Implementation roadmap  

Implementation of the surveillance system and start of operation is planned to last 21 months, expected from January 
2023 to September 2024. The implementation will be divided into 4 different work packages, which include technical 
procurement, operational transition, trainings and a transversal work package for project management.  

1. Project management: includes all the management activities needed for the correct development of the project, 
including risk analysis, quality assurance and schedule management, as well as assistance to different technical and 
operational activities when needed. Project management activities will take place during all the development of the 
project (21 months) 

2. Technical procurement encompasses call for tender preparation and selection and commissioning for each 
system. The work will be divided into three activities: 

▪ Call for Tender development and selection of system provider – 5 months  

▪ ATM and ADS-B system commissioning – 11 months  

▪ AIM system commissioning – 6 months  

3. Operational transition: ensuring a proper transition from procedural control to surveillance service is key for 
the safety of operations. This phase of the project will include the preparation of all the needed documentation to 
do the transition, as well as two operational stages to gradually start radar service provision: 

▪ Operational transition preparation – 14 months  

▪ Certification from the CAA – 5 months (not consecutive) 

▪ Entry into operations – 5 months  

4. Personnel training of ATCOs and maintenance staff. For ATCOs, training will be done sequentially, avoiding the 
peak traffic months to ensure continuity in airport operations: 

▪ ATCO trainings – 12 months  

▪ CNS maintenance trainings – 2 months  

 

2.36 2.36

0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31

1.43

0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31
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0.5  M KYD
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7.11 Financial Model 
 

Combined P&L 

 

 

 
 
*FY23 includes 5 months of actual financial results to May-23 with the remaining 7 months of the financial year relating to the CIAA approved budget. 

** Working capital movements have been assumed to be $nil from FY26 onwards given the working capital assumptions included in the CIAA approved budget are deemed 

to be prudent. 
 

 
Combined Cash Flow 

 

 

 
*FY23 includes 5 months of actual financial results to May-23 with the remaining 7 months of the financial year relating to the CIAA approved budget. 

** Working capital movements have been assumed to be $nil from FY26 onwards given the working capital assumptions included in the CIAA approved budget are 

deemed to be prudent. 

Preferred option

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y23

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

R evenue 41,110 11,804 4,188 25,656 36,228 55,417 58,282 59,823 61,409 62,929 64,386 52,754 5,178,342

Salaries and Wages -11,946 -12,155 -11,750 -12,553 -14,122 -16,281 -18,551 -18,830 -19,112 -19,399 -19,690 -19,985 -1,786,314

Other Staff Costs & Benefits -1,981 -2,340 -1,486 -2,721 -3,047 -3,397 -3,410 -3,461 -3,513 -3,566 -3,619 -3,674 -318,819

Utilities -1,750 -1,235 -1,469 -1,886 -2,428 -2,086 -2,244 -2,277 -2,312 -2,346 -2,382 -2,417 -215,116

CAA  Regulatory  Fees -1,000 -283 0 -328 -1,303 -1,303 -1,300 -667 -756 -774 -792 -809 -61,177

Repairs &  M aintenance -2,158 -1,406 -1,512 -1,865 -2,857 -2,467 -2,457 -3,695 -3,792 -3,885 -3,974 -4,060 -362,216

Contracted Services -3,534 -2,032 -3,616 -3,240 -4,083 -3,758 -3,847 -3,904 -3,963 -4,022 -4,083 -4,144 -365,714

General Insurance -636 -851 -721 -841 -845 -847 -847 -860 -872 -886 -899 -912 -81,096

Professional /Consultancy Fees -272 -149 -344 -726 -100 -169 -105 -707 -725 -743 -760 -776 -68,247

EBITDA contingency 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -5,000 -5,000 -5,000 -5,000 -275,000

Other expenses -953 -684 -654 -1,056 -1,071 -1,394 -1,412 -1,654 -1,679 -1,705 -1,729 -1,754 -145,210

T o tal Expenses -24,232 -21,134 -21,552 -25,215 -29,857 -31,702 -34,172 -36,055 -41,724 -42,325 -42,928 -43,531 -3,678,909

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 23,715 24,109 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 1,536,222

Business As Usual

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y23

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

R evenue 41,110 11,804 4,188 25,656 36,228 44,289 46,797 42,249 43,557 44,839 46,097 47,330 3,696,885

Salaries and Wages -11,946 -12,155 -11,750 -12,553 -14,122 -16,281 -18,551 -18,830 -19,112 -19,399 -19,690 -19,985 -1,775,064

Other Staff Costs & Benefits -1,981 -2,340 -1,486 -2,721 -3,047 -3,397 -3,410 -3,461 -3,513 -3,566 -3,619 -3,674 -326,787

Utilities -1,750 -1,235 -1,469 -1,886 -2,428 -2,086 -2,244 -2,277 -2,312 -2,346 -2,382 -2,417 -216,020

CAA  Regulatory  Fees -1,000 -283 0 -328 -1,303 -1,303 -1,300 -692 -707 -721 -734 -747 -54,837

Repairs &  M aintenance -2,158 -1,406 -1,512 -1,865 -2,857 -2,467 -2,457 -3,484 -3,592 -3,698 -3,801 -3,903 -302,260

Contracted Services -3,534 -2,032 -3,616 -3,240 -4,083 -3,758 -3,847 -3,904 -3,963 -4,022 -4,083 -4,144 -371,976

General Insurance -636 -851 -721 -841 -845 -847 -847 -860 -872 -886 -899 -912 -82,172

Professional /Consultancy Fees -272 -149 -344 -726 -100 -169 -105 -665 -686 -706 -726 -746 -56,932

EBITDA contingency 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other expenses -953 -684 -654 -1,056 -1,071 -1,394 -1,412 -1,322 -1,349 -1,376 -1,403 -1,430 -122,147

T o tal Expenses -24,232 -21,134 -21,552 -25,215 -29,857 -31,702 -34,172 -35,496 -36,106 -36,719 -37,336 -37,957 -3,308,197

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 12,587 12,625 6,753 7,451 8,120 8,760 9,372 388,688

Preferred Option

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 23,715 24,109 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 1,536,222

Less: interest -124 -37 -30 -84 -35 -30 -30 0 0 0 0 0 -370

Wo rking capital

Decrease/(increase) in trade debtors 5,484 2,396 3,165 -3,005 -2,264 -5,672 -2,243 0 0 0 0 0 -2,140

Decrease/(increase) in other debtors -3,093 3,995 -850 -3,575 -3,016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -6,539

(Decrease)/increase in trade creditors and accruals -4,473 3,377 -2,014 -1,111 -291 -2,388 4,653 0 0 0 0 0 -2,247

(Decrease)/increase in other creditors 5,187 1,958 2,347 2,173 424 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12,089

M o vement in N WC 3,105 11,726 2,647 -5,517 -5,147 -8,060 2,410 0 0 0 0 0 1,164

Operat ing cash f lo w 19,860 2,359 -14,746 -5,161 1,190 15,625 26,490 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 1,537,016

(Purchase)/sale of fixed assets -16,166 -37,613 -2,774 -1,566 -3,871 -22,330 -32,121 -40,564 -27,627 -66,027 -64,639 -87,740 -1,349,552

F ree cash f lo w 3,694 -35,254 -17,521 -6,726 -2,681 -6,705 -5,631 -16,796 -7,943 -45,423 -43,181 -78,516 187,465

Other cash f lo ws

(Decrease)/increase in loans 0 13,000 7,900 18,100 11,000 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 0

Decrease/(increase) in term deposits -9 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,065

Other comprehensive income/(loss) -3,884 0 0 0 -770 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4,654

Capital contributions 0 154 10,000 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,154

Unreconciled variance 36 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 51

N o n-o perat ing cash f lo ws -3,857 15,242 17,902 18,100 10,230 1,667 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 12,616

T o tal cash mo vement -164 -20,013 382 11,373 7,549 -5,038 -8,964 -20,129 -11,276 -48,757 -46,515 -81,849 200,081

Opening cash balance 26,442 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 25,570 20,531 11,567 -8,562 -19,838 -68,595 -115,109 26,442

Closing cash balance 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 25,570 20,531 11,567 -8,562 -19,838 -68,595 -115,109 -196,959 226,523
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Combined Balance Sheet 

 

 

*FY23 includes 5 months of actual financial results to May-23 with the remaining 7 months of the financial year relating to the CIAA approved budget. 

** Working capital movements have been assumed to be $nil from FY26 onwards given the working capital assumptions included in the CIAA approved budget are 

deemed to be prudent. 

Business As Usual

C I$ '000

A ctual

F Y19

A ctual

F Y20

A ctual

F Y21

A ctual

F Y22

B udget

F Y23

B udget

F Y24

B udget

F Y25

F 'cast

F Y26

F 'cast

F Y27

F 'cast

F Y28

F 'cast

F Y29

F 'cast

F Y30

C umulat ive

F Y19-F Y82

EB IT D A 16,879 -9,330 -17,364 441 6,371 12,587 12,625 6,753 7,451 8,120 8,760 9,372 388,688

Less: interest -124 -37 -30 -84 -35 -30 -30 0 0 0 0 0 -370

Wo rking capital

Decrease/(increase) in trade debtors 5,484 2,396 3,165 -3,005 -2,264 -5,672 -2,243 0 0 0 0 0 -2,140

Decrease/(increase) in other debtors -3,093 3,995 -850 -3,575 -3,016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -6,539

(Decrease)/increase in trade creditors and accruals -4,473 3,377 -2,014 -1,111 -291 -2,388 4,653 0 0 0 0 0 -2,247

(Decrease)/increase in other creditors 5,187 1,958 2,347 2,173 424 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12,089

M o vement in N WC 3,105 11,726 2,647 -5,517 -5,147 -8,060 2,410 0 0 0 0 0 1,164

Operat ing cash f lo w 19,860 2,359 -14,746 -5,161 1,190 4,497 15,005 6,753 7,451 8,120 8,760 9,372 389,483

(Purchase)/sale of fixed assets -16,166 -37,613 -2,774 -1,566 -1,846 -15,476 -6,371 -2,785 -2,868 -2,954 -3,043 -3,134 -489,485

F ree cash f lo w 3,694 -35,254 -17,521 -6,726 -656 -10,979 8,634 3,968 4,583 5,165 5,717 6,238 -100,002

Other cash f lo ws

(Decrease)/increase in loans 0 13,000 7,900 18,100 11,000 -4,220 -4,220 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 0

Decrease/(increase) in term deposits -9 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,065

Other comprehensive income/(loss) -3,884 0 0 0 -770 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4,654

Capital contributions 0 154 10,000 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,154

Unreconciled variance 36 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52

N o n-o perat ing cash f lo ws -3,857 15,242 17,902 18,100 10,230 780 -4,220 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 -3,333 12,617

T o tal cash mo vement -164 -20,013 382 11,373 9,574 -10,199 4,414 635 1,249 1,832 2,384 2,905 -87,386

Opening cash balance 26,442 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 27,595 17,396 21,809 22,444 23,693 25,525 27,909 26,442

Closing cash balance 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 27,595 17,396 21,809 22,444 23,693 25,525 27,909 30,814 -60,943

Preferred option

A ctual A ctual A ctual A ctual B udget B udget B udget F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast

$ '000 KYD F Y19 F Y20 F Y21 F Y22 F Y23 F Y24 F Y25 F Y26 F Y27 F Y28 F Y29 F Y30 F Y82

A ssets

C urrent  assets

Cash and cash equivalents 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 25,570 20,531 11,567 -8,562 -19,838 -68,595 -115,109 -196,959 226,523

Term deposits 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Accounts receivable 8,019 5,623 2,458 5,463 7,727 13,399 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642

Other receivables and prepaid expenses 3,600 -396 455 4,030 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045

39,972 11,494 9,561 27,514 40,342 40,976 34,255 14,126 2,850 -45,907 -92,422 -174,271 249,211

N o n current  assets 

Property, plant and equipment 168,244 201,357 199,632 196,702 196,388 213,689 241,533 282,097 309,724 375,751 440,390 528,130 1,474,643

Intangible assets 500 500 500 500 506 2,006 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256

T o tal assets 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 256,672 279,044 299,480 315,830 333,100 351,225 357,115 1,727,110

Liabilit ies and equity

C urrent  liabilit ies

Current portion of long-term debt 0 13,000 20,900 39,000 50,000 46,667 43,333 40,000 36,667 33,333 30,000 26,667 0

Accounts payable and accrued expenses 3,143 6,520 4,506 3,395 3,104 716 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369

3,143 19,520 25,406 42,395 53,104 47,382 48,703 45,369 42,036 38,703 35,369 32,036 5,369

N o n current  liabilit ies

Long-term debt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Unfunded pension laibility 9,380 9,876 10,436 10,992 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647

Unfunded health care obligations 18,183 19,645 21,432 23,049 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819

27,563 29,521 31,868 34,041 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465

T o tal Liabilit ies 30,706 49,041 57,274 76,436 87,569 81,848 83,168 79,835 76,501 73,168 69,835 66,501 39,835

N et assets 178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 174,824 195,877 219,645 239,329 259,932 281,390 290,614 1,687,276

Equity

Contributed capital 34,675 34,829 44,829 44,829 44,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829

Retained earnings 48,530 60,821 46,967 25,076 20,937 23,095 43,251 64,304 88,072 107,756 128,359 149,817 1,518,914

Asset revaluation 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649

Retained OCI 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095

Current year surplus 12,291 -13,854 -21,891 -4,139 2,158 20,156 21,053 23,768 19,684 20,603 21,458 9,224 36,789

178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 174,824 195,877 219,645 239,330 259,933 281,391 290,614 1,687,276

T o tal liabilit ies and equity 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 256,672 279,045 299,480 315,831 333,101 351,225 357,116 1,727,111
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*The financial statements presented above are provided for illustrative purposes only. The historical financial information provided has not been 

audited and is therefore draft; furthermore, multiple revisions have been made to the historical numbers during the preparation of this OBC, as 

well a number of unreconciled cash flow items being identified between FY19 and FY22. Therefore, the forecasts presented may be inaccurate 

due to unreconciled or incorrect historical financial information and furthermore, they are dependent on CIAA achieving the budgets prepared 

by management. Refer to the detailed list of assumptions and caveats included within the Financial Case. 

 

7.12  Notes from second public outreach sessions 

 

CIAA – OBC AIRPORTS MASTER PLANNING 

Public Outreach Meeting II – Little Cayman 

 

Date: 21st November 2022, LCBR Grouper Room, 5:30 PM 
 

 

 

Reference  

 

Meeting notes – description 

 

Action: 

Business As Usual

A ctual A ctual A ctual A ctual B udget B udget B udget F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast F 'cast

$ '000 KYD F Y19 F Y20 F Y21 F Y22 F Y23 F Y24 F Y25 F Y26 F Y27 F Y28 F Y29 F Y30 F Y82

A ssets

C urrent  assets

Cash and cash equivalents 26,279 6,266 6,648 18,021 27,595 17,396 21,809 22,444 23,693 25,525 27,909 30,814 -60,943

Term deposits 2,074 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Accounts receivable 8,019 5,623 2,458 5,463 7,727 13,399 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642 15,642

Other receivables and prepaid expenses 3,600 -396 455 4,030 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045 7,045

39,972 11,494 9,561 27,514 42,367 37,840 44,497 45,132 46,381 48,213 50,597 53,502 -38,255

N o n current  assets 

Property, plant and equipment 168,244 201,357 199,632 196,702 194,363 204,810 206,905 209,690 212,558 215,513 218,556 221,690 614,576

Intangible assets 500 500 500 500 506 2,006 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256

T o tal assets 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 244,657 254,658 258,078 262,196 266,982 272,409 278,449 579,577

Liabilit ies and equity

C urrent  liabilit ies

Current portion of long-term debt 0 13,000 20,900 39,000 50,000 45,780 41,560 38,227 34,893 31,560 28,227 24,893 0

Accounts payable and accrued expenses 3,143 6,520 4,506 3,395 3,104 716 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369

3,143 19,520 25,406 42,395 53,104 46,496 46,929 43,596 40,263 36,929 33,596 30,263 5,369

N o n current  liabilit ies

Long-term debt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Unfunded pension laibility 9,380 9,876 10,436 10,992 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647 10,647

Unfunded health care obligations 18,183 19,645 21,432 23,049 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819 23,819

27,563 29,521 31,868 34,041 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465 34,465

T o tal Liabilit ies 30,706 49,041 57,274 76,436 87,569 80,961 81,395 78,061 74,728 71,395 68,061 64,728 39,835

N et assets 178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 163,696 173,264 180,017 187,468 195,588 204,348 213,721 539,743

Equity

Contributed capital 34,675 34,829 44,829 44,829 44,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829 49,829

Retained earnings 48,530 60,821 46,967 25,076 20,937 23,095 32,123 41,691 48,444 55,895 64,015 72,775 412,175

Asset revaluation 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649 80,649

Retained OCI 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,865 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095

Current year surplus 12,291 -13,854 -21,891 -4,139 2,158 9,028 9,568 6,753 7,451 8,120 8,760 9,372 -4,005

178,010 164,310 152,419 148,280 149,668 163,696 173,264 180,017 187,468 195,588 204,349 213,721 539,743

T o tal liabilit ies and equity 208,716 213,351 209,693 224,716 237,237 244,657 254,659 258,079 262,196 266,983 272,410 278,449 579,578

   

001 Audience  

 i. The meeting started promptly at 5:30 and the total members of the public in the 

audience were 19 people. 

 

   

002 Presentation  

 a) ‘What we heard: Key Themes’  

 i. Mr. Albert Anderson opened up the meeting with a brief welcome and outline of the 

OBC master plan.  It was noted that the content of the presentation is the masterplan 

consultant team Preferred Option based on the information gathered during the 

development of the OBC and masterplan design.  This will be presented and 

submitted to CAUCUS and Cabinet for their review, approval and final confirmation.    

 

 

 

 ii. Philip Van Manen of Stantec commenced the presentation with a summary overview 

of ‘What we heard: Key Themes’ as an outcome of the first series of Public Outreach 

Meetings and survey. 
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iii. There were no questions or comments from the audience to the ‘What we heard: 

Key Themes’ information. 

   

 b) Project A1 Grand Cayman General Aviation Facility:  

 Philip Van Manen of Stantec ran through presentation for the particulars of this 

project.   

No questions were raised by the audience.  

 

   

 c) Project A2 Grand Cayman ORIA terminal:  

 Philip Van Manen of Stantec ran through presentation for the particulars of this 

project.   

See below questions raised by the audience. 

 

 i. Q: What is the teams experience in creating a new mangrove as is being 

demonstrated toward the east of extended runway?  

A: Having call upon the knowledge of the environmental team members we 

understand that recreating mangroves is not a simple procedure but have 

precedents of success which the projects would develop in more detail and they 

progress into the next stages. 

 

 

 ii. Q: Could the team please explain the necessity for the extended runway?  

A: The runway extension has come from feedback received from Virgin Atlantic 

and supported by British Airways to meet the need of longhaul, fully loaded 

aircraft landing distance. 

 

 

 iii. Q: Is there a plan for domestic arrival terminal?  

A: We want to separate domestic from international passengers.  The concept 

design has incorporated a separate arrivals process; but not see much difference 

to the departing domestic passengers. 

 

 iv. Q: How will passengers be protected from the elements, distance of walk to 

terminal – there is nothing to welcome Caymanians?  

A: Mr. Anderson responded clarifying that this is no longer the case – this was an 

implementation that was put in place due to the COVID 19 restrictions.  But as 

clarified in previous response domestic arriving passengers will be separated. 

Mr. Van Manen went on to explain that as part of the regulatory security 30m 

setback that is being imposed, the proposal envisages incorporating a covered 

piazza which connects the ground transportation and the terminal.  This will also 

have the opportunity to house concession stores, showcasing local craft market 

etc… 

 

 

 

 v. Q: Is this a plan that is still for consideration – or is this agreed with other 

agencies?  

A: This is not agreed to exactly yet – this is our Preferred Option that has been 

selected from various iterations.  The CI Government will make a decision. 

 

 

   

 d) Project B Cayman Brac airport:  

 Philip Van Manen of Stantec ran through presentation for the particulars of this 

project.   

See below questions raised by the audience. 

 

 i. Q: How do you quantify the bird hazard strike?  

A: All the airports have Safety Management Systems in place which allows the 

operators to review and track statistics.  These are reported to the Airport 

Authority. 

 

 

 ii. Q:  How do you quantify the bird hazard strike - what level of hazard is it in 

Cayman Brac?  I have asked Cayman Airways this question and I have not received 

a response. 

How many have we had in Little Cayman? 
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A: The two CIAA airports track bird strikes, when pilots report strikes and would 

be able to confirm the numbers.  Might not be able to identify exactly when the 

strike occurred but airport procedures and aircraft fuselage inspection records 

any strikes. 

We don’t have details for Little Cayman as its nota CIAA airport Cayman Airways 

would have that information. 

Large increase in bird strikes in the last year.  CIAA use different bird scaring 

measures such as air canon, driving vehicles to try and get the birds to move. 

CIAA don’t have the numbers but if recalled correctly this year in 1 month there 

were 9 bird strikes which is ridiculously high. 

 iii. Q: Is there any interest from other international airlines in flying into the Brac 

direct?  

A: There is some interest but this is vague but I believe this is due to coming out 

of the pandemic.  But there are opportunities for more air carriers to serve The 

Brac.  The growth forecasted is not that significant and also relies on other 

departments such as accommodation, tourism operators offering the desired 

product.  

 

 e) Project C Little Cayman airport:  

 Philip Van Manen of Stantec ran through presentation for the particulars of this 

project.   

See below questions raised by the audience. 

 

 i. Q: Where is the new airport/runway located on the island?  

A: An additional layout with larger/more context was brough up which shows the 

new airport access road coming off Spot Bay Road.  The end of the runway is 

West of the island dump. 

 

 

 ii. Q:  When is it an aerodrome and when is it an airport?   

A: Technically they are all aerodromes – an airport is certified meaning it meets 

standards and regulations and in our case it’s the standards that are adopted by 

the Airport Authority.  Maintaining a level of safety and appropriated standards for 

the size of the aircraft being utilised for paying passengers.  There is an exemption 

in place for the current XXX airfield and this exemption will expire and need to 

be renewed every year. 

 

 

 iii. Q:  Why has this design been displaced from previous iterations of the 

masterplan?   

A: Trying to find the high ground, avoiding the existing wetlands and moving the 

proposed flightpath away from a future residential development that would be 

directly West of the previous locations.  Allowing for a connection to the south 

where most of the developments are existing. 

It was confirmed that the proposal is on the Airport Authority land. 

 

 

 iv. Q:  Does this design meet the standards referred to earlier in this meeting?   

A: The design meets all standards  

 

 

 v. Q:  Why not put the new airport and runway in the existing airstrip location    

A: Not an easy site many concerns object environment that will need to be dealt 

with and addressed as part of the design – due to obstacles there will need to be a 

displaced landing point; There being a street along the perimeter withing the 

runway strip zone; too many obstacles to meet runway regulations; aircraft comes 

off the apron and its tail is directly under the electrical cables; extensive land 

acquisition would be required; runway not in the right alignment for prevailing 

winds.   

In the end reached the conclusion that not feasible. 

Significant liabilities come with this site 

 

 

 vi. Q: Noted that Environmental concerns are being addressed in GC plan but don’t 

see any of this in the LC design?  What I am concerned are environmental issues 

with ploughing through virgin undisturbed land.  
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“Forgive me guys (referring to members of the public in the audience) but it’s 

inevitable that the runway is going to get moved so we may as well stop howling at 

the moon” 

What are the environmental offsets due to disturbance in the new area?  Will 

there be designation to protecting portions of land. Member of audience actually 

agreed that by moving the airstrip will improve the situation with the main sea bird 

species. 

A: Mr. Williams responds process if chosen to build new runway and EIA would 

be produced which would highlight all of the issues that have been described in the 

question. The environmental team members can further discuss with DOE, 

meeting taking place on Wednesday, discuss the offsets and precedent information 

to base upon.   

 vii. Q:  Rehabilitation of the existing airstrip is this part of the masterplan?   

A:  

 

 

 viii. Q:  If decided tomorrow when would the new runway and terminal be up and 

running are we talking 3 yrs, 10 yrs, 20 yrs?   

A: Depends on how the CAA react, how often are they going to re-extend the 

exemption. CAL doesn’t want to keep operating with the small aircraft.  Various 

factors that might influence the schedule for this.  The earliest in our opinion 

would be 3-5 years.  We can’t ignore that the existing airstrip functions under an 

exemption so have to put forward a plan and CAA continue exemptions to a 

schedule. 

 

 

 ix. Q:  Is there a forecast within the plans of passenger arrival number sin the future?   

A: Detailed traffic forecast that included Little Cayman was carried out. Based on 

what is here, Tourism figures, # of rooms etc.. have informed the forecast 

passenger arrival numbers for 20 yr plan.  Not going to grow significantly unless 

there is significant development, addition of resorts across the island. Could see a 

change from the forecast 40,000 to 50,000 /annum.  What heard very clearly from 

out last engagement that it was not desired to have too many tourists and that the 

excessive development is not desirable.   

The concept design is not proposing an instrument runway with 150ft wide strip 

and 150ft wide pavement.  CAL does not want us to limit the length of runway. 

 

 

 x. Q:  What is the difference between the length of existing and the proposed 

runway? 

A: 1250ft difference between the existing and the proposed.  Becomes a 20-30 

seat aircraft ATR42 can carry 50 passengers which is what CAL are more 

interested in. 

Forecast highlighted that we should consider the Dash8 aircraft trying to keep the 

runway small and not compromission on the environmental impact. 

 

 

 xi. Q:  when previously clearing the land to the West of the proposed location 

encountered wetland.  Is the proposal taking proper consideration in how to 

prepare the ground? 

A: We are aware of previous experience.  The proposal would be properly 

designed and engineered, exploring the adequate removal of organics, specifying 

proper granular mix to form the foundations which would be based on 

geotechnical investigations. Challenges are recognised and would be incorporated. 

 

 

 xii. Q:  Assuming there will be Ballpark costing estimates as part of the plan?   

A: This has been developed but we are not authorised to share costs with you 

today until the gov has a sense of what the costs for each project are 

 

 

 xiii. Q:  Assume LC would be at the lower end of the costing range – Is that going to 

impact the Authorities priorities?  

A: There will be a number of factors that would impact the decision making – not 

just the cost.  Priorities (safety, most important need) will need to be reviewed 

and decided by the CI Government.  This has not been done yet. 

 

 

 

 xiv. Q:  Is there a vision in term of frequency of service to LC?    
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Minutes recorded by LD 

For and on behalf of CG Associates  

 

CIAA – OBC AIRPORTS MASTER PLANNING 

Public Outreach Meeting II – Cayman Brac 

 

Date:  22nd November 2022, Aston Rutty Centre, 5:30 PM 
 
 

 

Reference  

 

Meeting notes – description 

 

Action: 

 

Presentation Cayman Brac MP recommendations 

•  question re: future of existing park indicated as modified in future plans. Answer: no specific 

proposal has been developed ; existing public parking may be displaced by terminal expansion and 

security regulations.  

• question re: plans for Frank Schilling parcel to north west of existing runway. Answer: owner has 

announced intention to develop private GA terminal; all proposed plans and ramp/taxiway design 

will have to be approved by CIAA.  

• question re: filling of pond. Answer: a narrow band of existing wetland will require filling  and 

compaction suitable for 150 m runway verge (75 m from centreline).  

• question re: CKIA height above sea level. Answer: XX' AMSL (not recorded); Hurricane Paloma 

caused flooding of approximately 1000' feet of the runway. 

•     

A: Excellent point is being made – There might be an opportunity to have a mix of 

aircraft to serve different passenger capacities that could allow a little more 

frequency but focus the larger aircraft for the incoming dive tourists.  A system of 

airports – we will not revisit the discussion of ferries – regularity with a 20-30 seat 

aircraft.  The 50 seat aircraft could be used to service other airports to free up 

the Jet for international destinations. 

 xv. Q:  The audience all agree that there is no way that the Ferry between LC and 

The Brac is a good idea – ‘It’s a nuts idea’ were the words used by one member of 

the audience. It’s not practical. 

A:  

 

 

 xvi. Q:  Why are the CI airport being imposed with the 30m security setback 

regulation when airports like Miami do not have this restriction?   

A: Mr. Albert Anderson responds to the question brought up earlier in the 

discussion clarifying that the setback rule.  This is an instruction imposed by the 

UK, which is the governing body that set out the regulations for which the CI 

airport need to comply with and have the final say.  CIAA security team have tried 

to get this regulation removed but have been instructed by the Governor.  Miami 

airport doesn’t fall under these regulations.   
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Presentation Little Cayman MP recommendations - summary of OBC options and emphasis that existing 

facility is not conforming to any standards, operating on a CIAA exemption.  

• question re: alternative aircraft for servicing Little Cayman. Answer: examples of various ATR 

models 30-50 p could replace SAAB 340.   

• discussion re: bird strikes hazard, management strategies and ongoing risks for equipment, wildlife. 

Point made that faster aircraft may increase the hazard. CIAA safety management programme - one 

strategy seeks to isolate 'hotspots'.  

• discussion re: general effectiveness of CIAA public engagement. Member of public offered 

compliment the " ...you (CIAA) listened" particularly with regard to wildlife concerns. Presenter 

added that further meetings with DoE scheduled and that any plans will require EIA in key natural 

areas.   

• discussion re: "Green Book" guidance - brief explanation to attendees of UK FFR procedures and 

intention of GB format (KPMG). 

• question re: efficiency of existing CKIA space plan. Answer: 20 year expansion will require more 

hold room and security space to accommodate larger passenger volumes. These changes are not 

imminent but will be necessary (AA-CIAA)  

• question re: 75m centreline safety margin a new requirement? Answer: no however existing facility 

continues to operate on exemption from CAACI and will require remediation to meet 

international regulations. 

• discussion re: 'quaintness' factor of LC airstrip. Point reinforced that potential risks are enormous 

and cannot be borne by CIG. Preferred option of new airfield / terminal makes sense since it is 

proposed for land already owned by CIG. (AA-CIAA) 

 

CIAA – OBC AIRPORTS MASTER PLANNING 

Public Outreach Meeting II – Grand Cayman 

 

Date:  23rd November 2022, JGHS Hall, 5:30 PM 
 
 

 

Reference  

 

Meeting notes – description 

 

Action: 
   

001 Audience  

 ii. Approximately 34 people in the audience.  

   

002 Questions and Answers  

 f) Project A1 Grand Cayman General Aviation Facility and Project A2 Grand 

Cayman ORIA terminal: 

 

 Philip Van Manen of Stantec ran through presentation for the particulars of this 

project.   

No questions were raised by the audience.  

 

 i. Minister Bryan took to the stage to expand further on the new proposed 

roundabout to the north of the new parking building.  Wanting to ensure to the 

public that the connectivity to the bypass future expansion will be able to facilitate 

the growth in our economy and tourism product. Mindful that traffic will come 

along with that but assure the public that engagements with the agencies including 
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NRA to ensure that the proposed masterplan has been reviewed and looking to 

mitigate on any problems. 

-  In response to a question from the audience it was confirmed that the 

proposed parking structure is multi-level.  The proposal is that this houses 

parking as well as car rental. 

 ii. Marine dock:   Minister Bryan also wanted to highlight the proposal including for 

the government’s consideration a marine dock to the North Sound.  Potential 

offering for both the high-net-worth GA passenger or even passengers on 

commercial flights who could take the opportunity to avoid traffic or be part of 

the exclusive experience. 

-   EIA and environmental surveys would take place for such projects. 

-   Fire dock could also be relocated away from the runway strip 

 

 iii. Q: Timeframe - confirmed that the masterplan is for 20 years. Not determined 

when these projects are going to take place but recommendations on phasing are 

being developed as we speak to be submitted to government for their approval. 

 

 iv. Q: Question was raised regarding the radar, licence agreement being expired.  Mr. 

Anderon confirmed that the dome licence has expired but radar has been 

renewed until 2025. 

 

 v. Q: How long has the current terminal been in place and we are now proposing 

and expansion to it – did we throw all the money in the garbage. 

A: Terminal was opened in 2019. The renovations to the terminal have not been 

in vain the terminal has good bones, its been gutted, has good structure and coms 

and the masterplan proposes to modify and improve it. Creating space on ground 

and second expanding to the runway side, moving security upstairs. 

Runway is not moving it is extending into the North Sound. 

- Minister Bryan adds to say that we are victims of our own success and the 

Cayman tourism product has grown.  Model not best – Sat Sun are our peak 

days all airlines come at the same time nothing we can do to that – forced to 

accept airlines from the US at the times they want to come.  If we could have 

managed this schedule we would would have done that as opposed to need 

further extension but that has not been possible. 

- Expansion is therefore trying to diversify the tourism product, such as 

attracting more long-haul flights / red-eye that can arrive at the terminal on 

different days/times. 

- Foresight and planning is what is being proposed based on the growth pattern 

and recommendations being put forward for this administration to make the 

decisions on how they want to act. 

- Commitment was given by Minister that there will be strong scrutiny in 

reviewing the financial positions. 

 

 vi. Q: Statement was made that before this terminal was built the comments were 

made that this was being built in the wrong place.   

A: As part of the OBC requirement a long list of options from Status Quo to 

move the airport to the east End have been reviewed.  This is the Preferred 

Option and consultants respond noting that this is where the current masterplan 

is starting from. 

 

 vii. Q: Current terminal what we are doing about Health, safety security Covid 

emergency and hurricanes.  Short term plan 

A: CIAA did a very good job met all the international standards – aligned with he 

HAS chief medical officer – handled quite well. 

Security audited twice a year aviation security and safety is taken very seriously. 

Report every 60 days  

Some areas, particularly in Cayman Brac and Little Cayman are being proposed to 

address regulatory and safety shortfalls. 

 

 viii. Q: Land reclamation and runway extension into the North Sound – stated that 

90% of the airport traffic is regional and does not require this runway extension.  
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What are the mechanism being looked at to finance this extension – making users 

pay.  Example Europe carbon taxing. 

A: As mentioned earlier expansion of the airport is essential, if this was in place 

we could increase the incoming long haul passengers to something like 20% 

instantly.  GC has one of the shortest runways in the Caribbean so we are losing 

airline interest based on the length of the runway.  
   

 g) Project B Cayman Brac airport:  

 Philip Van Manen of Stantec ran through presentation for the particulars of this 

project.   

See below questions raised by the audience. 

 

 iv. Q: Are the masterplan proposals incorporating changes to facilitate the Brac being 

an international airport?  

A: No – International regulations we will identify all the requirements and 

applicable standards, recommended practices.  Currently exemption in place but 

there needs to be a plan to rectify these. CAA doesn’t want to keep an exemption 

in place for ever 

 

 

 v. Q: Balance between environmental aspects and development. 

A: The proposal tries to find a balance between the requirements, demand, 

regulatory issues and maintaining environmentally sensitivity. 

Brac has tourism that is specific to bird watching 

 

   

 h) Project C Little Cayman airport:  

 Philip Van Manen of Stantec ran through presentation for the particulars of this 

project.   

See below questions raised by the audience. 

 

 xvii. Q: Statement made regarding the 2002 previous masterplan – clearing works, 

preparations carried out fully prepared for the development.  Gov of that day 

halted the works.  

A:  

 

 

 xviii. Q:  Reason for the work not progressing was due to wetlands, swampy area – 

landing strip cannot take the weight. 

- Gentleman in the audience (that made previous statement) interjects and 

state that this is not true.  Provided explanation regarding the filling and 

history of previous works carried out 

A: Stantec replies to question stating that in discussions with DOE the entire area 

is seasonally wet; masterplan development takes into account the identified area of 

wetland, runway location adjusted to suit the development.  However, when the 

decision is made and design is progressed a detailed survey to include geotechnical 

studies, survey or area, EIA would need to be carried out.  Many government 

agencies would be involved if this project would go ahead.  

 

 

 xix. Q:  What is the plan for the access road to the new airport. 

A: Concentration of tourism sites along the south coast, access will be gained via 

Spott Bay rd.  majority of the traffic.  The positioning of the proposed runway has 

also been located to avoid flight path being directly over the new residential 

complex to the West. 

- Gentleman in the audience adds that access on previous masterplan was 

proposed from the North side because it was higher ground level.  Also at 

the time the large piece of property it was subdivided Gov North to airport 

authority and southern portion to Public Works. So that’s why access came 

from the N. 

 

 

 xx. Q:  In new facility (seaplane base) thought being given to non-Cayman Islands 

traffic 

A:.  No – This will be a domestic flight only airport – flights from Grand Cayman 

or Cayman Brac only. 
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 xxi. Q:  In respect to sea planes that have been mentioned as options – isn’t there a 

regulation that does not allow for sea plane operation? 

A:.  No. A private float plane can legally land on the waters. 

 

 

 

 xxii. Q:  Customs facility to the airport? 

A:.  There is a designated airport regulation, it will be up to the gov of the day to 

designate accordingly 

 

 

 

 xxiii. Q:  Cargo – items such as material for DIY, food supplies etc coming by air?  Lady 

in the audience added point regarding security and screening of cargo / quarantine 

areas. Invasive species plants and animals. 

A:.  Cargo can be easily managed via air.   

Minister Bryan adds that this terminal because not taking international cargo there 

won’t be a requirement however considerations need to be made for the 

agricultural perspective.  

DOE has been involved all the way through the design development process.   

Proposal to incorporate considerations, there is enough space and quarantine 

facilities can be incorporated. 

Security screening process, which currently does not take place in LC, we have 

been told has to be a part of the proposed design 

 

 

 

 xxiv. Q:  Sounds like there is an urgency with the Little Cayman current situation, are 

we working on a shorter projection? 

A:.  Minister Bryan has made it a priority to his government members to resolve 

the Little Cayman situation – it needs to be addressed. Strong steer.  Respect the 

sentiment from the people in LC who do not want much changes – but the 

regulatory obligations may take precedence. 

Phasing for each component will form part of the masterplan proposal – noting 

there will be an overlap between projects and components addressing regulatory 

and operational issues. 

- Mr. Smith Director General of CAA added to the response LC is a priority as 

they are operating under an exemption and this exemption is not perpetuity 

at some point has to be corrected.  Acceptable level of safety – but as has 

been presented the current airstrip does not meet any regulatory or safety 

standard.  This is a liability for the government, Cayman Airways and the land 

owners.  

 

 

 

 xxv. Q:  Cost increase with having an international regulated airport.  Why not 

consider only having GC as international? 

A:.  For safety perspectives there are differences in the aerodrome regulatory 

requirements and standard if domestic or international.  But the difference would 

be on the airport designation so would only have an implication on cost. 

Minister Bryan contributed to the answer adding that Cayman Brac is an 

opportunity currently failing to accept the opportunities in Brac.  Gov policies 

growth perspective and diversification Brac offers the best opportunity for 

growth.  Different product from GC and allows us to start over and do things the 

rights way. 

It the intention t=from me as the minister to grow the product in Cayman Brac – 

It has been mentioned that we almost have an agreement with AA to fly direct to 

Cayman Brac. 

 

 

 

 xxvi. Q:  GC development where is the leaver on how many hotel room vs. how big 

does airport need to get? Expanding airport where are they going to stay  

xxvii. A:.  Gov wants to expand in tourism – new hotel products (5 mentioned 2 end of 

2023) estimated over 1000 extra rooms in the next couple of years. 
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Minutes recorded by LD 

For and on behalf of CG Associates  

 

7.13 Airport Organisational Structure 

 

 

Push to get more but diversified tourism.  Not on Seven-mile beach – Wellness 

hotels, sustainable and environmental tourism. Move the tourism congestion to 

the eastern side.  The smaller companies/locals would also benefit from this move 

east. Natural product we have in Cayman Islands 

- If financial services were to fail tomorrow all we have is each and every one 

of us and the natural environment of our islands. 

- Not going down the line of the cruise pier so the Cruise tourism is reducing a 

25% in the next couple of years. 

Development has to be done the right way not dependent on the one market 

(US), which is what we currently have.  We have to focus on growing and diversify 

our market – not put all of our eggs in one basket. 

Vision has to work with this development in order to get those gateways open for 

us.  Feedback received on recent international market engagements has identified 

Cayman Islands limitation and a lot of them have to do with our airports. 
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7.14 Procurement route approval – Meeting Minutes 
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7.15 Strategic Outline Case 
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7.16 Steering Committee approval of draft OBC - Meeting 

Minutes, 8 December 
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7.17 Stakeholder Meeting Notes  

(Prepared by Philip Van Manen, Stantec) 
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7.18 Passenger Driven Charges Analysis  

(prepared by Stantec) 
 

All charges that are passenger driven have been included. Some additional comments from Stantec:  

  

• The table contains passenger driven charges for the selected airports, excluding government and tourism taxes. Please note that we 

have included and highlighted charges such as security charges and some other fees. 

  

• It is important to note that, like landing charges, passenger charges can vary based on factors such as time of day (e.g., Cayman Islands). 

Cayman Island airport has a mixed terminal charge that varies by time of day, with a unit rate per departing passenger and a fixed 

charge per hour. This has been highlighted in the table. 

  

• Some airports also have terminal or passenger service charges that are not based on the number of passengers, but rather on the 

number of aircraft seats and/or the weight of the aircraft (e.g., in Nassau). NAS has an infrastructure charge based on aircraft weight 

and a fixed terminal charge based on aircraft seats. However, we have only included their per passenger charges in the table since they 

also have a passenger facility charge per passenger. 

  

• Santo Domingo airport has a fixed ‘passenger facility charge’ per aircraft with at least one passenger on board. This has also been 

highlighted in the table. 

  

• We have also included and highlighted Common Use Terminal Equipment (CUTE) or CUPPS charges which generally refer to the use 

of check-in counters. In these circumstances the charge is for part of the service which would normally be provided by a ground 

handling agent (either the airport itself or a separate company) and we normally wouldn’t benchmark these. Ground handling charges 

are usually not included because it is very hard to identify a “typical” charge for a flight by a particular aircraft type at any given airport. 

The level of ground handling requested by an airline can vary considerably, and the rates charged are rarely published. Rates at a given 

airport may vary between different suppliers and often vary for different airlines served by the same ground handler, depending on the 

level of service required and volume of traffic handled. 
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Region 
 

City 
 

Airport 
 

Charge 
Category 

 

Scheme of 
Charges 

Unit 

Rate 

(USD) 

Fixed 

Charges 
(USD) 

 

Formula 
Description 

 

Effective 
Date 

 

Verified 
Date 

 

Notes 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Antigua 

 

V.C. Bird 

International 

Airport 

 

Facility 

 

International 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

37.5 

 
Unit Rate 

per arriving 

and 

departing 

passenger 

 

15-Oct-
2021 

 

19-Oct-
2021 

1. Airport Administration Charge (ACC). 2. Exempt: 

infants, crew, domestic pas between Antigua end 

Barbuda, transit (24hrs). 3. Other charges: New Access 

Passes EC$25.00, Renewals EC$15.00, Ramp License 

EC$5.00, Vehicular Ramp 
Passes EC$25.00. 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Antigua 
V.C. Bird 

International 

Airport 

 

Facility 
Domestic 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

18.5 
 Unit Rate 

per arriving 

and 

departing 
passenger 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Barbados 

 

 

 

 

 

Grantley 

Adams 

International 

Airport 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Internationa
l 

     

 

 

 

 

 

11-Apr-
2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11-Aug-
2020 

 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age, direct transit. 
2. Transit: passenger  who arrive in and depart from 
the airport on the same aircraft and flight number. 3. 
List of countries for which the regional transfer 
amount applies: Anguilla (AI), Antigua & Barbuda (AG), 
Aruba (AW), Bahamas (BS), British Virgin Islands (VG), 
Cayman Islands (KY), Cuba (CU), Dominica (DM), 
Dominican Republic (DO), French Guiana (GF), Grenada 
(GD), Guadeloupe (GP), Guyana (GY), Haiti (HT), 
Jamaica (JM), Martinique (MQ), Montserrat (MS), 
Netherlands Antilles (AN), Puerto Rico (PR), Saint Lucia 
(LC), St. Kitts & Nevis (KN), St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines (VC), Suriname (SR), Trinidad & Tobago 
(TT), Turks & Caicos (TC), and US Virgin Islands (VI). 
4.International & Regional transfers (beyond 6 hours): 
BBD 55 per transfer passenger. 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Barbados 
Grantley 

Adams 

International 

Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

Origin 

& 

Destina

tion 

 

27.5 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

O&D 

passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

Barbados Grantley Adams 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

Transfer 
(within 6 

hours of 
arrival) 

12.5 
 Unit Rate per 

transfer 
passenger 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Barbados 

 

 

 

 

 

Grantley 

Adams 

International 

Airport 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regional 

     

 

 

 

 

 

11-Apr-
2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11-Aug-
2020 

 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age, direct transit. 
2. Transit: passenger  who arrive in and depart from 
the airport on the same aircraft and flight number. 3. 
List of countries for which the regional transfer 
amount applies: Anguilla (AI), Antigua & Barbuda (AG), 
Aruba (AW), Bahamas (BS), British Virgin Islands (VG), 
Cayman Islands (KY), Cuba (CU), Dominica (DM), 
Dominican Republic (DO), French Guiana (GF), Grenada 
(GD), Guadeloupe (GP), Guyana (GY), Haiti (HT), 
Jamaica (JM), Martinique (MQ), Montserrat (MS), 
Netherlands Antilles (AN), Puerto Rico (PR), Saint Lucia 
(LC), St. Kitts & Nevis (KN), St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines (VC), Suriname (SR), Trinidad & Tobago 
(TT), Turks & Caicos (TC), and US Virgin Islands (VI). 
4.International & Regional transfers (beyond 6 hours): 
BBD 55 per transfer passenger. 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Barbados 
Grantley 

Adams 

International 

Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

Origin 

& 

Destina

tion 

 

27.5 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

O&D 

passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

Barbados Grantley Adams 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

Transfer 
(within 6 

hours of 
arrival) 

5.0 
 Unit Rate per 

transfer 
passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

Barbados Grantley Adams 
International 
Airport 

Security All Departures 3.2 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

11-Apr-
2019 

11-Aug-
2020 

 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Barbados 
Grantley 

Adams 

International 

Airport 

 

Terminal 
 

All Arrivals 
 

1.5 
 

Unit Rate 

per arriving 

passenger 

 

11-Apr-
2019 

 

11-Aug-
2020 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age; specially 

exempted passengers; passengers arriving and leaving 

on the same flight; airline crew on duty; transit 
flights. 

 

 

 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

 

 

 

Barbados 

 

 

 

Grantley 

Adams 

International 

Airport 

 

 

 

Airport 

Service 

Charge 

 

 

 

Internati

onal 

Departur

es 

 

 

 

 

70.0 

  

 

 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

 

 

 

01-Oct-
2018 

 

 

 

 

11-Aug-
2020 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age with and 

without a seat, children up to 12 years of age, online 

transfer 24 hours, airline crew on duty, Government 

officials. 2. Regional departures are to Antigua and 

Barbuda, Bahamas, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, 

Haiti, Jamaica, Montserrat, Saint Lucia, St Kitts and 

Nevis, St Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, 



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 

  

249 

 

 

Trinidad and Tobago, Anguilla, Bermuda, British Virgin 

Islands, Cayman Islands, Turks and Caicos Islands. 

Caribbea
n 

Barbados Grantley Adams 
International 
Airport 

Airport 
Service 
Charge 

Regional 
Departures 

35.0 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

   

Central Belize City Philip S. W. 
Goldson 
Int. Airport 

Passenger 
Service All Departures 15.0 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-
2018 

16-May-
2018 

1. Exempt: transit. 

Central Belize City Philip S. W. 
Goldson 
Int. Airport 

Security All Departures 1.3 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-
2018 

16-May-
2018 

 

Central Belize City Philip S. W. 
Goldson 
Int. Airport 

Developme
nt 

All Departures 18.0 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-
2018 

16-May-
2018 

 

Central Belize City Philip S. W. 
Goldson 
Int. Airport 

Environmen
tal 

All Departures 20.0 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-
2018 

16-May-
2018 

1. Collected by the airlines on the ticket and transferred 
to Protected Areas 
Conservation Trust (PACT). 

Central Belize City Philip S. W. 
Goldson 
Int. Airport 

Baggage All Departures 1.3 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-
2018 

16-May-
2018 

1. So called Baggage Screening. 

 

 

 

 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

 

 

 

 

Martinique 

 

 

 

 

Martinique 

Aimé Césaire 

Int. Airport 

 

 

 

 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

 

 

 

Departures 

to 

Guadeloup

e and 

dependenci

es 

  

 

 

 

 

02-Jun-
2021 

 

 

 

 

 

01-Jun-
2021 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age. 2. Caribbean 
Countries: 

Anguilla, Antigua and Barbuda, Aruba, Bahamas, The 

Barbados, British Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Cuba, 

Dominica, Dominican Republic, Grenada, Guadeloupe, 

Haiti, Jamaica, Martinique, Montserrat, Curaçao, St 

Maarten and Bonaire, Sint Eustatius, and Saba, Puerto 

Rico, Saint Barthelemy, Saint Kitts & Nevis, Saint Lucia, 

Saint Martin, Saint Vincent, Trinidad & Tobago, Turks 

& Caicos Islands, US Virgin Islands. 3. Charge shown 

includes the passenger reduced mobility charge in the 

amount of EUR 0.8 per departing passenger. 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Martinique 
Martinique 

Aimé Césaire 

Int. Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

Origin & 
Destination 

 

11.5 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Martinique 
Martinique 

Aimé Césaire 

Int. Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

Transit / 
Transfer 

 

10.4 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 

transit / 

transfer 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Martinique 

 

Martinique 

Aimé Césaire 

Int. Airport 

 

Passen

ger 

Service 

Departures to 

French Guiana, 

Caracas and 

South America 

      

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Martinique 
Martinique 

Aimé Césaire 

Int. Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

Origin & 
Destination 

 

12.6 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Martinique 
Martinique 

Aimé Césaire 

Int. Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

Transit / 
Transfer 

 

11.4 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 

transit / 

transfer 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Martinique 

 

Martinique 

Aimé Césaire 

Int. Airport 

 

Passen

ger 

Service 

Departures to 

France and 

European 

Union 

Countries 

      

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Martinique 
Martinique 

Aimé Césaire 

Int. Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

Origin & 
Destination 

 

26.4 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Martinique 
Martinique 

Aimé Césaire 

Int. Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

Transit / 
Transfer 

 

23.8 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 

transit / 

transfer 
passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

Martinique Martinique 
Aimé 
Césaire Int. 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

Departures to 
all 
other 
International 
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Region 
 

City 
Airport  

Charge 
Category 

 

Scheme of 
Charges 

Unit 

Rate 

(USD) 

Fixed 

Charges 
(USD) 

 

Formula 
Description 

 

Effective 
Date 

 

Verified 
Date 

 

Notes 

 

Region 

 

City 

 

Airport 

 

Charge 

Category 

 

Scheme of Charges 

Unit Rate 

(USD) 
Fixed 

Charges 

(USD) 

 

Formula 

Description 

 

Effective 

Date 

 

Verified Date 

 

Notes 

 

Caribbean 
 

Martinique 
Martinique Aimé 

Césaire Int. 

Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Origin & 
Destination 

 

28.1 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbean 
 

Martinique 
Martinique Aimé 

Césaire Int. 

Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Transit / Transfer 
 

25.4 
 Unit Rate per 

departing transit 

/ transfer 
passenger 

   

Caribbean Martinique 
Martinique Aimé 
Césaire Int. Airport Embarkation 

Tax 
All Departures 4.8 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

19-Jun-2019 19-Jun-2019 
 

 

Caribbean 

 

Cayman 
Islands 

 

Owen Roberts 

International 

Airport 

 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

36.0 

  

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

08-Dec-
2016 

 

10-Sep-
2020 

1. So called Departure Tax. 2. Exempt: children under 12 years 

of age, diplomats, transit, person exempted by the Chief 

Executive Officer of the Cayman Islands Airports Authority. 3. 

Levied on passengers departing on 
international flights. 

 

 

 

Caribbean 

 

 

 

Cayman 
Islands 

 

 

Owen Roberts 

International 

Airport 

 

 

Passenger 

Facility 

Charge 

 

 

Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

 

 

15.6 

  

 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

 

 

08-Dec-
2016 

 

 

 

10-Sep-
2020 

1. Exempt: children under 12 years of age, diplomatic aircraft, 

test flights, emergency landings, training flights by the Chief 

Executive Officer of the Cayman Islands Airports Authority. 2. 

The International Passenger Facility Charge is levied per 

international departures from Cayman Islands for the purpose 

of airport infrastructure development and terminal extension. 

 

Caribbean 

 

Cayman 
Islands 

 

Owen Roberts 

International 

Airport 

 

Security 

 

All Departures 

 

12.6 

  

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

08-Dec-
2016 

 

10-Sep-
2020 

1. Exempt: children under 12 years of age, diplomats, transit, 

person exempted by the Chief Executive Officer of the Cayman 

Islands Airports Authority. 3. Levied on passengers departing on 

international flights. 

 

Caribbean 
 

Cayman 
Islands 

Owen Roberts 

International 

Airport 

 

Terminal 
 

12:01 - 01:59 
 

1.2 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

08-Dec-
2016 

 

10-Sep-
2020 

1. Exempt: diplomats, test flights, emergency landings, training 

flights approved by the Chief Executive Officer of the Cayman 

Islands Airports Authority. Unit rate to increase from $1.20 to 

$6.00 from 2023. 

 

Caribbean 

 

Cayman 
Islands 

 

Owen Roberts 

International 

Airport 

 

Terminal 

 

02:00 - 12:00 

 

1.2 

 

217.2 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger + 

Fixed Charge per 

hour or part 
thereof 

  Unit rate to increase from $1.20 to $6.00 from 2023. 

Central Guatemala 
La Aurora 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service International 30.0 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

26-Oct-2015 10-Oct-2018 1. Exempt: transit, airline crew on duty. 

Central Guatemala 
La Aurora 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service Domestic 0.7 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

   

Central Guatemala 
La Aurora 
International 
Airport 

Security All Departures 2.6 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

26-Oct-2015 10-Oct-2018 1. Exempt: nil. 

 

Caribbean 
 

Havana 
José Martí 

International 

Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

0.0 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

27-Jan-2021 
 

26-Jan-2021 
1. So called Passenger Service Airport Tax. Exempt: infants under 
2 years of 
age, transit, passengers that departure from national territory 
after emergency landing. 

 

 

Caribbean 

 

 

Kingston 

 

Norman Manley 

Int. Airport 

 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

 

30.1 

  

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

 

 

01-Jan-2022 

 

 

19-Apr-2022 

1. Exempt: Infants under 2 years of age, no stopover - transit / 

transfer passengers (12 hours). emergency landings, airline crew 

on duty, military flights and involuntary rerouting. 2. Passenger 

service charge for visiting non - commercial flight is USD 19.92 

per embarked passenger. 

 

Caribbean 
 

Kingston 
Norman Manley 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Domestic 
Departures 

 

7.2 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

   

 

 

Caribbean 

 

 

Kingston 

 

Norman Manley 

Int. Airport 

Common Use 

Passenger 

Processing 

Systems 

(CUPPS) 

 

 

All Departures 

 

 

3.0 

  

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

 

01-Jan-2018 

 

 

15-Aug-
2022 

 

Caribbean Kingston 
Norman Manley 
Int. 
Airport 

Security 
International 
Departures 16.8 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-2022 19-Apr-2022 
1. Security charge for visiting non - commercial flight is USD 16.79 
per 
embarked passenger. 

Caribbean Kingston 
Norman Manley 
Int. 
Airport 

Security Domestic 
Departures 

8.0 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

   

 

 

Caribbean 

 

 

Kingston 

 

Norman Manley 

Int. Airport 

 

 

Development 

 

International - 

Airport 

Improvement Fee 

(AIF) 

 

 

10.0 

  

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

 

 

01-Jan-2003 

 

 

22-Jul-2020 

1. Exempt: Infants under 2 years of age, no stopover - transit / 

transfer passengers (12 hours). emergency landings, airline crew 

on duty, military  flights and involuntary rerouting. 2. So called 

Airport Improvement Fee (AIF). 3. Collected by the 

airlines/airport on behalf of the Government. 

Caribbean Montego Bay 
Sangster 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

International 
Departures 25.4 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

17-Jul-2021 19-Apr-2022 
 

Caribbean Montego Bay 
Sangster 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service Domestic 

Departures 
5.8 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 
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Caribbean 

 

 

Montego Bay 

 

Sangster 

International 

Airport 

Common Use 

Passenger 

Processing 

Systems 

(CUPPS) 

 

 

All Departures 

 

 

3.0 

  

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

  

 

19-Apr-2022 

 

Caribbean Montego Bay 
Sangster 
International 
Airport 

Security 
International 
Departures 2.7 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-2020 19-Apr-2022 
 

Caribbean Montego Bay 
Sangster 
International 
Airport 

Security Domestic 
Departures 

2.7 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

   

Central Managua 
Augusto C. Sandino 
Int. 
Airport 

Security 
International 
Departures 3.0 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

25-Jul-2013 07-Aug-
2020 

 

 

Caribbean 

 

Nassau 

 

Lynden Pindling 

International 

Airport 

 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

25.0 

  

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

28-Feb-
2019 

 

09-Aug-
2019 

1. So called International Departure Tax. 2. Exempt: infants 

under 2 years of age; Diplomats; passengers on flights that are 

involuntarily rerouted; airline crew on duty and personnel on 

military services. services. 

 

 

 

 

Caribbean 

 

 

 

 

Nassau 

 

 

 

Lynden Pindling 

International 

Airport 

 

 

 

Passenger 

Facility 

Charge 

 

 

 

Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

 

 

 

38.0 

  

 

 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

 

 

 

01-Feb-
2020 

 

 

 

 

18-Feb-
2020 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age, Diplomats, passengers 

involuntarily rerouted, airline crew on duty, personnel on 

military service. 2. Charge shown is VAT inclusive. 3. Passenger 

Processing Fee is waived if passengers have round trip tickets 

originating in FPO or MHH or TCB to USA via NAS and return 

from USA to FPO or MHH or TCB via NAS with same day travel. 

4. Stay over is not allowed. Passengers with two separate tickets 

for domestic and international travel will not be exempted. 

Caribbean Nassau 
Lynden Pindling 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Facility Charge Domestic 

Departures 
10.0 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbean 
 

Nassau 
Lynden Pindling 

International 

Airport 

 

Security 
Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

9.0 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

01-Mar-
2020 

 

08-Jun-2022 
1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age, diplomats, involuntary 

rerouting, airline crew on duty, personnel on military service. 2. 

Charges shown are VAT 
inclusive. 

Caribbean Nassau 
Lynden Pindling 
International 
Airport 

Security Domestic 
Departures 

7.0 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

   

 

 

 

 

Caribbean 

 

 

 

 

Nassau 

 

 

 

Lynden Pindling 

International 

Airport 

 

 

 

 

Processing 
Fee 

 

 

 

Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

 

 

 

10.0 

  

 

 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

 

 

 

01-Feb-
2020 

 

 

 

 

08-Jun-2022 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age, Diplomats, passengers 

involuntarily rerouted, airline crew on duty, personnel on 

military service. 2. Charge shown is VAT inclusive. 3. Passenger 

Processing Fee is waived if passengers have round trip tickets 

originating in FPO or MHH or TCB to USA via NAS and return 

from USA to FPO or MHH or TCB via NAS with same day travel. 

4. Stay over is not allowed. Passengers with two separate tickets 

for domestic and international travel will not be exempted. 

 

Caribbean 
 

Puerto Plata 
Gregorio Luperón 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Passenger Charge 
 

16.3 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

 

13-Mar-
2018 

 

10-Aug-
2021 

1. Exempt: transit, transfer. 2. Normally included in the ticket. 3. 

Same fees apply to charter flights. 

 

Caribbean 
 

Puerto Plata 
Gregorio Luperón 

Int. Airport 

 

Infrastructure 
International 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

16.3 
 Unit Rate per 

arriving 
and 
departin
g 
passenge
r 

 

01-Dec-
2018 

 

10-Aug-
2021 

 

1. So called Airport Infrastructure Fee. 
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Region 
 

City 
 

Airport 
 

Charge 
Category 

 

Scheme of 
Charges 

Unit 

Rate 

(USD) 

Fixed 

Charges 
(USD) 

 

Formula 
Description 

 

Effective 
Date 

 

Verified 
Date 

 

Notes 

  
 

   
  

   

Caribbean Puerto Plata 
Gregorio Luperón 
Int. 
Airport 

Airport Tax All Departures 20.0 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-2018 10-Aug-
2021 

1. So called Airport Departure Tax. 

 

Caribbean 
 

Puerto Plata 
Gregorio Luperón 

Int. Airport 

Airport 

Service 

Charge 

International 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

2.8 
 Unit Rate per 

arriving and 

departing 
passenger 

 

01-Dec-
2018 

 

10-Aug-
2021 

1. So called Aerodrom Fee. 2. Exempt: infants under 2 years of 

age, military flights, direct transit - same flight number. 

Caribbean Port of Spain 
Piarco International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

International 
Departures 30.0 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Dec-
2018 

19-Jan-2021 
1. Exempt: children under 5 years of age; transit (24 hours); 
Trinidad & Tobago 
citizen over 60 years of age. 

Caribbean Port of Spain 
Piarco International 
Airport Security All Departures 18.8 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Jun-2018 19-Jan-2021 
 

 

 

 

Caribbean 

 

 

 

Pointe-à-Pitre 

 

 

 

Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

 

 

 

Passeng

er 

Service 

Departures to 

Metropolitan 

France, EU 

Countries, 

Switzerland and 

all other 

International 

Destinations 

      

 

Caribbean 
 

Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Origin & 
Destination 

 

26.2 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbean 
 

Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Transit / Transfer 
 

16.9 
 Unit Rate per 

departing transit 

/ transfer 
passenger 

   

 

 

 

Caribbean 

 

 

 

Pointe-à-Pitre 

 

 

Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

 

 

Passeng

er 

Service 

Departures to 

Martinique, 

French Guiana 

and Caribbean 

countries 

including PUJ 

(except SJU) 

      

 

Caribbean 
 

Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Origin & 
Destination 

 

9.9 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbean 
 

Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Transit / Transfer 
 

7.1 
 Unit Rate per 

departing transit 

/ transfer 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbean 
 

Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

Departures to 

Guadeloupe / 

SBH / 
SFG 

      

 

Caribbean 
 

Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Origin & 
Destination 

 

6.7 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbean 
 

Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Transit / Transfer 
 

5.1 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 

transit / 
transfer 
passenger 

   

Caribbean Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre Int. 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

Departures to San 
Juan 

      

 

Caribbean 
 

Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Origin & 
Destination 

 

9.9 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbean 
 

Pointe-à-Pitre 
Pointe-à-Pitre 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

Transit / Transfer 
 

7.1 
 Unit Rate per 

departing transit 

/ transfer 
passenger 

   

Central Panama City 
Tocumen 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

International 
Departures 40.0 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Oct-2017 07-Feb-
2022 

1. Exempt: airline crew on duty, transit / transfer (up to 24 hours), 
international 
to International. 

 

Central 
 

Panama City 
Tocumen 

International 

Airport 

 

Security 
 

All Departures 
 

1.3 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

18-Oct-2021 
 

07-Feb-
2022 

1. Levied on passengers departing and arriving on international 

and domestic flights for the purpose of supporting security 

services in Tocumen International 
Airport. 

 

Central 
 

Panama City 
Tocumen 

International 

Airport 

Passeng

er 

Reduced 
Mobility 

 

All Departures 
 

0.6 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

01-Jan-2015 
 

07-Feb-
2022 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age, airline crew on duty, 

transit/transfer (24 hours), international to International. 

Central Panama City 
Tocumen 
International 
Airport 

Development All Departures 12.0 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-2015 07-Feb-
2022 

 

 

Caribbean 
 

Punta Cana 
Punta Cana 

International 

Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

International 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

15.0 
 Unit Rate per 

arriving and 

departing 
passenger 

 

01-Jan-2021 
 

09-Mar-
2022 

 

Caribbean Punta Cana 
Punta Cana 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service Transit 7.5 

 Unit Rate per 
transit 
passenger per 
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hour 

Caribbean Punta Cana 
Punta Cana 
International 
Airport 

Check - in 
Check-in counter 
rates 0.5 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Jul-2012 09-Mar-
2022 

1. Charge shown is for flight with the number of checked in 
passengers over 71. 

 

Caribbean 
 

Punta Cana 
Punta Cana 

International 

Airport 

 

Terminal 
International 

Terminal User 

Fee 

 

0.5 
 Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger per 2 

hours 
delay 

 

01-May-
2009 

 

09-Mar-
2022 

 

1. Charge shown is applied for terminal usage per 2 hours of a 
flight delay. 

 

 

 

Central 

 

 

 

San Pedro 
Sula 

 

 

Ramón Villeda 

Morales Int. 

Airport 

 

 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

 

Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

 

 

34.7 

  

 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

 

 

01-Apr-2019 

 

 

 

19-Mar-
2021 

1. So called International and Domestic Departure Fee. 2. 

Exempt: transit passengers, connection and diversion flights and 

Honduran diplomats arriving for relief missions. 3. International 

Senior and Pensioners/Retirees (60 years or older) - USD 27.79; 

Domestic Departures: Honduran Retirees and Resident Aliens 

aged 60 and over: HNL 39.98. 

Central San Pedro 
Sula 

Ramón Villeda 
Morales 
Int. Airport 

Passenger 
Service Domestic 

Departures 
2.0 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

   

 

Central 
 

San Pedro 
Sula 

Ramón Villeda 

Morales Int. 

Airport 

 

Airport Tax 
Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

13.7 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

15-Jun-2019 
 

19-Mar-
2021 

1. So called Airport User Fee. 2. The charge shown includes 

Security (USD 2), Immigration (USD 9) and Baggage Screening Fee 

(OIRSA: USD 2.7) 

 

Caribbean 
 

Santo 
Domingo 

Las Americas 

Int. Airport 

Passeng

er 

Service 

 

All Departures 
 

19.1 
 

Unit Rate per 

departing O&D 

passenger 

 

15-Jun-2018 
 

10-Aug-
2021 

1. Exempt: transit, transfer. 2. Normally included in the ticket. 3. 

Same fees apply to charter flights. 

 

Caribbean 
 

Santo 
Domingo 

Las Americas 

Int. Airport 

 

Infrastructure 
International 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

16.3 
 Unit Rate per 

arriving and 

departing 
passenger 

 

01-Dec-
2018 

 

10-Aug-
2021 

 

Caribbean Santo 
Domingo 

Las Americas Int. 
Airport Airport Tax All Departures 20.0 

 Unit Rate per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-2018 10-Aug-
2021 

1. So called Airport Departure Tax. 

 

Caribbean 
 

Santo 
Domingo 

Las Americas 

Int. Airport 

Airport 

Service 

Charge 

International 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

2.8 
 Unit Rate per 

arriving and 

departing 
passenger 

 

01-Dec-
2018 

 

10-Aug-
2021 

1. So called Aerodrom Fee. 2. Exempt: infants under 2 years of 

age, military flights, direct transit - same flight number. 

Caribbean Santo 
Domingo 

Las Americas Int. 
Airport 

Passenger 
Facility Charge All Traffic 40.0 Fixed Charge 13-Mar-

2018 
10-Aug-

2021 

1. So called Departure Facility Charge. 2. This charge is levied for 
all wide and 
narrow body aircrafts with at least 1 passenger. 

 

 

Central 

 

 

San Jose 

 

Juan Santamaría 

International 

Airport 

 

 

Security 

 

International 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

 

1.5 

  

Unit Rate per 

arriving and 

departing 

passenger 

 

 

25-Oct-2019 

 

 

18-Aug-
2022 

1. The only exemptions processed are those that are previously 

authorised by the DGAC, by a formal note sent to the airport 

administration. There is no discount on rates established. 2. 

CUAC: USD 7.51 per departing passenger. 3. The only method of 

payment is by credit which first must be managed with the 
airport administration. 

 

Central 
 

San Jose 
Juan Santamaría 

International 

Airport 

 

Security 
Domestic 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

0.8 
 Unit Rate per 

arriving and 

departing 
passenger 

   

 

Central 

 

San Jose 

 

Juan Santamaría 

International 

Airport 

Common 

User 

Terminal 

Equipment 
(CUTE) 

 

Internatio

nal 

Departure

s 

 

12.5 

  

Unit Rate per 

departing 

passenger 

 

18-Aug-
2022 

 

25-Aug-
2022 

 

1. So called Common Area User Charge. 2. Levied on 

international departures for the purpose of airport maintenance 

and improvement. 

Caribbean San Juan 
Luis Muñoz Marín 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service International 

   
01-Jul-2020 02-Jul-2020 
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Region 
 

City 
 

Airport 
 

Charge 
Category 

 

Scheme of 
Charges 

Unit 

Rate 

(USD) 

Fixed 

Charges(U

SD) 

 

Formula 
Descriptio
n 

 

Effective 
Date 

 

Verified 
Date 

 

Notes 

      
     

Caribbea
n 

San Juan Luis Muñoz 
Marín 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

Signatory 
Carriers 

(Departures 
Only) 

5.0 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

San Juan 
Luis Muñoz 

Marín 

International 

Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

Non - 

Signatory 

Carriers 

(Arrivals & 
Departures) 

 

6.3 
 Unit Rate 

per 

arriving 

and 

departing 
passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

San Juan Luis Muñoz 
Marín 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service Domestic 

      

Caribbea
n 

San Juan Luis Muñoz 
Marín 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

Signatory 
Carriers 

(Departures 
Only) 

5.0 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

San Juan 
Luis Muñoz 

Marín 

International 

Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

Non - 

Signatory 

Carriers 

(Arrivals & 
Departures) 

 

6.3 
 Unit Rate 

per 

arriving 

and 

departing 
passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

San Juan Luis Muñoz 
Marín 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Facility 
Charge 

All Departures 4.5 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

01-May-
2018 

29-Jun-
2020 

1. Exempt: zero cost tickets. 

Caribbea
n 

San Juan Luis Muñoz 
Marín 
International 
Airport 

Terminal International 
 

Caribbea
n 

San Juan Luis Muñoz 
Marín 
International 
Airport 

Terminal Signatory 
Carriers 

(Departures 
Only) 

31.3 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

San Juan 
Luis Muñoz 

Marín 

International 

Airport 

 

Terminal 
Non - 
Signatory 

Carriers 
(Departures 
Only) 

 

39.1 
 

Unit Rate 

per 

departing 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

San Juan 
Luis Muñoz 

Marín 

International 

Airport 

 

Terminal 
Domestic 

(Aircraft 

with 12 

passenger 
seats or less) 

      

 

Caribbea
n 

 

San Juan 
Luis Muñoz 

Marín 

International 

Airport 

 

Terminal 
Signatory 

Carriers 

(Arrivals & 
Departures) 

 

2.3 
 Unit Rate 

per 

arriving 

and 

departing 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

San Juan 
Luis Muñoz 

Marín 

International 

Airport 

 

Terminal 
Non - 

Signatory 

Carriers 

(Arrivals & 
Departures) 

 

2.8 
 Unit Rate 

per 

arriving 

and 

departing 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

St. Maarten 
Princess 

Juliana 

International 

Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

Internati

onal 

Departur

es 

 

36.0 
 

Unit Rate 

per 

departing 

O&D 

passenger 

 

22-Apr-
2021 

 

15-Aug-
2022 

 

1. So called Airport Departure Tax. 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

St. Maarten 
Princess 

Juliana 

International 

Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

Domestic 
Departures 

 

22.0 
 

Unit Rate 

per 

departing 

O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

St. Maarten 
Princess 

Juliana 

International 

Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

Transfer 
 

5.0 
 

Unit Rate 

per 

departing 

transfer 

passenger 

   

Caribbea St. Maarten Princess Juliana 
International Developme All Departures 12.5 

 Unit Rate 01-Apr- 15-Aug- 1. So called Airport Improvement Fee. 
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n Airport nt per 
departing 
passenger 

2021 2022 

Caribbea
n 

St. Maarten Princess Juliana 
International 
Airport 

Screening All Departures 11.8 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

24-Jan-
2019 

15-Aug-
2022 

 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

St. Maarten 
Princess 

Juliana 

International 

Airport 

Pre-

Clearance 

Fee 

 

Security Charge 
 

3.3 
 

Unit Rate 

per 

departing 

passenger 

 

07-Nov-
2019 

 

15-Aug-
2022 

1. So called Special Facility Charge. 2. Charge shown is 

levied on passengers making use of the US pre - 

clearance facilities and / or services. 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Oranjestad 
Queen Beatrix 

International 

Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

Internati

onal 

Departur

es 

 

23.0 
 

Unit Rate 

per 

departing 

O&D 

passenger 

 

22-Apr-
2021 

 

18-Aug-
2022 

1. Exempt: children under 12 years of age, transfer, 

transit (24 hours) airline crew on duty. 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Oranjestad 

 

Queen Beatrix 

International 

Airport 

 

Passen

ger 

Service 

Departures 

within the 

territory of the 

Dutch 

Caribbean 

(Bonaire) 

 

8.8 

  

Unit Rate 

per 

departing 

O&D 

passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Oranjestad 
Queen Beatrix 

International 

Airport 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

Transfer 
 

3.0 
 

Unit Rate 

per 

departing 

transfer 

passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

Oranjestad Queen Beatrix 
International 
Airport 

Security All Departures 3.0 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

22-Apr-
2021 

18-Aug-
2022 

1. Exempt: children under 12 years of age, airline crew 
on duty. 

Caribbea
n 

Oranjestad Queen Beatrix 
International 
Airport 

Facility Departures to 
the 
USA 

5.3 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

09-Jun-
2018 

18-Aug-
2022 

1. So called Special Facility Charge. 2. Exempt: children 
under 12 years of age, 
airline crew on duty. 

Caribbea
n 

Anegada Auguste George 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

International 
Departures 15.0 

 Unit Rate 
per 
departing 
passenger 

25-Jul-
2013 

23-Apr-
2018 

1. Exempt: children under 5 years of age, exchange 
students. 

Caribbea
n 

Anegada Auguste George 
Airport Security All Departures 5.0 

 Unit Rate 
per 
departing 
passenger 

25-Jul-
2013 

23-Apr-
2018 

1. Exempt: nil. 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Anegada 
Auguste 

George 

Airport 

 

Developme
nt 

International 

Arrivals & 

Departures 

 

10.0 
 Unit Rate 

per 

arriving 

and 

departing 
passenger 

 

01-Apr-
2019 

 

25-Mar-
2019 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age; ID1 totally 

free of charge (i.e. no fare and no surcharges) except 

for bona fide flights. 

Caribbea
n 

Anegada Auguste George 
Airport Developme

nt 
Domestic 
Departures 

5.0 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

   

 

Caribbea
n 

 

Anegada 
Auguste 

George 

Airport 

 

Baggage 
 

All Departures 
 

7.0 
 

Unit Rate 

per 

departing 

passenger 

 

25-Jul-
2013 

 

23-Apr-
2018 

1. Exempt: nil. 2. Each passenger departing for a 

foreign country on an aircraft of 14 passengers or 

more is charged a Hold Baggage Screening (HBS) Fee. 

Caribbea
n 

Cockburn 
Town 

JAGS McCartney 
International 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service 

International 
Departures 29.0 

 Unit Rate 
per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-
2017 

03-Dec-
2020 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age. 

Caribbea
n 

Cockburn 
Town 

JAGS McCartney 
International 
Airport 

Security All Departures 8.0 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-
2017 

03-Dec-
2020 

1. Exempt: infants under 2 years of age. 

 

 

Caribbea
n 

 

 

Saint 
Thomas 

 

 

Cyril E. King 
Airport 

 

Passen

ger 

Service 

 

 

Departing 

    

 

01-Oct-
2005 

 

 

07-Aug-
2020 

1. Preclearance departing passengers: for use of airport 

facilities paid by each departing passenger using the 

preclearance facilities or pre-cleared by USA 

Government personnel at another location. Also 

included is a per passenger security cost for the 

protection of departing passengers: USD 7.95 per 
departing passenger 

Caribbea
n 

Saint 
Thomas 

Cyril E. King 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service All Departures 7.2 

 Unit Rate 
per 
departing 
passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

Saint 
Thomas 

Cyril E. King 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service Arriving 
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Caribbea
n 

Saint 
Thomas 

Cyril E. King 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service International 

Arrivals 
8.2 

 Unit Rate 
per arriving 
passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

Saint 
Thomas 

Cyril E. King 
Airport 

Passenger 
Service Domestic 

Arrivals 
2.6 

 Unit Rate 
per arriving 
passenger 

   

Caribbea
n 

Saint 
Thomas 

Cyril E. King 
Airport 

Security All Departures 0.3 
 Unit Rate 

per 
departing 
passenger 

01-Jan-
1992 

07-Aug-
2020 
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7.19 Master Plan Qualitative Data Completed Meetings 
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7.20 Master Plan Executive Summary 
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